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Trust is good but control is always better?  

The relationship between institutionalised control and administrational trust in 

a cultural framework. 

 

Abstract 

Many scholars have argued that context is critical to understanding trust (Rousseau et al 1998). This 

paper examines whether the effect of institutional constraints on administrational trust differs across 

varying public management cultures. At present, little empirical research has taken 

interorganisational trust in public administration as its main object of inquiry. The paper introduces 

the concepts of administrational trust, institutionalised control and administrative culture, and 

develops a set of hypotheses regarding the question as to how they relate. The hypotheses are 

tested using data from the 2012 Korean Civil Service Survey. The exploratory hypotheses presented 

in this paper tap into our first ideas about the potential relation between institutionalised control 

and administrational trust under different administrational cultures. Administrative culture seems to 

moderate this relationship by means of its differentiated capacity for the creation of institution-

based trust. This is a form of trust that is generated through trusted institutions which depersonalise 

existing interpersonal distrust through institutionalising it into the regime surrounding an interaction. 

Administrative cultures that rely more on such institutions, therefore produce a larger extent of 

institution-based trust, supporting a complementary relationship between institutionalised control 

and administrational trust, while cultures that rest more on interpersonal ties might see trust 

development blocked by too large an institutionalised control system. 

 

Keywords: Interorganisational trust, public administration, administrative culture, institutional 

constraints, institutionalised control, administrational trust 
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1. Introduction 

About thirty years ago, Niklas Luhmann wrote about the “regrettably sparse literature which has 

trust as its main theme” (Luhmann 1979: 8). By the end of the 1990’s, his lament lost a significant 

amount of its validity (Kramer 1999). The social, political and economic realities of an increasingly 

interdependent and global world (Cook 2001) led to a surge in scholarship concerning trust 

throughout the 1990’s and 2000’s. Although trust is now one of the most frequently used social 

science concepts (Das and Teng 2004), the field of research is today still characterised by ideas that 

remain vague, unspecified, and vary widely within and between disciplines (Choudhury 2008; 

Rousseau et al. 1998). Research on trust has been argued to be “a conceptual morass” (Carnevale 

and Wechsler 1992: 473) which two decades of trust research has not been able to overcome 

(McEvily and Tortoriello 2011; Nooteboom 2006). 

This confusion was illustrated quite nicely by Nooteboom (2006), who lists nine “paradoxes” that are 

central to the trust debate.  

1. Goes beyond self-interest but has limits 

2. Entails a state of mind and a type of action 

3. May concern competences or intentions 

4. Is based on information and the lack of it 

5. Is rational and emotional 

6. Is an expectation but not a probability 

7. Is needed but can have adverse effects 

8. May be broken and deepened by conflict 

9. Is both a basis and an outcome of relations. 

In this paper, we focus on an additional seemingly paradoxical notion surrounding the debate on 

trust in interorganisational settings, namely the relationship between trust and institutionalised 

formal control. It is argued that the relation between these elements is complex, giving rise to 

various and contradictory interpretations of how trust and control relate, ranging from arguments 

supporting that trust and control are substitutes to the perspective that they are actually 

complementary mechanisms (Costa and Bijlsma-Frankema 2007). Our research aims to contribute to 

empirical study of this relationship in the specific setting of public administration, providing a 

perspective on the nexus between interorganisational trust and institutionalised control under 

different public organisational cultures. 
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In the next section we present a short conceptual overview of administrational trust, after which we 

introduce our theoretical framework and the central hypotheses of this study. The methodological 

section describes the data, the method, and the measures we have used to test these hypotheses in 

empirical reality. Next, we present the results of our inquiry on the basis of the Korean Civil Service 

(KCC) survey and discuss these findings. Finally, we will conclude the paper and propose a number of 

questions for further research. 

 

2. Conceptual overview 

While researchers in public administration and organisational sciences have examined trust from 

multiple perspectives (Offe 1999; Bouckaert 2012), our focus lies specifically on interorganisational 

trust within public administration (trust between public organisations), which we will refer to as 

‘administrational trust’ in the remainder of this paper. 

To date, such a focus remains scarce in public administration research (Choudhury 2008; Klijn, 

Edelenbos, and Steijn 2010). Curiously, this lack of academic interest is in rather stark contrast with 

the increasing attention given to trust in practitioner discourse surrounding public management and 

public sector reform. Citizens and reformers alike have started to consider trust to be both a 

necessary goal as well as a means for effective administration (Choudhury 2008). Furthermore, this 

focus towards trust seems to be present in reform discourse on all levels of government, as 

illustrated by the OECD’s focus on transparency and accountability stemming from a perceived lack 

of trust in government (OECD 2011a; OECD 2011b). The European Commission has recently adopted 

a new code of conduct for EU civil servants, hoping to restore citizens’ trust in the EU institutions 

(Diamandouros 2012). In Flanders, the increase of interorganisational trust is set out in the ‘Internal 

Reform of State’ programme in order to improve governmental cooperation and reduce central 

steering and control (Vlaamse Regering 2011), which fits in the broader ‘Multiannual Programme for 

Decisive Governance’ (Meerjarenprogramma Slagkrachtige Overheid) programme that aims 

ultimately to increase citizen trust in government (College van Ambtenaren-Generaal 2010). 

 

Although trust appears to be claiming its position in the spotlight of public management reform, it is 

treated critically by scholars as a principle of organisation in the public sector (see for instance 

Bouckaert 2012; Van Montfort 2010; Williamson 1993). Trust should not be considered as a panacea 

for reform (Bouckaert 2012). Some authors argue that the concept veils any serious debate about 

mechanisms that are central to the reality of public administration, such as oversight, control, 

accountability and the organisation of checks and balances (Van Montfort 2010). We argue that it is 
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therefore crucial to better our understanding of the role of trust in public administration, and 

challenge some of the assumptions often implicitly or explicitly made concerning the relationship 

between institutionalised control and administrational trust. Both concepts refer to highly complex 

forms of social relationships, and are described in elusive definitions that have been often challenged 

an criticised by scholars (Reed 2001). We discuss them both briefly in the subsequent paragraphs. 

 

>  2.1. Institutionalised formal control 

Control “encompasses the mechanisms and instruments used by government to intentionally 

influence the decisions and the behaviour of other governments or private partners in order to 

achieve government objectives” (Verhoest et al., forthcoming, Verhoest et al., 2004). Beuselinck 

(2008: 46) reviews the literature and identifies the characteristics of institutions as: 

- Social phenomena (providing shared meaning, understanding and stability); 

- Can consist of both formal (e.g. rules) and informal traits (e.g. customs) 

- Interfere with individual behaviour (elements of sense-making, constraint, punishment); 

- Are relatively stable, but not immutable. 

Formal control focuses on the use of rules, regulation, procedures, monitoring, performance systems 

and role definition. Informal control or social control takes a more indirect approach by relying 

mainly on the socialisation of norms by individuals in organisations and stressing, values and culture 

(Bijlsma-Frankema and Costa, 2007). In this research, we focus specifically on the former: The impact 

of formal control on trust is at the centre of our research effort. Our interest is in institutionalised 

rather than personal forms of control. In this respect, it is a form of ‘depersonalised distrust’, which 

plays an important role in the generation of personal trust trough depersonalising interpersonal 

distrust (Luhmann 1979). 

 

>  2.2. Administrational trust 

The extensive body of trust research has generated numerous definitions over the years. However, 

this accumulation of definitions has often intensified rather than alleviated the confusion about what 

trust actually is, rendering the concept a ‘conceptual morass’ (Carnevale and Wechsler 1992) in the 

eyes of some observers.  

First, many discussions about trust refer to conditions of risk (Currall and Judge 1995), a bet on 

contingent actions (Sztompka 1998) the possibility of opportunistic behaviour (Nooteboom 2006), 

the possibility of injury or loss (Bachmann and Inkpen 2011) or the acceptance of uncertainty and 

social vulnerability (Möllering 2006). These are all indications of the strong connection between the 
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notions of trust and vulnerability in relations. Vulnerability is derived from “uncertainty regarding the 

motives, intentions, and prospective actions of others on whom [actors] depend” (Kramer 1999: 571). 

In this respect, risk can be seen as a necessary contextual criterion for the emergence of trust, or as 

its mirror image (Das and Teng 2001). 

 

Second, across disciplines, authors have stressed different perspectives on trust. The attention 

ranges from rational bases such as interest-based calculus of costs and benefits in a context of 

institutionally constrained behaviour, to rather affective attitudinal bases such as motivation, moods, 

emotions and relations (McAllister 1995). For instance, Williamson’s (1990: 463) definition of trust as 

something that is “warranted when the expected gain from placing oneself at risk to another is 

positive, but not otherwise”, is obviously distinct from Parsons’ (1970: 142) description as “the 

attitudinal ground- in affectively motivated loyalty- for acceptance of solidary relationships”. 

  

Third, trust is mainly considered to be a micro-level phenomenon, situated on the level of individuals 

rather than on the level of organisations (Lewis and Weigert 1985; Zaheer, McEvily and Perrone 

1998). Organisations as such of course cannot think, speak, or act. Interorganisational interactions 

are therefore not faceless or void of individual interaction. An organisational notion of trust 

therefore to encompasses three analytical levels which may contain a basis of trust creation: the 

micro level contains attitudinal predispositions of individuals, the meso level refers to relational 

elements in dyadic interactions between boundary spanners (Aldrich and Herker 1977; Currall and 

Judge 1995; Perrone et al. 2003) representing their organisation in specific interactions, while the 

macro level includes (macro-)organisation-level determinants such as institutions that surround the 

specific relation under inquiry (Beccerra and Gupta 2003). Zucker (1986) refers in this respect to 

characteristics- (micro), process- (meso) and institution (macro) -based trust. Because individual 

subjective evaluations become the basis of organisational decision processes when objective 

information is lacking as a basis for organisational decision-making(Beccerra and Gupta 1999, Simon 

1997, Barnard 1938), the organisational nature of trust lies in the social mechanisms on these three 

levels, creating trust through the connection between structure, relation and individual. Choudhury 

(2008) argues that trust is a relational orientation between individuals that is embedded and enacted 

in organisational structures, procedures and institutions. From this, he infers that trust is therefore a 

social fact1 rather than an isolated characteristic at the single level of individuals, relations or 

                                                           
1  Emile Durkheim defined social facts as “interpretations and behaviour that are constructed inter-subjectively, are 

embedded in institutional norms and become enacted through actions” (Choudhury, 2008: 592) 
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structures. Trust therefore becomes organisational when the trustors and trustees in question are 

organisationally socialised boundary spanners mandated to act on behalf of their organisation in a 

certain interaction, in which case we expect it to be based on micro-, meso- and macro-level 

characteristics of the interaction. 

 

Finally, definitions may refer to trust as an expectation, an attitude or a behaviour (Dietz 2011; Lewis 

and Weigert 1985; Li 2011; Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman 1995; McEvily and Tortoriello 2011). 

Therefore, some authors have argued that the phenomenon of trust has a cognitive, emotional, and 

a behavioural dimension (Lewis and Weigert 1985). The cognitive base of trust might be seen as 

trustworthiness of another actor, which refers to positive expectations about an actors’ ability, 

benevolence and integrity in a relation (Colquitt, Scott, and Lepine 2007; Dietz 2011; Li 2011; Mayer, 

Davis, and Schoorman 1995). The emotional dimension corresponds to the intention to trust in 

someone. This intention is characterised by an attitude of willingness to accept risk in a relational 

transaction. Lewis and Weigert (1985) note that “the practical significance of trust lies in the social 

action it underwrites” (Lewis and Weigert 1985: 971). Behavioural trust can therefore be seen as 

observable risk-taking behaviour in a relational exchange process.  

 

Without attempting to gather all aspects of this discussion in a final definition, the core components 

of administrational trust are therefore that it stems from both cognition and affection, is required in 

risky situations, involves willingness to be vulnerable, leads to risk-taking behaviour and is based on 

positive expectations about future actions of a trustee (Fulmer and Gelfand 2012; Kim 2005; Klijn, 

Edelenbos, and Steijn 2010; Kramer 2009; McEvily and Tortoriello 2011; Rousseau et al. 1998). 

Furthermore, treating trust as an organisational notion requires attention for these components in 

organisational structures (institutions such as rules, roles, routines and norms), interactions 

(attitudes in relations, values and paradigms), and individual predispositions that prevail in public 

administration.  

 

>  2.3. The importance of trust between public organisations 

Before we continue to our theoretical framework, we address the “so what”-question. Why should 

trust be of any concern to public administration?  

According to Simon (1997), the basic motivation for individual actors to organise collectively is to 

cope with contingency and complexity under conditions of individual bounded rationality. By 

organising decision-making in the form of a chain of activities aimed at achieving desired objectives 
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in a context characterised by multiple alternative options, organisation allows action in a complex 

and contingent environment. Public administration is a specific form of such organisation, intending 

to allow collective action in the particular social system of the executive power. However, as external 

complexity grows, single organisations reach the boundaries of their rationality: bureaucratic 

inflation and the resulting increasing internal organisational complexity renders bureaucratic 

organisations increasingly cumbersome and complex themselves (Edelenbos and Klijn 2007), 

inhibiting the capacity of bureaucratic public organisations to cope with the complexity of modern 

society (Waldo 1980). Therefore, public administration becomes increasingly characterised by 

‘governance’ (Pierre and Ingraham 2010), in which coordination and control relies on a mix of 

hierarchical, market and network-type coordination mechanisms (Bouckaert, Peters and Verhoest 

2010). These coordination mechanisms seem to rely less on classical ‘formal organisation’, and more 

on trust as a functional mechanisms to enable action in contingent and complex environments 

(Luhmann 1979). Trust has been increasingly recognized as an important factor in inter-and intra- 

organisational relationships in the private sector (Bijlsma-Frankema and Costa 2005). The question 

arises whether these institutionalised formal control and trust are really alternatives, or rather work 

as supplements. In other words; how do formal organisation and trust relate in public 

administration? Does control “crowd out trust” and will trust really diminish the need for control? Or 

do these mechanisms of governance go hand in hand? Are they a dualism, or rather a duality 

(Möllering 2005) 

 

3. Theoretical framework and hypotheses 

>  3.1. Institutionalised control and trust 

Research into the relation between trust and institutionalised control has given rise to various and 

contradictory interpretations about how both relate. The two opposing perspectives in this debate 

are the substitution perspective and the complementary perspective (Costa and Bijlsma-Frankema 

2007). 

 

Under the substitution perspective, it is hypothesised that trust and institutionalised control are 

inversely related. They are considered to be alternative routes for arriving at stable orders to which 

social actors can orient their behaviour (Gulati, 1995). According to this logic, the higher the level of 

trust in a relationship, the lower the transaction costs associated with formal control. This logic is for 

instance present in the work of Williamson (1975), but also shows to some extent in Luhmann’s 

(1979) description of trust and control as functionally equivalent strategies for absorbing uncertainty. 



8 

 

Christ et. al (2008) argue that in choosing the most appropriate formal controls, an organization must 

consider the economic and psychological costs and benefits of its introduction. An important 

psychological cost is the deterioration of trust. Their control-trust-cooperation model hypothesises 

that the scrutiny, intrusion, and loss of autonomy associated with institutionalised control are 

predicted to negatively influence trust. Institutions can be detrimental to trust because too much 

institutional rigidity or formalisation is argued to obstruct managerial flexibility while overly intrusive 

control procedures might weaken the creation of interaction-based trust (Rousseau et al. 1998). 

Brennan and Buchanan argue that “the notion that rules may substitute for morals has been familiar 

to economists and philosophers at least since Adam Smith” (Brennan and Buchanan 1985: xvi). In this 

respect, it is interesting to note that Costa and Bijlsma-Frankema (2007) consider the substitution 

perspective to be mainly present in economics, but find no consistent empirical evidence proving 

that trust and formal control actually substitute for each other. 

Under the complementarity perspective, it is argued that trust and control can be mutually 

reinforcing and both contribute to the level of cooperation needed in a relationship. Luhmann (1979: 

89) argues that “trust depends on the inclination towards risk being kept under control and on the 

quota of disappointments not becoming too large. (…) a system of higher complexity, which needs 

more trust, also needs at the same time more distrust, and therefore must institutionalize distrust, 

for example in the form of supervision”. There is an influential branch in the trust literature that is 

predominantly occupied with the study of such institution-based trust (Zucker 1986; Shapiro 1987; 

Giddens 1990; Bachman 2001; Perrone et al. 2003; Bachman and Inkpen 2011; Lane and Bachmann 

1996; Lane and Bachmann 1998; Möllering 2006; Rousseau et al. 1998; Sydow 2006; Sztompka 1998) 

arguing that institutionally defined roles, rules, routines and norms act to shape the expectations by 

making actor behaviour more or less predictable along the institutionally defined lines. Institution-

based trust implies that a trustor can trust a trustee without relating to previous or current 

experiences with exchanges (process-based trust) or individual characteristics of the trustee 

(characteristic-based trust) (Zucker 1986), but by relating to institutions that permit stable 

expectations to be formed by each member of the group concerning the behaviour of other 

members under specified conditions (Simon 1997). However, Sztompka argues that “the extensive, 

potential availability of democratic checks and controls must be matched by their very limited 

actualization. Institutionalized distrust must remain in the shadows, as a distant protective 

framework for spontaneous trustful actions” (Sztompka 1998: 29) as recourse to them typically leads 

the parties to end their relationship (Ring and Van de Ven 1994; Bachmann 2001). Unfortunately, 

despite impressive and valuable theoretical discussions drawing on neo-institutional theory 

(Dimaggio and Powell, 1991), (neo)-functionalism, and structuration theory (Giddens 1984; Sydow 
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2006), empirical work on institution-based trust is not often found in interorganisational public 

sector trust research.  

 

Many scholars have argued that context is critical to understanding trust (Rousseau et al 1998). The 

question of context has sparked the interest of organisational researchers on multiple occasions, 

leading some of them to find convincing empirical evidence for the presence of moderating variables 

in the institutional control-trust relationship that is present in dyadic relations (Beccerra and Gupta 

2003). Deakin and Wilkinson (1998) argue that different institutional environments give rise to 

distinct relationships between trust and formalisation (Rus and Iglic 2005). In this paper, we posit 

that the relationship between institutional constraints and administrational trust is moderated by 

different public management cultures. The following paragraph presents our central argument. 

 

>  3.2. Proposition: organisational culture as a moderator  

According to some scholars, institution-based trust plays a major role in large and fragmented 

organisations due to low familiarity between individuals. In the public sector specifically, it can be 

argued that the NPM has intensified these problems (Bouckaert, Peter and Verhoest 2010). In public 

administration, where spatial and social distances are of such magnitudes that familiarity between 

boundary spanners is basically an unrealistic assumption, institution-based trust is an important 

driver for trust, as interaction-based trust is difficult to establish (Sydow 2006). Second, public 

administration is traditionally seen as being more bureaucratic than private administration, meaning 

they tend relatively stronger towards formal institutions than private organisations. Empirical 

evidence gathered by Boyne (2002) supports this hypothesis. As institutional trust (trust in 

institutions) is argued to be an essential requirement for the development of institution-based trust 

(interpersonal trust generated through institutions) requires institutional trust, we argue that 

different organisational cultures have different abilities to produce such institution-based trust. 

Fourth, Sztompka (1998) argues that it is not only the important to consider the nature of institutions 

matters, but also the way in which they are used. The institutional framework needs to have certain 

qualities and be used in a certain way in a certain cultural context before it might generate 

institution-based trust. These points lead us to argue therefore that it is important to study how the 

relationship between institutionalised control and trust is structured in different cultures of public 

administration.  

The operational requirements are that the institutional framework needs to be used consequently 

and sparingly. Substantive requirements of trust-building institutions are first and most obvious, the 
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existence of an institutional framework of roles, rules, routines and norms. In the absence of such a 

framework, actors lack the safeguards to enter in transactions in which trust might develop. This is 

basically the “reason of rules” (Brennan and Buchanan 1985; Dasgupta 1988). Second, this 

institutional framework has to set clear boundaries for behaviour, but still allow for actor discretion 

as trust enters only in social relations where some kind of role negotiability is still available (Möllering 

2006). Third, institutions need to be stable and continuous. Fourth, they must enforce duties and 

allow the enactment of rights in order to enable actors to make institutions current and future 

credible commitments (Dasgupta 1988). Fifth, the institutional framework should not infringe on the 

dignity, integrity and autonomy of individual actors. Finally, it needs to be trusted.  

This last characteristic is of a rather different nature than the other five, as it actually relates to the 

moral justification of all of them. Giddens refers to “a faith in the correctness of abstract principles” 

(Giddens 1990: 34). In other words, institutions need to be positively appreciated by the actors that 

are subjected to its workings. Such moral adequacy is argued to reinforce the effect all the other 

conditions on institution-based trust. Institutional trust, or “trust in institutions” is therefore 

considered to be a kind of “meta-trust as the ultimate insurance of other kinds of trust they might 

venture” (Sztompka 1998: 28). Institutions that serve as a basis of trust between persons must 

therefore also become objects of trust themselves (Möllering 2006). Relating this last point to 

administrative culture, we distil the following proposition.  

Proposition: Administrative cultures associated with institutional trust will positively influence the 

relationship between institutional strength and administrational trust because they generate more 

institution-based trust, while administrative cultures that rely less on trust in institutions will 

negatively moderate the relationship between institutional strength and administrational trust 

because they generate less institution-based trust.  

 

In the next paragraph, we explore Hood’s application of cultural theory in Public Administration to 

connect this proposition to administrative cultures in order formulate a set of specific hypotheses. 

 

>  3.3. Hypotheses: administrative culture, institutionalised control and administrational trust 

Christopher Hood (2000: 3) defines public management as “the problem of how to design and 

operate public services and the detailed work of executive government”. He argues that most ideas 

of public management actually relate to four polar categories or ‘ways of life’ defined in cultural 

theory. While these organisational logics each have their own strengths and weaknesses, they are all 

‘viable’ modes of organisation (Hood 2000).  
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Based on the dimensions of “grid” (the degree to which our lives are circumscribed by conventions or 

rules) and “group” (the extent to which individual choice is constrained by group choice), four 

specific styles of public management organisation can be defined. Grid and group reflect the crucial 

issues of public management. Put together, they “take us to the hearth of much contemporary and 

historical discussion about how to do public management” (Hood 2000: 8; Dunleavy and Hood 1994). 

These four administrative cultures are ideal types that will not be found in their pure forms, but 

might be present in a mix to a stronger or weaker extent in public administrations. Therefore, we 

argue that the presence of administrative cultures will moderate the relationship between 

institutionalised control and administrational trust because different administrative cultures are 

associated to different operational conditions of institutions. In other words, our central hypothesis 

states: 

H1: Administrative culture moderates the relationship between institutionalised control and 

administrational trust. 

Table 1: Cultural grid-group theory applied to public management:  

 Four logics of public management 

G
ri

d
b
 

H
ig

h
 

The Fatalist Way 

Characteristics: Low cooperation, Strict 

rule-bound approaches to organisation 

 

The Hierarchist Way 

Characteristics: rule bound approaches to 

organisation, high importance of social 

institutions 

L
o

w
 

The Individualist Way 

Characteristics: Atomised approaches to 

organisation stressing negotiation and 

bargaining 

The Egalitarian Way 

Characteristics: High-participation structures 

in which every decision is ‘up for grabs’ 

 
Low High 

Group
a
 

aGroup: The extent to which public management involves coherent collectivities, institutionally differentiated 
from other spheres of society. 
bGrid: The extent to which public management Is conducted according to well-understood general rules 
(Source: Hood, 2000: 9) 

 

While hierarchist, individualist, and egalitarian cultures are widely recognised as institutional design 

alternatives, the fatalist culture poses some challenges. Fatalist institutional organisation or 

organised anarchy (Cohen, March and Olsen 1972) is sometimes seen as a contradiction in terminis 

(Maesschalck 2004), as it is primarily and anti-organisational attitude (Hood 2000). Therefore, 

fatalism can only be “organisational” when it emerges within other logics. Therefore, at this stage of 

our research, we will leave fatalism out of the picture and only discuss the three ‘active’ cultures of 

public management.  
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The hierarchical administrative culture places a strong emphasis on roles, rules and procedures 

(Hood 2000; Maesschalck 2004). Formal authority to take decisions is crucial, and is related to 

institutionally defined positions (roles), rules and procedures. It is reflected in traditional Weberian 

bureaucracy (Maesschalck 2004), hierarchy-type mechanisms of coordination (Bouckaert, Peters, and 

Verhoest 2010) and ‘procedural bureaucracy’ (Yang 2005). Authority and formal sources of power 

are central in such institutional designs and focus on objective-setting, rule-making, allocation of 

tasks and responsibilities in roles and lines of control (Bouckaert, Peters, and Verhoest 2010). Rules 

and formally defined roles are the central sources of power (Yang 2005. As this administrative culture 

stresses continuity, stability, sees administrative institutions as being morally justified, relies on a 

strong dependency and use of institutional control to generate administrational trust, we argue that 

it is associated with a high degree of institutional trust. Taking into account our proposition, we 

therefore predict that it will positively moderate the relationship between institutionalised control 

and administrational trust. 

H2: The hierarchist public management culture will positively affect the relationship between 

institutional control and administrational trust 

H3: The hierarchist public management culture has a direct negative relationship with 

administrational trust 

 

The core assumption of individualist administrative culture is that “human beings, from the highest 

to the lowest, are inherently rational, calculative, opportunistic, and self-seeking” (Hood, 2000: 100). 

This logic reflects faith in the self-regulating ‘invisible hand of the market’, and a sense of distrust 

toward too much centralised steering, a perspective which has been traditionally dominant in 

entrepreneurial governance (Considine and Lewis 1999).However, it would be wrong to assume that 

this logic rejects the importance of institutions and rules. A central idea of methodological 

individualism is that rational actors will look after themselves at the expense of others unless ‘rules 

of the game’ are in place that shape the pursuit of self-interest to align with collective interest 

(Brennan and Buchanan 1985; Hood 2000). Therefore, individualist logics require some trust in the 

institutional design: this is what separates them from unregulated Hobbesian ‘wars of each against 

all’. In terms of institutional organisation, the individualist logic is clearly reflected in market-type 

mechanisms (Bouckaert, Peters and Verhoest 2010), New Public Management (Pollitt and Bouckaert 

2011), “re-inventing government” initiatives (Osborne and Gaebler 1992) or market bureaucracy 

(Yang 2005). These movements are characterised by a reliance on reward and incentive structures 

and coordination by specification of performance goals (Hood 2000).  
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As the individualist logic requires trust in a minimal framework of institutional rules to establish the 

playing field, our proposition leads us to hypothesise that institutionalised control will first 

strengthen administrational trust, but weaken it once it has passed a critical level of institutional 

saturation.  

H4: Under an individualist administrative culture, the relationship between institutionalised control 

and administrational trust is positive under low institutional strength but turns negative under high 

institutional strength. The relationship can be described according to an inverted u-curve.  

 

An egalitarian administrative culture emphasises the boundaries of the group and aims at equality of 

power relations (Hood 2000). This logic is characterised by practices and procedures that aim at 

increasing participation and cooperation, and focuses on boundary role discretion, rather than role 

definition to discuss and negotiate about organisational decisions (Maesschalck, 2004). As a mode of 

institutional organisation, it is reflected in New Public Governance (Pollitt and Bouckaert 2011), 

network-type mechanisms of coordination (Bouckaert, Peters, and Verhoest 2010) or ‘network 

bureaucracy’ (Yang, 2005). Group culture is defined as the source of rationality, there is a focus on 

co-production and exchange of common knowledge, values and strategies, and flexibility and 

responsiveness are seen as the primary virtues (Yang 2005: 277). The discourse is one of teamwork 

and innovation rather than competition or compliance. Control is performed trough ‘groupism’ in 

which group processes and pressures are central and accountability is related to a group of peers. It 

implies “maximum face-to-face contact” (Hood, 2000: 62) and ‘letting go’ of full control. Yang (2005) 

argues that network organisations consider trust as an essential method of control, and network 

scholars often argue that trust between actors is the basis of network organisation, rather than 

formal institutions (Edelenbos and Klijn, 2007; Klijn, Edelenbos and Steijn, 2010).  

We therefore associate this logic with low institutional trust, as interpersonal trust is mainly 

produced by relations rather than institutions. As this culture stresses the autonomy and integrity of 

administrative actors, our proposition leads us to the hypothesis that the continuity and stability of 

constraining institutional frameworks obstructs rather than allows for collaborative action and the 

development of trust between actors.  

H5: The egalitarian culture will negatively affect the relationship between institutionalised control 

and administrational trust.  

H6: The egalitarian culture is directly positively related to administrational trust.  

 

Figure 1 presents these hypotheses visually. 
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Figure 1: Hypothesised model of institutionalised control, administrative culture and 

administrational trust 
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4. Methodology 

>  4.1. Data 

This research makes use of the Korean Civil Service Survey (KCSS), which was conducted by the 

Knowledge Center for Public Administration & Policy at Seoul National University. The survey was 

administered to over forty departments in local governments and in the central government.  

 

>  4.2. Measures 

The constructs of interest to this research are not directly measured in the KCSS survey. Therefore, 

we use latent variables that are measured using multiple survey items. We used confirmatory factor 

analysis with varimax rotation (source) to determine the fit between the items and the construct of 

interest. Items with factor loadings above the conventional threshold of 0.4 (source) were retained 

as indicators to measure that specific construct, while items with factor loading below this threshold 

were excluded. 

The annex contains an elaborate list of the measures used in this research. In this section, we discuss 

the measures used for the variables that lie at the core of our interest. 

>  4.2.1. Institutionalised control 

As there are no direct items in the KCC survey measuring institutionalised control, we use a 

composite variable to assess this construct. Initially, ten items were argued to tap into the construct 

at face value. Our confirmatory factor analysis led us to retain three and discard the remaining seven 

items. All three measures consist of a scale ranging from one (not at all) to five (very much so). The 

cronbach’s alpha for these three items was 0.739, which suggests a satisfactory degree of internal 

reliability of this composite measure. The conventional threshold is set at 0.70 (Hair et al. 1998). 
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>  4.2.2. Hierarchical culture 

The KCC survey did not contain any direct items measuring any of the three cultures we identified 

earlier. Therefore, in this early phase of our research, we were limited to make use of a composite 

variable consisting of five items tapping into the hierarchical culture on face value. After our 

confirmatory factor analysis, three items where retained, measuring hierarchical culture on a scale of 

one (not at all) to five (very much so). The cronbach’s alpha for these three items was 0.493, 

suggesting rather low internal reliability.  

>  4.2.3. Individualist culture 

We performed a confirmatory factor analysis on five items that arguably tapped into individualist 

culture on face value. Four items where retained, measuring individualist culture on a scale of one 

(not at all) to five (very much so). The cronbach’s alpha of this composite variable was 0.712, 

suggesting adequate internal reliability of this measure. 

>  4.2.4. Egalitarian culture 

Initially seven items were proposed to measure egalitarian culture on face value. Our confirmatory 

factor analysis led us to discard four, leading us to measure the composite variable of egalitarian 

culture using three items. Again, items were measured on a scale of one (not at all) to five (very 

much so). The cronbach’s alpha for this composite variable was 0.743, which suggests satisfactory 

internal reliability.  

>  4.2.5. Administrational Trust 

Finally, we initially considered six items that seemed to tap into administrational trust at face value. 

Our confirmatory factor analysis suggested to retain four item, again all consisting of a scale of one 

(not at all) to five (very much so). Our composite variable for administrational trust yielded a 

cronbach’s alpha of 0.708, indicating adequate internal reliability.  

 

Table 2 displays descriptive statistics for the main variables assessed in this study. 

Table 2: Descriptive statistics for variables of main interest 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Institutional control 1407 1.00 5.00 3.73 0.75 

Hierarchical culture 1407 1.00 5.00 3.18 0.58 

Individualist culture 1407 1.00 5.00 2.74 0.64 

Egalitarian culture 1407 1.00 5.00 3.49 0.65 

Administrational trust 1407 1.00 5.00 3.29 0.62 
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Table 2 shows that the mean value of administrational trust is well above the midpoint at 3.29. 

Furthermore, and seemingly contradictory considering the substitution perspective, civil servant 

perceptions of institutional control are relatively high with a mean of 3.73. Korean civil servants seem 

to perceive the culture of their organisations to be relatively hierarchical, with a score of 3.18, which 

is again well above the midpoint of 2.5. Relatively speaking, perceptions of individualist culture was 

the lowest value out of all of the key variables in this research , at 2.74. This is not surprising given 

that South Korea is often considered to possess a collectivist organizational orientation (Hofstede 

2001). To this end, the mean of egalitarian culture lies at 3.49, suggesting that employees view 

themselves as firmly integrated into their organization and that their organization values their input, 

no matter their place in the organizational hierarchy.  

 

>  4.3. Method 

For the purpose of testing the main and interaction effects of hierarchical, individual, and egalitarian 

cultures, a series of hierarchical regressions are used. When using interaction terms, multicollinearity 

is common, which threatens to yield unreliable and unstable coefficients. To reduce the possibility of 

multicollinearity, we use standardized values for the main variables assessed (Aiken and West 1991). 

In order to test the hypotheses specified in our theoretical framework, we estimate three models.  

  

The first model assesses the relationship between the independent –institutional control- and 

control variables and the dependent variable. The control variables used in this study include work 

area, responsibility, hierarchical rank, age, length of service, education, gender, level of government, 

Public Service Motivation, and perceived quality of leadership.  

The second model introduces the hierarchical, individual and egalitarian cultures and assesses their 

direct relationship with administrational trust.  

 The third model introduces three interaction terms that multiply institutional control by the three 

different types of culture with the aim of offering insight into how the different types of culture may 

influence the relationship between institutional control and administrative trust. Based upon the 

results of the regression analyses, simple slope analyses were conducted in order to improve our 

insight into how the strength of the relationship between institutional control and administrational 

trust differed according to high, medium and low levels of the cultures assessed. These simple slope 

analyses reveal the slope for the three different categories, as well as levels of significance of the 

slope. Observations with more than one standard deviation above the mean for a particular culture 

were coded as a high score for that culture, while one standard deviation below the mean represents 
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a low score. Observations not further than one standard deviation above or below the mean 

constituted a medium score for the culture in question (Aiken and West 1991, Preacher et al. 2006). 

 

5. Discussion of results 

Table three presents the bivariate correlations resulting from this study’s regressions. Table four 

presents the results of the three models tested in this paper. The performance of our three models is 

reported in table five. Further analyses are reported in the annex to this paper. 

 

R2 scores for the three models show the extent to which the explanatory power of the model 

increases as additional variables are introduced. While the explanatory power of the second model is 

significantly larger due to the introduction of the three administrative cultures, it seems as though 

the interaction terms added in the third model do not seem to increase the explanatory power of our 

model in a significant way. While the explanatory improvement of the third model over the second 

one might be argued to be greater than the complexity added by the introduction of additional 

variables (as showed in an increase of the adjusted R2 measure) this improvement is highly marginal 

and turns out to be insignificant, as illustrated by the .159 F-value statistic.  

 

First, although they are not the main focus of our research, we can make some interesting 

observations from the correlations between administrational trust and the control variables we 

included. While administrational trust is found to be significantly and negatively correlated with 

responsibility and gender, there is a significant positive correlation with hierarchical rank, age, Public 

Service Motivation and perceived quality of leadership. However, table four shows that only these 

last two variables remain significant in the analysis. These observations are in line with earlier 

research that found positive relationships between organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB), pro-

social attitudes and trust in leaders (Dirks and Ferrin 2002, Fulmer and Gelfand 2012). 

 

Of course, at the centre of our interest lies the relationship between perceived institutional control 

and administrational trust. It is noteworthy that there are no significant correlations between 

administrative culture and perceptions of institutionalised control. Interestingly, the correlation 

results indicate that perception of institutional control is negatively related to administrational trust. 

Furthermore, this significant relationship turns out to hold in all three multivariate regression models 

presented in table four as well. This observation provides initial support for the 
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Table 3: Correlation table 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

1 Work area 
 

1                   

2 Primary 
responsibility 

.109** 1                  

3 Rank  
in government 

-.045 -.751** 1                 

4 Age 
 

-.059* -.596** .767** 1                

5 Length of service 
 

-.015 .087** .142** .182** 1               

6 Education 
 

-.013 .124** -.164** -.160** .102** 1              

7 Gender 
 

.112** .468** -.413** -.232** .060* .100** 1             

8 Level  
of government 

.039 .199** -.086** -.059* .001 -.014 .155** 1            

9 PSM 
 

.040 -.310** .344** .257** -.066* -.088** -.191** -.012 1           

10 Leadership 
 

-.036 -.192** .210** .153** -.075** -.067* -.125** .016 .349** 1          

11 Government 
level 

-.013 -.026 .022 .066* .025 -.096** -.043 -.043 .017 -.085** 1         

12 Institutional 
control 

-.064* -.050 .020 .034 .001 .012 -.086** -.011 .072** .050 .074** 1        

13 Individualist 
culture 

-.060* -.054* .028 -.004 -.048 .001 -.097** .021 .202** .293** -.025 .018 1       

14 Egalitarian 
culture 

-.052 -.238** .230** .161** -.081** -.088** -.151** -.021 .400** .473** -.057* .044 .371** 1      

15 Hierarchical 
culture 

-.050 .117** -.143** -.117** .036 .104** .020 -.057* -.197** -.198** .105** .038 -.017 -.200** 1     

16 Inst ctrl X  
ind culture 

.076** -.073** .061* .034 -.004 .003 -.024 .019 .089** .108** .018 -.102** .123** .105** -.038 1    

17 Inst ctrl X  
egal culture 

.066* .012 -.021 -.059* -.019 -.011 .048 .004 .071** .098** .056* .000 .100** .149** -.005 .371** 1   

18 Inst ctrl X  
hier culture 

.047 -.002 .011 -.011 .020 .027 .009 .015 -.039 .017 -.047 -.102** -.038 -.005 .006 -.016 -.121** 1  

19 Administrational 
trust 

-.016 -.108** .093** .066* -.020 -.047 -.057* -.021 .190** .203** .017 -.089** .198** .225** -.131** .069** .001 .031 1 



19 

 

substitution perspective. Institutionalised control and trust seem to substitute for each other, even 

taking into account different organisational cultures that may exist 

Third, we find all three of our administrative cultures included to be significantly related to 

administrational trust. While individualist and egalitarian cultures were found to exhibit a positive 

relationship with administrative trust, hierarchical culture was found to exhibit a negative 

relationship with administrative trust. These observed relationships are congruent with our 

expectations: H6 and H3 cannot be rejected on the basis of these findings, and are therefore 

accepted. However, while the findings concerning egalitarian and hierarchical culture are in line with 

our hypotheses, we did not expect the strong positive relationship between individualist culture and 

administrational trust. 

Table 4: Regression Results  

 Model 1 Model 2   Model 3 

M
ai

n
 v

ar
ia

b
le

s 

Institutional Control -.113*** -.109*** -.103 (.000)*** 

Individualist Culture 
 

.122*** .123 (.000)*** 

Egalitarian Culture 
 

.092** .098 (.002)* 

Hierarchical Culture 
 

-.077** -0.76 (.005)* 

Inst ctrl X indivual cult 
  

.032 (?) 

Inst ctrl X egalitar cult 
  

-0.052 (?)* 

Inst ctrl X hierar cult 
  

.026 (?) 

C
o

n
tr

o
l v

ar
ia

b
le

s 

Level of government  .034 Ns Ns 

Area of work -.012 Ns Ns 

Responsibility -.017 Ns Ns 

Rank in government  -.068 Ns Ns 

Age -.033 Ns Ns 

Length of employment -.015 Ns Ns 

Education -.021 Ns Ns 

Gender .034 Ns Ns 

Public Service Motivation .135*** .136 (.004)* .139 (.004)* 

Perceived quality  
of leadership 

.160*** .138 (.005)* 
.137 (.005)* 

Dependent Variable: Zscore(administrational_trust) 

* significant on .005 level 

*** significant on <.001 level 

 

Fourth, among the interaction terms included, the only significant finding suggests that the presence 

of egalitarian culture within an organization is significantly related to institutional control and 

administrative trust; this finding will be assessed more closely using simple slopes analysis. This 

observed relationship seems to be in line with hypothesis H5, which we cannot reject on the basis of 

these findings. The lack of a significant relationship between individualist culture and the control-

trust relation should not come as a surprise. As H4 hypothesised a u-curve relationship, it is to be 

expected that the regression coefficient for this term renders an inconclusive result. We can 
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therefore interpret the absence of a significant relation as initial support for H4. However, it is clear 

that the assessment of this hypothesis warrants further investigation. However, the lack of support 

for H2 does come as a surprise. While H2 projected a positive impact of hierarchical culture on the 

relationship between institutionalised control and administrational trust, the analysis show a non-

significant (albeit positive) relationship. This leads us to reject H2, although we do note that this 

result is not very reliable due to the weak reliability for the measure we used for hierarchical culture. 

Therefore, no conclusions can be drawn from this result.  

Table 5: Model Summary 

 Inferential statistics Change Statistics 

Model R R 
Square 

Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error of the 
Estimate 

R Square 
Change 

F Change df1 df2 Sig. F 
Change 

1 .271 .073 .064 .96749588 .073 7.861 14 1392 .000 

2 .320 .103 .092 .95313416 .029 15.088 3 1389 .000 

3 .325 .106 .093 .95238264 .003 1.731 3 1386 .159 

1. Predictors: (Constant), Zscore(inst_control), Govt_Level, PSM, position, leadership, primary responsibility, 
job category, age, length of service (years), length of service (months), education, gender 

2. Predictors: (Constant), Zscore(inst_control), Govt_Level, PSM, position, leadership, primary responsibility, 
job category, age, length of service (years), length of service (months), education, gender, 
Zscore(hierarchical), Zscore(individualism), Zscore(egalitarian) 

3. Predictors: (Constant), Zscore(inst_control), Govt_Level, PSM, position, leadership, primary responsibility, 
job category, age, length of service (years), length of service (months), education, gender, 
Zscore(hierarchical), Zscore(individualism), Zscore(egalitarian), Interaction_Z_insstrength_hier, 
interaction_zinstcontrol_egal, Interaction_Z_insstrength_indculture 

 

Regarding the significant interaction action term for egalitarian culture and perceived institutional 

control, a simple slopes analysis is needed in order to shed a more precise light on how egalitarian 

culture influences the relationship that exists between institutional control and administrative trust.  

Simple slopes analysis demonstrates that perceptions of a highly egalitarian culture (1 standard 

deviation above the mean) was found to negatively influence the relationship between institutional 

control and administrative trust (β= -.152, p< 0.001). Furthermore, among those who perceived their 

organization as possessing medium levels of administrative egalitarian culture, this perception was 

also found to negatively influence the relationship between institutional control and administrational 

trust (β= -.103, p<0.001).  

 

6. Critical discussion 

While the results presented in this paper are interesting and act to light the path to further research, 

it should be clear that they present only our first attempt and are therefore certainly fit for 

discussion. 
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First, our theoretical framework is limited as we excluded the fatalist culture. Due to a lack of usable 

items in the KCC survey we did not integrate the fatalist administrative culture. However, doing so in 

further research might prove to show interesting results. 

Second, our theoretical framework focused only on a limited area of trust research. The neo-

institutional framework from which we have framed our discussion introduces different logics of 

trust generation that we expect to be present in different cultures, but it doesn’t attempt to fully 

explain the mechanisms by which certain bases generate more trust under some administrative 

cultures than under others. Rather, this paper aims to increase our understanding of the way in 

which different administrative cultures shape relationship between these cultures and these bases, 

specifically by focusing on the effect of one particular base of trust (institutionalised control) under 

different administrative cultures.  

Third, while our theoretical framework of administrational trust emerged from grounded deduction 

based on both recent and seminal literature, the measures and methods we used to test our 

hypotheses are less refined at this stage of the research and require further elaboration. In other 

words, the empirical validity of this research can be criticised on multiple accounts. This is for 

example shown in the measure we used for hierarchist culture, which seemed to be inadequate 

according to our factor analysis– a cronbach’s alpha of only 0.40 means that we did not manage to 

construct a valid measure for hierarchical culture. Therefore, the question to the prevalence and the 

potential impact of this culture on the control-trust relationship remains obfuscated. Another 

obvious measure that requires improvement is our composite variable for administrational trust. 

While our conceptual discussion showed the very contested general or specific nature of trust and its 

dimensions, we use three very general indicators of administrational trust. Although we find 

adequate construct validity, the question is whether the underlying construct we are actually 

measuring relates very much to trust, or a broader generalised “social mood”, as it is sometimes 

argued to (Van de Walle 2004). A more sophisticated indicator of administrational trust would serve 

to improve the validity of our research in the future. 

Fourth, the arguments we have developed and tested in this paper rest to a strong extent on the 

assumption that different institutional cultures are characterised by different amounts of 

institutional trust. However, this relationship is assumed rather than tested, and future research 

should uncover the validity of this assumption in order to provide a better understanding for the way 

in which administrative cultures might support trust through different bases. Nonetheless, as our 

hypotheses are largely supported, we are strengthened in our confidence about its potential validity. 

Fifth, we identified several substantive and operational characteristics of institutions that matter for 

their trust-building capacity. Future research should account for these characteristics when assessing 
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the role of administrative culture to obtain a clearer image. Unfortunately, our data did not allow us 

to control for these variables.  

 

7. Conclusion 

In this paper, we questioned the relationship between institutionalised control and administrational 

trust. Our central argument was that administrative cultures should be taken into account both 

directly and indirectly if one wishes to study interorganisational trust and its relationship to 

institutionalised control. The hypothesised direct effects of administrative culture on 

administrational trust and the hypothesised influence on the substitutive or complementary nature 

of the relation between both concepts were tested using KCC survey data. 

The central hypothesis of our research was partially accepted: our findings have shown that 

administrative culture does indeed moderate the relationship between institutionalised control and 

administrational trust, but conclusive evidence was not found for the other cultures.  H1 was 

therefore partially accepted; our suspicion about the role of organisational culture for the bases of 

trust is roused, warranting the need for further research into this subject. 

The hypotheses about the direct relationships between administrative culture and administrational 

trust (H3 and H6) could not be rejected either. The results of our analysis show that egalitarian 

cultures are indeed positively correlated with administrational trust and hierarchical cultures are 

negatively correlated with administrational trust. However, the most significant direct relationship 

we found was a positive relationship between individualist culture and trust, which we did not 

specify in advance.  

Concerning the moderating role of administrative culture in the relation between institutionalised 

control and administrational trust, the results are less clear. Hypothesis H5, which suggested 

negative moderation of the relationship between institutionalised control and administrational trust 

by egalitarian culture, could not be rejected on the basis for our findings, providing support for our 

claim that administrative culture might be a moderating variable. As illustrated by the simple slopes 

analysis, under more egalitarian cultures, institutionalised controls seem to be less compatible with 

trust than under the other cultures. However, while the moderating role of hierarchical culture was 

in the hypothesised direction, the relationship proved to be empirically insignificant. Because our 

results concerning the hierarchical culture are not very reliable due to low construct validity, further 

investigation of this relationship is warranted.  
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We therefore argue that these first exploratory results indicate that the relative importance of 

different  bases of trust might differ in various public management cultures: while institutions might 

weaken trust under an egalitarian public management culture, we cannot exclude that institutions 

might be a stronger basis for trust under an hierarchical administrative culture. Culture seems to 

moderate the relationship between control and trust by means of its differentiated capacity for the 

creation of institution based trust. This is a form of trust which is generated through trusted 

institutions, which depersonalise the distrust that might exist on the interpersonal level through 

institutionalising it into the regime surrounding the interaction. Administrative cultures that rely 

more on such institutions therefore produce a larger extent of institution-based trust, supporting a 

complementary relationship between institutionalised control and administrational trust, while 

cultures that rest on interpersonal ties to a stronger extent, might see trust development blocked by 

an institutionalised control system that is perceived as too strong. 

 

The exploratory hypotheses presented in this paper tap into our first ideas about the potential 

relation between institutional strength and administrational trust under different administrational 

cultures through the use of latent variables we had at our disposal in the 2012 Korean Civil Service 

Survey (KCSS). Although these data are valuable for an exploratory study, the results from this first 

analysis should be seen as an indication of a potentially interesting avenue of research, rather than a 

final analysis of the impact of administrative culture on the control-trust nexus. The results obtained 

in this study provide a first test for a theoretical framework of control trust, and administrative 

culture, providing valuable contributions to this potentially promising area of research. Further 

research should elaborate on the relation between administrative culture, institutional trust, 

interpersonal trust, and the mechanism of institution-based trust which we have argued to link these 

concepts. In that perspective, this study has established our first ideas about the relation between 

control and trust by framing it in a cultural perspective. This paper brings us closer to asking relevant 

questions about the relation between institutionalised control and administrational trust, as it helps 

us to frame the question of trust in public administration by focusing on how administrative culture 

might impact the effectiveness of different strategies intended to generate administrational trust. 
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9. Annex 

>  9.1. Statistical analysis 

Table 6: Descriptive statistics 

 N Min Max Mean Std. 
Dev. 

Variables 

Institutional control 1407 1.00 9.00 3.7339 .75477 

Hierarchical culture 1407 -2.33 3.00 .4309 .58950 

Individualist culture 1407 1.00 5.00 2.7429 .64175 

Egalitarian culture 1407 1.00 7.00 3.4940 .65527 

Administrative trust 1407 1.00 7.25 3.2935 .62560 

Primary responsibility 1407 1 4 2.92 1.347 

Controls 

Job category 1407 1 11 1.08 .566 

Position 1407 4 9 6.35 1.091 

Age 1407 21 99 45.11 8.873 

Service length in years 1407 0 99 20.77 13.162 

Service length in months 1407 0 99 3.98 6.228 

Education level 1407 1 9 2.78 .885 

Gender  1407 1 2 1.33 .471 

Table 7: Regression coefficients 

 Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

Collinearity 
Statistics 

Model Variables B Std. 
Error 

Beta t Sig Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) -1.154 .485  -
2.380 

.017   

Primary responsibility -.015 .026 -.021 -.581 .561 .530 1.888 

Job category -.030 .046 -.017 -.637 .524 .966 1.035 

Position -.055 .050 -.060 -
1.097 

.273 .223 4.475 

Age -.004 .006 -.032 -.612 .541 .246 4.072 

Length of service (years) -.001 .003 -.015 -.356 .722 .387 2.582 

Length of service (months) .003 .005 .016 .567 .571 .843 1.186 

Education -.024 .030 -.021 -.792 .429 .937 1.068 

Gender .001 .064 .001 .019 .985 .732 1.365 

Govt_Level .000 .000 .034 1.278 .202 .965 1.036 

position -.021 .092 -.009 -.231 .818 .419 2.387 

responsibility .014 .040 .012 .346 .729 .555 1.803 

PSM .215 .046 .135 4.628 .000 .782 1.278 

leadership .259 .045 .160 5.720 .000 .851 1.176 

Zscore(inst_control) -.113 .026 -.113 -
4.304 

.000 .973 1.028 

2 (Constant) -.532 .489  -
1.089 

.276   

Primary responsibility -.019 .026 -.026 -.730 .466 .529 1.891 

Job category -.017 .046 -.010 -.373 .709 .959 1.042 

Position -.062 .049 -.067 -
1.245 

.213 .222 4.504 

Age -.003 .006 -.030 -.583 .560 .245 4.083 

Length of service (years) -.001 .003 -.009 -.228 .820 .387 2.584 

Length of service (months) .003 .004 .020 .713 .476 .842 1.187 

Education -.016 .030 -.014 -.539 .590 .929 1.076 
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Gender .016 .063 .007 .246 .806 .727 1.375 

Govt_Level .001 .000 .045 1.721 .085 .954 1.048 

position .029 .091 .012 .315 .753 .412 2.424 

responsibility .013 .039 .012 .341 .733 .553 1.807 

PSM .136 .048 .086 2.871 .004 .724 1.382 

leadership .138 .049 .085 2.832 .005 .712 1.404 

Zscore(inst_control) -.109 .026 -.109 -
4.210 

.000 .971 1.030 

Zscore(individualism) .122 .028 .122 4.345 .000 .814 1.229 

Zscore(egalitarian) .093 .032 .093 2.932 .003 .646 1.549 

Zscore(hier) -.077 .027 -.077 -
2.855 

.004 .899 1.113 

3 (Constant) -.554 .489  -
1.133 

.257   

Primary responsibility -.020 .026 -.027 -.775 .438 .528 1.893 

Job category -.018 .046 -.010 -.383 .702 .948 1.054 

Position -.059 .050 -.064 -
1.187 

.235 .220 4.543 

Age -.003 .006 -.029 -.559 .576 .245 4.087 

Length of service (years) -.001 .003 -.014 -.337 .736 .384 2.603 

Length of service (months) .003 .004 .019 .692 .489 .842 1.188 

Education -.018 .030 -.016 -.605 .546 .928 1.077 

Gender .023 .063 .011 .368 .713 .724 1.381 

Govt_Level .001 .000 .048 1.854 .064 .948 1.055 

position .026 .092 .011 .288 .774 .410 2.440 

responsibility .013 .039 .012 .339 .735 .553 1.807 

PSM .139 .048 .087 2.917 .004 .722 1.385 

leadership .137 .049 .085 2.807 .005 .709 1.410 

Zscore(inst_control) -.103 .026 -.103 -
3.945 

.000 .949 1.054 

Zscore(individualism) .123 .028 .123 4.345 .000 .805 1.242 

Zscore(egalitarian) .098 .032 .098 3.090 .002 .638 1.569 

Zscore(hier) -.076 .027 -.076 -
2.824 

.005 .898 1.114 

Interaction_Z_insstrength_indculture .031 .027 .032 1.131 .258 .826 1.211 

a. Dependent Variable: Zscore(administrative_trust) 

Table 8: Model Summary 

 Inferential statistics Change Statistics 

Model R R 
Square 

Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error of the 
Estimate 

R Square 
Change 

F Change df1 df2 Sig. F 
Change 

1 .271a .073 .064 .96749588 .073 7.861 14 1392 .000 

2 .320b .103 .092 .95313416 .029 15.088 3 1389 .000 

3 .325c .106 .093 .95238264 .003 1.731 3 1386 .159 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Zscore(inst_control), Govt_Level, PSM, position, leadership, primary responsibility, 
job category, age, length of service (years), length of service (months), education, gender 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Zscore(inst_control), Govt_Level, PSM, position, leadership, primary responsibility, 
job category, age, length of service (years), length of service (months), education, gender, 
Zscore(hierarchical), Zscore(individualism), Zscore(egalitarian) 

c. Predictors: (Constant), Zscore(inst_control), Govt_Level, PSM, position, leadership, primary responsibility, job 
category, age, length of service (years), length of service (months), education, gender, Zscore(hierarchical), 
Zscore(individualism), Zscore(egalitarian), Interaction_Z_insstrength_hier, interaction_zinstcontrol_egal, 
Interaction_Z_insstrength_indculture 
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Table 9: ANOVA analysis 

Model  Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

1 Regression 103.021 14 7.359 7.861 .000a 

Residual 1302.979 1392 .936   

Total 1406.000 1406    

2 Regression 144.142 17 8.479 9.333 .000b 

Residual 1261.858 1389 .908   

Total 1406.000 1406    

3 Regression 148.853 20 7.443 8.205 .000c 

Residual 1257.147 1386 .907   

Total 1406.000 1406    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Zscore(inst_control), Govt_Level, PSM, position, leadership, primary responsibility, 
job category, age, length of service (years), length of service (months), education, gender 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Zscore(inst_control), Govt_Level, PSM, position, leadership, primary responsibility, 
job category, age, length of service (years), length of service (months), education, gender, 
Zscore(hierarchical), Zscore(individualism), Zscore(egalitarian) 

c. Predictors: (Constant), Zscore(inst_control), Govt_Level, PSM, position, leadership, primary responsibility, job 
category, age, length of service (years), length of service (months), education, gender, Zscore(hierarchical), 
Zscore(individualism), Zscore(egalitarian), Interaction_Z_insstrength_hier, interaction_zinstcontrol_egal, 
Interaction_Z_insstrength_indculture 

d. Dependent Variable: Zscore(administrative_trust) 

 
>  9.2. Annex: Survey variables 

 Institutionalised control 

- Q4_1 control from central government(department) - authoritarian means 

- Q4_2 non-authoritarian means 

- Q4_3 financial means 

 Hierarchical culture 

- Q25_1 obeying rules is very important 

- Q25_2 not obeying official rules or proceedings is acceptable in order to complete work ( - ) 

- Q25_5 some rules and proceedings can be neglected if superiors command 

 Individualist culture 

- Q15_1 promotion depends on how well his or her performance is 

- Q15_2 wage is different depending on performance 

- Q15_5 employees get incentives for their high quality service for citizen 

- Q15_6 employees get incentives for their creative and innovative performance 

 Egalitarian culture 

- Q26_2 all of the employees are encouraged to suggest new ideas to improve the organization 

- Q18_4 they let members who impact employees participate in decision making 

- Q18_5 members participate to decide important changes 

 Administrational Trust 

- Q31_1 degree of trust - central government organizations 

- Q31_2 degree of trust - upper level local government 

- Q31_3 other local governments 

- Q31_4 special local governments 

 


