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Introduction 

Trust is an important and sensitive aspect of workplace relationships. 
A commonly accepted definition of trust at the interpersonal level is 
“the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another 
party based on the expectation that the other will perform a particular 
action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor
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or control that other party” (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 712). In the 
workplace, trust between employees has been associated with enhanced 
psychological safety, effective communication, and individual and orga-
nizational performance (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001; Fulmer & Gelfand,  2012; 
Zaheer et al., 1998). Hence, scholars have devoted considerable atten-
tion to exploring the antecedents of trust, among which network-related 
antecedents have received increasing attention over the past two decades. 
Researchers have investigated associations between trust and network 
variables such as reciprocity (Schoorman et al., 2007), the presence of 
third parties (Ferrin et al., 2006; Lau & Liden, 2008), or aspects such 
as the ego-centric network (Chua et al., 2008; Wong & Boh, 2010), 
and the whole network (Gupta et al., 2016). This body of research, 
while laying the foundations for future research on trust from a network 
perspective, is still in an early stage. In synthesizing the literature, we 
observe that extant research on this topic remains largely fragmented and 
inconclusive. 
Because trust is embedded in interpersonal networks, there is good 

reason to assume that trust changes along with network relations and 
structures (Baer et al., 2018; Giest, 2019). Yet, given the scattered schol-
arly landscape on trust-network associations, advancements can be made 
by integrating previous research and providing guidelines that may assist 
in exploring how networks affect trust from a dynamic perspective. 
Therefore, we conduct a systematic literature review to integrate the liter-
ature and answer the research question: How does network embeddedness 
affect trust dynamics? In line with previous research (Chua et al., 2008; 
De Cremer et al., 2018), we define trust dynamics as a system of changes 
in interpersonal trust relationships. This system of changes includes the 
three stages of trust, formation, decay, and repair (Bachmann et al., 
2015), and it pairs well with the voluntary and vulnerable relational 
notion that underlies the trust dynamics (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 712). 
To explicate trust dynamics, this chapter focuses on two network 

mechanisms: relational embeddedness that describes the quality of a tie 
between trustor and (potential) trustee and structural embeddedness that 
captures the patterns and configurations of ties surrounding this relation-
ship (Gulati, 1998). We organize the literature by identifying relational 
and structural dimensions of networks that affect trust in the stages of
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trust formation, decay, and repair and provide implications for practice 
based on the research. 

Key Concepts 

Network Embeddedness 

The concept of embeddedness was introduced in sociology to investigate 
the interdependence between social structure and behavior (Coleman, 
1958). Granovetter (1985) further developed this concept and distin-
guished between embeddedness as “concrete personal relations and struc-
tures (or “networks”) of such relations” (Granovetter, 1985, p. 490). 
Following Granovetter’s seminal work, Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) 
further distinguished between relational embeddedness and structural 
embeddedness. Relational embeddedness refers to “the kind of personal 
relationships people have developed with each other through a history 
of interactions” (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998, p. 244). Structural embed-
dedness, in turn, refers to the configurations of the relationships. Both 
relational and structural embeddedness are characterized by a broad set 
of dimensions, and this literature review aims to investigate which of 
them are relevant in explaining trust dynamics in an intra-organizational 
context. 

Trust Dynamics 

In some prior studies embedded in the field of general management, trust 
dynamics are understood as behavioral or psychological changes (Lewicki 
et al., 2006). This view, however, would limit trust dynamics to isolated 
individuals. Such a view has become conceptually problematic as more 
recently, network researchers found that trust levels change over time in 
a network, depending on the presence of other actors (Jones & Shah, 
2016; Kim  & Song,  2011; Wittek, 2001). As an active notion, trust 
changes following a trajectory of “formation, dissolution, and restora-
tion” (Korsgaard et al., 2018, p. 142). Accordingly, this chapter focuses
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on trust as a dynamic process of trust formation, decay, and repair 
(Bachmann et al., 2015). Trust formation is a process in which a trust 
relationship is built between two individuals. Formed trust relationships 
are not always stable as trust is fragile and easily broken. As a result, 
trust violations occur frequently in a workplace and may lead to serious 
consequences, such as revenge (Aquino et al., 2001), distrust (Bijlsma-
Frankema et al., 2015), and damaged trust (Schweitzer et al., 2006). 
These phenomena are representative of trust decay, referring to a process 
in which an existing trust relationship disappears, or wherein the level of 
trust in the relationship declines following the occurrence of trust viola-
tions (Dirks et al., 2009). A lack of trust—or broken trust—challenges 
the functioning of organizations. Researchers thus show an increasing 
interest in trust repair. Trust repair refers to the process of rebuilding 
or restoring a trust relationship that has been broken due to a trust 
violation, back to the previous state, or an even more positive state 
(Gillespie & Dietz, 2009; Kim et al., 2009; Ren  & Gray,  2009). 

Methodology 

To answer the research question, we conducted a systematic literature 
search in the Web of Science Core Collection to ensure a high-quality 
sample of peer-reviewed articles. Based on a systematic–screening and 
selection process,1 we finally identified 31 articles (see Table 1 for an 
overview of the included articles).

1 We used keywords from the trust literature (“trust dynamics” or “trust building” or “trust 
formation” or “trust decay” or “trust decline” or “trust repair” or “trust restoration” or “trust 
violation” or “trust process” or “trust” or “trustworthiness”) and the social networks literature 
(“social network analysis” or “network embeddedness” or “social networks” or “network position” 
or “structural holes” or “brokerage” or “centrality” or “tie strength” or “third party”). We used 
three selection criteria: journal impact factor no less than 2 in 2018, interpersonal level, and 
quantitative studies. 
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Results 

Table 2 provides an overview of the major findings and suggestions 
for future research, indicating that network-trust dynamics shows a 
multi-dimensional characteristic and that more attention is called for 
the research on trust decay and repair. Figure 1 shows the conceptual 
framework.

Trust Formation 

Relational Embeddedness and Trust Formation 

In the extant trust literature, we identified four relational dimensions that 
affect trust formation: tie content, tie strength, reciprocity, and similarity. 

Tie content refers to specific resource-based or identity-based content 
involved in a social tie (Podolny & Baron, 1997). Although tie content 
plays a role in explaining the outcomes related to a tie, limited research 
has been conducted to directly investigate the role of tie content in trust 
formation. In our review, four studies shed light on the effect of tie 
content on trust formation (Bianchi et al., 2018; Levin & Cross, 2004; 
Methot et al., 2016; Olk & Elvira, 2001). These studies show that the 
existence of friendship ties (Olk & Elvira, 2001) and collaboration ties 
(Bianchi et al., 2018) positively affect trust formation. Besides, Levin and 
Cross (2004) found that advice-seeking ties are also positively associated 
with seekers’ trust in givers. Going beyond a single type of tie content, 
Methot et al. (2016) found that multiplexity, which refers to the overlap 
of instrumental and friendship ties in a workplace, is positively related to 
coworker trust because multiplexity produces a strong emotional bond 
between coworkers. 

Tie strength refers to a combination of the duration, closeness, and 
interaction frequency of a tie (Baer, 2010). The literature (eight arti-
cles) provides consistent results regarding how tie strength affects trust 
formation. Researchers have found evidence that strong ties are not only 
related to higher trust (Karlan et al., 2009; Levin & Cross, 2004; Levin 
et al., 2011) but also predict higher trust over time (Jonczyk et al., 2016).
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Fig. 1 Conceptual framework: Network embeddedness and trust dynamics

In addition, numbers of previous interactions, reflecting the strength of 
a tie, were found to affect trust formation positively (Barrera, 2007; 
Barrera & van de Bunt, 2009; Buskens et al., 2010; Van  Miltenburg  
et al., 2012). 
Reciprocity refers to the symmetry of a tie, i.e., the extent to which a 

tie from Actor A to Actor B is perceived as mutual also from the perspec-
tive of Actor B to Actor A (e.g., based on returning favors) (Borgatti 
et al., 2018). We discuss reciprocity separately instead of treating it as 
one of the dimensions of tie strength because an asymmetric tie, such 
as an advice-seeking tie, can also be strong. Reciprocity occurs within 
dyads, and it is argued to improve trust development through mutual 
recognition (Barrera & van de Bunt, 2009). However, we found incon-
sistent results from three studies in the review. On the one hand, in 
longitudinal studies researchers observed that reciprocity contributed to 
trust development over time (Barrera & van de Bunt, 2009; Robins &  
Pattison, 2001). On the other hand, in a cross-sectional study, Lusher 
et al. (2012) found that expressed trust relationships are not signifi-
cantly reciprocated. Despite the inconclusive results, a clear distinction 
can be made: Although reciprocity predicts trust formation and persis-
tence over time, at a given point in time, trust should not be assumed to 
be reciprocated.
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Similarity is a relational concept, which is “operationally defined on 
such dimensions as age, sex, education, prestige, social class, tenure, and 
occupation” (Brass et al., 2004, p. 796). Similarity is commonly argued 
to predict tie formation, while the effect of similarity on trust formation 
has been less investigated. In our review, only two studies shed light on 
the relationship between similarity and trust formation (Comulada et al., 
2012; Mäkelä et al.,  2012). Researchers did not find consistent evidence 
that similarity, in terms of nationality (Mäkelä et al., 2012) or drug use  
(Comulada et al., 2012), is related to trust formation. We think that 
this lack of evidence may be caused because the studies failed to take 
mediators into account. Similarity predicts tie formation because similar 
people have more opportunities to interact with each other (Brass et al., 
2004; Ertug et al., 2021; McPherson et al., 2001). Building on a formed 
tie, trust is then likely to develop. Therefore, we propose that similarity 
affects trust formation indirectly, through tie formation. 

Structural Embeddedness and Trust Formation 

We identified five structural dimensions that influence trust formation: 
structural equivalence, transitivity, third parties, centrality, and density. 

Structural equivalence refers to the extent to which two actors are 
similar regarding their connections and disconnections with others in a 
network (Ferrin et al., 2006). Research findings (three studies) are incon-
clusive regarding the effect of structural equivalence on trust formation. 
On the one hand, structural equivalence between an individual and a 
third party has an effect on trust formation. When a trustor and a third 
party share a great number of connections, the trustor is more likely 
to develop trust in a trustee who is trusted by the third party (Wittek, 
2001). Sparrowe and Liden (2005) found that when an employee and a 
leader occupy similar connections within an organization, the employee 
is likely seen as influential, trustworthy, and reliable by other colleagues. 
On the other hand, structural equivalence between a trustor and a trustee 
was found to have inconclusive effects on trust formation between the 
trustor and trustee. Research concerning the evolution of a trust network 
did not find evidence that structural equivalents tend to develop trust
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in each other over time (Wittek, 2001). The situation appears different 
in a communication network in a cross-sectional dataset. Ferrin et al. 
(2006) found that structural equivalence in a communication network 
was significantly related to trust: When two employees have communi-
cation connections with the same set of actors, they tend to trust each 
other. Considering that different methods are used in these two studies, 
the inconclusive findings can be summarized as follows: Although struc-
tural equivalence (between the trustor and trustee) is positively related to 
trust, it may not lead to trust over time. 

Transitivity refers to the tendency to build relationships with 
contacts’ contacts (Burk et al., 2007; Mirc & Parker, 2020). It describes 
a triadic structure: If Actor A has a tie to Actor B, and Actor B has 
a tie to Actor C, then Actor A tends to build a tie with Actor C 
(Holland & Leinhardt, 1977; Louch, 2000). Four studies in the review 
found that transitivity leads to trust formation (Ferrin et al., 2006; Lau  &  
Liden, 2008; Robins & Pattison, 2001; Robins et al.,  2009). Researchers 
found that a tendency towards transitivity existed in trust networks 
(Ferrin et al., 2006; Robins et al.,  2009). Robins and Pattison (2001) 
investigated transitivity in a trust network from a dynamic perspec-
tive and found that transitive triads were stable over time once they 
formed. Under specific conditions, nevertheless, transitivity presented 
special features. For instance, Lau and Liden (2008) studied transitivity 
in a leadership context and found that employees tended to place more 
trust in fellow coworkers who were trusted by the leader. The conclusion 
was supported even though the precondition that the employees should 
have high trust in the leader was not found. In this case, the influence 
of the leader improved trust formation while the structure of transi-
tivity is incomplete. This study indicates that apart from the structural 
features of transitivity, contextual factors, such as hierarchy, are relevant 
when investigating transitivity and trust formation. In conclusion, these 
studies provide empirical evidence supporting the relationship between 
transitivity and trust formation. 
Third Parties Apart from the focus on the trustor and the trustee, 

the role of third parties has received considerable attention in explaining 
trust formation (seven articles in this review). We discuss the role of third 
parties separately from structural equivalence and transitivity, because in
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this section we focus on third parties who are not assuming a specific 
position of structural equivalence or transitivity. On the one hand, we 
found that third parties can play a passive role in influencing trust forma-
tion between a trustor and a trustee because both trustor and trustee 
make decisions considering a broader reference—the presence of third 
parties. For instance, when trustees have connections with third parties 
who have more information and resource advantages, trustors tend to 
maintain trust relationships with the trustees (Wittek, 2001). Besides, 
a third party’s entire network affects the process. Wong and Boh (2010) 
found that the ego network characteristics of employees who act as advo-
cates of managers influence these managers’ reputation among peers. 
Results in a trust game also show that a trustee was less likely to recipro-
cate trust to a trustor when the trustor was delegated to play the game for 
a third party’s benefits instead of their own benefits (Kvaløy & Luzuriaga, 
2014). Moreover, the presence of third parties functions as a sanctioning 
mechanism that can improve trust formation by reducing opportunistic 
behaviors (Buskens et al., 2010; Frey et al.,  2019). This research suggests 
that the presence of third parties affects the trust relationship between a 
trustor and a trustee and that the effects are conditional on different 
contexts. On the other hand, we found that third parties can play a 
proactive role in influencing trust formation, e.g., by conveying infor-
mation between a trustor and a trustee, third parties can influence their 
judgments about each other (Barrera & van de Bunt, 2009; Gërxhani 
et al., 2013). 

Centrality refers to the extent to which “an actor is central [or core] 
to a network” (Brass, 2003, p. 288). Centrality can be operational-
ized through various measures in social network analysis, such as degree 
centrality, closeness centrality, and betweenness centrality (Freeman, 
1978), which highlight different patterns of “traffic flows” through 
a network (Borgatti, 2005). As one of the most frequently studied 
concepts, centrality is generally argued to be advantageous because it 
provides greater power and influence (Bruning et al., 2018; Ibarra, 
1993). Despite the popularity and advantages of centrality in social 
network studies, trust formation relative to centrality has been relatively 
deprived of scholarly attention. Only two studies in the review shed 
light on the roles of degree centrality and betweenness centrality in trust



420 J. Jiao et al.

formation (Sarker et al., 2011; Tsai  &  Ghoshal,  1998). Degree centrality 
refers to “the number of direct connections that a given actor (or node) 
has with other actors” (Li et al., 2013, p. 1517). Betweenness centrality 
refers to “the proportion of the shortest paths between all pairs of nodes 
that pass-through a given actor in the network” (Li et al., 2013, p. 1517). 
Sarker et al. (2011) found that an actor’s degree centrality in a communi-
cation network was positively related to that actor’s direct trust ties with 
others because the higher degree of communication the actor engages 
in increases others’ perceptions on the actor’s trustworthiness. Similarly, 
Tsai and Ghoshal (1998) found that an actor’s betweenness centrality in a 
social interaction network improved trust formation. These two studies 
used cross-sectional data to test the correlation between centrality and 
trust but did not investigate whether centrality could predict trust forma-
tion over time. In addition, other centrality patterns, such as closeness 
centrality, have not been explored to explain trust formation. 
Density refers to “the ratio of existing ties between team members 

relative to the maximum possible number of such ties” (Balkundi & 
Harrison, 2006, p. 50). Density is used to explain how the whole 
network affects trust formation among actors in a network because 
density is perhaps “the most common way to index network structure 
as a whole” (Balkundi & Harrison, 2006, p. 50). Many studies in the 
review investigated the connection between network density and trust 
formation. Researchers found consistent evidence that network density 
improved trust formation, e.g., in social communities (Karlan et al., 
2009), in managers’ networks (Gargiulo & Benassi, 2000), in intra-
organizational networks (Ferrin et al., 2006), and in different contexts 
of West and East (Burt & Burzynska, 2017). In spite of the consistency 
regarding the relationship between density and trust within a network, 
Jonczyk et al. (2016) came up with a different rationale. In their empir-
ical work, they found that internal network density limited the new 
trust relationship building across network boundaries. Therefore, when 
investigating how density affects trust formation, it is also important to 
consider the network boundaries.



A Network Perspective on … 421

Trust Decay 

Only limited attention has been paid to investigating trust decay from a 
network perspective, as outlined by the low count of occurrence of trust 
decay studies in Table 1. In the review, only two studies shed light on 
this topic (Lee & Chuang, 2018; Yenkey,  2018). After the occurrence 
of a trust violation, Yenkey (2018) found that the relations between the 
victim (trustor) and violator (trustee) affect the formation and diffusion 
of distrust. Specifically, when the victim and violator belonged to the 
same social group, the victim was less likely to attribute the blame to the 
group wherein they have the same identity. The study of Yenkey (2018) 
suggests that dyadic relational characteristics, such as ties strength and 
reciprocity, affect trust decay. Apart from dyadic factors, another study 
by Lee and Chuang (2018) indicates that third parties play a role in 
trust decay. Lee and Chuang (2018) considered the loss of benefits of a 
third party when they investigated immoral behaviors between a trustor 
and a trustee. They found that the trustor and the trustee could collude 
to generate benefits for themselves by sacrificing a third party’s benefits. 
This implies the possibility that third parties may behave proactively in 
trust decay, with the purpose of protecting their own benefits. 

Trust Repair 

Trust repair has received much attention in research, although rarely 
from a social network perspective. In our review, only one study inves-
tigated how third parties contribute to trust repair (Yu et al., 2017). 
Yu et al. (2017) found in an experiment that persuasion and guaran-
tees from third parties increased trustors’ willingness to reconcile with 
trustees after the occurrence of violations. This study indicates that third 
parties are able to influence trust repair between the trustor and trustee. 
In general, considering that both trustor and trustee, as well as events of 
violations and repair actions are situated in a network (Kim et al., 2013), 
we argue that research on trust repair needs to be enriched by further 
investigations from a network perspective (Kähkönen et al., 2021).
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Discussion and Conclusion 

Responding to calls to investigate trust from a social network perspective 
(Gupta et al., 2016) and from a dynamic perspective (Fulmer & Gelfand, 
2012), this chapter provides a systematic literature review to examine 
how intra-organizational network embeddedness influences interpersonal 
trust dynamics. We identified dimensions of network embeddedness 
as antecedents of trust dynamics, including four relational factors (tie 
content, tie strength, reciprocity, and similarity) and five structural 
factors (structural equivalence, transitivity, third parties, centrality, and 
density). We then analyzed the effects of network embeddedness on 
trust in each stage of trust formation, decay, and repair. We found that 
network embeddedness has diverse effects on trust dynamics. However, 
we also contend that, although the review spans a long period, this 
research question has not been clearly answered and significant gaps 
remain. We propose a research agenda to address this question. 

Future Research Agenda 

A Network Perspective 

Trust is embedded in social relations, whose quality and configuration 
affect trustors’ and trustees’ judgments of and reactions to each other 
(Schilke et al., 2021). Previous research has justified this argument, and 
more is to be unpacked in future research to deepen our understanding 
of trust from a network perspective. First, apart from the network dimen-
sions summarized above, space remains for future research to explore how 
other network dimensions affect trust dynamics. For instance, extant 
research shows that ego’s degree centrality (Sarker et al., 2011) and  
betweenness centrality (Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998) increase the probability 
of being perceived as trustworthy, while the effect of closeness centrality 
remains unexplored. Closeness centrality refers to “the mean shortest 
distance by which a given actor is separated from all other nodes in 
a network” (Li et al., 2013, p. 1517). With the shortest distance to 
reach out to all others in an organization (Freeman, 1978), it remains
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interesting to investigate whether closeness centrality improves the focal 
actor’s trust relationships with others. Researchers need to be aware that 
a high closeness centrality means a high degree of exposure to multiple 
and diverse others, which might influence the stability of the focal 
actor’s trust relationships with certain trustees. In addition, at a network 
level, we obtained insights into the effects of density on trust formation 
(Gargiulo & Benassi, 2000; Karlan et al., 2009), while it remains unclear 
whether centralization plays a role in trust development. Centralization 
refers to “the extent to which exchange relationships are concentrated 
among a few individuals” (Chung et al., 2011, p. 739). Different from 
density, which shows the degree of cohesion of a network, centralization 
additionally shows the distribution of the cohesion (Chung et al., 2011). 
The question of whether a centralized context improves or impedes 
trust development deserves further research. Individuals in a centralized 
network tend to develop a shared identity, which leads to trust develop-
ment. However, centralization might indicate lower density and impede 
the formation of trust. Another question that prior research has left 
unexplored is how multiple network dimensions, which often co-exist, 
interact to affect trust dynamics (Chung et al., 2011). For instance, the 
effect of degree centrality on trust formation in a centralized context 
might differ from the effect in a decentralized context, as a decentralized 
structure may weaken the advantages of an individual’s degree centrality. 

Moreover, we suggest that a network perspective enriches the research 
on trust decay and repair. For instance, in a dyadic context, tie strength 
is a critical factor influencing trust decay. Considering that weak ties are 
built without strong emotional foundations, they may suffer more from 
trust violations, which thus more likely lead to trust decay. Neverthe-
less, strong ties may also lead to trust decay with a higher probability 
because (certain types of ) trust violations can damage the trustor’s iden-
tity and positive expectations regarding the strong relationship. Another 
topic that is interesting for future research is the role of third parties. 
Tying in with current developments in the network literature to move 
beyond dyadic and bilateral relationships as antecedents to trust, future 
work could explore third and further n-party effects on trust dynamics 
between individuals or groups (Dirks & de Jong, 2021; Gupta et al., 
2016). For instance, building on the effect of direct reciprocity involving
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two parties on trust, which is the mainstream of extant research, future 
research may also explore how indirect reciprocity involving third parties 
affects trust (Molm, 2010). This is a promising avenue to make a contri-
bution because so far, these two topics are mainly investigated in a dyadic 
or individual context. 

A Dynamic Perspective 

Prior research investigated the connection between network embedded-
ness and trust (for a review, see Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012), while the 
dynamic perspective needs more attention. First, the relations between 
trust formation, decay, and repair can be explored to enrich our under-
standing of trust dynamics. To date, extant research has investigated the 
effects of network embeddedness on trust formation. Research on trust 
decay and repair could build on the extant research on trust forma-
tion under the condition that the connections between the three stages 
are clear. For instance, strong ties are found to predict trust formation 
(Jonczyk et al., 2016; Levin et al., 2011), but it remains unexplored how 
strong ties affect trust decay or repair. Tie strength between the trustor 
and trustee may lead to different levels of tolerance towards and expec-
tations of each other; as a result, they may display varying attitudes and 
behaviors responding to trust decay and trust repair. Providing that the 
connections between trust formation, decay, and repair are made clear, 
researchers can investigate the effects of tie strength on trust decay and 
repair based on extant research on trust formation. 
Second, we suggest focusing on the difference/alignment between 

trustfulness and trustworthiness in a trust relationship (Fulmer & 
Gelfand, 2012). As Bachmann et al. (2015) suggest the trustor and 
the trustee play different roles in a trust relationship and both influ-
ence trust development. For instance, Jones and Shah (2016) found that 
the trustor and the trustee influence trust formation differently in that 
the trustor’s influence decreases while trustee’s influence increases over 
time. When the trustor’s level of trustfulness does not correspond to the 
level of the trustee’s trustworthiness, this trust relationship is unbalanced 
and may change. The alignment and mis-alignment may also explain
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the dynamics of trust. Additionally, trust is not divorced from environ-
mental uncertainty and potential risks involved because trusting means 
that trustors are willing to take risks in an uncertain environment. Envi-
ronmental factors, such as uncertainty, change over time and affect trust 
dynamics accordingly. Cheshire et al. (2010) have found that shifting 
between high and low uncertain environments and high and low cooper-
ative situations affect the level of trust of interactive parties. Their work 
inspires future research to shed light on the dynamics of the environ-
ment and social networks, which affect the dynamics of trust. A network 
perspective and a dynamic perspective should not be treated as separate 
angles; instead, the combination and integration of both are likely to 
make a difference in future research. 

Organizational Context 

Different organizational contexts also account for inconclusive findings 
in extant research and are a factor that needs to be considered. First, 
to better understand the complex process of trust dynamics, it helps 
to identify clear network boundaries (Bachmann et al., 2015; Pirson & 
Malhotra, 2011). For instance, internal network density was argued to 
affect trust formation either positively within the network (Ferrin et al., 
2006) or negatively across networks (Jonczyk et al., 2016). What also 
matters is the network context. Reciprocity in a friendship network may 
work differently from how reciprocity in an advice network affects trust 
dynamics given their underlying expectations of (a)symmetry. Further-
more, we propose to pay attention to hierarchical or status differences 
involved in the relations. Depending on the hierarchical level of the 
trustor, the trustee, and the third parties, trust development shows 
different features. Hierarchy in leadership could offset incomplete tran-
sitivity in leading to trust formation (Lau & Liden, 2008). De Cremer 
et al. (2018) and Fulmer and Ostroff (2017) also developed a trickle-
down and a trickle-up model across hierarchical levels and found that 
trust can be transferred from subordinates to top managers via a direct 
supervisor. Thus, hierarchy influences the direction of trust transfer and 
trust formation. Future work could also look into the effect of sudden 
network changes due to exogenous network factors on interpersonal trust
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dynamics. Recent work on intra-organizational network disruption, for 
instance, identified the role of sudden tie loss as an exogenous trigger 
for an individual’s inclination towards discretionary new tie formations 
(Aalbers, 2020). A related mechanism may hold for the trust dynamics 
in these relationships. 

Mixed Methods 

In this review, we found that some findings are inconclusive because of 
the usage of different methods. For instance, in longitudinal studies reci-
procity was found to contribute to trust formation over time (Barrera & 
van de Bunt, 2009; Robins & Pattison, 2001), while in a cross-sectional 
study trust ties did not show a significant reciprocal effect (Lusher 
et al., 2012). This implies that reciprocity increases trust formation 
over time, whereas trust is not always reciprocated (Schoorman et al., 
2007). The same issue also exists in the relationship between structural 
equivalence and trust formation. This might inspire future research to 
use mixed methods to enhance the validity of the results. Moreover, 
endogeneity problems are present in many network studies (Ellwardt 
et al., 2012), and they may also occur in examining the relationship 
between network embeddedness and trust dynamics. Recently, network 
studies have started testing theoretical models using mixed methods 
(e.g., a combination of a cross-sectional survey and an experiment, see 
Dirks & Skarlicki, 2009; a combination of two cross-sectional surveys 
and an experiment, see McCarthy & Levin, 2019). Given the possibility 
to examine causality in longitudinal studies, and correlations in cross-
sectional studies, as well as the flexibility in terms of research design in 
experiments, we propose a combination of multiple methods to test the 
relationships between network embeddedness and trust dynamics. 

Limitations 

The first limitation concerns the selection criteria that were used to 
include articles in the systematic literature review. Articles from journals 
with lower impact factors were excluded to warrant the quality of the
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reviewed work. This increases the risk of missing articles that may also 
be relevant. Although the formal selection criteria included quantitative 
articles, possibly missing important theoretical and qualitative research, 
additional literature has been considered as background information. 
Content-wise, we narrowed the literature down to interpersonal level 
interactions, while we did not consider articles concerning trust in orga-
nizations, teams, or groups. Although this choice allows sufficient depth 
to analyze the literature by focusing on trust at the interpersonal level, 
we admit that a review of trust incorporating other levels would enrich 
the theoretical system. Finally, we focused on the dynamics of trust in 
three stages while we did not shed light on the dimensionality of trust. 
We believe that network embeddedness may produce different effects on 
separate dimensions of trust (e.g., affective vs cognitive dimension) and 
that this topic deserves further attention. 

Practical Implications 

Our research provides several implications for practitioners to build and 
repair trust in an organizational context. Our findings unveil a series 
of network factors that can explain trust dynamics. These factors could 
serve as a foundation for future trust-building and repair activity by 
management. Trust dynamics form the informal backbone of an orga-
nization—and our findings allow management to better understand the 
social infrastructure that partially carries a firm’s trust climate. As such, 
our research implications extend prior work that directs senior executives 
seeking to implement strategic change to consider the social structures 
as a way to get employees connected and reconnected with each other, 
thereby improving individual and organizational performance. 
We find that network structures are an important antecedent that is 

malleable for managers to improve trust networks between employees. 
First, increasing organizational network density can increase the possi-
bility of trust building within the organization because in a dense 
network people are less likely to adopt opportunistic behavior. Managers 
can improve trust formation by encouraging internal interactions, such
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as organizing formal and informal activities, between employees. Mean-
while, increasing density internally may have a negative effect on 
extending ties to other organizational units—a trade-off managers have 
to be aware of. Depending on the organizational goals, managers need 
to help build and at the same time balance the internal and external 
networks of their employees. In a sales organization, wherein employees 
are supposed to reach out to external stakeholders, managers not only 
need to stimulate an internal climate of trust and network density but 
also need to create space to develop external networks. 

Second, third parties can help mediate after a trust violation and 
repair trust between the trustor and trustee. Managers can orchestrate a 
third-party coordination mechanism to repair trust between employees. 
In some cases, parties involved in a trust violation lack the motiva-
tion or opportunity to be reconciled. A third party can play a role in 
bringing both parties together. Giving that trust violations create a nega-
tive climate in an organization and may have a bad effect on individual 
and organizational performance, a third-party coordination mechanism 
thus deserves managers’ attention and effort. Meanwhile, they should be 
aware that a third party needs to be neutral or have positive connections 
with both parties without being partial. 
Third, we find that there is a potential tension between employees 

who occupy similar positions in an organization, which should draw 
managers’ attention. Although two employees sharing a higher level of 
similar connections may be more likely to trust each other, they are 
also interchangeable and can be competitors. This consideration should 
also raise managers’ awareness to coordinate relationships between such 
employees. 
Managers may also want to know who occupies a central position in 

their organizational network. Occupation of a central position means 
power and access to resources. Such employees are likely trusted by 
others because of their possession of resources but also are likely ques-
tioned and doubted by others because they control resource flows. To 
effectively run the organization and improve organizational function-
ality, managers should be able to influence and manage centrality. For 
instance, managers may need to reward and retain an employee who 
occupies a central position and is trusted by many colleagues. Managers
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may hope to mitigate the conflicts between a central employee and others 
when that employee is disliked by others because he/she controls and 
takes advantage of the resource flows between others. 

Finally, our insights signal why and when individuals turn to their 
social network environment to obtain cues when looking for informa-
tion regarding who can be trusted and whether it is worthwhile to repair 
trust. Employees often encounter a dilemma in which they want to 
collaborate with a colleague but do not know whether that colleague 
is trustworthy, or they might hesitate to forgo or repair a relationship 
when their trust in someone was violated. Our insights suggest that 
in such cases, network structure, such as tie strength, provides a cue 
for individuals to judge whether that person can be relied on in the 
future. Although practitioners are limited in the information that they 
can directly obtain, the network environment provides them with possi-
bilities to obtain and process additional information from their contacts. 
Management, in turn, could invest in the monitoring and screening of 
individual relational and trust profiles in preparation for future interven-
tions, as a manner to help direct the potentially limited support resources 
more effectively and in a manner that retains or restores trust levels in the 
organization. 

Practitioners might be confused of how to make use of the network 
structures since neither interpersonal interactions nor network ties 
among employees are overt. Research shows that social network analysis 
can make these interactions visible by analyzing and visualizing them 
(Cross et al., 2003). Practitioners are able to make use of the networks 
to improve the organizational trust climate and performance, bearing in 
mind network characteristics and trust-network associations. To summa-
rize, such awareness and knowledge are the main practical implications 
of our research. 

Contributions 

This chapter looked into the trust-network link as a potential answer 
to how organizations can make use of the understanding of their 
social networks to develop and repair trust among employees. First, we
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extended the research of trust from an individual phenomenon into an 
organizational context by adapting a network perspective. Considering 
the social nature of trust, we showed that it is necessary to complement 
prior research by studying how network ties influence trust (Ferrin et al., 
2006). We identified relational and structural dimensions of network 
embeddedness that affect trust dynamics. By doing so, we responded to 
the call to integrate psychology and network perspectives to investigate 
organizational phenomena (Casciaro et al., 2015). Second, we deepened 
the understanding of the complete trust dynamics process by investi-
gating trust dynamics as a process of trust formation, decay, and repair. 
We observed that, compared to trust formation, trust decay and repair 
received far less attention from a network perspective; trust repair is 
mostly studied in experimental settings. To conclude, in this chapter, 
we have identified major research gaps, proposed promising avenues for 
future research, and suggested practical implications for management. 

References 

Aalbers, R. H. (2020). Rewiring the intrafirm network under downsizing: The 
role of tie loss on discretionary tie formation. Long Range Planning, 53(3), 
1–13. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2018.11.002 

Aquino, K., Tripp, T. M., & Bies, R. J. (2001). How employees respond 
to personal offense: The effects of blame attribution, victim status, and 
offender status on revenge and reconciliation in the workplace. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 86 (1), 52–59. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86. 
1.52 

Bachmann, R., Gillespie, N., & Priem, R. (2015). Repairing Trust in Orga-
nizations and Institutions: Toward a Conceptual Framework. Organization 
Studies, 36 (9), 1123–1142. https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840615599334 

Baer, M. (2010). The strength-of-weak-ties perspective on creativity: A compre-
hensive examination and extension. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95 (3), 
592–601. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018761 

Baer, M. D., Matta, F. K., Kim, J. K., Welsh, D. T., & Garud, N. (2018). It’s 
not you, it’s them: Social influences on trust propensity and trust dynamics. 
Personnel Psychology, 71(3), 423–455. https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12265

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2018.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.1.52
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.1.52
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840615599334
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018761
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12265


A Network Perspective on … 431

Balkundi, P., & Harrison, D. A. (2006). Ties, leaders, and time in teams: Strong 
inference about network structure’s effects on team viability and perfor-
mance. Academy of Management Journal, 49 (1), 49–68. https://doi.org/10. 
5465/amj.2006.20785500 

Barrera, D. (2007). The impact of negotiated exchange on trust and trustwor-
thiness. Social Networks, 29 (4), 508–526. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet. 
2007.03.004 

Barrera, D., & van de Bunt, G. G. (2009). Learning to trust: Networks effects 
through time. European Sociological Review, 25 (6), 709–721. https://doi. 
org/10.1093/esr/jcn078 

Bianchi, F., Casnici, N., & Squazzoni, F. (2018). Solidarity as a byproduct of 
professional collaboration: Social support and trust in a coworking space. 
Social Networks, 54 , 61–72. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2017.12.002 

Bijlsma-Frankema, K., Sitkin, S. B., & Weibel, A. (2015). Distrust in the 
balance: The emergence and development of intergroup distrust in a court 
of law. Organization Science, 26 (4), 1018–1039. https://doi.org/10.1287/ 
orsc.2015.0977 

Borgatti, S. P. (2005). Centrality and network flow. Social Networks, 27 (1), 
55–71. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2004.11.008 

Borgatti, S. P., Everett, M. G., & Johnson, J. C. (2018). Analyzing social 
networks. Sage.  

Brass, D. J. (2003). A social network perspective on human resources manage-
ment. In R. Cross, A. Parker, & L. Sasson (Eds.), Networks in the knowledge 
economy (pp. 283–323). Oxford University Press. 

Brass, D. J., Galaskiewicz, J., Greve, H. R., & Tsai, W. (2004). Taking 
stock of networks and organizations: A multilevel perspective. Academy of 
Management Journal, 47 (6), 795–817. https://doi.org/10.5465/20159624 

Bruning, P. F., Alge, B. J., & Lin, H. C. (2018). The embedding forces 
of network commitment: An examination of the psychological processes 
linking advice centrality and susceptibility to social influence. Organiza-
tional Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 148, 54–69. https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/j.obhdp.2018.07.002 

Burk, W. J., Steglich, C. E., & Snijders, T. A. (2007). Beyond dyadic inter-
dependence: Actor-oriented models for co-evolving social networks and 
individual behaviors. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 31(4), 
397–404. https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025407077762 

Burt, R. S., & Burzynska, K. (2017). Chinese entrepreneurs, social networks, 
and guanxi. Management and Organization Review, 13(2), 221–260. https:// 
doi.org/10.1017/mor.2017.6

https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2006.20785500
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2006.20785500
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2007.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2007.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcn078
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcn078
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2017.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2015.0977
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2015.0977
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2004.11.008
https://doi.org/10.5465/20159624
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2018.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2018.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025407077762
https://doi.org/10.1017/mor.2017.6
https://doi.org/10.1017/mor.2017.6


432 J. Jiao et al.

Buskens, V., Raub, W., & van der Veer, J. (2010). Trust in triads: An exper-
imental study. Social Networks, 32 (4), 301–312. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
socnet.2010.05.001 

Casciaro, T., Barsade, S. G., Edmondson, A. C., Gibson, C. B., Krack-
hardt, D., & Labianca, G. (2015). The integration of psychological and 
network perspectives in organizational scholarship. Organization Science, 
26 (4), 1162–1176. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2015.0988 

Cheshire, C., Gerbasi, A., & Cook, K. S. (2010). Trust and transitions in 
modes of exchange. Social Psychology Quarterly, 73(2), 176–195. https://doi. 
org/10.1177/0190272509359615 

Chua, R. Y. J., Ingram, P., & Morris, M. W. (2008). From the head and the 
heart: Locating cognition-and affect-based trust in managers’ professional 
networks. Academy of Management Journal, 51(3), 436–452. https://doi.org/ 
10.5465/amj.2008.32625956 

Chung, M. H., Park, J., Moon, H. K., & Oh, H. (2011). The multilevel 
effects of network embeddedness on interpersonal citizenship behavior. 
Small Group Research, 42 (6), 730–760. https://doi.org/10.1177/104649641 
1417732 

Coleman, J. S. (1958). Relational analysis: The study of social organizations 
with survey methods. Human Organization, 17 (4), 28–36. 

Comulada, W. S., Muth, S. Q., & Latkin, C. A. (2012). The analysis of 
multiple ties in longitudinal egocentric network data: A case study on bidi-
rectional relationships between trust and drug use. Social Networks, 34 (4), 
691–700. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2012.08.005 

Cross, R., Parker, A., Prusak, L., & Borgatti, S. P. (2003). Knowing what we 
know. In R. Cross, A. Parker, & L. Sasson (Eds.), Networks in the knowledge 
economy (pp. 100–120). Oxford University Press. 

De Cremer, D., van Dijke, M., Schminke, M., De Schutter, L., & Stouten, J. 
(2018). The trickle-down effects of perceived trustworthiness on subordinate 
performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 103(12), 1335–1357. https:// 
doi.org/10.1037/apl0000339 

Dirks, K. T., & de Jong, B. (2021). Trust within the workplace: A review of 
two waves of research and a glimpse of the third. Annual Review of Orga-
nizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 9, 247–276. https://doi. 
org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012420-083025 

Dirks, K. T., & Ferrin, D. L. (2001). The role of trust in organizational settings. 
Organization Science, 12 (4), 450–467. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.12.4. 
450.10640

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2010.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2010.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2015.0988
https://doi.org/10.1177/0190272509359615
https://doi.org/10.1177/0190272509359615
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2008.32625956
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2008.32625956
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496411417732
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496411417732
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2012.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000339
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000339
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012420-083025
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012420-083025
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.12.4.450.10640
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.12.4.450.10640


A Network Perspective on … 433

Dirks, K. T., Lewicki, R. J., & Zaheer, A. (2009). Reparing relationships within 
and between organizations: Building a conceptual foundation. Academy of 
Management Review, 34 (1), 68–84. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2009.357 
13285 

Dirks, K. T., & Skarlicki, D. P. (2009). The relationship between being 
perceived as trustworthy by coworkers and individual performance. Journal 
of Management, 35 (1), 136–157. https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630832 
1545 

Ellwardt, L., Wittek, R., & Wielers, R. (2012). Talking about the boss: Effects 
of generalized and interpersonal trust on workplace gossip. Group & Orga-
nization Management, 37 (4), 521–549. https://doi.org/10.1177/105960111 
2450607 

Ertug, G., Brennecke, J., Kovacs, B., & Zou, T. (2021). What does homophily 
do? A review of the consequences of homophily. Academy of Management 
Annals, 16 (1), 38–69. https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2020.0230 

Ferrin, D. L., Dirks, K. T., & Shah, P. P. (2006). Direct and indirect effects of 
third-party relationships on interpersonal trust. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
91(4), 870–883. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.4.870 

Freeman, L. C. (1978). Centrality in social networks conceptual clarification. 
Social Networks, 1(3), 215–239. https://doi.org/10.1016/0378-8733(78)900 
21-7 

Frey, V., Buskens, V., & Corten, R. (2019). Investments in and returns on 
network embeddedness: An experiment with trust games. Social Networks, 
56 , 81–92. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2018.07.006 

Fulmer, C. A., & Gelfand, M. J. (2012). At what level (and in whom) we trust: 
Trust across multiple organizational levels. Journal of Management, 38(4), 
1167–1230. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312439327 

Fulmer, C. A., & Ostroff, C. (2017). Trust in direct leaders and top leaders: 
A trickle-up model. Journal of Applied Psychology, 102 (4), 648–657. https:// 
doi.org/10.1037/apl0000189 

Gargiulo, M., & Benassi, M. (2000). Trapped in your own net? Network 
cohesion, structural holes, and the adaptation of social capital. Organization 
Science, 11(2), 183–196. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.11.2.183.12514 

Gërxhani, K., Brandts, J., & Schram, A. (2013). The emergence of employer 
information networks in an experimental labor market. Social Networks, 
35 (4), 541–560. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2013.08.001 

Giest, S. (2019). Trust dynamics in innovation networks: The Chicago life 
science cluster. Administration & Society, 51(2), 325–343. https://doi.org/ 
10.1177/0095399717701522

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2009.35713285
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2009.35713285
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308321545
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308321545
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601112450607
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601112450607
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2020.0230
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.4.870
https://doi.org/10.1016/0378-8733(78)90021-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/0378-8733(78)90021-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2018.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312439327
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000189
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000189
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.11.2.183.12514
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2013.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399717701522
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399717701522


434 J. Jiao et al.

Gillespie, N., & Dietz, G. (2009). Trust repair after an organization-level 
failure. Academy of Management Review, 34 (1), 127–145. https://doi.org/ 
10.5465/amr.2009.35713319 

Granovetter, M. (1985). Economic action and social structure: The problem of 
embeddedness. American Journal of Sociology, 91(3), 481–510. https://doi. 
org/10.1086/228311 

Gulati, R. (1998). Alliances and networks. Strategic Management Journal, 
19 (4), 293–317. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199804)19:4 

Gupta, N., Ho, V., Pollack, J. M., & Lai, L. (2016). A multilevel perspective of 
interpersonal trust: Individual, dyadic, and cross-level predictors of perfor-
mance. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 37 (8), 1271–1292. https://doi. 
org/10.1002/job.2104 

Holland, P. W., & Leinhardt, S. (1977). A method for detecting structure in 
sociometric data. In Social networks (pp. 411–432). Elsevier. https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/B978-0-12-442450-0.50028-6 

Ibarra, H. (1993). Network centrality, power, and innovation involvement: 
Determinants of technical and administrative roles. Academy of Management 
Journal, 36 (3), 471–501. https://doi.org/10.5465/256589 

Jonczyk, C. D., Lee, Y. G., Galunic, C. D., & Bensaou, B. M. (2016). 
Relational changes during role transitions: The interplay of efficiency and 
cohesion. Academy of Management Journal, 59 (3), 956–982. https://doi.org/ 
10.5465/amj.2013.0972 

Jones, S. L., & Shah, P. P. (2016). Diagnosing the locus of trust: A temporal 
perspective for trustor, trustee, and dyadic influences on perceived trustwor-
thiness. Journal of Applied Psychology, 101(3), 392–414. https://doi.org/10. 
1037/apl0000041 

Kähkönen, T., Blomqvist, K., Gillespie, N., & Vanhala, M. (2021). Employee 
trust repair: A systematic review of 20 years of empirical research and future 
research directions. Journal of Business Research, 130, 98–109. https://doi. 
org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.03.019 

Karlan, D., Mobius, M., Rosenblat, T., & Szeidl, A. (2009). Trust and social 
collateral. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 124 (3), 1307–1361. https:// 
doi.org/10.1162/qjec.2009.124.3.1307 

Kim, P. H., Cooper, C. D., Dirks, K. T., & Ferrin, D. L. (2013). Repairing 
trust with individuals vs. groups. Organizational Behavior and Human Deci-
sion Processes, 120 (1), 1–14. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2012.08.004 

Kim, P. H., Dirks, K. T., & Cooper, C. D. (2009). The repair of trust: 
A dynamic bilateral perspective and multilevel conceptualization. Academy

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2009.35713319
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2009.35713319
https://doi.org/10.1086/228311
https://doi.org/10.1086/228311
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199804)19:4
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2104
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2104
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-442450-0.50028-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-442450-0.50028-6
https://doi.org/10.5465/256589
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2013.0972
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2013.0972
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000041
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000041
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1162/qjec.2009.124.3.1307
https://doi.org/10.1162/qjec.2009.124.3.1307
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2012.08.004


A Network Perspective on … 435

of Management Review, 34 (3), 401–422. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2009. 
40631887 

Kim, Y. A., & Song, H. S. (2011). Strategies for predicting local trust based 
on trust propagation in social networks. Knowledge-Based Systems, 24 (8), 
1360–1371. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.knosys.2011.06.009 

Korsgaard, M. A., Kautz, J., Bliese, P., Samson, K., & Kostyszyn, P. (2018). 
Conceptualising time as a level of analysis: New directions in the analysis of 
trust dynamics. Journal of Trust Research, 8(2), 142–165. https://doi.org/10. 
1080/21515581.2018.1516557 

Kvaløy, O., & Luzuriaga, M. (2014). Playing the trust game with other people’s 
money. Experimental Economics, 17 (4), 615–630. https://doi.org/10.1007/ 
s10683-013-9386-4 

Lau, D. C., & Liden, R. C. (2008). Antecedents of coworker trust: Leaders’ 
blessings. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(5), 1130–1138. https://doi.org/ 
10.1037/0021-9010.93.5.1130 

Lee, W. S., & Chuang, Y. H. (2018). Experimental investigation into the role of 
trust in collusion. Business Ethics-a European Review, 27 (1), 81–94. https:// 
doi.org/10.1111/beer.12175 

Levin, D. Z., & Cross, R. (2004). The strength of weak ties you can trust: The 
mediating role of trust in effective knowledge transfer. Management Science, 
50 (11), 1477–1490. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1030.0136 

Levin, D. Z., Walter, J., & Murnighan, J. K. (2011). Dormant ties: The value 
of reconnecting. Organization Science, 22 (4), 923–939. https://doi.org/10. 
1287/orsc.1100.0576 

Lewicki, R. J., Tomlinson, E. C., & Gillespie, N. (2006). Models of interper-
sonal trust development: Theoretical approaches, empirical evidence, and 
future directions. Journal of Management, 32 (6), 991–1022. https://doi.org/ 
10.1177/0149206306294405 

Li, E. Y., Liao, C. H., & Yen, H. R. (2013). Co-authorship networks and 
research impact: A social capital perspective. Research Policy, 42(9), 1515– 
1530. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2013.06.012 

Louch, H. (2000). Personal network integration: Transitivity and homophily in 
strong-tie relations. Social Networks, 22 (1), 45–64. https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
S0378-8733(00)00015-0 

Lusher, D., Robins, G., Pattison, P. E., & Lomi, A. (2012). “Trust Me”: Differ-
ences in expressed and perceived trust relations in an organization. Social 
Networks, 34 (4), 410–424. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2012.01.004

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2009.40631887
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2009.40631887
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.knosys.2011.06.009
https://doi.org/10.1080/21515581.2018.1516557
https://doi.org/10.1080/21515581.2018.1516557
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10683-013-9386-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10683-013-9386-4
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.5.1130
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.5.1130
https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12175
https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12175
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1030.0136
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0576
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0576
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206306294405
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206306294405
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2013.06.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-8733(00)00015-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-8733(00)00015-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2012.01.004


436 J. Jiao et al.

Mäkelä, K., Andersson, U., & Seppälä, T. (2012). Interpersonal similarity and 
knowledge sharing within multinational organizations. International Business 
Review, 21(3), 439–451. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2011.05.003 

Mayer, R. C., Davis, J. H., & Schoorman, F. D. (1995). An integrative model 
of organizational trust. Academy of Management Review, 20 (3), 709–734. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9508080335 

McCarthy, J. E., & Levin, D. Z. (2019). Network residues: The enduring 
impact of intra-organizational dormant ties. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
104 (11), 1434–1445. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000410 

McPherson, M., Smith-Lovin, L., & Cook, J. M. (2001). Birds of a feather: 
Homophily in social networks. Annual Review of Sociology, 27 , 415–444. 
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.415 

Methot, J. R., Lepine, J. A., Podsakoff, N. P., & Christian, J. S. (2016). 
Are workplace friendships a mixed blessing? Exploring tradeoffs of multi-
plex relationships and their associations with job performance. Personnel 
Psychology, 69 (2), 311–355. https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12109 

Mirc, N., & Parker, A. (2020). If you do not know who knows what: Advice 
seeking under changing conditions of uncertainty after an acquisition. Social 
Networks, 61, 53–66. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2019.08.006 

Molm, L. D. (2010). The structure of reciprocity. Social Psychology Quarterly, 
73(2), 119–131. https://doi.org/10.1177/0190272510369079 

Nahapiet, J., & Ghoshal, S. (1998). Social capital, intellectual capital, and the 
organizational advantage. Academy of Management Review, 23(2), 242–266. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/259373 

Olk, P., & Elvira, M. (2001). Friends and strategic agents: The role of 
friendship and discretion in negotiating strategic alliances. Group & Organi-
zation Management, 26 (2), 124–164. https://doi.org/10.1177/105960110 
1262002 

Pirson, M., & Malhotra, D. (2011). Foundations of organizational trust: What 
matters to different stakeholders? Organization Science, 22 (4), 1087–1104. 
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0581 

Podolny, J. M., & Baron, J. N. (1997). Resources and relationships: Social 
networks and mobility in the workplace. American Sociological Review, 
62 (5), 673–693. https://doi.org/10.2307/2657354 

Ren, H., & Gray, B. (2009). Repairing relationship conflict: How violation 
types and culture influence the effectiveness of restoration rituals. Academy 
of Management Review, 34 (1), 105–126. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2009. 
35713307

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2011.05.003
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9508080335
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000410
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.415
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12109
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2019.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1177/0190272510369079
https://doi.org/10.2307/259373
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601101262002
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601101262002
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0581
https://doi.org/10.2307/2657354
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2009.35713307
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2009.35713307


A Network Perspective on … 437

Robins, G., & Pattison, P. (2001). Random graph models for temporal 
processes in social networks. Journal of Mathematical Sociology, 25 (1), 5–41. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0022250X.2001.9990243 

Robins, G., Pattison, P., & Wang, P. (2009). Closure, connectivity and degree 
distributions: Exponential random graph (p*) models for directed social 
networks. Social Networks, 31(2), 105–117. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soc 
net.2008.10.006 

Sarker, S., Ahuja, M., Sarker, S., & Kirkeby, S. (2011). The role of communica-
tion and trust in global virtual teams: A social network perspective. Journal of 
Management Information Systems, 28(1), 273–310. https://doi.org/10.2753/ 
Mis0742-1222280109 

Schilke, O., Reimann, M., & Cook, K. S. (2021). Trust in social relations. 
Annual Review of Sociology, 47 , 239–259. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-
soc-082120-082850 

Schoorman, F. D., Mayer, R. C., & Davis, J. H. (2007). An integrative model 
of organizational trust: Past, present, and future. Academy of Management 
Review, 32(2), 344–354. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.24348410 

Schweitzer, M. E., Hershey, J. C., & Bradlow, E. T. (2006). Promises and 
lies: Restoring violated trust. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 
Processes, 101(1), 1–19. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2006.05.005 

Sparrowe, R. T., & Liden, R. C. (2005). Two routes to influence: Integrating 
leader-member exchange and social network perspectives. Administrative 
Science Quarterly, 50 (4), 505–535. https://doi.org/10.2189/asqu.50.4.505 

Tsai, W., & Ghoshal, S. (1998). Social capital and value creation: The role 
of intrafirm networks. Academy of Management Journal, 41(4), 464–476. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/257085 

Van Miltenburg, N., Buskens, V., & Raub, W. (2012). Trust in triads: Experi-
ence effects. Social Networks, 34 (4), 425–428. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soc 
net.2012.01.006 

Wittek, R. (2001). Mimetic trust and intra-organizational network dynamics. 
Journal of Mathematical Sociology, 25 (1), 109–138. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
0022250X.2001.9990246 

Wong, S. S., & Boh, W. F. (2010). Leveraging the ties of others to build a repu-
tation for trustworthiness among peers. Academy of Management Journal, 
53(1), 129–148. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.48037265 

Yenkey, C. B. (2018). Fraud and market participation: Social relations as a 
moderator of organizational misconduct. Administrative Science Quarterly, 
63(1), 43–84. https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839217694359

https://doi.org/10.1080/0022250X.2001.9990243
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2008.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2008.10.006
https://doi.org/10.2753/Mis0742-1222280109
https://doi.org/10.2753/Mis0742-1222280109
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-082120-082850
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-082120-082850
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.24348410
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2006.05.005
https://doi.org/10.2189/asqu.50.4.505
https://doi.org/10.2307/257085
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2012.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2012.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/0022250X.2001.9990246
https://doi.org/10.1080/0022250X.2001.9990246
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.48037265
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839217694359


438 J. Jiao et al.

Yu, Y., Yang, Y., & Jing, F. (2017). The role of the third party in trust repair 
process. Journal of Business Research, 78, 233–241. https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
j.jbusres.2017.01.015 

Zaheer, A., McEvily, B., & Perrone, V. (1998). Does trust matter? Exploring 
the effects of interorganizational and interpersonal trust on performance. 
Organization Science, 9 (2), 141–159. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.9.2.141 

Jinhan Jiao is a Researcher at the University of Hasselt. 

Allard C.R. van Riel is a full Professor of Service Innovation Mgt. in the Department of 
Marketing at the University of Hasselt. 

Rick Aalbers is an Associate Professor (tenured) in Strategy and Innovation at the Department 
of Business Administration of the Radboud University. 

Zuzana Sasovova is an Associate Professor at Vrije Universiteit.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.01.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.01.015
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.9.2.141

	A Network Perspective on Interpersonal Trust Dynamics
	Introduction
	Key Concepts
	Network Embeddedness
	Trust Dynamics

	Methodology
	Results
	Trust Formation
	Relational Embeddedness and Trust Formation
	Structural Embeddedness and Trust Formation

	Trust Decay
	Trust Repair

	Discussion and Conclusion
	Future Research Agenda
	A Network Perspective
	A Dynamic Perspective
	Organizational Context
	Mixed Methods

	Limitations

	Practical Implications
	Contributions
	References


