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 E AZKARETARKMERA M GAE, WRARER), REIEXE, i Fhs R
AL 540 R R B KA 25 W AFARS RN, A, BEMRENIEIHER L EE, &
BAFEE AL E TN, BAENBEER—AZKFNLEH, COET 5% TR, ATR.
HRFRRKFGERHTEGHn. BEETEOELRBA RS, Xk RB QA ZE R FE
FlfmA FF 25, AAARNEEABE, TEAL T EURGE—FIRITE % YAl a5 L8R a4 %
BAEARRGHRLAG.

KBEIR  f34E; AL NAEE, BESE; 2R

S B849:C93

fEATAE N — AR RIS, 46T BRI IR0, UL Z u i)k Sk, 1X4f
i AT 1 95 3C “trust” ¥ B T4 5 “trost”, = AL = 13 4 358 20 2 )47 AT KT R R TR el 2600 7 R
MLJCME, S WA T4 R 6 At N RE Dy AN 1) T EEL
o TEVE 5 HAh &2 h, o BN AR AT ) A REWTZH SRR EXHRANGEX—
IR I I A 4 ] A 4 2% 5K 55 95 /R (Simmel), Utk W& d 4T T K & M L AF (Mayer, Davis, &
Ja, AR FERE AT iy B 5 AR BEAT T#FJCR Schoorman, 1995), {HUE H B3 IHBLA — 2 A
A, B ELAER AR A X RN EER R SR 3 B 52 1 E L. Mayer 25 A (1995)1 4140
(Dirks & Ferrin, 2001, 2002; Mayer & Gavin, {E4T 2 LA JET AL N30k 0t 2 18] F ) Jg %o 4
2005). BERA R T iR, — T AR S i 2P AT B &
I R PIELE SRR, SRR R T
YA ‘ \ Y > \
(AR AL BRI U B gy T e RE A AT EY e
. Ny e e DT FRARIE(1999) 5 T ALZU A R AT B 0
(Dirks et al., 2002). {5454 F T4 5 48 R (17 e 4 o o 5 A o [ g
1£ ﬁﬁﬁ r'vﬁi‘E'E 2007) P};Eﬁ%ﬂéﬁﬂt’?%?\ A;:F H ﬁ'ﬁEH@ﬁﬁﬁ:Jﬂ, it'ili'l/,ﬁf/\lj‘lfﬁﬁzmﬂj:ﬁ
VET%: 2 i B (Davis, Sch Mover, & Tan SEETBCET LU T IA M5 AE. 55— St
" H LA, Hc oorman, Vayer, & T, 9¥ % (Spector & Jones, 2004) )3T L 23 4 15 AF- &1 2>
2000), fFAEIE W] Lok i T TR AL, SsmaAl R . . N ST ARIL O3
S, SR A Dirks ot al. 2001), WAl o) FASAE A EASAT P RS, A h 3 5 ol
I DT T ST R R AR M. DL B X
LA TP o, SR T A A )RAT N (Wong, . . .
. N . B ¥s RN AR AT M o AR A B 8] 5 AT
Ngo, & Wong, 2006). {5 1T 72 21 23 1 [ e A 1) il 2 . .
) - N e (interpersonal trust), GIEFHL AN Eg. g
=, B AEAT R AR R mRA, M LLTE 34 9 Bl i 2 (70 5 26 R . AL, Nyhan
SR e e ST T . ARG U 2 28 ’ ) ) ’

- " F1 Marlowe (1997)\2%, ZHZUk b 2 8] (A AFAX
S 878 SN R ESK, T 2% RT N . RPN
FEMPMIREL, ARERATER, HERE g o e — w0 2, D256

HHEFEFMWNIK. Elangovan Fl Shapiro 7E 1998
ELR Y, HANEERSE R L AL EM O Lot

WA H 3 2009-09-17
* EHHRARB ST RAERIA CEWMRER TR

[N Y BRI E (R %R 90924007). k5 OG0 B AR R R R B RS 4T . Costigan,
WIRAEZ . W), E-mail: shik@psych.ac.cn Iter A1 Berman (1998)42 i, —Js 412\ W5 AT
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73N T EAF AR UK PFEAEPIRY, 55 —J7m, fF1E
XA AR 5 R R AR R G AR, [RIEARAT
A8 RS AR R AN ARG PR B 1t Al TR 4
SUEAT I B ARG W LU IR o 2 B
WREE R, MNRHT — AN s AHR NG
ERME . XFE—k, AYNEEFN LA A
brlE EAE S BB ANGFGFEERNRRRFAE
(organization/system trust). AR R WNFIEME
SGEF Frilk— B W, (022 )8 # A T 4H
FNEAE—MEG 2K HETIEFRMT
MR &5 54 o

2 HARNGEERMEILSERE

HINFAEZRRZ A FRE . A F 2R
BRI hsmy, AT Kk 58 Bk, A9y
SAELL g, AN BURS R AN
BN 2N AR A G AR A R )5 L% e 20 20
W15 117K F (Gillespie & Dietz, 2009). 24— Fli {5 E
DK 3% 52 BUBBIR Iy, SR A T 7 HARAR AT 2 B i VP AR
2> % B FUT 1Y 5% W (Dirks, Kim, Cooper, &
Ferrin, 2005; Kim, Ferrin, Cooper, & Dirks, 2004).
o kB, H48 M 115 AT 35 75 (trust violation) 5
AMEFE, FAEXRRBREHIREAT N, Hamd
ZUE B RINE T 1 B A 25 BUA (Aquino,
Tripp, & Bies, 2006). [, 7520 2145 H S g
TENZ A FUEL S ERHARNET. ¥
Wi 2H 2N A5 A 1 ] 3 DRI ) DA 23 ol = A=
gi: MR, ABREZELEHRARE, e
56 D] 33 06 AL 2N AR AR AT A AN A R R 3
2.1 MAEE

A2 2 N EAT A . AR
BACHE SR & AR, BImEFEB AR —
Rt ) 1 EAEAE AR ZE . DTTURT, ABRAS
T ) H S AT A e 08 A HE XU 1 S AT
(McNamara, Stephens, Dall, & Houston, 2009).
B, HEUN B RO R IS AR, I AR B Bk
RS FIAH B AR 4. BBk, AU I 0 5

2 5% W X A A fF AT BT ) (Dunn &
Schweitzer, 2005), 1 & /& # 7% (emotional
attachments) 5% M7 T {5 4T # 7] B8 58 J& & K 145 F
filh A BT T OIG ) R K (Weber, Malhotra, &
Murnighan, 2005).
22 ABREER

WA, NATT S A e 77 B e 4 2 A

AR, SRAERT L E B EAEE. S
L, FEALUh, R Z 6 B AT E A MG B
TR, AT AR YAl iy ab IO BR A, 5 2 i ST K
MR B B 15 AT (Yuki, Maddux, Brewer, &
Takemura, 2005). [& 7 HAALFT AR 19 1E X & 4y,
ML E LS — e I AR, XL 4
AR, ERHARRTEEX SR NET —
S AL AR IE M B . AEIX LS B R B RN A
o, NATTRT R4 DR D % 20 %) 4 fl 155 5 A T 48 i AH
‘H.I8] f) {5 AT £ (Stolle, Soroka, & Johnston, 2008),
TEAS AR AN TP N AL BRI, 5 A4 N 1 5 Ok &R
BV, o BAR AR AR N ey, T R DU A
BEUAAL [ 3L A A (Ruffle & Sosis, 2006). LA, 41
2 L RE O T AR B PR AR IE A, 6 TR IE
THEAAR B 5% (R AT O o 58 22 I B

0 AU A AT O R R A AR KR
A S W A L AT A 5 S B,
SEHR, 2009), g 5 Al AT AT L AR R AL
)45 FE /K “F (Dirks et al., 2002). #f57 & BLAS )
PAMAT Jg— 80 WifE . BB TP
KW LA AR ST A LA
J& ¥ £ [ {5 1F (Korsgaard, Brodt, & Whitener,
2002). A5 A5 S (Dirks et al., 2002). A 445
F(servant leadership)(Joseph & Winston, 2005)#f
503 LIEAEA B I IEAR K.
23 HEAFERE

H U= R A NAE R AEZR
IO — NS B CRYE . 42145/ (Ambrose &
Schminke, 2003). 4123 il & F 20 2R 03K (1) S it i
FE(Korsgaad et al., 2002)#B<s 5214121 1115 1T
IKF o BT R A R S R 2 Ak, AU AR 2
TR R 3 o B AR AR AN A — R Y 324,
T A 20 2k 3 %o ol 5 BRI T T 08 i ) 3531, AR e
T 53 0k R U R 5 A A R B . AHENSC
A0 IF R IR — i LU B 4 ZE i, 48 T {5 & F
ML mEE HAR . AT AR R R ENENE
4 ¥R (Hofstede, Neujen, Ohayv, & Sanders, 1990).
ML CA I AT PSR JeAT], i R A
SRR DL 2 2Rk 53 145 AT /K~ (Schoorman,
Mayer, & Davis, 2007). —J5 [, ZEHI5E R TAERA
NS5, s SRR, %A IE
GEXR, LA THEHLNNGEETRRE, R
Ko S5—J7m, ALY X RS IR . Ui
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TR AL 5 KUK, O FE — B0 AT D R (E ) B
(Mayer et al., 1995). BtAb, ] LLSRAL AL ZL I F
g, RSO A 2 5L

3ERAEEEE

fEAE2 B RFLRE, XL,
FARM R B AW AL . FIERNEIS TR
WAL, EIAFAEAES, WAFEENIRES . X
T AN S48 2 BT AT ZE S8 R0 I AR BN, AR
15 A 1 A A5 5L B B AT (0 E T A B E A A
BN IRZ, S AT W™ A2 R . 4
AF: 75 I 250 B B AR AR JT AT 0 B T E AN
Ty, it B T A5 AT 35 % (Tomlinson, Dineen, &
Lewicki, 2004), KVE. R4, . SEHIEHAT
it 5 BUFE AL 7 B BUY JCVE 0 2 (Paviou & Gefen,
2005), 3X L8 A R R AT 9 B L R0 9 AT
AR R AT IE T K B L (Steinel & De Dreu,
2004) . tLIEAEE T W] Be 2 B kA5 75 R D J7
AEAE D B QWA WA RS2 T RAE TR HIA
ST TR BUE AT T P . 2 G AR 77 R
S R AS [\, w B 3L 4y O AR B A AT T
(integrity-based trust violation)Ffig J) B (5 £ iH 1y
(competence-based trust violation)# A (Kim, Dirks,
Cooper, & Ferrin, 2007; Ferrin, Kim, Cooper, &
Dirks, 2007). A WF5ERY, WAEEEL T4 IF
WA EIERAE, FUR—HR 200F SE 145 5 T LA
1§ {5 11 52 31 75 (Schoorman et al., 2007), [AH,
T8 L8 I 2 AT R AR 35 5 AT 24 T 52 B 45 1N A
A Al BE LB FAEFE I (Kim et al., 2004).

2 AN °F(Stouten, De Cremer, & van
Dijk, 2006), %1547 44 X(Dirks et al, 2002)%5 1R
Z N R 3 AL N AEAL PR, By L
AEAEEBE AR, HA NRBLI B AE LT
PL #¢ & & ) (Bottom, Gibson, Daniels, &
Murnighan, 2002; Schweitzer, Hershey, & Bradlow,
2006). IR, FAAE LB WG BN ITE 1 KTE
(Ferrin et al, 2007; Kim et al., 2004, 2007; Kim,
Dirks, & Cooper, 2009; Tomlinson & Mayer, 2009).
Kim %5 A (2004) I A ET B E S ETEEMEL, 2
5 AT 0 RAT B BB ALK AE AR TS 5 B AIG
AP LT, BRI THEEBEERE
3.1 FREERIKRE

BAEBEE—AWFMEMERE, ExAgED
AT B 0 I 2 B8 3 B 1) S I P, O

AR B T (Kim et al., 2004). 15 1F15 5 [ WV J 2k
5 8 T AT AT 35 18 0 o JE R AR 1) 5 AT T T
%5 o WESCEIRIT T A5 AR08 J5 T e FH 21
B AN [R] Js 3 3 W, £ 45 T8 K (Kim et al., 2004;
Tomlinson et al., 2004). {5IA(Kim et al., 2004).
£ f& O (Tomlinson et al., 2004) . i & ¥
(Schweitzer et al., 2006). & # (Bottom et al.,
2002). MKI%IELE(Josang, Ismail, & Boyd, 2007).
&4 (Nakayachi & Watabe, 2005), 42 %HE
{AT [A] 3 (Ferrin et al., 2007). LA_E i 8] )% £644
RN AT LA 43 o A3k 8] R (verbal) FSE B3 4T 30
(substantive action) B Fi 7Y,

HETEERAEZE, RMETRE—%5E
[ )8 1) DAl 425 AT X E AT M . WSS
S 1 Sk [l R AT A P AR S A A X
PR R R R S B b o T R — R kb 1 A8 3
FRAE VR 7 I 22 7, ) BLGy D P38 1A R 2R i
55 A1 38 A BRT R T R oo P S U R R e R i Ok
58 M B R P, IF IR X & 1
AT MFRIR . AU PR AR T R Fe R A A
o B O E ARG AT T AR 5 4 AT, AR [ A
o Fi H A AT 3 1 1 R I 5 At N B A 85 g L A
HEA R BIMPK, E#E—MAMTTHA
BB AT RIEIE WA FRAT 4 (Kim et al., 2004) .
TN R REFEENHEMEEETRERE, 7
135 B AN FE 038 58 2 WA IR IR 1N, ot 2 2k
158 BF R OO AT 32 B0 IR 00 A 75 22 47 54T,
N T 2 ) 5 T K ) — PP BRI (Ferrin et al.,
2007) AT BLAF S AR N 5 I AP R
AR HEA R RAE T N A ETH T
B F RS F s S R R R, I
Bt T LA MR AN ZYe, REFET
BEAE A QRS I A N3G AT AT R BA )
PR IMEAEE 1R B F AT s s R A
R IX AP A T g AR, (AL H R8T
TAERAS B AR TTAT G 77 B E 9K

WER R HER E T INE Y T AR PR
fift R 145 4115 & (Tomlinson et al., 2004; Ferrin et
al., 2007). — LR LI N 8 FOHEATAE 52 A 4%
(Bottom et al., 2002; Tomlinson et al., 2004), X
FAEEEMNEREHRGEHEKRANT BCEY
FRERS A, 45 8 5 0] F R R, i
Jr AL IR 0 R RIS T 2R A 3 2R R e il o A AL i
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BAT AR, ] ARRARAR A5 5 R A5 & 15 M iE
B PRBE, A kD> 15 A7 8 T IO B AR
FAE M, B ] LME 215 1T . Tomlinson %%
WFSE# (2004) 358 T 7448 57 4F I 535K 5 500 5 A
BEEMEER ., HF50 KN (Bottom et al, 2002),
HMIAHLG, M3 NG S )5 EonT DAY
Ji R I TE 2 B AR AR S R TE SR RS AR, T
A IR B 7R T8 %A R H R AE 3 GG AT A
MEE, S5RGEE RSN, AREEIF
AR A5 LR AT e SR, 90— L85 A
N IE KA 733 T 15 1118 2 (Schweitzer et al., 2006).,
T RAG HEERE AN T B Ord 8, A e
DAFAEE T P AR ST R R, 3R A AT e S 0%
R LA (Kim et al., 2004). XU A,
AN IS B ORAE A BRI T R B R R
FERISGEEH . M, TINS & —F A2
FREBE N, KA HFH NS #, AT
25 M BRI MRBE . Kim 45 A (2007)iE— B 4
HOE K S A S A R, AATTA D 7R T X A ] 28
TG N RAARMETEE RN . %
T8 ) BUEAT BT N e R, 7 6 s
AEEE T NN e EET.

B 113k [0 Y 5 SEBRAT B AH 45 A e A AR
& 5 15 £ (Bottom et al., 2002). H IEH T, K&
H AT RN AF AR S B E SCH D Sk B Y T
INE . Schweitzer %5 (2006) & 3, A A B+ 1
NEEEE, EEKIE R, AIEBRAT X
FEBEEWNBH A Z BN REE LT MN FE
ARG . FAEZ UG, HAE T A5 & Bl ar
J S 7 AR R 48 15 T (Dirks et al., 2005). 41
VAT DL 3 )52 S o) T A R AE U Ak
B4 Uk 53 1 A5 AE4T 24 (Nakayachi & Watabe,
2005), X L85 1k 1K U7 SOOF AN RV T T 3
fFAF, % E T BRI KR . Nakayachi
A Watabe (2005)F5 Hi F RS 51 1 1 A # AL
HAEDTEEEE, (F2& 0 R AT 2 sl
BB SR AT B, TR 4 ) DL R B 3G 0 15 AF 5
EH
3.2 JAEXMEEIE SRR

— LLHF 57 # (Malhotra & Murnighan, 2002;
Kim et al., 2007; Tomlinson & Mayer, 2009)i\ J
AR PR T DAAR RS AT B s BRI L KB .
Malhotra #1 Murnighan (2002)fIHF5E% M, ZH

AV 6T 7 AE A5 A ) Js DR R &5 Ak B R R
A G877, ankg), T ASIE 080 FR 45 i) D D8] (-
)N, BATou LR S 4. Kim 5% A(2007,
2009) th fif A5 AT 8 X R A5 H BB EAT NP
MR KA B2 BIH ) 52w o AR 2% T4
[F] i EH I R e G e B - A B g m, H
AR

ANATHAT AR & 2 B S = 52w, 41
WU BE BRI T, Sk B BUBR R D 46, (HETE%
JE—RIAT A 2 A A ) I A 1 B DR 3 Lk
IF, 0B AT A S e ER B R T U AT
(1~ NR#E(Malle, 2006) o IX I, 38 i 5 7 S0 3 #
135 458 R 22 W AFTE, AT DL | 0 i 5 56 B 05 55 T
B, FEERHE SR, EEAEE RS,
WA RAR FEE AT TR T8 g iy, w]
DATE SRR R B by B 5 e . Rk, — Aot
FOAR, RA 3 AR 7 B AR s b B 21
LA IR AR IF B o) — AW R A, R AR
TR D N TR B A e AR A A N TR S B %
A1 U BT B SR A IX R 7 o A UH B AT RA9R > A
AT B AT O B NS, IX ) TR L
il H 2 #H N L 25 M (Crant & Bateman,
1993). 2R, AMBIHBIEA R R 4 H M8
DRI, ZRAR 3 7 B AR 0 TT BRI DA B A AN il s 3
A # B F) & 5 R B (Schlenker, Pontari, &
Christopher, 2001). Tomlinson %5 A (2004) ¥ 57
NN P SN PSSV i e SR iR
%4, Hodgins 1 Liebeskind (2003)ik 2y, 242k
{538 RHEAEIE Y AR B 2 D3RR, A5 A& AT
BRI KRG T 2 AR PR AU . X ]
A RN TE SN0 38 B oK, SR F PN 30 U DR R PH 4 35 ¢
RN, 5888 A A0 0H B B 2> B 2
NAHEE, T2 SOEA 8 AT .
3.3 EEREERRNENS

T KM EEE R R s, HE R
AE AT AF J7 8 KA 7 (0 ST VAN BRI, AR AR P 0 4
Ml. Gillespie f1 Dietz (2009)¥5 i, fEAEEE KN
E ML AT L2 S AN 5 AT 11 40 - AL 6 (Distrust
Regulation) Fl {% 1T 1] & 7~ #L i (Trustworthiness
Demonstration) P25,

AN AT 1R 2 SR 2 i i 42 1) 5 B 1k ok ok
T O IAF AR 3 10 07 ORI AD 5 A 7 6 R AR
i BIAE AR, T IE B A& B 1 H F5(Gillespie
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et al., 2009). & ZAT &L LN, W
MBS T AR Bl X — MR AT E R
HORIEAE R . IR TRAME I AL F 1) 2 — 5t
SR RAT 7 AT B LA R AT F AT 4 o WA
W, 21X L2 g RE R AR T 351N,
Aety e RO e 2 L 2N {5 T 118 & (Dirks et
al., 2005; Nakayachi et al., 2005), Bl 215 77 I
FEE—E BT B ST A S H M ETE
AT NI RS el

15 AT 1) Ji o AL o) 2 38 3o 27 3 ST X7 AR AR
IE AR RN T Ak e 22 B A A 4. KA
REITERS, KAG T FHEME FIEBAT R E
WK A e, BR. WIESESETN
Rl # R I 45 15 /1 J7 (Lewicki, McAllister, & Bies,
1998; Mayer et al., 1995). iE# . AKHTML. L3
AR T . RIS R SE 7 AR L R
J7 1B A9 45 AT (1) 3R AE TR A 52 2R A% J7 K 38 5 7t IR
FEBREITHRER.

TEHRNFEEEESRE T, XHEFEFEE
A FENL SR AR B OCTE, L RAEH, X LUK 73
TFH) . BARRD AR S AEEREREER
AP, AHRAGXFEHIIF A R LB EEE, Fik,
AR PO R E 1 S b R H =2 Ak
BB 2¥(Kim et al., 2004). Gillespie # Dietz (2009)
BE— 2048 W, ATARTIRSL 1 75 2 H o DL I IE A Rl
BENLNEE, Fik, FEEESRMAZ M7
KALFBEEEFE, MmE S 4 X1 e T
T BEAN (] 2T A% 38 AR S — Bk .

4 KRRMREBE

Bk TA L NGEEE E R REA 2k
WAL, HR LT 2 R S R R A ) R B
B 443 21k £ 22 35 1) K (Schoorman et al.,
2007). fECA KX T ELEZRMR T, ARE
W H S AN AF AR SR o A L 505 40
HLENFEEFER IS, 5—SiaEee
FAERMEAHAR B S5 . X RES 1A
fiff 58 1tk 52 WA TR AF A A5 B AR T LA
R4 wmg—.

Hr, EXEEE SN, EZEN
TN AL 2 2 B O T Ak o B AU
EAEFENLIN G, F NI T B I L 25 (54T fA FE 42
AR E @R, WA, 2009), &l
TRt FEE TN EET I EE, 21

i, 2009; FWE—, 2k, 3T, 2008). PHTE
AT, BB W S A AT T D,
TEAGATAL S SR ME 5T h, SRS A5 A P R Y
FTRZETWRZHKE. HT XIS A
Jo R Bk sz (0 5 vk, DR DL R I B T vk
Z IR AR R, LA ATAE 52 P IR SR
LT W 5T 36 W SC b S WG AT I 7= 4 5 R e 7= 2k
FWi(Yuki et al., 2005), HXWXHETE R
w75 X 5 VR T LI IS R R SR U — 2D 4R 7R

FWISHE AT A2 2 0T 50 5E 2 10 7 1T 4 18 1
MR, 1R S0 B8 2 e e T AR &R G &R
BRI o BT 3 R T IR S50 S S ) 4 1
R BUA R S50 =W 2 R AR RS,
Z 5SS T ¥ B AN, SR R B R
AR AR, & —Fh S i 41 N IR IR N 5 X R,
I 4 R 3% 1) A7 A A4 45 ILAT WF 5T 1 A0S AR S T
FER A S MR B T RE . R G Ak A
) i R i 2 b IR R SHE AT s, (B2 H v
EEA T ZNERMNE TR, AN
TR SCARE PPt B AR 3R . i T4 7 ik
B R RE, A SRBFTUAT LLSE 2 [ ER AN R 2 R &
SHEATAE S B 5w, 1K 1 F T 45 SR e s s ar
M58 A s ik

{5 AT 54 8 B A0 0 BSR4 AT 7 I AT, W]
HREEAGTEERRAS AC LB T
FATEEAT A . EXFEH T, ZEEEETHT
BRI S . RS LS RA Tk
KT AT, HBEEEE DXL, K5
03 R AT 5 # 35 BEAROC = 1) A, S5 RN %%
AR — T 1. BUAWFAR 5 85 Tl
fEATH AN RAT H, W T HADTTRE R W EL B
IR SR, . FE=R, FEES
RAGH W R, FAEPER, WO B4 % . HAEE
FME S Ja, HATH G 80k R4k 4 6,
W 5T ROR 2 BT 200 11 5T+
BE GRS YIGETALL S TGRS, TA%
PEWEIR, 2 o 2

L SRV AF AT B = R R, AN g 2 A0
135 AT v B B 1 KU o 3 T — AN 2k i, A4
WA BE B A E AT, UAREE BGT, A2
TR FH R A AR S B IR (0 R R BE AN
FIF AR, N, KRG TERE
G T EE R I A AN AR K A5 AT 19 7 i 5 AL
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Abstract: Trust in organizations can enhance inter-member communications, strengthen cohesion and
increase work efficiency. However, trust violation and distrust cause the economic, emotional and social
costs increased. Therefore, trust repair has become such an important issue that it is urgent need to solve.
Trust repair is becoming a hot topic of research. Researches indicate that trust in organizations is a
multi-level structure and a variety of variables from individual, interpersonal, and organizational level
influent its establishment and maintenance. A large number of trust repair strategies have been developed
and their effectivenesses vary with situations. It is indicate that to get a clear definition of trust in
organization, perfection of tools and to further study of factors related with trust repair are the trends of
research in this field.
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