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Abstract: This study tests organizational trust as the psychosocial mechanism that explains how
healthy organizational practices and team resources predict multilevel performance in organizations
and teams, respectively. In our methodology, we collect data in a sample of 890 employees from
177 teams and their immediate supervisors from 31 Spanish companies. Our results from the
multilevel analysis show two independent processes predicting organizational performance (return
on assets, ROA) and performance ratings by immediate supervisors, operating at the organizational
and team levels, respectively. We have found evidence for a theoretical and functional quasi-
isomorphism. First, based on social exchange theory, we found evidence for our prediction that
when organizations implement healthy practices and teams provide resources, employees trust their
top managers (vertical trust) and coworkers (horizontal trust) and try to reciprocate these benefits
by improving their performance. Second, (relationships among) constructs are similar at different
levels of analysis, which may inform HRM officers and managers about which type of practices and
resources can help to enhance trust and improve performance in organizations. The present study
contributes to the scarce research on the role of trust at collective (i.e., organizational and team) levels
as a psychological mechanism that explains how organizational practices and team resources are
linked to organizational performance.

Keywords: healthy organizational practices; team resources; vertical trust; horizontal trust; performance

1. Introduction

Organizational trust was defined by Mayer et al. [1] as “the willingness of one party
to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the expectation that the other
party will perform a particular action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to
monitor or control the other party” (p. 712). This definition of trust is based on expectations
from both employees and organizations, and it is especially important currently because of
social and economic turbulence and crisis, such as, for example, the Covid-19 pandemic.
In that sense, recently, Falcone et al. [2], in a sample of 4260 Italian citizens, showed that
organizational trust (i.e., in public institutions) was a relevant psychological mechanism to
deal with the pandemic.

Moreover, research in management and social sciences [3,4] has shown that organiza-
tional trust can be considered a source of competitive advantage and a prerequisite for the
efficient functioning of organizations and HRM [5]. Moreover, trust within organizations
is critical to the performance and wellbeing of their employees [6,7], and it may foster
innovative and prosocial behaviors that help to create financial advantages as well [8,9].

The way organizational trust develops has been explained by different theories, such
as the social exchange theory [10]. When employees trust their leaders/coworkers because
they got benefits, such as work–family programs, or experience a supportive social climate,
they probably will interpret their actions in a more favorable way, and consequently,
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will feel the need for reciprocity. They will be more willing to accept vulnerability to
leaders/coworkers by investing their energy and resources to compensate for these benefits
by focusing on what they must do (for example, delivering an excellent job performance).

Furthermore, trust could be understood as a psychological mechanism that medi-
ates between organizational resources and practices (such as work–family integration,
health promotion programs, time flexibility) and organizational effectiveness and perfor-
mance [11–15]. However, there is a knowledge gap on the role of trust at different levels
of analysis (i.e., individuals, teams, and organizations). For example, as proposed by
Cremer et al. [16], future research should investigate how trustworthiness perceptions of
each individual employee at different levels of the organization (team, departments, etc.)
affect performance from higher to lower levels in the hierarchy. Fulmer and Gelfand [3]
conducted a systematic review showing that research on organizational trust has not ex-
plored the collective level, i.e., considering aggregated perceptions of employee trust. They
also claim that there is still a lack of evidence about how to enhance trust at multiple levels
within organizations, and about the relationship between organizational and team trust
and different business outcomes, such as performance. In another recent systematic review
about vertical trust and performance on a sample of 75 studies, Guinot and Chiva [17]
concluded that “future studies should examine trust across different referents and levels
of analysis to discover unique effects on performance” (p. 218). Organizations are essen-
tially multilevel systems, and trust operates at different levels (i.e., individual, team, and
organizational levels). Therefore, to pay attention to different levels is a theoretical and
empirical imperative [18], particularly the study of trust at higher (collective) levels, such
as teams and whole organizations. The main novelty of this study is that we examine
the antecedents and consequences of trust at two different collective levels (i.e., team and
organization) to test whether similar psychological mechanisms operate at both levels of
analysis. In this way, we propose trust as an explanatory mechanism in the relationship of
organizational practices and team resources with performance. The research question is
twofold: (1) Can trust be considered a psychological mechanism underlying the relation-
ships between healthy organizational practices and team resources with organizational and
team performance, respectively? (2) Do healthy organizational practices and trust have
cross-level effects on team performance?

2. Theories and Hypotheses

Positive expectations about trustworthiness and the willingness to accept vulnerability
are two important dimensions of organizational trust [3]. This vulnerability is implicit
in traditional definitions of trust, such as the one by Mayer et al. [1]. Rousseau et al. [19]
(p. 395) also defined trust as a “psychological state comprising the intention to accept
vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or behavior of another”.
Employees with high levels of organizational trust are willing to rely on the company,
despite the implicit risk that it will not fulfill its obligations [20]. Organizational trust results
from the alignment between the organizations’ systems, structures, rewards, and relevant
company objectives. In this regard, Creed and Miles [21] pointed out that Human Resources
Practices that yield a perception of common goals and provide common resources should
affect the perception of trust. Thus, practices implemented, and resources provided by
organizations at different levels (i.e., organization and teams) are relevant in developing
trust and obtaining positive outcomes, such as good performance. In the current study,
we differentiate between levels and referents of organizational trust, in line with the
multilevel-multireferent framework of Fulmer and Gelfand [3]. For example, trust can
be found at the individual and at higher levels (i.e., team and organization), where the
emergence of trust perceptions by members of the unit is important. The concept of the
referent addresses the object of trust, such as trust in top management, trust in immediate
supervisors, trust in coworkers, etc. Additionally, we consider performance indicators at
two different levels of analysis: Organizational performance, as indicated through return
on assets (ROA), and team performance as assessed by the immediate team supervisor.
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Even more, we used a multilevel-multireferent framework by considering two collective
levels of analyses (i.e., organizations and teams) and two referents (i.e., top managers
and teammates) simultaneously. Legood et al. [22] stressed the importance of looking at
multiple referents of organizational trust simultaneously. This multidimensional point of
view enables us to understand the different dynamics of trust at different organizational
levels and how they are psychologically working.

Research on HRM and occupational health psychology provides evidence about how
organizational resources/practices are related to healthy employees (e.g., vertical and hori-
zontal trust) and healthy outcomes (e.g., organizational and team performance), thus devel-
oping healthy and resilient organizations (HEROs). Specifically, Salanova et al. [23] (p. 788)
defined HEROs as “those organizations that make systematic, planned, and proactive
efforts to improve employees’ and organizational processes and outcomes”. These efforts
require the development of healthy organizational practices that result in improvements in
resources at the task (autonomy, feedback), social environment (coworker relations, positive
leadership), and company (excellent performance) levels. A HERO is an enterprise that
balances three components: (1) Healthy organizational resources/practices (e.g., autonomy,
feedback, work, and family conciliation); (2) healthy employees (e.g., work engagement,
trust); and (3) healthy organizational outcomes (e.g., job performance, commitment, excel-
lent results). In HEROs, organizational practices and team resources are important to make
employees feel and perform well, and trust is not only a psychological state because it is
also manifested in their consequent behaviors, such as job performance [15,24]. Thus, when
organizational practices and team resources are present and are important for employees,
they trust their organization (vertical trust) and/or their coworkers (horizontal trust), and
consequently, they will try to do their best at the workplace (good performance). The
influence of organizational practices and team resources on trust, and then on performance
could be explained based on social exchange theory [10]. Practices and resources can
build a social exchange mechanism between employees and their organizations (at the
organizational level) and teams (at the team level) that influence their levels of trust ac-
cording to the reciprocity principle, i.e., when organizations or teams give a benefit to the
employee, he or she may perceive a sense of “obligation” to reciprocate that benefit then
to the organization and/or the team members. When employees perceive high healthy
organizational practices, such as work–family balance programs, mobbing prevention, or
psychosocial health actions, and/or team resources, such as supportive team climate or
autonomy, then they would feel that they are treated well, and consequently, have trust
in organizations and/or teams. Moreover, they would also feel the responsibility to recip-
rocate in terms of better performance at the organizational and team levels. We assume
that similar psychological processes take place at the organization (healthy organizational
practices lead to vertical trust, and in turn, to higher levels of organizational performance)
and team levels (team resources lead to horizontal trust in the team, and in turn, to higher
levels of team performance).

Finally, although the relationship between trust and performance is quite well doc-
umented at different levels (i.e., individual, team, and organization), there is still a need
for research using data from different levels and sources, as well as objective performance
measures [25]. Therefore, we used the ROA (objective measure) at the organizational
level and performance measures rated by immediate supervisors (different source) at the
team level.

2.1. Organizational Practices, Vertical Trust and Performance

Organizational practices are defined as “the pattern of planned human resource de-
ployments and activities intended to enable an organization to achieve its goals” [26]
(p. 298). These practices are organizational HRM-practices designed to achieve organiza-
tional goals and improve psychological and financial health at different organizational
levels (i.e., employee, team, and organizational) [23]. As these practices have direct positive
effects on psychological wellbeing, we call these “healthy” practices. Research shows that
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organizations that attempt to implement healthy organizational practices have employees
and teams with more positive experiences (e.g., organizational trust [27,28]) and more
healthy outputs (e.g., organizational commitment and performance [29,30]). Moreover,
healthy organizational practices help the organization to be perceived as a good place to
work [31].

Findings based on the European Project EQUAL [23] presents eight relevant HR
practices based on corporate social responsibility (CSR) that can be considered. These
practices are related to improving work/family balance, skills, and career development,
mobbing prevention, improving psychosocial health, open and positive communication,
perceived equity, and fomenting corporate social responsibility [23]. Research has shown
that increasing vertical trust first requires an investment in healthy organizational practices,
and then trust can impact performance [15,32,33]. Several studies show that organizational
practices have a relevant effect on psychological wellbeing and trust. For example, in a
study conducted among 710 employees nested in 84 groups from 14 small and medium-
sized enterprises (SMEs), Salanova et al. [23] showed that organizational practices had
a positive impact on employee wellbeing (i.e., engagement, collective efficacy, trust, and
resilience), which in turn influenced healthy outcomes (i.e., organizational commitment,
job performance). Acosta et al. [11] showed that healthy organizational practices, specifi-
cally mobbing prevention, communication, psychosocial health, and work–family balance,
can enhance organizational trust at the organizational level. It is important to note that,
as Fredrickson and Dutton [32] stated, the positive impact of healthy organizational re-
sources and practices on employees’ health mainly occurs when workers perceive that
these organizational strategies are aimed at improving their wellbeing, that is, when em-
ployees trust their organization. Moreover, Pirson and Malhotra [34] pointed out that
employees with high levels of organizational trust are quite engaged in performing well
because they are willing to invest effort and energy in an employer/company that they
perceive as competent or benevolent (for example, due to the implementation of healthy
practices). Related to this, Xanthopoulou et al. [35] found that healthy employees (i.e.,
engaged employees) managed to achieve higher objective financial returns for the busi-
ness. Schneider et al. [30] presented a similar set of results with data aggregated at the
organizational level. Over a period of eight years, they found that organizational attitudes
(i.e., job satisfaction and satisfaction with job security) predicted financial performance
(i.e., ROA). In the systematic review done by Guinot and Chiva [17], they found that a
significant number of studies confirmed a positive direct effect of vertical trust on job
performance, although non-significant effects were also found for concrete contexts (e.g.,
non-Western cultures), specific measures of job performance (e.g., extra-role performance),
and some types of subordinates and leaders. This systematic review concluded that there
is a lack of empirical analysis of the mediating role that vertical trust plays in the team’s
and organizational performance, and that future studies should continue to analyze the
differences in this direct relationship according to the leadership referent of trust (i.e., trust
in top leaders, like in the current study).

Interestingly, when unhealthy practices are implemented by organizations, the oppo-
site occurs. For example, Wells and Kipnis [36] found that in 267 subordinates, distrust
in their managers was related to the use of strong methods of influence, less interaction
between colleagues, and fewer attempts to influence each other. All these bad practices
predicted subordinates’ lack of organizational trust in their managers. Furthermore, the
study developed by Saunders et al. [37] showed that when workers are distrustful, there
are several organizational interventions available to build trust that might also be necessary
to reduce distrust. The most relevant ones focus on positive and congruent communication
between leaders and employees and look for consistency in the managers’ actions, ensur-
ing that promises are kept, and that interventions and subsequent actions are truthfully
communicated and properly reported (i.e., congruence, integrity, consistency).
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Hypothesis 1. At the organizational level, vertical trust is mediating the relationship between
healthy organizational practices and organizational performance.

2.2. Team Resources, Horizontal Trust and Performance

Regarding team resources, Lyubomirsky et al. [38] proposed that resources help people
to thrive and succeed at work, causing them to be “healthier” in their social relationships
and personal wellbeing. Moreover, previous research indicated that social resources are
specific types of resources that may act as antecedents of wellbeing (I.e., trust). These
social resources are related to the interaction and interdependence among the members
of teams. For instance, Hakanen et al. [39] found that teachers who showed better social
team resources (i.e., innovation climate, support from leaders and colleagues) experienced
higher degrees of psychological wellbeing than teachers with fewer social resources. Similar
results were found by Martínez-Tur et al. [15], indicating that reciprocity of trust between
managers and teams improves wellbeing and quality of service as an indicator of job
performance. In another study, Harms et al. [40] showed that the relationships between the
followers’ (anxious or avoidant) attachment orientation and workplace outcomes (i.e., job
stress and citizenship behaviors) were mediated by trust in their supervisors.

Horizontal trust refers to the aggregate levels of trust that team members have in their
fellow teammates [41], and it focuses on the team level. Considering that organizations
have become flatter, and more team-focused, teams play an important role in increasing
performance [42] and psychosocial health [43,44]. When organizations facilitate positive
collaborative working practices, team performance improves [45]. Team performance is
defined as the extent to which a team accomplishes its goal or mission [46] being in-role
or extra-role performance [47] or task and contextual performance, respectively. In this
regard, task performance comprises activities related to the formal job and task description,
and contextual performance consists of activities that exceed the prescribed tasks employ-
ees must do (e.g., voluntary overtime, help colleagues). These two complementary job
performance types simultaneously provide a comprehensive view of team performance.
In the team dynamics literature, trust among coworkers (i.e., horizontal trust) is seen
as a critical mechanism in explaining how team resources are related to successful team
performance [24]. Horizontal trust leads employees to behave based on their faith in the
words and actions of their peers [48]. This means that, if people trust others on their team,
they seek interaction with them, and they are more likely “to like what they like and see
what they see”, thus sharing definitions of importance and furthering integration between
them [49]. Furthermore, horizontal trust is related to other important outcomes, such as
turnover intention [50] and organizational commitment [51,52]. In a meta-analysis with
a sample of 112 independent studies (N = 7763 teams), De Jong et al. [53] showed that
horizontal trust is positively related to team performance and has an above-average impact
(p = 0.30). Specifically, they showed very convincingly that the magnitude of the effect
size estimated for the relationship of horizontal trust and team performance is the highest
compared to other team level constructs, and this relationship is stronger when the trust
referent is the team (“I trust in my team”) instead of an individual teammate (“I trust
teammate X”). They conclude that these results have important implications for how trust
is working in teams, and more future research is needed on this topic, as well as how team
trust perceptions are formed in teams. In our study, we assume that horizontal trust is
positively related to team performance and that team resources are the drivers of this trust.
When team members feel that they are benefitted from these resources (i.e., supportive
social climate), they trust their team and try to reciprocate by investing energy in the team
and getting a better team performance, in line with social exchange theory.

Hypothesis 2. At the team level, horizontal trust is mediating the relationship between team
resources and team performance.
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2.3. Cross-Level Effects on Trust and Performance

Finally, although there is not much research on trust as a psychological mechanism
that explains cross-levels effects between antecedents and consequences of trust [17], based
on social exchange theory, we could expect that higher levels of healthy organizational
practices positively influence employees’ levels of trust in their top management (vertical
trust) which in turn enhance team performance. In addition, these practices could also
influence horizontal trust, and in turn, enhance team performance too (as a way of showing
reciprocity). We formulated the following cross-level hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3. Healthy organizational practices (organizational level) are positively related to team
performance (team level) above and beyond horizontal trust (team level).

Hypothesis 4. Healthy organizational practices (organizational level) are positively related to
horizontal trust (team level) above and beyond team resources (team level).

Hypothesis 5. Vertical trust (organizational level) is positively related to team performance (team
level) above and beyond horizontal trust (team level).

In Figure 1, we draw the research model with variables of the study at different levels
of analysis, as well as the study hypotheses.
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3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Data Collection

The study sample consisted of 890 employees (average response rate per organization
was 62%) nested within 177 teams and their 177 immediate supervisors from 31 Spanish
companies. Of the employees, 58% were women, and 79% had a tenured contract. Their
average tenure in the company was six years (SD = 4.05). Of the supervisors, 51% were
female, and 86% had a tenured contract. Their average tenure in the company was 15 years
(SD = 12.21). The average number of people in a team was five (SD = 2.35), and organiza-
tions had 48 employees on average (SD = 32.44). Organizations also differed in terms of
economic sector—86% operated in the service sector and 14% in industry.

The Human Resource Managers or CEOs of the participating organizations provided
their employees and team supervisors with information about the project through different
means (e.g., company bulletin board, meetings, intranet). In addition, researchers further
explained the project by means of information meetings. Employees and supervisors
completed a self-report questionnaire with questions about their organizations and teams,
focusing on their organizational and team perceptions. The researchers distributed the
questionnaire themselves, and it took approximately 30 min to fill it out. In order to
guarantee that workers were familiar with the functioning of the organization, only workers
with an organizational tenure of at least six months were included in the study because it
takes at least a couple of months for new employees to get settled into their organization.
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Confidentiality of the responses was guaranteed. In this way, the research team ensured
strict compliance with applicable regulations, especially about the utmost confidentiality
in handling data.

3.2. Measures
3.2.1. Healthy Organizational Practices

These practices were assessed at the organizational level with five items that represent
four practices included in the HERO (healthy and resilient organizations) questionnaire [23].
Although eight healthy organizational practices were included in the original survey,
a previous study conducted by Acosta et al. [11] demonstrated that four of them are
positively related to trust: Work–family balance (one item; ‘In the last year, practices and
strategies have been introduced in this organization to facilitate the work–family balance
and the private lives of its employees’); mobbing prevention (one item; ‘In the last year,
practices and strategies have been introduced in this organization to prevent mobbing
at work’); psychosocial health (one item; ‘In the last year, practices and strategies have
been introduced in this organization to ensure wellbeing and quality of life at work’); and
organizational communication (two items; ‘In the last year, practices and strategies have
been introduced in this organization to facilitate communication from management to
workers’; ‘In the last year, practices and strategies have been introduced in this organization
to ensure that information about the organizational goals is given to everyone who needs
to know about them’). Internal consistency for the scale was 0.84, which is above the cut-off
point of 0.70 [54]. We used a 7point Likert-type scale ranging from 0 (never) to 6 (always).
In order to draw respondents’ attention from the individual level to the organizational
level, all the items were focused on organizational perceptions.

3.2.2. Vertical Trust

It was assessed at the organizational level with four items based on Huff and Kel-
ley [55]. An example of an item is: ‘In this organization, subordinates have a great deal
of trust in their supervisors and top managers’. Internal consistency was 0.90, which is
above the cut-off point of 0.70 [54]. Respondents answered using a 7-point Likert-type
scale ranging from 0 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). Once again, in order to draw
respondents’ attention from the individual level to the organizational level, all the items
focused on organizational perceptions.

3.2.3. ROA

It was obtained at the organizational level from the SABI database (http://sabi.bvdep.
com) (accessed on 20 November 2011). This objective database contains general and fi-
nancial information from each organization. ROA is an independent variable indicating
how profitable a company is regarding its total assets, and it refers to how efficient man-
agement is when using its assets to generate earnings. ROA is calculated when dividing a
company’s annual earnings by its total assets, obtaining a percentage. We focused on ROA
as a financial indicator that is more stable and consistent over time [30]. Thus, return on
assets measures a company’s earnings in relation to all the resources it has at its disposal.

3.2.4. Team Resources

Team resources were assessed at the team level with 12 items belonging to four
different scales included in the HERO questionnaire [23]. These are: Autonomy (three
items—e.g., ‘In my team, we decide when to begin, finish, and the order in which we
do the tasks’; alpha = 0.70); coordination (three items—e.g., ‘In my team, we coordinate
our activities’; alpha = 0.77); feedback (three items—e.g., ‘In my team, the work we do
gives us a lot of information about how well you are doing’; alpha = 0.69); and sup-
portive team climate (three items—e.g., ‘In my team, constructive criticism is rewarded’;
alpha = 0.77). Respondents answered using a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 0
(never) to 6 (always).

http://sabi.bvdep.com
http://sabi.bvdep.com
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3.2.5. Horizontal Trust

It was assessed at the team level with four items based on McAllister [56]. An example
item is: ‘In my team, we can share our ideas, emotions, and hopes’. Internal consistency
was 0.85, which is above the cut-off point of 0.70 [54]. A 7-point Likert-type scale was used
by respondents, ranging from 0 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). Here, in order
to draw respondents’ attention from the individual level to the team level, all the items
focused on team perceptions.

3.2.6. Team Performance (Rated by Immediate Supervisor)

It was assessed at the team level by immediate supervisors using a six-item scale
adapted from Goodman and Svyantek [47]. We considered two different scales: In-
role performance (three items—e.g., ‘The team that I supervise achieves its work goals’;
alpha = 0.84) and extra-role performance (three items—e.g., ‘In the team that I supervise,
employees help each other when somebody is overloaded’; alpha = 0.71). Team supervi-
sors answered using a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 0 (strongly disagree) to 6
(strongly agree).

3.2.7. Control Variables

Teamwork was assessed with three items (e.g., ‘My team has well-defined teamwork
goals’; alpha = 0.75) [23]. We use teamwork as a control variable to guarantee that each
team shares a common goal with interrelated tasks. Furthermore, we included team size
(i.e., the total number of members per team) at the team level of analysis because previous
studies have consistently shown that it affects group dynamics and performance (i.e.,
cohesion; team goals) [57,58]. Organizational size (i.e., the total number of employees per
organization) was also included as a control variable at the organizational level of analysis
because, in this study, we are considering enterprises of different sizes.

More information about the scales and sources are in Appendix A.

3.3. Analytical Strategy

In this study, the questionnaire measures three team level variables and two organiza-
tional level variables from two different sources of information. Using the organization
as a referent, the employees assessed healthy organizational practices and vertical trust.
Team resources and horizontal trust were assessed by the employees using their team
as a referent. Team performance was assessed by team supervisors using the “team” as
a referent.

Because the variables in our research model—except for ROA—were aggregates of
lower-level shared perceptions, interrater reliability and interrater agreement indices had
to be computed [59]. Employees’ agreement was assessed using a two-fold approach:
(1) ICC1 was calculated following a consistency-based method. Although there is no
fixed cut-off point for ICC1, a value of 0.01 might be considered a small effect, a value
of 0.10 might be considered a medium effect, and values above 0.25 might be considered
a large effect [60]; (2) following a consensus-based approach, we computed the Average
Deviation Index (ADM(J); [61], where agreement among team members or the organization
is established when ADM(J) is equal to or less than 1 for 7-point Likert-type scales [61]. We
also computed different Analyses of Variance (ANOVA) to find out whether there was
significant between-group discrimination on the measures at the organizational and team
levels. All the variables showed between small and medium effects for ICC1, and ANOVA
analyses indicated significant discrimination of variables between groups or organizations
(from 0.18 to 0.47) (see Table 1). ADM(J) indices showed values of less than 1 (average
ADM(J) was 0.80). Overall aggregation results indicated agreement at the organizational
level regarding employees’ perceptions of healthy organizational practices and vertical
trust. In a similar way, aggregation indices also showed an adequate level of agreement
on the team level variables, i.e., healthy team resources, horizontal trust, and teamwork.



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 4241 9 of 21

Finally, we computed descriptive statistics and intercorrelations among the scales based on
data aggregated at the team level and the organizational level, respectively.

Table 1. Means, standard deviations, aggregation indices, and intercorrelations among the study variables at the individual
level (N = 890).

Variables M SD α ICC1 ADM(J) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Healthy Org. Practices 3.44 1.44 0.84 0.45 0.89 -

2. Vertical Trust 3.88 1.34 0.90 0.52 0.65 0.68
*** -

3. ROA 1.60 19.77 - - - 0.14
***

0.19
*** -

4. Team Resources 4.33 1.00 0.77 0.32 0.78 0.49
***

0.44
*** 0.05 -

5. Horizontal Trust 4.27 1.13 0.85 0.28 0.64 0.47
***

0.57
*** 0.10 ** 0.51

*** -

6. Team Performance 4.94 0.86 0.71 0.18 0.91 0.30
***

0.28
***

0.14
***

0.46
***

0.45
*** -

7. Teamwork 4.83 1.16 0.75 0.47 0.95 0.4 *** 0.41
*** 0.06 0.70

***
0.45
***

0.45
*** -

8. Organizational size 48.37 31.67 - - - −0.80
*

-
0.23
***

0.00 −0.00 −0.61 0.13
*** −0.05 -

9. Team size 5.35 2.42 - - - −0.32 −0.12
***

0.13
*** 0.00 −0.58 0.12

*** −0.01 0.038
***

Notes. M = mean, SD = Standard Deviation, α = Cronbach’s alpha, ICC1 = Intraclass Correlation Coefficient, ADM(J) = Average Deviation
Index, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.

3.4. Data Analyses

Harman’s single factor test [62] was performed for the employee variables in the
study to test for bias, due to common method variance. However, it is important to
keep in mind that the dependent variables in our database (i.e., ROA and supervisor
perceptions of performance) and the independent variables came from different sources.
Finally, we used regression analyses by PASW 18.0 as a previous test of Hypotheses 1 (at the
organizational level) and 2 (at the team level). To test the mediation process of Hypothesis
1, the bootstrapping procedure was used [63]. This method is recommended to examine
mediation in small sample sizes [64], and it offers an empirical means of determining the
significance of statistical estimates [65]. We used the bootstrapping procedure in AMOS
18.0 (Analyses of Moment Structures; [66].

To test Hypothesis 2, SEM by AMOS 18.0 [66] was used. Team resources (i.e., au-
tonomy, coordination, feedback, and supportive team climate) comprised one indica-
tor. Horizontal trust (i.e., four items) comprised another indicator. Finally, performance
(supervisor-rated performance) comprised the final indicator. For all these variables, the
error variance of each indicator was constrained in all the models to avoid unidentified
problems by using the formula, (1−α) × σ. We used maximum likelihood estimation meth-
ods. Two absolute goodness-of-fit indices were assessed to evaluate the goodness-of-fit
of the models: (1) The χ2 goodness-of-fit statistic and (2) the Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA). The χ2 goodness-of-fit index is sensitive to sample size; for
this reason, the use of relative goodness-of-fit measures is recommended [67]. Thus, four
relative goodness-of-fit indices were used: (1) Comparative Fit Index (CFI), (2) Normed Fit
Index (NFI); (3) Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI, also called the Non-Normed Fit Index); and (4)
Incremental Fit Index (IFI). For RMSEA, values smaller than 0.05 indicated an excellent
fit, 0.08 indicated an acceptable fit, and values greater than 0.10 led to model rejection [68].
Regarding the relative fit indices, values greater than 0.90 indicated a good fit [69]. The
mediation effect was assessed using the approach developed by Baron and Kenny [70] and
the Sobel test [71].
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In the current study, Hypotheses 3–5 were tested by means of random coefficient
modeling or hierarchical linear modeling [72]. The Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC)
is a measure of non-independence, testing the percentage of variance explained by a set
of contextual variables [73]. The higher the ICC, the greater the amount of variability in
the dependent variable that can be explained by variables from the higher level of analysis
(i.e., the organization in the current study). A baseline ANOVA model was computed to
evaluate non-independence ICC as a procedure for comparing models, and to evaluate the
variance percentages for the levels involved in the analyses [74].

Apart from the baseline ANOVA model, two other models were tested, following a
step-by-step approach using maximum likelihood, as implemented by LISREL 8.8 [75]. (1)
We conducted a random-coefficient regression model (Model 1) in which random coeffi-
cients were freed to vary between organizations. Group-level controls and predictors were
also included in the model equation. This model provides tests of lower-level predictors,
while considering the nested structure of the data and controlling for lower-level covariates.
(2) The intercepts-as-outcomes model (Model 2) included organizational level controls and
predictors in the equation for the intercept. For the random-coefficient regression model,
team level variables were grand-mean centered [76].

4. Results
4.1. Correlation and Confirmatory Factor Analyses

Means, standard deviations, Cronbach’s alphas, and intercorrelations among the
variables at the individual, team, and organizational levels are displayed in Tables 1–3,
respectively. As expected, all study variables were positively and significantly correlated.
The results of Harman’s single factor test [62] of the individual database (N = 871) revealed
a poor fit to the data, χ2(18) = 169.658, p = 0.000, RMSEA = 0.201, CFI = 0.676, NFI = 0.587,
TLI = 0.565, IFI = 0.678. To avoid the problems related to the use of Harman’s single factor
test [62], we compared the results of the one latent factor model with a model considering
four latent factors. Results showed a significantly lower fit of the model with one single
factor compared to the model with multiple latent factors, Delta χ2(2) = 109.424, p < 0.001.
Common method variance is not a serious problem in this study.

Table 2. Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations among the study variables at the team
level (N = 177).

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4

1. Team Resources 4.38 0.69 -
2. Horizontal Trust 4.33 0.74 0.58 *** -
3. Team Performance 4.91 0.58 0.50 *** 0.50 *** -
4. Teamwork 4.88 0.81 0.81 *** 0.54 *** 0.49 *** -
5. Team size 5.03 4.2 −0.08 −0.12 0.006 −0.90

Notes. M = mean, SD = Standard Deviation, *** p < 0.001.

Table 3. Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations among the study variables at the organi-
zational level (N = 31).

Variables M SD 1 2 3

1. Healthy Org. Practices 3.45 0.56 -
2. Vertical Trust 3.94 0.60 0.81 *** -
3. ROA 0.71 17.22 0.25 *** 0.32 ** -
4. Organizational size 0.48 34.50 −0.18 * −0.39 *** −0.02

Notes. M = mean, SD = Standard Deviation, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.

4.2. Hypothesis Testing

Hypotheses 1 and 2, were confirmed through regression analysis and SEM. The
positive relationship between healthy organizational practices and vertical trust at the orga-
nizational level of analysis, was confirmed (β = 0.81, p < 0.001). Moreover, organizational
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size was negatively and significantly related to vertical trust (β = –0.04, p < 0.001). Healthy
organizational practices explained 71% of the variance in vertical trust (see Table 4). More-
over, vertical trust is positively related to organizational performance (financial indicator,
return on assets; ROA) (β = 0.47, p < 0.001). Organizational size was not significantly
related to organizational performance (β = 0.03, ns), and vertical trust explained 11% of
the variance in ROA (see Table 4). Moreover, our results showed that team resources are
positively related to horizontal trust at the team level of analysis (β = 0.62, p < 0.001),
whereas team size was not significantly related to horizontal trust (β = −0.01, ns). Team
resources explained 34% of the variance in horizontal trust. Moreover, horizontal trust
is positively related to (supervisor-rated) team performance (β = 0.40, p < 0.001). Again,
team size was not significantly related to team performance (β = 0.02, ns). Horizontal trust
explained 26% of the variance in team performance (see Table 5).

Table 4. Regression analyses by aggregating data (N = 31).

Vertical Trust

Predictor Variables B SE B β

1. Healthy Org. Practices 0.81 0.04 0.76 ***
2. Organizational Size −0.04 0.00 −0.26 ***
R2 = 0.71
∆R2 = 0.71

ROA 2010
Predictor variables B SE B β

1. Vertical Trust 0.47 0.05 0.33 ***
2. Organizational Size 0.03 0.05 0.05
R2 = 0.11
∆R2 = 0.10

Notes. B = Beta, SE B = Standard Error of Beta, β = Adjusted Beta, R2 = Coefficient of determination, ∆R2 =
Adjusted Coefficient of Determination, *** p < 0.001.

Table 5. Regression analyses by aggregating data (N = 177).

Horizontal Trust
Predictor Variables B SE B β

1. Team Resources 0.62 0.07 0.57 ***
2. Team Size −0.01 0.01 −0.07
R2 = 0.34
∆R2 = 0.33

Performance
(supervisor-rated)

Predictor variables B SE B β

1. Horizontal Trust 0.40 0.05 0.52 ***
2. Team Size 0.02 0.00 0.12
R2 = 0.26
∆R2 = 0.26

Notes. B = Beta, SE B = Standard Error of Beta, β = Adjusted Beta, R2 = Coefficient of determination, ∆R2 =
Adjusted Coefficient of Determination, *** p < 0.001.

To test Hypothesis 1, in which vertical trust mediates the relationship between healthy
organizational practices and ROA at the organizational level, we used a bootstrapping
procedure, also controlling for organizational size. The procedure involves repeated ran-
dom sampling observations with replacement from the data and calculation of the statistic
of interest in each resample. In our case, we considered a resample of N = 500. Results
indicated that vertical trust fully mediated the relationship between healthy organizational
practices and ROA. The non-significant direct relationship between healthy organizational
practices and ROA indicated that there was a full mediation. The 95% confidence interval
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of the mediation model does not include 0, which indicates that the proposed model is
statistically significant [63] (see Table 6). To confirm the mediation effects, we performed
the Sobel Test [71], which showed a significant result (Sobel t = 2.52, p = 0.001) (see Table 6).

Table 6. Bootstrapping for healthy organizational practices, vertical trust, and ROA-2010 mediation
model aggregated data (N = 31 companies).

Bootstrap BC 95% CI

Indirect Effects Estimate SE CI Lower CI Upper p

ROA-2010
Healthy Org. Practices 1.17 0.30 0.81 1.69 0.01

Notes. Number of bootstrap resamples = 500, BC 95% CI = Confidence Interval, SE = Standard Error, CI Lower =
Confidence Interval Lower, CI Upper = Confidence Interval Upper, p = Significance.

To test Hypothesis 2, in which horizontal trust mediates the relationship between team
resources and performance (supervisor-rated performance) at the team level, we performed
SEM-analyses with AMOS. Two models were tested, (M1): Full mediation, and (M2):
Partial mediation. Teamwork and team size were included as control variables. Table 7
shows the results of the SEM analyses conducted to test the relationships among healthy
team practices, horizontal trust, and team performance. The findings of these analyses
indicate that M1 and M2 fitted the data well. M1: χ2(11) = 15.52, RMSEA = 0.04, CFI = 0.97,
NFI = 0.91, TLI = 0.89, IFI = 0.92. M2: χ2(10) = 12.04, RMSEA = 0.03, CFI = 0.98, NFI = 0.91,
TLI = 0.89, IFI = 0.90. The difference between the two models was not significant, Delta
χ2(1) = 3.48, ns, which means that both models fit the data well. These results support M1
because it is more parsimonious than M2. To confirm the mediation effect, we performed
the Sobel Test [71], which yielded a significant result (Sobel t = 3.55, p < 0.001). These results
provide evidence for M1; that is, horizontal trust fully mediates the relationship between
team resources and supervisor rated team performance. As expected, team resources have
a positive and significant relationship with horizontal trust (β = 0.62, p < 0.001), which in
turn is positively and significantly related to supervisor-rated team performance (β = 0.40,
p < 0.001). It is interesting to note that team resources explain 34% of the variance in
horizontal trust (R2 = 0.34), which in turn explains 26% of the variance in team performance
(R2 = 0.26).

Table 7. Fit indices for structural equation models by aggregated data at the team level of analysis (N = 177 teams).

Models χ2 gl RMSEA CFI NFI TLI IFI ∆χ2 gl ∆RMSEA ∆CFI ∆NFI ∆TLI ∆IFI

M1 15.52 11 0.04 0.97 0.91 0.89 0.92
M2 12.04 10 0.03 0.98 0.91 0.89 0.90
Diff.
M2-
M1

3.48 1 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02

Notes. M1 = Model 1, M2 = Model 2, 2 = Chi-square, df = degree of freedom, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation,
CFI = Comparative Fit Index, NFI = Normed Fit Index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index, IFI = Incremental Fit Index, Diff. and ∆ =Differences.

According to Hypothesis 3, healthy organizational practices are positively related to
team performance above and beyond horizontal trust. Table 8 includes the results for the
hierarchical linear models predicting performance. Model 1 included horizontal trust in the
equation, along with the team level control variables (i.e., teamwork, team size). Results
for Model 1 show that horizontal trust has a positive and significant relationship with team
performance (β = 0.31, p = 0.05). Model 2 included organizational level variables to test
for cross-level effects, that is, healthy organizational practices and organizational size as
control variables. Unexpectedly, healthy organizational practices were not significantly
related to team performance (β = −0.03, ns). Therefore, Hypothesis 3 was not confirmed.
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Table 8. Results for the hierarchical linear models predicting performance (ICC = 12%).

Parameters Model 1 Model 2

Intercept 4.90 *** (0.05) 4.91 *** (0.05)
Level 1 (teams)
Teamwork 0.19 *** (0.04) 0.19 *** (0.05)
Team size −0.01 (0.00) −0.01 (0.00)
Horizontal Trust 0.31 *** (0.05) 0.31 *** (0.05)
Level 2 (organizations)
Organizational size −0.00 (0.00)
Healthy Org. Practices −0.03 (0.11)

Notes. Standard errors are in parentheses, ICC = Intraclass Correlation Coefficient, *** p < 0.001.

According to Hypothesis 4, healthy organizational practices are positively related
to horizontal trust above and beyond team resources. Model 1 included team resources
in the equation, along with the team level control variables (i.e., teamwork, team size).
Model 2 included organizational level variables to test for cross-level effects, that is, healthy
organizational practices and organizational size as control variables. Nevertheless, it turned
out that the baseline ANOVA model was 3%. This means that only 3% of the variance in
horizontal trust is explained by variables at other levels. In our case, 3% of the variance is
explained by variables at the organizational level. According to Bliese [73], more than 5%
is needed to allow hierarchical linear modeling to be conducted. Therefore, this cross-level
effect was not tested because one preliminary condition, that is, the ANOVA model, was
not favorable. Hypothesis 4, therefore, was not confirmed.

According to Hypothesis 5, vertical trust is positively related to team performance
above and beyond horizontal trust. Table 9 includes results for the hierarchical linear
models predicting team performance. Model 1 included horizontal trust in the equation,
along with the team level control variables (i.e., teamwork, team size). Model 1 results again
show that horizontal trust has a positive and significant relationship with team performance
(β = 0.31, p = 0.05). Model 2 included organizational level variables to test for cross-level
effects, that is, vertical trust and organizational size as control variables. Unexpectedly,
again vertical trust was not significantly related to team performance (β = 0.03, ns). Thus,
Hypothesis 5 was not confirmed.

Table 9. Results for the hierarchical linear models predicting performance (ICC = 12%).

Parameters Model 1 Model 2

Intercept 4.90 *** (0.05) 4.92 *** (0.04)
Level 1 (teams)
Teamwork −0.19 *** (0.04) −0.19 *** (0.05)
Team size −0.01 (0.00) −0.01 (0.00)
Horizontal Trust 0.31 *** (0.05) 0.31 *** (0.05)
Level 2 (organizations)
Organizational size −0.00 (0.00)
Vertical Trust 0.04 (0.10)

Notes. Standard errors are in parentheses, ICC = Intraclass Correlation Coefficient, *** p < 0.001.

Hence, from these results, it can be concluded that there are no cross-level effects of
organization level variables on the team level outcomes. That is, there are two different,
parallel processes where different types of trust (vertical and horizontal) have a mediating
role. At the team level, horizontal trust plays a fully mediating role between team resources
and team performance. At the organizational level, vertical trust plays a fully mediating
role between healthy organizational practices and ROA (see Figure 2).
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5. Discussion

This study contributes to our understanding of the role of trust as a psychological
mechanism that explains how healthy organizational practices and team resources are
related to performance at different levels of analysis (organization and team levels, respec-
tively), following a multilevel-multireferent framework.

5.1. Theoretical Implications

The current study offers evidence of: (a) At the organizational level, the fully mediating
role of vertical trust in the relationship between healthy organizational practices and
financial performance (ROA) (Hypothesis 1); and (b) at the team level, the fully mediating
role of horizontal trust in the relationship between team resources and (supervisor-rated)
team performance (Hypothesis 2). Contrary to our expectations, we did not find evidence
for cross-level effects (Hypotheses 3–5).

Through regression analysis, with data aggregated at the organizational level, we
confirmed first the relationship between healthy organizational practices implemented
through HRM (i.e., work–family balance, mobbing prevention, psychosocial health, and
communication) and vertical trust. This result is consistent with previous studies that
pointed out that when organizations develop practices oriented toward improving the
wellbeing of their employees, trust emerges [11,17,26,77]. Employees’ trust in their top
managers acts as an explanatory factor, which translates the benefits of certain organiza-
tional practices into better organizational performance. Inversely, also, this organizational
trust could be diminished when employees feel not been reciprocated, such as feeling
insecurity towards their jobs [78] being trust also a mediator psychological mechanism to
explain (in this case) how job insecurity is related to performance.

Our results provide important information for HR practitioners about how to develop
trust in their organizations, for example, by means of work–family balance practices (e.g.,
teleworking) that allow employees/teams to manage their personal lives and their careers.

Following the reciprocity effect based on social exchange theory, when employees feel
beneficed by practices that their organization implements to increase their psychological
health, their levels of vertical trust increase, and they feel the obligation to reciprocate
to the organization via enhancing organizational performance. This result is consistent
with the study by Schneider et al. [30], which shows that employee attitudes at work are
related to the financial performance of organizations. In our case, if employees trust their
organizations, financial performance is improved. Even more, our analysis revealed that or-
ganizational trust fully mediated the relationship between healthy organizational practices
implemented through HRM (i.e., work/family interaction, mobbing prevention, psycho-
logical wellbeing, and positive communication) and healthy outcomes (i.e., organizational
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financial performance). These results extend previous research conducted at the individual
level of analysis, where healthy organizational practices are positively related to healthy
employees and healthy organizational outcomes [12, 14, 38). The present study used aggre-
gated perceptions at the organizational level, as proposed by Fulmer and Gelfand [3], and
external (objective) criteria for performance, that is, ROA. This result, therefore, confirms
the key role of vertical trust in organizational processes for competitive advantage [79].
Thus, vertical trust is a pivotal element for employees to feel good and perform well at
work. We can conclude that organizations must foster trust between employees and top
managers because this will have a positive impact on organizational performance (i.e.,
financial performance).

Hypothesis 2 was tested first through regression analysis with data aggregated at the
team level. We confirmed the relationship between team resources (autonomy, coordination,
feedback, and supportive team climate) and horizontal trust. This result shows that when
teams share positive beliefs about their team resources, such as coordination or a socially
supporting climate, this allows trust in coworkers to emerge. This result is in line with
Torrente et al. [80], who pointed out that when teams perceive that they have team resources,
healthy employee perceptions emerge (i.e., teamwork engagement). Secondly, through
regression analysis with data aggregated at the team level, we confirmed the positive
relationship between horizontal trust and (supervisor-rated) team performance. Following
Whitman et al.’s [43] recommendation to focus on a collective level of analysis, the present
study used ratings of team performance provided by the supervisor. When team members
trust their coworkers, supervisory perceptions of team performance are more favorable.
This result also confirms previous studies by Costa [24], who pointed out that high work-
team trust leads to high team task performance. Finally, results of the SEM analyses to test
the mediation effect revealed that horizontal trust fully mediated the relationship between
team resources (i.e., autonomy, coordination, feedback, and supportive team climate) and
performance tested at the team level, pointing out the key role of trust at the team level too.
In other words, when teams perceive that they have autonomy, are coordinated, receive
feedback, and work in a supportive climate, horizontal trust emerges among coworkers,
and according to the social exchange theory, employees feel that they must reciprocate
and increase efforts to have a better team performance (as assessed in our case by their
immediate supervisor). Thus, organizations must also consider implementing job resources
in their teams to develop horizontal trust because if the members of a team trust each other,
team performance will be better.

Hypotheses 3–5 were not supported. These hypotheses considered the cross-level
effects between the variables included in this study. Previous studies have demonstrated the
positive relationship between organizational practices and performance (28, 38) or between
healthy employees and performance [39,80], considering individual or team perceptions
of employees’ performance. However, using a multilevel framework, in the present
study, these relationships were not found. Our results show two parallel motivational
processes, where trust plays a key role as a mediator at the team (i.e., horizontal trust) and
organizational (i.e., vertical trust) levels. Therefore, organizations must implement both
healthy organizational practices (work–family balance; mobbing prevention, psychosocial
health, and communication) and team job resources (i.e., autonomy, coordination, feedback,
and supportive team climate) at the same time, in order to develop trust at different
organizational levels (i.e., vertical trust and horizontal trust), and thus, obtain high levels
of performance (i.e., organizational financial performance and supervisor-rated team
performance).

In sum, the present study contributes theoretically to previous organizational trust
research in two ways. First, it extends the body of knowledge about the key role of organi-
zational trust (i.e., horizontal trust and vertical trust) in the relationship between healthy
organizational practices and team resources and performance, using data aggregated at the
organizational and team levels. The positive relationships found support and extend social
exchange theory [19]. Previous research based on trust as a product of a social exchange
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process [51,52] found positive relationships between organizational trust dimensions and
positive outcomes, such as organizational commitment or identification. In our study, at
the organizational level, employees generate “(vertical) trust” in the organization when
they receive healthy practices, and “in exchange”, they perform better for the benefit of
the company. In addition, employees generate “(horizontal) trust” when they receive posi-
tive resources from the team, such as autonomy, positive feedback, and supportive team
positive climate. In turn, they perform better as a team as a type of benefit “exchange”.

Second, although it has been recognized that trust in organizations occurs at multi-
ple levels [19] and using different referents [3], there are no clear empirical findings on
how trust in organizations operates simultaneously at different levels and with different
referents [22]. The main finding of the current research is that when studying organiza-
tional trust simultaneously at the team and organization levels, the same social exchange
process occurs at both levels. However, these processes occur in parallel because we
did not find cross-level effects of trust. This result points to “a positive mirror effect”,
where organizational and team social exchange processes of trust are operating in the same
way, but in parallel (as a mirror). This finding agrees with the assumption of construct
quasi-isomorphism pointed out by Fulmer and Gelfand [3]. Our results provide evidence
for theoretical quasi-isomorphism based on social exchange theory, as well as functional
quasi-isomorphism, because our relationships are similar at different levels.

5.2. Practical Implications

From a practical point of view, our findings provide contributions for practitioners
in HRM and business strategy, as well as managers in organizations, with a more holistic
understanding of the links between healthy practices and resources, organizational trust,
and performance. Our results support the effectiveness of different healthy practices and
actions that could be carried out through HRM to build organizational trust in teams and the
organization from a perspective based on continuous promotion actions. The organizational
level results show the relevance of investing in work/family balance, mobbing prevention,
psychological wellbeing, and positive organizational communication, because doing that,
then employees will interpret investment in these practices as a sign that the organization
is concerned about their wellbeing, and consequently, (vertically) trust in the organization
will be enhanced, resulting in the improved financial performance of the organization
(i.e., ROA). The team level results show a similar tendency: The relevance of investing in
autonomy, coordination, feedback, and a supportive team climate, enhances (horizontal)
trust and them an improved supervisor-rated team performance.

5.3. Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

The present study has some limitations. The first one is that some of the data were
obtained through self-reports. However, aggregate rather than individual perceptions of
teams and organizations have been considered, and a multilevel framework was used, as
proposed by Hox [74]. Moreover, two external and objective criteria were considered (i.e.,
ROA and supervisor-rated team performance) to minimize the common method variance
bias, as recently recommended by Hox [74].

Second, the employee data in this study are mainly cross-sectional. However, we
included the ROA indicator for the following year as a dependent variable at the organiza-
tional level of analysis. Future studies should test the model by including data collected
in different waves, to truly test the relationship between healthy organizational resources
and practices, organizational trust (i.e., vertical trust and horizontal trust), and healthy
organizational outcomes over time.

Thirdly we agree with Fulmer and Gelfand [3] that another interesting topic for future
research would be the trust climate construct, using direct consensus or referent-shift
models. Using longitudinal designs, we could increase the knowledge about multilevel
antecedents and consequences of trust climate, as well as the influence of the strength of
the trust climate on important business outcomes, such as performance.
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Finally, we also could consider other more objective organizational performance
indicators, such as MTB, to validate the results obtained by ROA.

6. Conclusions

In conclusion, our findings suggest that healthy organizational practices and team
resources influence organizational/team performance via organizational trust (vertical
vs. horizontal). Two motivational and parallel processes were found. First, at the organi-
zational level, vertical trust plays a fully mediating role between healthy organizational
practices and organizational performance (ROA). Second, at the team level, horizontal trust
plays a fully mediating role between healthy team practices and (supervisor-rated) team
performance. Researchers, corporate managers, stakeholders, and practitioners should
use these results to implement and design organizational practices and team resources
that generate a sense of trust among employees and then contribute to the emergence of
‘creating’ positive employees and business outcomes. The implications of the research for
sample firms goes around the idea to invest in healthy organizational and team resources
to be more competitive and to have more healthy employees and better performance. They
can benefit from the outcomes of this research by incorporating the evaluation, assessment,
and improvement of the three elements that characterize a HERO: Healthy organizational
resources and practices, healthy employees by means of vertical and horizontal trust,
and better organizational results, such as performance at the organization and team lev-
els. Firms in a different macro-economic setting can learn from this research. Concretely
the key lesson is that being competitive depends on the efforts that the organizations
make to create a positive, psychologically trusting company that promotes a healthy and
competitive workforce.
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Appendix A. Scale and Sources

Variable Items/Scales
Source

Adapted from
Example of Item

Healthy Organizational
Practices

1. Work Family Balance
2. Mobbing Prevention
3. Psychosocial health
4. Organizational
Communication

Salanova et al. (2012)
“In this company there are practices

to facilitate the workers’ work–family
balance”

Team Resources 1. Autonomy (task)
Jackson, Wall, Martin, and
Davis (1993)

“In my work unit we decide when to
begin, finish and the order in which

we do the tasks”

2. Feedback (task)
Jackson, Wall, Martin, and
Davis (1993)

“The work we do gives us much
information to

know how well you are doing”

3. Coordination
4. Supportive Team Climate

Salanova et al. (2012)
Van Muijen et al. (1999)

“In my work unit we are coordinated
with each

other”
“‘In my team, constructive criticism is

rewarded’

Control Variable
5. Teamwork
6. Team size
7. Organizational size

Salanova et al. (2012)

“My work unit consists of people
with appropriate and complementary
expertise” Total number of members

per team
Total number of employees per

organization

Organizational Trust 8. Vertical trust Huff and Kelley (2003)
“In this company there is a high level

of trust
in management”

9. Horizontal trust McAllister (1995)
“In this company we can share our

ideas,
emotions and hopes”

Team Performance (rated
by immediate supervisors)
Organizational
Performance

10. In-role performance
Goodman and Svyantek
(1999)

“The team that I supervise performs
all the

functions and tasks demanded by the
job”

11. Extrarole performance
12. ROA

Goodman and Svyantek
(1999)
SABI database
(http://sabi.bvdep.com)

“In the team that I supervise
employees perform roles that are not
formally required but which improve

the organizational reputation”
Dividing a company’s annual

earnings by its total assets, obtaining
a percentage
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