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HOW DO VALUES MATTER IN THE RELATION BETWEEN ORGANIZATIONAL TRUST 

AND PERFORMANCE? THE CASE OF CHINA 

Jiang Lu 

Abstract 

Trust in organizations has been demonstrated and discussed widely in research in Western 

cultures. With China’s rapidly developing economy, more and more Western managers work 

in China now, while an increasing number of Chinese managers work overseas. This makes 

research on the way trust in organizations operates in Chinese culture an important topic. 

This study contributes to the literature from the perspective of the way values matter in the 

relation between organizational trust and performance in China. This research proposes that 

in the context of China, employees’ and supervisor’s Confucian value system affects the trust 

in the supervisor positively, which in turn, enhances work effort and consequently, affects 

job-related performance and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) positively. Some 

research has observed that relationship conflict affects the trust in the supervisor and work 

effort adversely, and therefore, it is proposed further that relationship conflict moderates the 

relation between the employees’ and supervisor’s Confucian value system and trust in the 

supervisor, as well as between trust in the supervisor and work effort. Before the proposed 

model was tested, this study sought to develop a new set of scales to measure the Confucian 

value system following Hinkin’s (1998) approach. A literature review was conducted and no 

specific measurement for the Confucian value system manifested in the work context was 

found. To develop a set of such scales, pilot interviews were conducted with a sample of 

eight individuals across China to determine their knowledge of the Confucian value system 

and the way these values are manifested in behaviors in their daily life and work. In the 

second step, an original Confucian value system scale was developed with 30 items using a 



deductive approach from the literature. In the third step, a survey of 500 individuals in China 

was conducted and subsequently, a 12-item scale from the 30 items in Study 1 was created 

that is both reliable and valid to measure the Confucian value system manifested in the work 

context. The proposed model was tested with the newly developed scales, and all of the 

proposed hypotheses were supported except for the moderating effect of relationship conflict 

in Study 2. This study contributes to the literature by developing a set of measures of the 

Confucian values system manifested in the work context and also provided evidence that 

such values are important in trust in the supervisor in China.  

Keywords: Organizational trust, personal value, Confucian value system, Chinese 

culture measurements, trust in the supervisors, work effort, performance
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

In the past three decades, trust has become an important topic in management areas, 

and particularly in the leadership area. This is because of the understanding that higher 

organizational trust generates better performance. Mayer et al.’s (1995) seminal study defined 

trust as “… the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based 

upon the expectation that the other will perform a particular action important to the trustor, 

irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party” (p. 712). They delineated 

differences between trust and cooperation, trust and confidence, and trust and predictability. 

They also introduced the concept of a trustor’s propensity to trust, and discussed the 

likelihood that trustors will trust depending upon inherited factors, such as personalities, 

experiences, and cultures.   

In the same year, McAllister (1995) developed two bases of trust, affect- and 

cognition-based trust, based upon Lewis and Weigert’s (1985) work. McAllister 

demonstrated that peers’ actions, practices, and relationship attributes affect their trust in 

peers. These three factors influence affect- and cognition-based trust, and eliminate the 

nonproductive uses of finite managerial resources for defensive behaviors and control-based 

monitoring, which then in turn, generates better behavioral and performance outcomes, such 

as organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs), job attitudes, and such intentions as 

organizational commitment, that are correlated with leader-member exchange.  

As trust is exhibited in dyadic interactions between the trustor and trustee, the work to 

date has focused on trustee factors, such as perceptions of the trustees’ ability, benevolence, 

and integrity (Mayer et al., 1995), trustworthy behaviors (Krosgaard et al., 2002; Levin et al., 

2006), citizenship behaviors (Young & Perrewé, 2000), leadership behaviors (Dirks & Ferrin, 

2002), and organizational justice and ethical behaviors (Colquitt & Rodell, 2011; Dirks & 

Ferrin, 2002). Compared to the research on trustees, research that has focused on trustors is 
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relatively limited. The dominant factor that affects a trustor’s trust of a trustee is the former’s 

propensity to trust. Mayer et al. (1995) proposed that trustors’ propensity to trust depends 

upon the trustors’ experiences, personalities, and cultural background. Colquitt et al.’s (2007) 

meta-analysis showed further that the perception of trustees’ trustworthiness and trust itself 

will in turn, affect the trustors’ propensity to trust. In addition to the propensity construct, it 

has been found that trustors’ social motives and punitive capability are related positively to 

trust (De Dreu et al., 1998). It has been found also that people are more trusting and more 

likely to accept advice when they are in a better emotional state, such as that of incidental 

gratitude, and thus, the trustor’s emotional state is associated with organizational trust (Gino 

& Schweitzer, 2008). 

In general, research has focused on the factors of trustworthiness that affect the trust 

relationship. There is extant empirical support for the notion that trustees’ ability, 

benevolence, and integrity affect trust and performance in turn (e.g., Colquitt et al., 2007). 

However, few studies have discussed trustor factors independent of the dyadic interactions 

that affect performance, although stronger trust motivates better performance, which has been 

found widely in empirical work. However, what other trustor attributes are there that are not 

exhibited in the trust relationship but still affect performance? In addition, while trust 

research has been conducted for decades in Western countries, there has been little research 

on Chinese samples, particularly given that the Chinese Confucian value system is unique, 

and potentially has a wide ranging and profound influence on dyadic interaction behaviors. 

With the growth of the Chinese economy, China is engaged and embedded in the global 

economy today. More Western companies have invested in China now, and Chinese 

companies have established subsidiaries overseas. Indeed, while more foreign managers are 

working in China, more Chinese managers are also working overseas. Thus, it is important to 

understand the trust theory in the context of the Confucian value system.  
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Given the importance of the Chinese economy and the glaring lack of research on 

organizational trust in the Chinese Confucian value system, this study developed a Confucian 

value system scale in the work context and explored trustor attributes in the trust and job 

performance relation in China.  

This study contributes to work on organizational trust by determining the way the 

Confucian value system can affect performance.  

The context of the study is introduced in Chapter 1. The research objectives and 

questions were identified, and the value of the research argued. The existing literature is 

reviewed in Chapter 2 to define the Confucian value system construct and differentiate it 

from other well-established constructs. The theoretical framework and research hypotheses 

are presented in Chapter 3, and the Confucian value system scale is developed with a 

quantitative research approach in Chapter 4. Chapter 5 presents the reliability and validity 

analyses of Confucian value system scale. In Chapter 6, the data analysis using the Confucian 

value system scale in the proposed model is presented and the results are discussed. Chapter 7 

discusses the conclusions of this study, as well as its theoretical and practical implications, 

limitations, and future research directions. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

Trust has been studied widely in the organizational behavior and leadership fields. In 

this study, trust is defined specifically as trust in the supervisor. Interpersonal trust is based 

upon dyadic interactions, and is an emergent attribute of the dyad in which both parties share 

a given level of trust (Anderson & Thompson, 2004), and trust asymmetry captures the 

degree to which each party’s trust in the other converges (Lewicki et al., 2006). Further, 

interpersonal trust is reciprocal, and is influenced by interactions between both parties, trustor 

and trustee (Ferrin et al., 2008).  

Interpersonal Trust Antecedents 

Interpersonal trust is demonstrated in a dyadic interaction that involves the trustor, the 

trustee, the relationship between the two, and the interaction context.  

Trustor Factors 

Mayer et al.’s (1995) definition of trust includes the expectation that another party 

will perform a particular action, one of the determinants of which is the propensity to trust. 

The individual who has a greater propensity to trust will be more willing to form new 

relationships before gaining information about the trustee. The propensity to trust is 

considered stable, and to have derived from the trustor’s developmental experiences, 

personalities, and cultural background. Empirical work has found that this propensity to trust 

is correlated positively with perceptions of the trustee’s trustworthiness and trust (Colquitt et 

al., 2007). 

Several other trustor factors have been studied in addition to the propensity to trust. 

With respect to emotions, it has been found that people who feel incidental gratitude are more 

trusting than those in a neutral emotional state, while people in a neutral state are more 

trusting than are people who feel incidental anger (Gino & Schweitzer, 2008). In addition, 

positive affective reactions to a prior leader’s departure had a significant positive effect on 
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trust of the successive leader (Ballinger et al., 2009). In the negotiation context, research has 

found that trust is low when the cooperative negotiator has high punitive capability (De Dreu 

et al., 1998). A person’s status affects trust as well; Lount and Pettit (2012) asserted that high 

status people tend to consider others to be more benevolent, and will therefore trust others 

more. When making performance appraisal decisions, Korsgaard and Roberson (1995) found 

that a subordinates’ non-instrumental voice has an effect on the subordinates’ trust in the 

supervisor, and a subordinate who is trained to communicate assertively during an appraisal 

review trusts the supervisor more. Recently, Chua et al. (2012) found in an executive MBA 

student sample that supervisors with lower cultural metacognition were less likely to develop 

affect-based trust in their intercultural relationships. 

Trustee Factors 

Based upon Mayer et al.’s (1995) work, the perception of the trustee’s ability, 

benevolence, and integrity predicts interpersonal trust in an organization, which was 

supported in Colquitt et al.’s (2007) meta-analysis. Ability is defined as “... a group of skills, 

competencies, and characteristics that enable a party to have influence with some specific 

domain” (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 717). A trustee’s ability in one area will afford that person 

trust in tasks related to the area. Several studies have discussed and demonstrated that ability 

is an antecedent of trust (Cook & Wall, 1980; Deutsch, 1960; Jones, et al., 1975; Sitkin & 

Roth, 1993). This is consistent with prior work in which competence or expertise was used as 

well to define the same construct of ability (Butler, 1991; Butler & Cantrell, 1984; Kee & 

Knox, 1970; Lieberman, 1981; Rosen & Jerdee, 1977).  

Benevolence is another antecedent of trust. Mayer et al. (1995) defined benevolence 

as “… the extent to which a trustee is believed to want to do good to the trustor, aside from 

an egocentric profit motive”, which also “… suggests that the trustee has some specific 

attachment to the trustor” (p. 718). Most research has supported benevolence as an antecedent 
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of trust. Hovland et al. (1953) asserted that perceived benevolence in a relationship is related 

inversely to the motivation to lie, which increases trust.  

Further, Mayer et al. (1995, p. 719) asserted that “… the relationship between 

integrity and trust involves the trustor’s perception that the trustee adheres to a set of 

principles that the trustor finds acceptable”. Integrity is the third antecedent of trust in their 

studies. Lieberman (1981) had proposed earlier that integrity is an important trust factor, 

while Sitkin and Roth’s (1993) research included a similar construct that focused on value 

congruence. At the same time, researchers have asserted that consistency, integrity, and 

fairness are further determinants of trust (Butler, 1991; Butler & Cantrell, 1984). Character, 

which includes integrity, has been discussed as well as one of the bases of trust (Gabarro, 

1978).  

In addition to the work mentioned above, other constructs that are similar to integrity 

in the workplace context include being open, discreet, receptive, and available (Korsgaard & 

Roberson, 1995; Levin et al., 2006). Several other factors have been discussed, such as 

individual’s uncivil behaviors that may influence interpersonal trust adversely (Cameron & 

Webster, 2011), and that prosocial lies told, and false statements made, with the intention to 

benefit others influence benevolence-based trust positively and harm integrity-based trust 

(Levine & Schweitzer, 2015).  

Trust in a leader has been discussed often in the literature. Leadership behaviors 

(Ballinger et al., 2009) and leadership styles, such as ethical (Brown et al., 2005; Kalshoven 

et al., 2011), participative (Huang et al., 2010), servant (Hirschy et al., 2014; van 

Dierendonck, 2011) and authentic leadership (Levine & Schweitzer, 2015), have strong 

positive effects on subordinates’ trust in their supervisor. Managerial behaviors, such as open 

communications and demonstrating concern for employees can affect trust positively 

(Krosgaard et al., 2002), and easy-to-understand language may increase perceptions of 
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competence-based trustworthiness and trust as well (Elsbach & Elofson, 2000), while the 

adverse effects of perceived abusive supervision on trust were found to be stronger for 

subordinates in the Western culture compared to the culture based upon Confucian values 

(Vogel et al., 2015). With respect to the cultural effect of employee’s trust in the supervisor, 

Thomas and Ravlin (1995) found that cultural adaptation on a foreign manager’s part had a 

negative effect on internal causal attributions that were related directly to participants’ 

intensions to trust in a U.S. subsidiary of a Japanese manufacturing company.  

Relationship Factors 

Relationship factors are those shared between the trustor and trustee. Lyu and Ferrin 

(2018) distinguished relationship factors as follows: the relationship itself; shared similarity; 

relationship interdependence, and exchange and communication processes between the 

trustor and trustee. First, with respect to the relationship itself, several studies have 

demonstrated that a longer relationship generates more trust. Levin et al. (2006) proposed that 

relationship duration is a moderator in the trust relationship because a longer relationship will 

generate more similarity between the parties, and a greater shared perspective. Vanneste et al. 

(2014) performed a meta-analysis and found a positive, but marginal, correlation between the 

relationship duration and trust. With respect to the second factor, shared similarity, Fulmer 

and Gelfand (2012) found that when the degree of similarity within a dyad is positive, it 

affected trust positively as well. Third, different interdependent relationships between the 

trustor and trustee also influence the trust between them. Ferrin et al.’s research (2008) 

demonstrated that cooperative behavior affected the dyadic trust perceptions, and in turn, 

influenced the dyadic cooperative behaviors. This was demonstrated in Halbesleben and 

Wheeler’s (2015) empirical research that found that a co-worker’s interpersonal 

organizational citizenship behavior (IOCB, Williams & Anderson, 1991), which is defined as 

behavior devoted to sustaining, encouraging, empathizing with, and helping co-workers, 
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leads to perceived social support, and in turn, generates trust and reciprocal IOCBs to that co-

worker, and the converse. Finally, with respect to communication processes, most research 

has found that e-mail communications generated lower trust within a dyad (Naquin & 

Paulson, 2003). In addition, negative perceptions of the sender’s trustworthiness were found 

when the e-mail contained technical language and etiquette violations (Vignovic & 

Thompson, 2010). On the other hand, the trustor’s general attitudinal predisposition toward 

peers became less important when the communication frequency increased (Becerra & Gupta, 

2003).  

Contextual Factors 

Many studies have discussed interpersonal trust in different contexts, e.g., focal 

relationships, organization relationships, and the external environment. Network 

characteristics (trust transferability and structural equivalence) promote interpersonal trust  in 

task advice (Ferrin et al., 2006), and career guidance ties lead to cognition-based trust, while 

friendship and career guidance ties lead to affect-based trust (Chua et al., 2008). In addition, 

high network density and heterogeneity lead to higher reputations of trustworthiness (Wong 

& Boh, 2010). A cooperative reward structure promotes teamwork and trust, while a 

competitive structure encourages individual effort (Ferrin & Dirks, 2003; Hill et al., 2009). 

Upward comparisons influence affective trust adversely and downward comparisons decrease 

cognitive trust (Dunn et al., 2012). With respect to the external environment, discussions 

have focused primarily on intra- and intercultural trust. It has been found that firm age was 

associated positively with Chinese senior supervisors’ affect-based trust in senior supervisors 

of the same cultural ethnicity in overseas companies (Jiang et al., 2011).  

Consequences of Interpersonal Trust 

Interpersonal trust that generates positive consequences in the organization has been 

discussed and demonstrated widely (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Jones et al., 1975; Jones & 
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George, 1998; Li & Tan, 2013; Mayer & Gavin, 2005; Williams, 2001; Yang & Mossholder, 

2010). Mayer et al. (1995) proposed that perceived risk moderates trust, in that the trustor is 

more willing to take risks when there is interpersonal trust between the trustor and trustee. 

Interpersonal trust is associated with a range of performance outcomes, including job-related 

performance, OCBs, and counterproductive behaviors (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Jones & 

George, 1998; Williams, 2001). Mayer and Gavin (2005) demonstrated that the supervisor’s 

perceived trustworthiness and the resultant trust increased subordinates’ job-related 

performance and OCBs. Trust in the supervisor is a significant predictor of work behaviors as 

well (Yang & Mossholder, 2010), and affects subordinates’ job-related performance via 

psychological availability and safety (Li & Tan, 2013). In addition perceived supervisor 

behavioural integrity promotes subordinates’ job-related performance (Palanski & 

Yammarino, 2011), and leads to the supervisor’s effectiveness, subordinates’ greater 

retention, higher job satisfaction, and work engagement (Moorman et al., 2013).  

Interpersonal trust has a positive influence on behavioral outcomes, which can be 

categorized as sharing knowledge, cooperation, communication, attachment, and performance 

(Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012). Several empirical studies have demonstrated that trust in the 

supervisor influences attitudinal outcomes, such as work engagement and job satisfaction 

(Cunningham & MacGregor, 2000; Moorman et al., 2013). Dirks and Ferrin (2002) asserted 

that trust in the supervisor promotes belief in the information the supervisor provides and 

commitment to decisions, which increases risk-taking preferences (Colquitt et al., 2007).  

Interpersonal trust is discussed as the predictor in the social exchange. Blau (1964) 

defined exchange as economic exchanges, which are contractual in nature and involve the 

exchange of exact amounts specified in advance, while social exchanges, which involve the 

exchange of diffuse, future obligations that are specified vaguely, occur over a more extended 

period. At the same time, the social exchange relationship may be a mediator between trust 
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and outcome relations (Aselage & Eisenberger, 2003; Meyer & Allen, 1997; Mowday et al., 

1982; Shore et al., 2006; Turnley et al., 2003).  

The Mediating Role of Interpersonal Trust 

A sizable body of research has demonstrated the mediating role of interpersonal trust. 

Mayer et al. (1995) posited that interpersonal trust mediates the trustee’s perceived ability, 

benevolence, and integrity in the trustor’s risk taking, for which Colquitt et al.’s (2007) 

subsequent meta-analysis provided robust support.  

Lyu and Ferrin (2018) summarized two streams of empirical research that have 

discussed the mediating role of interpersonal trust.  

Stream 1: The mediating role in the relation between supervisors’ and subordinates’ 

behavior. The first set of studies found support for transformational and transactional 

leadership’s positive effects, in which trust in the supervisor mediated the effect of the 

supervisor’s transformational leadership behavior on subordinates’ OCBs in American 

samples (Pillai & Williams, 1999). Further, American lab samples demonstrated that trust in 

the supervisor mediated the confederates’ transformational and transactional leadership 

behavior on subordinates’ performance quality and satisfaction (Jung & Avolio, 2000). The 

finding that a supervisor’s operant behavior predicted trust in the supervisor and generated 

subordinates’ OCBs has been validated in American samples (Rubin et al., 2010). Mainland 

China samples demonstrated that supervisors’ transformational leadership behavior 

influenced subordinates’ affective organizational commitment, OCBs, and job-related 

performance positively through affect-based trust in the supervisor (Zhu et al., 2013). The 

second set of studies supported the mediated effects of supervisor’s justice behavior. Yang et 

al. (2009) found that subordinates’ affect-based trust in the supervisor mediates the effect of 

the supervisor’ procedural justice behavior on subordinates’ helping behavior. Laboratory 

research in the Netherlands showed that trust in fellow organizational members mediated the 
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effect of the members’ procedural justice behavior on the trustor’s perceptions of the 

members’ charisma and legitimacy (van Dijke et al., 2010). Colquitt et al. (2012) found that 

both affect- and cognition-based trust mediated the effects of justice (distributive, procedural, 

and interpersonal) on job-related performance. Finally, only one study has discussed the 

mediating effect of trust in the supervisor in the Confucian Chinese context based upon 

Taiwan samples, and the results showed that subordinates’ affect-based trust in the supervisor 

mediated the effects of the supervisor’s benevolence and moral behavior on subordinates’ 

job-related performance and OCBs (Chen et al., 2014).  

Stream 2: Other mediating effects. Stream 1 focuses on the mediating effect of the 

supervisors’ behaviours, while Stream 2 is broader. Several studies have discussed the 

mediation of trustee factors. Reiche et al.’s (2014) study found that subordinates’ trust in the 

supervisor mediated the effect of their OCBOs (OCBs directed toward the organization) on 

supervisor’s trustworthy behavior. Ferrin et al. (2008) found that an actor’s trust in a partner 

mediated the effect of the partner’s cooperative behavior on the actor’s cooperative behavior. 

Hofmann et al. (2009) found that subordinates’ affect-based trust in their co-workers 

mediated the formally-designed helping role that co-workers played in subordinates’ 

decisions to seek help from a particular co-worker. Other studies have focused on trustor 

factors as well, and Simons et al. (2007) found that race affects trust. Their research 

demonstrated that behavioural integrity mediated African American subordinates’ reported 

lower trust in their supervisor, interpersonal justice perceptions, satisfaction, organizational 

commitment, and intent to remain with the organization, and race affected these outcomes. 

Mislin et al. (2011) found that a negotiator’s trust in his counterpart mediated the negotiator’s 

mood in contract implementation. Some research has discussed the mediating role of trust in 

the supervisor in dyadic interactions. Kacmar et al.’s (2012) study of American subordinates 
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and their supervisors showed that subordinates’ trust in their supervisors mediated the effect 

of supervisor-subordinate conflict on subordinates’ job-related OCBs.  

The Moderating Role of Interpersonal Trust 

In addition to being a predictor and mediator in organizations, trust has been studied 

as a moderator as well. Dirk and Ferrin’s (2001) meta-analysis suggested that interpersonal 

trust plays a moderating role in the effect of other predictors in strong situations (where there 

are strong norms, guidelines, incentives, etc., for appropriate behavior). Several empirical 

studies have demonstrated this moderating role as well. Quigley et al.’s (2007) laboratory 

study found that the positive effect of an individual’s task self-efficacy on setting higher 

goals was stronger in the context of mutual trust. Kacmar and colleagues (2012) 

demonstrated that the negative effect of conflict among subordinates on an individual’s task-

focused OCBs was weaker for subordinates who had greater trust in the supervisor. Several 

studies have discussed the moderating role of interpersonal trust in the Chinese context. A 

study on Mainland China-based subordinates and supervisors revealed that higher levels of 

trust in the supervisor moderated the effect of supervisors’ empowering leadership behavior 

on subordinates’ creative self-efficacy to deliver better job-related performance (Zhang & 

Zhou, 2014). This result has been tested in American and Taiwanese subordinate and 

supervisor samples as well, and the results demonstrated that trust in the supervisor had a 

positive moderating effect in supervisors’ support of employees’ commitment to the 

supervisor (Cheng et al., 2015).  

Interpersonal Trust in the Context of Chinese Organizations 

The growth of China’s economy has prompted a great deal of work on the effect of 

interpersonal trust in the context of Chinese organizations. Early research proposed and found 

that collective cultures, like that of China, were more inclined to trust in-group rather than 

outgroup members (Huff & Lane, 2003).  



  

13 

 

 

Several empirical studies have explored and tested interpersonal trust in Chinese 

organizations (Aguiar, 2002; Huntington, 2006; Inglehart, 1997; Pappi, 2007; Putnam, 2007; 

Steinhardt & Delhey, 2020). China has been undergoing modernization since 1978, and 

socioeconomic modernization affects trust in an organization. Some researchers have claimed 

that modernization promotes human empowerment by increasing collective resources, which 

puts people in a better position to trust fellow citizens (Inglehart, 1997; Pappi, 2007), but 

others have argued that modernization disrupts traditional social relationships and norms, and 

thus leads to an increasingly anonymous and distrustful society (Aguiar, 2002; Huntington, 

2006; Putnam, 2007). Steinhardt and Delhey (2020) tested these two theories in the specific 

case of China with over 1900 individuals, and found robust evidence that regional 

modernization is associated with substantially higher levels of general trust. 

Several studies have discussed the interpersonal trust in dyadic interactions between 

subordinates and their supervisor. A study of the antecedents of trust conducted with a 

sample of 605 matched cases of employees and their immediate supervisors in a large, 

reformed state-owned firm found that organizational support was related to affective 

commitment more than to OCBs (Hui et al., 2004), while some research demonstrated that 

personal relationships were related to both affective commitment and OCBs (Wasti et al., 

2011). Jiang et al. (2017) found that both distributive justice (DJ) and procedural justice (PJ) 

were related to affective organizational commitment (AOC), and organizational trust (OT) 

and mediated the procedural PJ-AOC relation fully, while DJ was related in part in the DJ-

AOC association. The analysis of a survey of 928 employees validated the relation in which 

subordinates’ greater silence generated employees’ lower trust in both the supervisor and the 

organization (Zheng et al., 2008). 

Several researchers have discussed interpersonal trust under different leadership styles 

and guanxi practices in China. The ubiquitous term guanxi literally means relationships, and 
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refers to particularistic ties rooted in a common background and experience that facilitate 

exchange (Tsui & Farh, 1997). Zhu et al. (2013) found that affective trust had positive 

mediating effects on the relations between transformational leadership and subordinates’ 

outcomes, including organizational commitment, OCBs, and job-related performance, while 

cognitive trust had a negative mediating effect on the association between transformational 

leadership and subordinates’ job-related performance, and insignificant effects on their 

organizational commitment and OCBs. Bai et al.’s (2012) empirical study found that 

perceived organizational support and LMX were two major mediators in transformational 

leadership behaviours’ effects on subordinates’ trust in the supervisor among both top 

management and immediate supervisors, respectively. Based upon a sample of 357 Chinese 

subordinates and their supervisors, Miao et al. (2013) found that trust in the supervisor 

mediated the relation between participative leadership and the organizational commitment of 

civil servants in China.  

In the Chinese relationship (guanxi) context, Chen et al. (2004) found that perceived 

PJ mediated guanxi practices’ effect on trust in management negatively. Another 

experimental investigation found that rather than cognition-based trust, affective-based trust 

mediated the relation of social distance and interpersonal trust (Song et al., 2012). Chun et 

al.’s (2004) study of 605 matched samples found that more traditional Chinese exhibited 

OCBs regardless of the quality of their relationship with their supervisors. Wong et al. (2002) 

asserted that trust in the supervisor mediated the relations between IJ and loyalty to the 

supervisor, and loyalty to the supervisor had a significant effect on both subordinates’ job-

related performance and OCBs. 

Confucian Value System 

One’s personal value system is among the many factors that determine individuals’ 

behaviors, and research has shown that values guide employees’ behaviors in their daily work 
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life (Cheung et al., 2016). To understand value systems, we can focus on personal value 

systems that pertain to individuals’ upbringing and socialization, as well as on value systems 

related to their professional life, such as the professionalism value system. According to 

Mayer et al. (1995), values play a role in one’s propensity to trust and in the factor of 

trustworthiness of integrity, i.e., values of integrity lead to trust. However, can value systems 

affect work performance without the need to build trust? This is a question that potentially 

plays an important role in offering a more comprehensive understanding of interpersonal trust 

in organizations.  

Different cultures cultivate different personal value systems. Values are derived from 

basic individual motivations (Schwartz, 1992), and specific cultural practices in social 

institutions (Rokeach, 1973). China, with its unique and isolated geographic location (with 

the Mongolian grassland in the North, the Junggar Desert and Tian Shan mountains blocking 

the approach from the West, the Himalayas in the Southwest, and the Yellow Sea, East Sea, 

and South Sea covering Eastern and Southern China), has had very limited interactions with 

other cultures, and particularly with Western cultures, for more than a thousand years. While 

some non-Confucian cultures did occupy China once, such as the Yuan (Mongolian) and 

Qing (Man Zu), the Confucian value system continues to play a significant role, particularly 

in governing via the central government model.  

In the Chinese culture, the Confucian value system has nurtured Chinese values from 

the Chunqiu period, which formed the core of imperial China for 2,000 years (Loewe, 2012). 

Thus, it would be interesting to know the way this set of values affects Chinese nationals’ 

work ethics. In this section, we assert that trustors’ values affect their work performance via 

the trust relationship. Hence, this study explored the Confucian value system specifically. 

With respect to personal values, the teachings of Confucius play a significant role in 

shaping the Chinese people’s values. Zhong Yong (Chong Yung) is one of the essential four 
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books among the Confucian classics, and has a wide-ranging and strong effect on Confucian 

culture. The book of Zhong Yong describes the path of Tao (nature’s way or the natural way) 

in daily lives. It states that everything should follow the Tao (Tianyi), and people should do it 

properly to a certain degree, no more and no less. Zhong Yong indicates that your current 

roles are Tianyi, that is, arrangements mandated by heaven, and that you should perform your 

roles appropriately (Jiang, 1934; Liu, 2014). For example, the rich should do what the rich 

have been asked to do, and the poor should do what the poor have been requested to do. In 

his lectures delivered at the Hung Tao society in San Francisco in 1918, Jiang Kanghu (Kiang 

Kang-hu) explained: “To do what is proper in the position in which one is; and not desire to 

go beyond it” (Jiang, 1934, p. 44)  For example, you should take care of your people by 

choosing the talented, developing your country, and making the right policies if you are an 

emperor now. You cannot be lazy by taking care of your own family alone. Further, if you 

are not the emperor any longer, you do not need to perform the same jobs, but you need to do 

what you are asked to do in your current role, say, as a teacher coaching students. The scope 

of what you should do is determined by your current role, and you need to do it well and 

properly. Thus, one has to play the roles one is given.  

Sangang Wuchang (three rules and five constant virtues) is the center of the 

Confucian value system, which presents people’s social responsibilities and historical 

mission. There are three rules (ruler guides subject, father guides son, and husband guides 

wife) and five constant virtues in Confucian values (benevolence – Ren 仁, righteousness – 

Yi 義|义, propriety – Li 禮|礼, wisdom – Zhi 智, and fidelity – Xin 信) (“Sangang Wuchang,” 

2012). Sangang Wuchang is the basic tenet that encompasses the three Confucian value 

relationships between ruler and subjects, father and son, and husband and wife. Confucian 

values assert that an individual plays different roles in different contexts, such as an 

individual is the father or a son in his family, who is also a superior or a subordinate in his 
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organization at the same time. Heaven determines these roles and they cannot be changed, 

which is echoed as the basic concept of the Confucian value system. A person should do only 

what he is requested to do in his current role, and perform it properly, by investing all of his 

effort within the scope of that role, regardless of what that is.  

With respect to the five constant virtues (Wuchang), Ren is “the Confucian virtue that 

denotes the good quality of a virtuous human when being altruistic” (“Ren”, 2020). A good 

example of Ren is that the father should protect his children. Yi means that one should follow 

what is mandated by heaven. Li means to obey the required etiquette based upon your 

relationship with dignity. Zhi means to understand the truth of the world, including respect 

and etiquette, and Xin means integrity and honesty ("Sangang Wuchang", 2023).  

Comparison of Confucian Value System with Other Similar Constructs   

Confucian value system vs. Power Distance 

In the Confucian value system, roles differ according to a person’s status: for 

example, the junior should follow the senior, the son follows the father, the wife follows the 

husband, and the officer follows the emperor. These hierarchical systems appear to mirror the 

construct of power distance in the extant societal culture literature.  

Hofstede and Bond (1988) defined power distance as “… the extent to which the less 

powerful members of organizations and institutions (like the family) accept and expect that 

power is distributed unequally” (p. 10). However, the Confucian value system focuses on 

roles, not power. One has to act according to one’s role, regardless of high or low power. If a 

person moves from an employee role to a manager role, he will need to fulfill a manager’s 

role. Power is of little or no relevance in this case, as it is not about the acceptance of power 

distance, but fulfilling one’s role. The similarity between the concepts is that in the Confucian 

value system, the less powerful person accepts unequal power in the relationship. Hence, 

there is always a power and status difference. However, the Confucian value system takes the 
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construct of power distance further and asserts that not only does one accept the power 

differential, but one accepts and acts willingly according to those power and status 

differences. The Confucian value system discusses the role’s scope, not the relative power 

within the organization.  

Confucian Value System vs. Role Theory 

When we discuss the Confucian value system, we indicate that people accept their 

role mandated by Tianyi. Thus, as long as the person is diligent in carrying out his given 

roles, he will be rewarded – Tianyi; otherwise, he will be punished. The Bao Ying (报应) 

concept is the notion of good for good and evil for evil, i.e., that one reaps what one sows. It 

is similar to role theory, and therefore, the differences between these two constructs are 

identified as follows: 

First, in role theory, there is a role sender and a recipient, and this relationship is 

dyadic in nature. Role theory explains the role processes in an organization by introducing 

role expectations, stress, conflicts, ambiguity, and evaluation. However, in the Confucian 

value system, the role expectations are spelled out clearly; that is, unlike in role theory, where 

the organization or the senior manager sets the expectations, and the relationship is dyadic in 

nature, as it allows for adjustments and recalibrations through various activities (Sarbin, 

1968), in the Confucian value system, expectations have been preset by heaven – Tianyi, and 

one learns the values through the education system and social norms.  

Second, the content of the expectations differs. Role theory is dedicated to developing 

a clear and detailed task-oriented job description and training individuals to ensure that they 

can deliver the expectations (Ilgen, 1991). Instead, the Confucian value system relates to 

individuals’ philosophical and behavioral guidance: Ren, Yi, Li, Zhi, and Xin. These people 

know what they are expected to do in any circumstance with the Wuchang as guidance.  
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Third, the evaluators differ in the two theories. In role theory, the organization and the 

senior manager evaluate whether you achieve the expectations according to your job 

description (Kahn, 1966), while in the Confucian value system, the individuals self-reflect 

through the principles of Wuchang guidance and heaven evaluates their behaviors.  

Fourth, the rewards expected and received differ. In role theory, individuals will 

receive very specific rewards from seniors when they fulfil the expectations. However, in the 

Confucian value system, individuals obtain rewards from heaven (Fischer, 2010). In addition, 

the rewards are not specific. Instead, the understanding is that good things will happen, such 

as playing a senior role. However, sometimes the rewards will not come immediately, and 

they may come in the next life, and perhaps not to the specific person. Instead, rewards may 

accrue to their sons or parents. The Confucian value system has a timing gap; what one sows 

will come only when the timing is right.  

Fifth, there are role conflicts and ambiguity in role theory (Kahn et al., 1964), as the 

senior sets expectations for his subordinates, and they must change their behaviors to be 

consistent with those expectations (Sarbin, 1968). Thus, role conflicts can result. In the 

Confucian value system, conflict will not arise, as the expectations are set by heaven, and 

individuals are motivated intrinsically to achieve the expectations. Role theory proposes that 

seniors set the expectations and when communications are unclear, role ambiguity occurs 

(Kahn, 1973). However, in the Confucian value system, individuals are educated according to 

the culture and norms, with Wuchang as the generic guiding principles. They can refocus 

their behaviors in any situation with Wuchang guidance. Therefore, there is no role ambiguity 

in the Confucian value system.  

Lastly, in role theory, personality and interpersonal relationships influence role 

behavior (Fischer, 2010). However, the Confucian value system asserts that the starting point 

is the same for everyone when they are born and that our education and situation mould and 
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develop us in different ways  (Three Character Classic, 2023). However, when one follows 

the Confucian value system, one is a good person (Jun Zi) and will take on the same values 

and behave appropriately in accordance with the tenets of Ren, Yi, Li, Zhi, and Xin. The 

Wuchang guides these good behaviors and they are not influenced by any relationship 

according to Zhong Yong principles (Legge, 2022). 

Confucian Value System vs. Organizational Loyalty 

The other concept that may be confused with the Confucian value system is 

organizational loyalty. Organizational loyalty is the employee’s attachment to the 

organization through an accepted and consistent organizational vision and values (Berntson et 

al., 2010; Mowday et al., 1982). However, the Confucian value system is more general and is 

not limited to the organization or superiors. Instead, the Confucian value system dictates that 

individuals accept heaven’s natural way (Tianyi), which guides individuals to act according 

to their current role. Therefore, loyalty is to the culture or to Tianyi. 

In summary, the Confucian value system indicates that people should follow their 

own responsibilities as determined by Tianyi. The person who follows this value system and 

acts according to their role will derive benefits and rewards from Tianyi. Sangang Wuchang 

is the key and guidance for the Confucian value system followed by Tianyi.  

Confucian Value System vs. Constructs in Mayer et al.’s ABI-Trust Model 

Several terms in the trust construct, such as trustees’ benevolence and integrity in 

Mayer et al.’s (1995) model, are similar to the construct of personal values in the Confucian 

value system. The following attempts to differentiate the Confucian value system from the 

constructs. 

Benevolence 

 Benevolence is the way trustees are perceived, in that they will do good things for the 

trustors (Mayer et al., 1995). Mayer et al. stated that when a trustor perceives that a trustee 
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wants to do good things for them, in the form of some special attachment, the trustor will 

have more trust in the trustee and be willing to take risks and invest in more work effort.  

 Several studies have discussed a similar construct. Hovland (1953) illustrated the 

relation between trustworthiness and a trustee’s motivation to lie. The research discovered 

that a lower motivation to lie leads to greater benevolence, and the converse. Some 

researchers, such as Strickland et al. (1958), Solomon (1960), and Larzelere et al. (1980), 

found that a stronger specific relationship is more likely to generate trust between dyads. 

Other researchers have focused on the trustees’ motivation or intention that influences trust 

(Cook & Wall, 1980; Deutsch, 1960; Grıffın, 1967). 

 The FOT (Factors of trustworthiness) of benevolence in Mayer et al.’s (1995) model 

involves dyadic interactions between the trustor and trustee in the trustees’ perceived 

motivation to lie, or perceived motives and intentions. The personal value of benevolence in 

the Confucian value system resides in the individual and is not limited to dyadic interactions.  

Integrity 

 Lieberman (1981) introduced integrity as one of the factors that affect organizational 

trust. Mayer et al. (1995) elaborated on integrity and asserted “… the relationship between 

integrity and trust involves the trustor’s perception that the trustee adheres to a set of 

principles that the trustor finds acceptable” (p. 719).  

 In the ABI model, the trustee’s integrity affects organizational trust, and then 

generates better job-related performance on the trustor’s part. The Confucian value system 

not only dictates that the trustee exhibit integrity, but also indicates that regardless of whether 

or not the trustee treats the trustor with integrity, the trustor should trust the supervisor, as this 

reflects Tianyi (Legge, 2022). The trustor was born to trust the trustee.  

Confucian values include integrity. Nonetheless, it is possible to explore in greater 

depth the way integrity affects interpersonal trust in the Confucian value context. Therefore, 
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integrity in the Confucian value system is an important and independent construct in this 

research. 

 

  



  

23 

 

 

Chapter 3: Theoretical Framework and Research Hypotheses 

Confucian Value System and Trust in the Supervisor 

Sangang Wuchang is the key to the Confucian value system and guides people’s daily 

behavior. The Sangang Wuchang stipulates that heaven dictates a person’s current role, and 

the person needs to do his work well. At the same time, the person must trust his supervisor, 

as the supervisor was chosen because he has all of the abilities required for this role. The 

person must spare no efforts to obey and implement all of the supervisor’s decisions with full 

trust. The stronger the person’s Confucian value system, the greater his trust in the 

supervisor. 

It is possible that the Confucian value system affects the trust in the supervisor in a 

dyadic interaction. The employee believes that the supervisor is in the position because of 

Tianyi, and thus, the employee should trust the supervisor and should not judge his 

supervisor’s ability, benevolence, and integrity. This trust in the supervisor is a tradition 

among the Confucian values we discussed in the Confucian value system chapter above. 

Employees believe that trusting their supervisor follows the Tianyi, and that they will be 

rewarded in heaven if they trust the supervisor and punished if they question him. Further, in 

the Confucian value system, employees believe that their supervisor is a “Junzi” (君子). 

“Junzi” (“Junzi,” 2021) is translated as a “person of high stature” or “son of the monarch,” 

one who demonstrates self-cultivation, and has great knowledge and an outstanding ability to 

manage matters in an ethical manner, as only a “Junzi” can perform the supervisor’s role 

(Goethals et al., 2004). This echoes Mayer et al.’s (1995) ABI model in the paper in which 

they conducted an analysis of the integrative model of organizational trust. A Junzi has the 

abilities required to perform the supervisor’s role, whether they are inherited from the family, 

or acquired through study or good education. A Junzi demonstrates benevolence toward the 

common people, because he holds the responsibility to take care of the people or his 
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subordinates according to Confucian values. In addition, a Junzi has integrity, and is true to 

his word. A Junzi cannot tell lies; this is one of the basic Confucian principles. Ren, Yi, Li, 

Zhi, and Xin rule a Junzi’s character and behaviors (Jiang, 1934; Fernandez, 2004; Sun, 

2013). Therefore, a Junzi holds all of the attributes necessary for the trustor to trust him, as 

demonstrated in the integrative model of organizational trust from Confucian society. 

Consequently, an employee who has strong Confucian values is likely to trust his supervisor 

more than those who adhere less to those values. 

Hypothesis 1: Employees’ belief in the Confucian value system is positively related to 

trust in the supervisor.   

On the other hand, the supervisor’s personal values may affect the employee’s trust in 

him as well. In the Confucian value system, a supervisor should be a Junzi, he should have 

Ren, Yi, Li, Zhi, and Xin, and a Junzi’s mission is to lead the team members to live a good 

life. When the supervisor has the corresponding Confucian values, he will use their rules to 

develop himself into a person who is capable, understands people’s sentiments, and is 

knowledgeable and reasonable to lead and guide the employees to a better life. Further, when 

supervisors hold Confucian values, they will know more about the way to communicate like a 

Junzi, so that employees with those values can better perceive the supervisor’s values, which 

will increase their trust in the supervisor. Therefore, the greater the supervisor’s belief in the 

Confucian value system, the greater the employees’ trust in him. 

In addition, the supervisor should take care of his subordinates. It is discussed widely 

in Chinese culture that as a supervisor, he should take the responsibility to help and develop 

his subordinates. Sangang Wuchang explains it as the ruler (supervisor), like the father in a 

family, empathizes with the subordinates’ feelings, follows the same direction, and has the 

responsibility to provide a better life for them (“Sangang Wuchang,” 2023). Second, as stated 

in Hypothesis 1, the supervisor is in a leader’s position, as he holds the Junzi’s 
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characteristics, and he has abilities that subordinates can trust. Third, as a true man, the 

supervisor must always tell the truth (Jiang, 1934; Sun, 2013). All of these factors increase 

the trust between the supervisor and employees (Mayer et al., 1995). 

Hypothesis 2: A supervisor’s belief in the Confucian value system is positively related 

to the employees’ trust in him.   

Trust in the Supervisor and Work Effort   

The effort an employee invests in the organization depends upon his trust in the 

supervisor. When employees trust their supervisor, they will obey and follow his instructions 

and arrangements and do their best to complete their tasks. This is because they trust that the 

supervisor’s decisions are correct, and they will be rewarded for obeying and following his 

instructions to complete the task. On the other hand, they trust that their supervisor will not 

do anything that does not benefit them and that all communications are sincere; hence, they 

will not speculate if they are in a favourable situation, nor will they doubt whether their 

efforts will be rewarded and hesitate to invest their own efforts. Therefore, greater trust in the 

supervisor will lead to greater work effort on the employees’ part. 

Mayer et al.’s (1995) integrative model of organizational trust asserts that a trustor is 

willing to trust a trustee based upon the trustor’s propensity to trust and the trustor’s 

perception of the trustee’s ability, benevolence, and ability. As a consequence of the trust, the 

trustor will then be more willing to take more risks (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001; Jones & George, 

1998).  

To explain the black box between trust and work effort, the principal-agent 

relationship theory proposes that the employee-supervisor relationship in an organization is 

one of the classic principal-agent relationships. In this relationship, the employee chooses to 

invest work effort that maximizes his net utility. Hence, the employee calculates his benefits 

versus costs. When the employee is likely to gain more benefits with less work effort, he 
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engages in shirking (Frey, 1993). To prevent shirking, the supervisor usually increases his 

monitoring to ensure that the employee invests more effort in his work. However, when 

monitored, the employee will feel less trusted and hence intrinsic motivation will be reduced. 

As intrinsic motivation is a function of self-determination and self-regulation, it is likely that 

less work effort will be invested as well. This phenomenon is generally referred to as the 

“crowding-out effect of monitoring” (Frey & Oberholzer-Gee, 1997; Ryan & Deci, 2000).  

When an employee and supervisor in the organization establish trust, the employee is 

willing to invest effort and take actions for another party based upon his expectations, 

regardless of the supervisor’s ability to monitor or control him (Mayer et al., 1995). The 

crowding-out effect of monitoring disappears, the employee’s intrinsic motivation is not 

affected, and his work effort does not decrease. Hence, trust in the supervisor motivates the 

employee to invest more work effort. 

According to Kahn (1990), three crucial psychological conditions—emotional, 

cognitive, and physical—affect the employee’s engagement in job behaviors through 

psychological meaningfulness, availability, and safety. Psychological meaningfulness is 

associated with the motivation to invest in work effort, psychological availability is 

associated with the resources available to invest in work effort, and psychological safety is 

associated with the perceived safety of investing effort. These three psychological conditions 

are key to understanding the internal dynamics that motivate employees to invest more work 

effort (Li & Tan, 2013). Research has found that positive psychological conditions generate 

more work effort (Brown & Leigh, 1996; Kahn, 1990). Li and Tan (2013) sampled 206 

supervisor–subordinate dyads and demonstrated that trust in the supervisor contributed to 

job-related performance through work effort determined by psychological availability and 

psychological safety.  
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Other empirical studies have asserted that trust in the supervisor elicits more work 

effort from the employees. Chughtai et al. (2015) tested 216 trainee accountants drawn from a 

variety of organisations, and proved that trust in the supervisor mediated the effects of ethical 

leadership fully on work engagement and emotional exhaustion, respectively. Miao et al. 

(2014) analyzed data obtained from 247 dyads in a manufacturing organization in mainland 

China and found that affective trust mediated the relations between the supervisor’s 

participative leadership and subordinates’ job-related performance and OCB fully, while 

Chen et al. (2012) conducted a longitudinal study of a sample of 285 supervisor-subordinate 

dyads from a manufacturing firm in China and found that leader-member exchange (LMX) 

influenced work performance positively, and mediated trust in the supervisor’s effect on 

work performance fully. 

Hypothesis 3: Trust in the supervisor is positively related to work effort.  

Work Effort and Job-related Performance 

When employees invest more time and effort in their assigned tasks, they demonstrate 

better performance and produce high-quality output. As the Chinese proverb says: “If you 

sow melons, you will reap melons, and if you sow beans, you will reap beans”. An 

employee’s job-related performance at work is related positively to his work effort. 

Trust is related to better performance. A majority of the studies on the subject has 

found that higher trust levels generated more positive attitudes, positive forms of workplace 

behaviors, and superior levels of performance (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001; Jones & George, 1998; 

Mayer et al., 1995). However, among the factors that allow trust to generate better 

performance, work effort appears to play an important role. Work effort is defined as “… the 

amount of energy spent on an act per unit of time” (De Cooman et al., 2009, p. 266). This 

research focused on work effort that benefits employees’ personal job-related performance.  
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In the work on motivation theory, performance is an outcome of direction, amplitude 

(effort), and duration of the action (persistence) (Locke et al., 1981). Further, direction, effort, 

and persistence can interact to deliver better performance. Campbell (1990) later added that 

employees can choose to perform with a certain level of effort for some specified time. 

Following this, Kanfer (1990) developed three critical dimensions in generating better 

performance: direction—what a person does; intensity—how hard a person works, and 

persistence—how long a person works. It was suggested subsequently that these three 

dimensions should be direct measures of work effort (De Cooman et al., 2009). 

Thus, when employees exert more work effort (intensity), they perform better in their 

jobs to achieve their work objectives (direction), and do not give up quickly in the face of 

setbacks (persistence), all of which combined lead to higher job-related performance.  

Empirical research has supported this relation. Ajzen (2011) elaborated that the 

degree to which productivity improves is related to the employee’s increased effort through 

longer hours, more new skills, new channels of communication, better feedback, and working 

faster. In Connolly’s (1976) empirical study, he asserted that the level of effort is the 

predictor of work performance. Further, McCloy et al. (1994) found empirical evidence that 

all individual difference variables affect the job-related performance dimensions through their 

effects on procedural or declarative knowledge or motivation.  

In sum, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

Hypothesis 4: Work effort is positively related to job performance. 

Work Effort and OCB 

Organizational citizenship behavior is one of the most popular topics discussed in the 

organizational behavior field. Individual job-related performance can be defined as: (1) job-

specific behavior set out in a job description, as was discussed in the first hypothesis, and (2) 

nonjob-specific behavior or OCB. Organ (1988) defined OCB as “… individual behavior that 
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is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and that in 

the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the organization” (p. 4).  

When employees in the organization invest more effort, they will not only achieve 

better job-related performance, but will also have a greater sense of belonging and ownership. 

Those employees who invest more work effort tend to consider themselves a member of the 

organization, not simply an individual, and consider the organization their own. Thus, they 

will contribute more effort for a better organization and when they invest more work effort, 

they will demonstrate more OCBs. Work effort generates not only high job-related 

performance, but also affects OCB through work effort, as proposed in Hypothesis 1. 

OCB benefits the organization in the following ways: It enhances employees’ morale, 

performance, and productivity, and increases the extent to which people find their work 

meaningful; leads to better social interactions among employees; reduces stress; creates a 

sense of community among employees, and is good for the employer’s brand (Verlinden, 

2020).   

Organ and Ryan (1995) performed a meta-analysis of the relation between 

conscientiousness and OCB by testing several factors, including job attitude, personality, 

knowledge skills, ability, incentives, and contractual rewards, and found a sizable relation 

between OCBs and work effort, which was the mediator in the model tested. Thus, the 

following hypothesis is proposed: 

Hypothesis 5: Work effort is positively related to OCB. 

Relationship Conflict and Trust in the Supervisor 

Conflict between employees and supervisors in an organization harms the relation 

between employees and supervisors’ Confucian value system and trust in the supervisor, as 

well as the association between trust in the supervisor and work effort. In the Confucian value 

system, both employees and supervisors are required to avoid conflict as much as possible, 
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because Confucian values require people to be benevolent, righteous, wise, trustworthy, 

exhibit propriety, and cope with problems politely. If an employee has a conflict with a 

supervisor, it is considered rude behavior that does not follow the rules of etiquette. The party 

who has a conflict will be considered uneducated, ignorant of etiquette, and not a Junzi, and 

this weakens the relation between Confucian values and the trust in the supervisor. 

On the other hand, when one party is not considered a Junzi, does not understand 

etiquette, and does not follow the Confucian value system, the employee will think twice 

before following the supervisor’s instructions, and will not trust the supervisor sufficiently to 

devote himself to his work effort unconditionally, and thus the association between trust in 

the supervisor and work effort weakens. 

Many empirical studies have demonstrated that relationship conflict has an adverse 

influence on team performance and satisfaction (Hackman & Morris, 1975; Gladstein, 1984; 

Wall & Callister, 1995). Relationship conflicts affect team performance and satisfaction in 

three ways: (1) they narrow the information processing ability because the group members 

focus on the relationship rather than their work (Evan, 1965; Jehn & Mannix, 2001); (2) they 

influence team members’ cognitive functioning adversely, which generates stress and 

increases anxiety levels (Jehn & Mannix, 2001; Staw et al., 1981), and (3) they arouse 

antagonistic and/or sinister attributions among other team members (Baron, 1991; Janssen et 

al., 1999; Torrance, 1957).  

In the environment of Confucian values, relationship conflict affects trust in the 

supervisor both because of the employee’s Confucian values and supervisor’s values in the 

three ways mentioned in the literature review. When the relationship conflict between an 

employee and supervisor is intense, the employee will be less likely to trust the supervisor, 

and the converse. On the one hand, when the employees trust their supervisor, they invest 

more work effort. However, when the relationship conflict is intense, the employee may 
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focus on managing the relationship rather than the tasks, his cognitive ability is 

compromised, and it leads to disharmony with other team members. Therefore, in this case, 

the employee may invest less effort into the real work. Thus, it is proposed that relationship 

conflict moderates both the employee and supervisor’s Confucian values and trust in the 

supervisor, and work effort. Therefore: 

Hypothesis 6a: Relationship conflict moderates the negative association between an 

employee’s Confucian values and trust in the supervisor, such that the association 

between the employee’s Confucian values and trust in the supervisor is weaker with 

greater relationship conflict, and the association between the employee’s Confucian 

values and trust in the supervisor is stronger with less relationship conflict. 

Hypothesis 6b: Relationship conflict moderates the negative association between the 

supervisor’s Confucian values and trust in the supervisor, such that the association 

between the supervisor’s Confucian values and trust in the supervisor is weaker with 

greater relationship conflict, and the association between the supervisor’s Confucian 

values and trust in the supervisor is stronger with less relationship conflict. 

Hypothesis 6c: Relationship conflict moderates the negative association between trust 

in the supervisor and work effort, such that the association between trust in the 

supervisor and work effort will be weaker with greater relationship conflict, and the 

association between trust in the supervisor and work effort will be stronger with less 

relationship conflict. 

In summary, this study proposes the model shown in Figure 1. The model states that 

while trust affects both job-related performance and OCB through work effort, the supervisor 

and employees’ Confucian values increased work effort through trust in the supervisor, 

relationship conflict moderates the Confucian value and trust in the supervisor, and 

relationship conflict moderates the trust in the supervisor and work effort.  



  

32 

 

 

____________________________ 

Insert Figure 1 about here 

____________________________ 
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 Chapter 4: Confucian Value System Measurement Scale Development 

To measure the Confucian value system, a search was performed in PsycInfo (1994–

2020) using the keywords “trust” and “Chinese culture”, and 61 relevant studies were found.  

Among the studies, the focus ranged from cultural differences and power distance to 

individualism vs. collectivism (e.g., Chan et al., 2008; Podsakoff et al., 1990), but did not 

discuss Confucian values or the Confucian value system. Some authors discussed the way 

cross-cultural similarity affects the trust between managers and employees (Chen et al., 2016; 

Liu et al., 2015), but again, Confucian values or the Confucian value system were not 

discussed. There were some literature on the Chinese culture surveys Bond conducted in 

1987 (Fields, 2002). In that study, an international network of organizational researchers 

developed a 40-item scale to measure Chinese values, including integration items, Confucian 

work dynamism items, human-heartedness items, moral discipline items, and other items that 

did not load on the four factors (Values, 1987). It was unclear whether the 40 items were 

developed with Confucian values as the foundation or with a clear understanding of them. 

While some authors introduced Wu Lun as the foundation that establishes the norms in China 

(Tan & Chee, 2005), there was no scale that measured Confucian values directly, 

representing a gap in the literature.  

Accordingly, it was necessary to develop a new scale to test the structural model 

proposed. Following the research paradigm of behavior measurement and scale development 

in the field of management, the general representation of the Confucian value system was 

developed by using a deductive approach. The specific scale development process is shown 

in the figure below. 

____________________________ 

Insert Figure 2 about here 

____________________________ 
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Methodology 

The dimensions of the Confucian value system in an organization were summarized 

using a deductive approach, which is appropriate for the development of new constructs 

(Hinkin, 1998). Hinkin (1998) proposed two ways to generate items, the deductive approach 

and inductive approach. Both methods have advantages and disadvantages, but the developer 

should make a decision according to the current situation. The deductive approach was 

applied here, and the Confucian value system was defined as Sangang Wuchang with its 

central tenets of Ren, Yi, Li, Zhi, and Xin. The items that were generated from the definitions 

were appropriate in the work context (Schwab, 1980).  

Sample and Procedure  

The sample data were collected from Chinese workers, including those in information 

technology (IT), finance, sales, and human resources. The researcher sent recruitment 

statements to these companies, and fifteen volunteers were recruited; eight full-time 

employees were selected as subjects, three females and five males. Seven had experience 

working in a Western company and two had close Western friends. Their ages ranged from 

20 to 60 years old. Every participant was interviewed over the phone for 30 mins. Before the 

survey, the purpose and value of the study were explained to the subjects clearly and they 

were ensured that the survey data would be used only for academic research. 

First, the eight respondents’ basic demographic information (i.e., age, gender, city of 

residence, and city tier) was collected.  

Then, three open-ended questions were designed to explore the respondents’ 

understanding of Sangang Wuchang concepts. This was done because many Chinese may not 

have a formal understanding of Confucian values. The objective of this set of questions was 

to help clarify their understanding of the Confucian value system and its manifestations in the 

daily life of the Chinese. The three questions were:  
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1. What is your understanding of the concept of “Sangang Wuchang”?  

2. How is the concept manifested in your daily lives?  

3. How is the concept manifested in your work life? Please elaborate with specific 

behaviors (emphasis is on what you do). 

The Confucian value system pilot survey are presented in Appendix 1. 

Results 

Development of Confucian Value System Scale 

The eight participants’ responses showed that four were able to explain the concept of 

Sangang Wuchang (Confucian values) without any prompts. All respondents agreed that 

Confucian values are important and were manifested clearly in their behaviors, and they all 

stated that they demonstrated Ren, Yi, Li, Zhi, and Xin in their daily life and work. In 

response in particular to the question: How is the concept manifested in your work life? All 

of the respondents were able to provide examples. Further, all respondents indicated that 

Confucian values affected their behaviors in the organization. For example, Respondent 1 

(male, 60 hou *hou means born in 1960s) stated: You should follow the instruction from your 

boss, everybody has their own destiny, you need to follow your destiny and do your job well 

in your current position in the organization. Respondent 2 (female, 80 hou) said that 

employees should respect their supervisor, which reflects Li, while Respondent 4 (male, 80 

hou) stated that an employee should understand and follow the rules in the organization, 

which reflects Zhi. Respondent 5 (female, 70 hou) stated that Ren is empathy, protective 

feelings of all of the employees in the organization, and Respondent 6 (male, 70 hou) said 

that integrity was one of the factors in Confucian values that should be reflected in a person’s 

work life. Respondent 7 (female, 90 hou) defined Yi as the fact that the employee should 

fulfil his/her responsibilities. All of the respondents associated Confucian values closely with 

the way they conducted themselves at work. 
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The results above showed that Confucian values affect the behaviors in an 

organization, and those behaviors are exhibited in the dyadic interactions between employee 

and supervisor. These data provided a good foundation on which to develop a scale to 

measure Confucian values. 

The original 30-item Confucian value system scale was developed according to the 

eight respondents’ data in collaboration with a faculty member at the University of Macau. 

The Confucian value system scale consists of six questions in each of the dimensions Ren, 

Yi, Li, Zhi, and Xin, with their definitions, respectively. After developing all of the scales, 

the items’ representativeness was tested by conducting a preliminary test with ten graduate 

students and twenty enterprise employees, after which the items with unclear expressions, 

semantic ambiguity, and inconsistency with Chinese expression habits were modified or 

deleted. The Confucian value system scale is shown in Appendix 2. 
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Chapter 5: Reliability and Validity Analyses of Confucian Value System Scale 

Study 1 

The data were collected with a questionnaire survey in accordance with the general 

paradigm of empirical research. Therefore, because of the research study’s organizational 

context topic, respondents who constituted the majority of the work force (born between 

1960s to 2000s) were chosen. To avoid any gender bias, half of the data, which Wuhan 

Annow Marketing Research Co., Ltd. collected, derived from females, the other males. In 

this stage, the data were collected primarily from cities—Baoding, Beijing, Dongguan, 

Guangzhou, Quanzhou, Shanghai, Shenzhen, Suzhou, and Weifang. The goal was to include 

Tier 1 and Tier 3 cities to increase the coverage in different regions where the Confucian 

value system might differ somewhat. A total of 500 questionnaires was distributed to 

respondents with a mean age of 37.71 years (SD=11.74). See Table 1 for details.  

____________________________ 

Insert Table 1 about here 

____________________________ 

Measures 

The 30-item scale of the Confucian value system was used (see Appendix 2). All 

measurement items were translated from English into Chinese using a back-translation 

procedure (Brislin, 1980).  

Results  

Exploratory Factor Analysis 

SPSS v. 23.0 was used to test the questionnaire’s reliability through the internal 

consistency reliability test method to reduce the error. The Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient is 

the method used most frequently to test the reliability of internal consistency. A coefficient 
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value greater than 0.70 is considered acceptable (Cronbach, 1951; Nunnally 1978), which 

demonstrated that the questionnaire had good reliability.  

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with principal and varimax rotation was conducted 

to determine whether the dimensions had good discriminant validity. Validity refers to the 

measurement items’ accuracy (Hou et al, 2004). KMO > 0.9 represents excellent validity, 

KMO > 0.8 represents good validity; KMO > 0.7 represents medium validity, and KMO > 

0.6 indicates acceptable validity. First, the KMO value and Bartlett’s spherical test of 500 

data points was calculated, and the KMO value was 0.97 (>0.8), showing good validity, and 

Bartlett’s spherical test was significant (p=0.000) (See Table 2). 

____________________________ 

Insert Table 2 about here 

____________________________ 

A three-factor structure of 12 questions was obtained in the EFA, with the standard of 

the principal component extraction factor, orthogonal variance maximum method rotation, 

and Kaiser criteria (eigenvalue > 1 rule), with a factor loading not less than 0.6. All items in 

the EFA with cross-loadings below 0.5 were rejected. As a result, only 17 items were 

retained; items 17 to 25 in factor 1; items 2, 3, 4, and 8 in factor 2, and items 27 to 30 in 

factor 3. The proposed constructs of Ren, Yi, Li, Zhi, and Xin were matched with factors 1, 2, 

and 3. Factor 1 consisted of 2 Li, 6 Zhi, and 1 Xin items, factor 2 had 3 Ren items, and 1 Yi 

item, while factor 3 had 4 Xin items.  

The items were reviewed next to refine the naming of the factors. Question 8, “I am 

loyal to superiors,” can represent Ren well, and therefore factor 2 (Nos. 2, 3, 4, 8) was 

identified as Ren. In factor 1 (9 questions), 6 questions  measured Zhi, and therefore, No. 17, 

“At work, I communicate with my colleagues complying with polite requirements” (Li), No. 

18, “I will wait for my boss to finish their statements, then ask questions or present my 
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ideas,” and No. 25, “It is only ethical for me to work with integrity” (Xin) were deleted after 

the questions’ meanings and contents were revisited. No. 22, “I know the rules in the life 

environment” (Zhi) was deleted, as the loadings were worse than other Zhi factors. Finally, 

Nos. 20, 21, 23, and 24 in factor 1 measured Zhi. All questions (Nos. 27 to 30) in factor 3 

were Xin with good factor loadings, and therefore, factor 3 measured Xin.  

China has undergone huge transformations in the last 40 years since the country’s 

Opening and Reform in the late 1970s, and the one child policy was adopted at nearly the 

same time. The number of family members dropped sharply, from a dozen per family before 

to the standard arrangement of three per family thereafter. As the size of the family became 

smaller and smaller, some of the original etiquette patterns disappeared gradually, so young 

people today cannot observe and learn etiquette from role models in the family. Li (Etiquette) 

is transactional. If it is not learned in the family, it cannot be practiced in society. Therefore, 

Li, as a measurement of Confucian values, has faded in the current Chinese context. 

Yi (Righteousness) in relationships takes time to build. Chinese society is very mobile 

now, and there is not sufficient time to build such relationships. Previously in China, a person 

lived nearly his entire life in a town or village, and there was a great deal of time to establish 

Yi relationships. However, in China today, everyone is working in different places for short 

periods of time, and they have gatherings only during the important holidays, such as the 

Chinese New Year. Therefore, it is difficult to establish Yi. With the deepening of the 

Opening and Reform, people are giving increasing attention to money and material things and 

becoming practical, and they no longer pay attention to such spiritual values as Yi. Hence, 

Yi, as a measurement of Confucian values, is not as prominent in the modern Chinese 

context.  

___________________________ 

Insert Table 3 about here 

____________________________ 
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

All analyses were conducted using structural equation modeling (SEM) in AMOS v. 

23.0, while the constructs’ distinctiveness was established using confirmatory factor analysis 

(CFA); Table 4 presents these results. Chi-square difference tests indicated that the 

hypothesized three-factor model (Ren, Zhi, Xin) provided a better fit to the data than other 

models (three-factor model: χ (51) 
2 = 201.48, CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.08). These 

results suggested that the constructs used in this study were distinct. 

____________________________ 

Insert Table 4 about here 

____________________________ 

Validity Analysis  

To ascertain construct validity, the extent to which the scales correlated with other 

measures designed to assess similar constructs (convergent validity) and to which they did 

not correlate with dissimilar constructs (discriminant validity), was examined (Hinkin, 1998).  

Traditionality vs. Modernity 

The 10-item scale that Farh et al. (1997) developed was used to measure employees’ 

traditionality vs. modernity. Sample items include: “The chief government official is like the 

head of a household. The citizen should obey his decisions on all state matters”, “The best 

way to avoid mistakes is to follow the instructions of senior persons”, “People who seek 

political reforms should have the right to make a speech in public places”, “To pursue 

advanced study or better employment opportunity, it is okay for someone to leave one’s 

home and family.” 

Work Values Survey 

The 13-item scale from Schwartz (1994) developed was used to measure employees’ 

work values. Sample items include: “Helpful”, “Honest”, “Forgiving”, “Loyal”, 

“Responsible”, and “True friendship”. 
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Chinese Values Survey 

40-item scale developed by the Chinese Culture Connection (1987) was used to 

measure employees’ Chinese values. Sample items include: “Tolerance of others”, “Harmony 

with others”, “Solidarity with others”, “No competitiveness” “Trustworthiness”, 

“Contentedness”, “Being conservative”, and “Filial piety”. 

Work-Specific Control Problems 

The 17-item scale that Remondet and Hansson (1991) developed was used to measure 

employees’ work-specific control problems. Sample items include: “My supervisor makes 

poorly planned changes that directly affect me”, “My supervisor is unrealistic in the demands 

placed upon me”, “My supervisor places unfair demands upon me”, “My workload is heavy”, 

“I have had unrealistic schedule demands”, and “My supervisor places demand on me that 

aren’t placed on co-workers”. 

Work Life Balance 

Daniels and McCarraher’s 10-item scale (2000) was used to measure employees’ 

work life balance. Sample items include: “At the moment, because the job demands it, I 

usually work long hours”, “There isn’t much time to socialise/relax with my partner/see 

family in the week”, “I have to take work home most evenings”, “I often work late or at 

weekends to deal with study work without interruptions”, “Relaxing and forgetting about 

work issue is hard to do”, and “I worry about the effect of work stress on my health”. 

The Confucian value system is a traditional system in Chinese society that guides 

employees’ behaviors in their daily lives and work, and therefore, it should be a construct 

similar to Traditionality and Modernity (TM) (Farh et al., 1997), the Work Value Survey (WVS) 

(Schwartz, 1994), and Chinese Values survey (CVS) (Connection, 1987). Thus, these three 

scales (TM, WVS, and CVS) were chosen to assess convergent validity. The Confucian value 

system instructs employees to do their jobs diligently based upon Tianyi, and therefore, it is 
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not similar to the construct of Work-Specific Control problems (WSCP) (Remondet & Hansson, 

1991). Further, the Confucian value system guides employees to follow their supervisor 

(Sangang Wuchang), do well for the supervisor (Junzi), and choose to work hard and give up 

their lives in the extreme scenario (Ren). Therefore, it is not similar to the construct of Work 

Life Balance (WLB) (Daniels & McCarraher, 2000). Thus, these two constructs (WSCP and 

WLB) were chosen to test the degree of discriminant validity. 

Results 

The correlation coefficients (Table 5) between the Confucian value system (12 

questions) and criterion variables (TM, WVS, CVS, WSCP, and WLB) were calculated and 

showed that the Confucian value system was correlated significantly with the three similar 

constructs of convergent validity. It was correlated significantly and positively with TM 

(r=.52, p<.01), with the WVS (r=.72, p<.01), and with the CVS (r=.53, p<.01). However, it 

was not correlated to the theoretically dissimilar measures, WSCP (r=-.07, p=.10) and WLB 

(r=-.03, p=.57).  

After examining the relations with other variables with which the measures would be 

expected to correlate with similar constructs (convergent validity) and not correlate with 

dissimilar constructs (discriminant validity), the 12 new Confucian value system questions 

were validated (Appendix 3). 

____________________________ 

Insert Table 5 about here 

____________________________ 
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Chapter 6: Data Analyses and Results  

Study 2 

In this study, Wuhan Annow Marketing Research Co., Ltd distributed online 

questionnaires and collected matched data for 249 supervisors and employees from nine cities 

in China, 125 Tier one, 124 Tier three, and Z, Tier three. The goal was to include Tier 1 and 

Tier 3 cities to increase the coverage in different regions where the Confucian value system 

might differ somewhat. 

Among the supervisors, 201 were males (80.7% of the sample), and 48 were females 

(19.2%); 50% of them worked in Tier 1 cities (e.g., Beijing, Shanghai), and 50% of the 

participants work in Tier 3 cities (e.g., Baoding, Quanzhou). 1 participant (0.4%) was born in 

the 1970s, 161 (65%) were born in the 1980s, and 87 (34%) were born in the 1990s. All 

supervisory participants had worked in their organizations for more than three years, and all 

of them had worked with the subordinates they evaluated for more than six months. 

Among the employees, 111 were males (45%), and 138 were females (55%). 50% of 

the participants worked in Tier 1 cities (e.g., Beijing, Shanghai), and 50% worked in Tier 3 

cities (e.g., Baoding, Quanzhou). 15 participants (6%) were born in the 1980s, and 234 

participants (94%) were born in the 1990s. All of them had worked in their company for 

more than six months. 

Measures 

The measures used in this study, except the Confucian value system scale, were 

adopted from existing validated scales. All were rated on a Likert scale (Likert, 1932) that 

ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

Confucian Value System 

The 12-item Confucian value system that was validated earlier in this research was 

used. The items are: “I always fulfill my duties and obligations at work to the best of my 
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ability”, “I take care of my subordinates at work”, “I put in my best effort to make my boss 

succeed at work”, “I am loyal to superiors”, “In order to be able to work better, I continue to 

learn at work”, “I know the rules in the work environment”, “I have the knowledge to 

complete my job”, “I have the skill set to complete my job”, “I deliver what I had promised”, 

“I will do what I say and deliver what I do”, “At work, I am a person who can be trusted”, 

and “I keep my word”. 

Trust in the Supervisor 

Trust in the supervisor was measured using a 4-item scale from Mayer and Davis’s 

work (1999). The items are: “I would be comfortable letting my supervisor have influence 

over issues that are important to me”, “I would be willing to let my supervisor have control 

over my future”, “I would be willing to let my supervisor have control over decisions that are 

important to me”, and “I would be comfortable having my supervisor have access to 

information that could adversely affect my reputation”. 

Work Effort 

De Cooman et al.’s 10-item scale (2009) was used to measure work effort. Sample 

items include: “I do not give up quickly when something does not work well”, “I really do 

my best to get my work done, regardless of potential difficulties”, “When I start an 

assignment, I pursue it to the end”, “I do my best to do what is expected of me”, “I am 

trustworthy in the execution of the tasks that are assigned to me”, and “I really do my best to 

achieve the objectives of the organization”. 

Job-related Performance 

The job-related performance scale adopted Carless and De Paola’s 4-item scale 

(2000). The items are: “This employee is diligent”, “This employee has high effectiveness”, 

“This employee has high efficiency”, and “This employee has good work completion”. 
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OCB 

To measure employees’ OCB, Farh et al.’s 20-item scale (1997) and Huang’s (2011) 

Chinese version were used. Sample items include: “Willing to stand up to protect the 

reputation of the company”, “Willing to assist new colleagues to adjust to the work 

environment”, “Complies with company rules and procedures even when nobody watches 

and no evidence can be traced”, “Uses illicit tactics to seek personal influence and gain with 

harmful effect on interpersonal harmony in the organization”, “Conducts personal business 

on company time (e.g., trading stocks, shopping, going to barber shops)”, and “Eager to tell 

outsiders good news about the company and clarify their misunderstandings”. 

Relationship Conflict 

Relationship conflict was measured with Jehn’s (1995) 4-item scale. The items are: 

“How much friction is there among members in your work unit?”, “How much are 

personality conflicts evident in your work unit?”, “How much tension is there among 

members in your work unit?”, “How much emotional conflict is there among members in 

your work unit?” 

Results  

The correlations for all variables are listed below. 

____________________________ 

Insert Table 6 about here 

____________________________ 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

All analyses were conducted using SEM in Mplus v. 8. Construct distinctiveness was 

established using CFA, and Table 7 presents the results. Chi-square difference tests indicated 

that the hypothesized six-factor model (employee values, supervisor values, trust in the 

supervisor, work effort, job-related performance, and OCBs,) provided the best fit to the data 
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compared to other models (six-factor model: χ2
(1738)

 = 2160.05, CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.95, 

RMSEA = 0.04). These results suggested that the constructs used in this study were distinct. 

____________________________ 

Insert Table 7 about here 

____________________________ 

Hypothesis Testing 

Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) nested-model approach was followed to test the 

hypotheses in Mplus v. 8. Four competing models were tested, one mediated fully and three 

mediated in part. The fully mediated model hypothesized was used as the basis for the nested-

model comparison, in which successive paths were relaxed, and the changes in the fit indices 

were examined. A significant change in Chi-square between the fully mediated model and the 

relaxed model reflects the effects of the paths added, and provides a test of the model’s fit. A 

nonsignificant change in Chi-square suggests that the paths added are not relevant and hence 

provides support for the hypothesized model. Table 8 presents the results of the tests of the 

hypothesized model, which demonstrated that only the fully mediated model had good fit 

results (fully mediated model: χ2
(1783)

 = 2620.00, CFI = 0.91, TLI = 0.91, RMSEA = 0.04). 

The parameter estimates for the paths are presented in Figure 3. 

________________________________ 

Insert Table 8 and Figure 3 about here 

________________________________ 

Table 9 displays the standard coefficient, non-standard coefficient, S.E., and p-value 

for the path coefficient analysis of the 249 dyads. As hypothesized, employees’ (β =.27, p 

<.01) and supervisors’ Confucian value system (β =.29, p <.01) were related significantly and 

positively to trust in the supervisor, and hence supported hypotheses 1 and 2. Trust in the 

supervisor (β =.47, p <.01) was associated significantly and positively with work effort, 
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which supported Hypothesis 3. Work effort (β = .67, p <.01) was related significantly and 

positively to job-related performance, and thus supported Hypothesis 4. Work effort (β =.38, 

p <.01) was associated significantly and positively with OCB, and accordingly, Hypothesis 5 

was supported as well. 

____________________________ 

Insert Table 9 about here 

____________________________ 

Test of Moderating Effect 

SPSS v. 26.0 was used to test whether relationship conflict moderated the effect of the 

association between employee values and trust in the supervisor. Employees’ values were 

used as the independent variable, relationship conflict as the moderating variable, and trust in 

the supervisor as the dependent variable, and no moderating effect was found on the relations 

hypothesized. The results are shown in Table 10. 

____________________________ 

Insert Table 10 about here 

____________________________ 

Model 3 in the table above shows that EV*Conflict had no significant effect on the 

relation between trust in the supervisor (β = .43, p >.05) and employees’ Confucian values, 

indicating that relationship conflict does not play a moderating role in the influence of 

employees’ values on trust in the supervisor; thus, the hypothesis was not supported. 

Next, supervisors’ values were adopted as the independent variable, relationship 

conflict as the moderating variable, and trust in the supervisor as the dependent variable, and 

the results are shown in Table 11. 

____________________________ 

Insert Table 11 about here 

____________________________ 
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As Model 3 in the table above shows, SV*Conflict had no significant effect on the 

relation between trust in the supervisor (β = .04, p >.05) and supervisors’ Confucian values, 

indicating that conflict does not play a moderating role in the influence of supervisors’ values 

on trust in the supervisor, and hence, the hypothesis was not supported. 

To determine whether relationship conflict moderates trust in the supervisor and work 

effort, trust in the supervisor was used as the independent variable, conflict as the moderating 

variable, and work effort as the dependent variable, and the moderating test was carried out. 

The results are presented in Table 12. 

It can be seen from Model 3 in the table below that T*C had no significant effect on 

the relation between trust in the supervisor (β = .04, p >.05) and work effort, indicating that 

conflict does not play a moderating role in the influence of trust in the supervisor on work 

effort. Thus, the hypothesis was not supported. 

____________________________ 

Insert Table 12 about here 

____________________________ 

The results indicated that relationship conflict plays no moderating role in the 

influence of employees’ Confucian value system on trust in the supervisor, supervisors’ 

Confucian value system on trust in the supervisor, and trust in the supervisor on work effort. 

These results failed to support hypotheses 6 (a), 6 (b), and 6 (c). 
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Chapter 7: Discussion and Conclusion 

Six hypotheses were proposed after the data analysis presented in Study 2, and the 

following results were obtained: 

The stronger the Confucian value system both supervisors and employees held, the 

more likely the employees trust their supervisors. The greater the trust in the supervisor, the 

more work effort the employees invest in their job, and the better their job-related 

performance and OCB. These results supported all of the first five hypotheses. 

However, relationship conflict did not play a moderating role in the model proposed. 

According to other research (Evan, 1965; Jehn & Mannix, 2001; Staw et al., 1981; Baron, 

1991; Janssen et al., 1999; Torrance, 1957), relationship conflict affects team performance 

and satisfaction in three ways. First, it reduces the group members’ processing ability because 

they focus on the relationship conflict rather than their work. In the Confucian value system, 

the members seek to perform their own role well based upon the Sangang Wuchang request, 

and then they will be rewarded by Tianyi. Therefore, relationship conflict may not affect the 

member’s processing ability. Second, relationship conflict influences the team members’ 

cognitive functioning. In the Confucian value system, the relationship conflict may not affect 

the employee’s cognitive functioning because the Confucian values guide the employees to 

do the right things. Third, relationship conflict elicits antagonistic and/or sinister attributions. 

In the Confucian value system, the employees are guided by Sangang Wuchang (Ren, Yi, Li, 

Zhi, Xin), and even if there is relationship conflict, they are still asked to treat others nicely 

and kindly; therefore, it may not elicit antagonistic and/or sinister attributions. 

Further, there are two potential reasons why the moderating effect was not supported. 

First, both employees and supervisors who follow the Confucian value system avoid 

relationship conflict. Sangang Wuchang encompasses the three Confucian value system 

relationships between rulers and subjects, fathers and sons, and husbands and wives. The 
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Confucian value system asks the subordinates to follow their supervisor, and their supervisor 

to guide and care for their subordinates (Ren). Therefore, relationship conflict either may not 

occur or may not be serious in Confucian values context. Second, employees who hold the 

Confucian value system will do their best to perform their job well, because the value system 

guides them to do so, which is determined by heaven. The employees will be punished by 

heaven when they do not perform their job well, and they will be rewarded by heaven when 

they do. In this case, a relationship conflict between an employee and supervisor may not 

influence the trust in the supervisor or the work effort.  

Theoretical Implications 

This study makes three theoretical contributions. Trust theory has been developed and 

discussed widely in previous research. This study introduced personal value systems (the 

Confucian value system) into the trust model and asserted that personal value systems in the 

form of Confucianism can, in fact, affect work effort directly through trust in the supervisor, 

which in turn generates better performance and better OCB.  

Second, given the small body of work on the association between the Confucian value 

system and work performance, this study contributed to the literature by developing a scale to 

measure the Confucian value system first and then used the scale to understand the way it can 

affect work performance in the trust model.  

Third, the study provided evidence that the Confucian value system is manifested in 

the work context and that such values are important in trust in the supervisor in China. Thus, 

the study filled a gap in the organization trust literature by demonstrating the way Confucian 

values may affect work effort through trust in the supervisor, and generate better job-related 

performance and OCB subsequently. 
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Practical Implications 

This study not only has several theoretical implications, as discussed above, but also 

holds practical implications for managers in organizations. While more and more Western 

managers now work in China and supervise local Chinese, more and more Chinese are also 

working in Western countries, and it is an increasing challenge when working with Chinese 

employees to build interpersonal trust that motivates them to deliver good work performance. 

This research provides guidance for managers by describing what the Confucian value system 

is, and helps them understand the way it motivates job-related performance and OCB through 

trust in the supervisor. Further, Western managers can understand the way this personal value 

system affects employees’ trust in the supervisor, and then work effort, which ultimately  

affects their job-related performance and OCB. Western managers can develop tailored 

communication and incentive programs for Chinese employees to generate better 

interpersonal trust in the organization and better performance as a result. For example, if 

supervisors can show their Chinese employees that he is a Junzi, it will promote their 

employees’ trust in them, and they will invest in work effort and dedicate themselves to 

delivering the performance according to the Confucian value system. This guidance is 

important to enhance performance. 

Second, this research developed a Confucian value system scale that managers can 

use to measure and assess employees’ values, which will provide good guidance to help 

Western managers understand their workforce, and take advantage of their personal values to 

motivate Chinese employees to invest more work effort into the organization through greater 

organizational trust as well.  

Third, this research demonstrated the way personal value systems affect employees’ 

performance through trust and work effort. This increases managers’ repertoire of tools with 

which to encourage employees’ work effort and increase organizational trust. Managers 
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should focus on not only fostering their employees’ trust through their ability, benevolence, 

and integrity, but also determining ways to enhance their employees’ work effort in the 

Confucian value system. 

Limitations and Future Research 

Supervisors and employees are invested in the Confucian value system to avoid 

relationship conflict, as discussed in the Confucian values chapter. According to the Sangang 

Wuchang principle, employees should follow their supervisor, and the supervisor should care 

for their employees. Thus, there should be little relationship conflict in their dyadic 

interactions. As a result, relationship conflict did not moderate the relation in the proposed 

model. The mechanism in this black box can be investigated in future research. 

Second, although samples from different cities and different companies were used to 

eliminate the potential bias in the results, the research participants were members of basic 

work teams in the organizations. Accordingly, the results in this study may not be able to be 

generalized to top management teams. Future studies can explore the effects in such teams. 

Third, the data that were analysed were collected in mainland China and all participants 

were Chinese. As many Chinese managers and employees are working overseas, it would be 

interesting to explore the Confucian value system in the proposed model to determine whether 

this model can be generalized outside China. 
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Figure 3  

Structural Equation Modeling Results 
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Table 1 

Study 1 Demographics (n = 500) 

Demographic Characteristics Number of people (%) 

Age                  Born in  

1960s 89 (17.8) 

1970s 123 (24.6) 

1980s 110 (22.0) 

1990s 121 (24.2) 

2000s 57 (11.4) 

City  

Baoding 44 (18.1) 

Beijing 217 (81.8) 

Dongguan 46 (9.2） 

Guangzhou 49 (9.8) 

Quanzhou 48 (9.6) 

Shanghai 57 (11.4) 

Shenzhen 77 (15.4) 

Suzhou 59 (11.8) 

Langfang 53 (10.6) 

Gender  

Male 250 (50.0) 

Female 250 (50.0) 

City Tier  

Tier One 

250 (50.0) 

 

 

 

Tier Three 250 (50.0) 
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Table 2 

KMO and Bartlett Tests of Sphericity (n = 500) 

KMO and Bartlett tests 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy .97 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 11231.65 

df 435 

Sig. .00 
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Table 3 

Factor Loadings for the Rotated Factor Analysis 12 items (n=500) 

Questionnaire item Ren Zhi Xin 

1.      I always fulfill my duties and obligations at work to the best of      

         my ability. 

.59 
  

2.      I take care of my subordinates at work .63 
  

3.      I put in my best effort to make my boss succeed at work .76 
  

4.      I am loyal to my superiors. .66 
  

5.      In order to be able to work better, I continue to learn at work 
 

.63 
 

6.      I know the rules in the work environment. 
 

.67 
 

7.      I have the knowledge to complete my job 
 

.63 
 

8.      I have the skill set to complete my job 
 

.63 
 

9.      I deliver what I had promised 
  

.68 

10.    I will do what I say and deliver what I do 
  

.65 

11.    At work, I am a person who can be trusted 
  

.67 

12.    I keep my words 
  

.77 

Interpretable variation (%) (61.887% overall) 19.16 25.35 17.38 

Cronbach alpha coefficient (total 0.93) .83 .86 .91 
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Table 4 

Results of Confirmatory Factor Analyses of Study Variables (n = 500) 

 

Models χ2 df CFI TLI RMSEA Comparison ∆χ2 ∆df 

Null model 3974.30 66.00   .34    

M1: Ren, Zhi, Xin 201.48 51.00 .96 .95 .08    

M2: Ren+Zhi+Xin 608.24 54.00 .86 .83 .14 Model 2 vs. 1: 406.76** 3 

M3: Ren, Zhi+Xin 470.18 53.00 .89 .87 .13 Model 3 vs. 1: 268.70** 2 

M4: Ren+Zhi, Xin 432.44 53.00 .90 .88 .12 Model 4 vs. 1: 230.96** 2 

M5: Ren+Xin, Zhi 363.37 53.00 .92 .90 .11 Model 5 vs. 1: 161.89** 2 

         

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 
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Table 5 

Correlation Coefficient between Confucian Value System and Criterion Variables (n = 500) 

 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 

  

Measure Ren Zhi Xin Total score 

Traditionality and Modernity .47** .46** .46** .52** 

Work Value Survey .62** .65** .64** .72** 

Chinese Value Survey .43** .51** .47** .53** 

Work-Specific Control 

Problems 

-.05 -.06 -.09 -.07 

Work Life Balance .01 -.02 -.05 -.03 
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Table 6 

Correlation Table for All Variables in Study 2 (n = 249 Dyads) 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. Employee Gender .55 .50 1             

2. Employee Age 28.87 2.09 -.01 1            

3. Employee Tenure 2.72 1.72 .09 .16* 1           

4. Supervisor Gender .19 .40 .01 .04 .06 1          

5. Supervisor Age 33.55 1.82 .08 .28** .09 .04 1         

6. Supervisor Tenure 6.30 1.72 .11 .03 .08  .16* .46** 1        

7. Employee Confucian Values 4.77 1.19 -.06 .02 -.10 -.03 -.05 -.01 .90       

8. Supervisor Confucian Values 4.55 1.31 .04 .00 -.06 .03 -.06 .04 .46** .91      

9. Trust in the Supervisor 4.84 1.45 -.04 .13* -.04 -.04 -.00 -.02 .37** .40** .88     

10. Work Effort 4.82 1.45 .02 .08 -.05 .10 -.03 .01 .25** .33** .47** .96    

11. OCB 4.38 .79 .03 .12 -.06 .01 .01 .03 .17** .18** .39** .63** .80   

12. Job-related Performance 4.73 1.55 -.05 .04 -.09 .12 -.04 -.09 .20** .23** .29** .49** .42** .90  

13. Relationship Conflict 4.32 1.73 -.04 -.03 .10 -.02 .10 .03 -.11 -.45** -.50** -.36** -.30** -.45** .89 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 

Note: Diagonal values present alphas for different variables.  
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Table 7 

Results of Confirmatory Factor Analyses of Study Variables (n = 249 Dyads) 

 

Models χ2 df CFI TLI RMSEA Comparison ∆χ2 ∆df 

Null model 11557.11 1891.00       

Model 1: Hypothesized six-factor model 2160.05 1738.00 .96 .95 .04    

Model 2: Five-factor model (combined 

employee and supervisor Confucian values) 

5225.98 1819.00 .65 .63 .09 Model 2 vs. 1: 3065.93** 81 

Model 3: Five-factor model (combined 

OCB and Job-related Performance) 

5053.90 1819.00 .67 .65 .08 Model 3 vs. 1: 2893.85** 81 

Model 4: Four-factor model (combined 

employee and supervisor Confucian values 

and combined OCB and Job-related 

performance) 

5682.88 1823.00 .60 .59 .09 Model 4 vs. 1: 3522.83** 85 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 
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Table 8 

Structural Model Fits (n = 249 Dyads) 

 

Models χ2 df CFI TLI RMSEA Comparison ∆χ2 ∆df 

Null model 11557.11 1891.00       

M1: Hypothesized full 

mediating model 

2620.00 1783.00 .91 .91 .04    

M2: Partial mediating 

model--work effort 

4707.96 1818.00 .70 .69 .08 Model 2 vs 1: 2087.96** 35 

M3: Partial mediating 

model--Job-related 

performance 

4682.32 1818.00 .70 .69 .08 Model 3 vs 1: 2062.32** 35 

M4: Partial mediating 

model--OCB 

4711.11 1821.00 .70 .69 .08 Model 4 vs 1: 2091.11** 38 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 
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Table 9 

Path Coefficients (n = 249 Dyads) 

Path Coeff. SE p-value Hypothesis 

Trust in the supervisor <--- Employee Confucian values .27 .07 ** Supported 

Trust in the supervisor <--- Supervisor Confucian values .29 .07 ** Supported 

Work effort <--- Trust in the supervisor .47 .06 ** Supported 

Job-related performance <--- Work effort .67 .09 ** Supported 

OCB <--- Work effort .38 .06 ** Supported 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 
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Table 10 

Moderator Testing between Employee Confucian Values and Trust in the Supervisor (n = 249 Dyads) 

 Trust in the Supervisor 

 M1 M2 M3 

 β β β 

Employee values .45** .39** .57** 

Conflict  -.39** .58** 

EV*Conflict   .43 

R-square .14 .35 .36 

R-square change .13 .35 .35 

F 39.03** 66.62** 45.12** 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 
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Table 11 

Moderator Testing between Supervisor’s Confucian Values and Trust in the Supervisor (n = 249 Dyads) 

 Trust in the supervisor 

 M1 M2 M3 

 β β β 

Supervisor’s values .44** .24** .42** 

Conflict  -.34** .53** 

SV*C   .04 

R-square .16 .29 .29 

R-square change .16 .28 .28 

F 46.33** 49.99** 33.99** 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 
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Table 12 

Moderator Testing between Trust in the Supervisor and Work Effort (n = 249 Dyads) 

 Work effort 

 M1 M2 M3 

 β β β 

Trust in the supervisor .47** .39** .55** 

Conflict  -.13* .35* 

T*C   .04 

R2 .22 .24 .25 

R2 change .24 .23 .24 

F 70.55** 38.85** 26.55** 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1 – Confucian Values Pilot Survey 

Basic information: 

When were you born? 你哪年出生？   

Gender/性别   

Have you worked in any non-Chinese company? 在外企工作过吗？  

Have you worked outside China? 在国外工作过吗？   

Is your spouse a non-Chinese? 您的伴侣是否为外国人？   

Do you have any non-Chinese close friend? 您是否有亲近的外国朋友？   

 

Open-ended questions: 

 

1. What is your understanding of Confucian values? And what is your understanding of the 

concept of ‘wu lun’?  

Five constant virtues of Confucianism (benevolence – ren仁, righteousness – yi 義|义, 

propriety – li 禮|礼, wisdom – zhi 智 and fidelity – xin 信) (“三纲五常,” 2020) 

您是如何理解五伦的？ 

  

 

  
2. How is the concept manifested in your daily lives?  

这个概念在您的日常生活中如何体现？ 

  

 

 

  
3. How is the concept manifested in your work life? Please elaborate with specific 

behaviours (emphasis is on what you do)  

这个概念在您的工作生活中如何体现？ 请详细说明特定行为（重点是您是怎么做

的） 

Please think of all behavioural interactions with your senior, peers, subordinates, 

stakeholders. 

请考虑所有行为与您的上级，同级，下属，利益相关者的互动。 
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Appendix 2 – Confucian Values Scales 

 

 Survey Study – Original 30 items for Exploratory Factor Analysis 

Confucian Value System 

Please indicate what you feel about the following statements below? 

(1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Mostly Disagree, 3 = Somewhat Disagree, 4 = Neither Agree 

nor Disagree i.e., Neutral, 5 = Somewhat Agree, 6 = Mostly Agree, 7 = Strongly Agree) 

(If you think you strongly agree, please tick 7.) 

 

No Survey Questions Factors 

1 I always cooperate with my co-

workers at work. 
在工作中，我总是和我的同事合

作 

仁 Ren 

2 I always fulfil my duties and 

obligations at work to the best of 

my ability.  

我总是在工作中尽我自己最大的

能力，尽我的责任或义务 

仁 Ren 

3 I take care of my subordinates at 

work. 
在工作中，我照顾我的下属 仁 Ren 

4 I put in my best effort to make my 

boss succeed at work. 
在工作中，我努力工作去让我的

老板成功 

仁 Ren 

5 At work, everything I do is based 

upon good intentions. 
在工作中，我做的事情都是从善

的目的出发 

仁 Ren 

6 At work, everything I do is to help 

the client solve his problems. 
在工作中，我做的事情都是帮助

客户解决问题 

仁 Ren 

7 I have a sense of righteousness. 我有正义感 义 Yi 

8 I am loyal to superiors. 我忠诚于我的上司 义 Yi 

9 I would not do anything against 

my colleagues. 
我不会做任何对不起同事的事情 义 Yi 

10 I always do the right things in 

every situation.  
在任何情况下，我总是做正确的

事情。 

义 Yi 

11 At work, I will not do unjust 

things because of other interests. 
在工作中，我不会因为其他的利

益，而去做不正义的事情 

义 Yi 

12 At work, I will protect my 

subordinates. 
在工作中，我会保护我的下属 义 Yi 

13 Before a meeting, I will arrive a 

few minutes before it starts to 

avoid having others wait for me. 

在开会之前，我会在会议开始前

几分钟到达，以避免其他人在等

我。 

礼 Li 

14 It is very important to respect 

one’s parents and elders in life. 
尊敬父母和长者是生活中非常重

要的事情 

礼 Li 



  

90 

 

 

15 Subordinates should respect their 

bosses.  
下属应该尊重老板 礼 Li 

16 I abide by my boss’s 

recommendations and decisions. 
我遵从我老板在业务方面的建议

和决定 

礼 Li 

17 At work, I communicate with my 

colleagues complying with polite 

requirements. 

在工作中，我会礼貌的和同事沟

通 

礼 Li 

18 I will wait for my boss to finish 

his statements, then ask questions 

or present my ideas. 

我会等待老板完成他的陈述，然

后再提出问题或提出我的想法 

礼 Li 

19 I have the basic knowledge to tell 

right from wrong. 
我可以分辨对错 智 Zhi 

20 In order to be able to work better, I 

continue to learn at work. 
为了可以更好的工作，我在工作

中持续学习 

智 Zhi 

21 I know the rules in the work 

environment.  
我知道工作中的规矩 智 Zhi 

22 I know the rules in the life 

environment.  
我知道生活中的规矩 智 Zhi 

23 I have the knowledge to complete 

my job. 
我具备完成我本职工作的知识 智 Zhi 

24 I have the skill set to complete my 

job. 
我具备完成工作的技能 智 Zhi 

25 It is only ethical for me to work 

with integrity. 
诚实地工作对我来说是符合道德

上的准则 

信 Xin 

26 I never lie because it is not the 

right thing to do.  
我从不撒谎，因为撒谎是不正确

的 

信 Xin 

27 I deliver what I had promised. 我会履行诺言 信 Xin 

28 I will do what I say and deliver 

what I do. 
言行一致 信 Xin 

29 At work, I am a person who can 

be trusted. 
在工作中，我是一个可以被

信赖的人 

信 Xin 

30 I keep my word. 我遵守诺言 信 Xin 
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Appendix 3 – Final 12 Questions for Confucian Values 

 

No. Final survey questions Factor 

1 I always fulfill my duties and 

obligations at work to the 

best of my ability.  

我总是在工作中尽我自己最大的

能力，尽我的责任或义务 

仁 Ren 

2 I take care of my 

subordinates at work. 
在工作中，我照顾我的下属 仁 Ren 

3 I put in my best effort to 

make my boss succeed at 

work. 

在工作中，我努力工作去让我的

老板成功 

仁 Ren 

4 I am loyal to superiors. 我忠诚于我的上司 仁 Ren 

5 In order to be able to work 

better, I continue to learn at 

work. 

为了可以更好的工作，我在工作

中持续学习 

智 Zhi 

6 I know the rules in the work 

environment.  
我知道工作中的规矩 智 Zhi 

7 I have the knowledge to 

complete my job. 
我具备完成我本职工作的知识 智 Zhi 

8 I have the skill set to 

complete my job. 
我具备完成工作的技能 智 Zhi 

9 I deliver what I had 

promised. 
我会履行诺言 信 Xin 

10 I will do what I say and 

deliver what I do. 
言行一致 信 Xin 

11 At work, I am a person who 

can be trusted. 
在工作中，我是一个可以被信赖

的人 

信 Xin 

12 I keep my word. 我遵守诺言 信 Xin 
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