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Abstract: Delegation of authority is the manager’s transferral of his/her right of decision-making and
implementation to subordinates. Delegation is widely acknowledged an essential element of effective
management. Although delegation of authority is used as a managerial technique, employees might
perceive it as either social loafing behaviour by their manager or an empowerment method. One of the
purposes of the current study is to determine whether delegation of authority is perceived as a kind of
social loafing behaviour or not. According to some researchers, trust affects how one interprets managers’
behaviours and the motives underlying them. If employees trust their managers, they become more
positive about their managers and may even ignore some of their behaviours. Therefore, the second
purpose of the current study is to investigate the moderating effect of trust on the relationship between
the delegation of authority and subordinates’ perceptions of their managers’ social loafing. Data were
collected from 243 employees working in a company. Hierarchical regression analysis was used to in
order to measure linear and moderator effects. The results revealed that there is no relationship between
the delegation of authority and perceived social loafing. Moreover, it was found that the level of trust in
managers does not moderate this relationship. Interestingly, although it was not hypothesized, further
analysis revealed that trust in manager is negatively related to the manager’s perceived social loafing. The
implications of the study for research and practice are discussed and some suggestions are made for
future research as well as the strengths and limitations of the study.
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1. Introduction

Nowadays, it is becoming a type of obligation for managers to share their authority with their employees
since organisations have gradually changed into a more complex structure. The number of business
segments has increased; competition has accelerated; the value given to human beings within
organisations has become important; and there is an effort, through administrative implementation, to
comply with the necessities of the age. Although the delegation of authority was a method applied by
managers in order to decrease their workload in earlier times, more recently it has been suggested as a
means of motivating employees. Some researchers assert that delegation improves the morale of
employees. For example, if employees know that they will have to answer for decisions, this will improve
the status of their work and provide a motivational factor (Muir, 1995). Moreover, according to some
studies, delegation describes a manager’s empowerment of an employee to take responsibility activities
(Bass, 1990; Wagner, 1994; Konczack, 2000). The understanding of managers and employees about the
delegation of authority is also important. Managers might apply the delegation of authority in order to
improve the skills of their employees concerning work, to enhance their commitment to the work and
organisation, and to make the employees more powerful within the organisation (Yukl and Fu, 1999. On
the other hand, some researchers indicate that the volume of supervisors’ workloads and the importance
of decisions are significant predictors of delegation (Leana, 1986; Leana 1987; Saccardi and Banai, 1994).
Delegation is most likely to be aimed at managers because they consider that much of the increased
workload is within their work. Managers might therefore delegate to enable them to concentrate their
activities on more ‘serious’ matters (Richards et al., 2000). However, managers might use the delegation
of authority as a tool for loafing by offloading their unimportant work. The purpose of the current study
consists of discovering how employees perceive the delegation of authority. According to the social
exchange theory, delegation of authority is regarded as a social reward or an opportunity, in the form of
approval or respect that the manager grants to the subordinate. Whitener et al. (1998) also regarded it as
a type of punishment applied by managers to undermine their work. Based on this theory, we assume that
delegation might be perceived by employees as social loafing.
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Social loafing refers to a decrease in individual effort due to the social presence of other persons (Bacon
et al,, 1998). The literature on social loafing focuses on the reasons for the employees’ social loafing
behaviour. Furthermore, some researchers investigated the effect of employees’ colleagues’ perception of
social loafing behaviour on their loafing behaviour at work (Liden et al., 2004; Piezon and Ferree, 2008;
Hung et al,, 2009). In the current study, we focus on the manager’s perceived social loafing and assume
that delegation might be a predictor of a manager’s social loafing. On the other hand, the interaction
between the manager and the employee is important for delegation of authority. The manager delegates
more authority to the employee he/she trusts and the employee accepts and adopts easily the authority
delegated by the manager he/she trusts. Employees who trust their managers believe that their managers
will protect them and act in good faith in their behaviours. Therefore, trust in the manager is a
determinant in the positive or negative consideration of the manager’s behaviour (Dirks and Ferin, 2001).
In addition, as indicated earlier, much of the research in organisational behaviour appears to position
trust as a variable that has direct effects on the relationship between manager and subordinates. Trust
could, however, operate on the relationship between manager and subordinates indirectly through a
moderating role. While this idea has been relatively unexamined in empirical research, it has been hinted
at in conceptual work (Dirks, 1999). One purpose of the current study is to investigate the relationship
between the delegation of authority and employees’ perceptions of manager’s social loafing. The other
purpose of the current study is to examine the moderating effect of trust in a manager on the relationship
between the delegation of authority and a manager has perceived social loafing. The current study
attempts to contribute. The studies in the literature on delegation mostly examine the predictors and
reasons for delegation of authority. However, so far no study has examined how employees perceive the
delegation of authority. In the current study, we empirically tested whether delegation might be
perceived as a manager’s social loafing. In addition, in examining the moderating role of trust, this
appears to be one of the first studies to empirically test the relationship between delegation of authority
and perceived social loafing. If this role is empirically substantiated, then it offers a different way of
thinking about trust theoretically and using the concept practically.

2. Literature Review

Delegation of authority is defined many ways. Delegation is a process whereby the manager transfers
decision-making authority to a subordinate (Leana, 1987). Yukl (1998) asserts that delegation of
authority is a tool of organisational effectiveness that involves the assigning of important tasks to
subordinates and giving them authority related to decisions if it is firstly approved by the managers, or
even without any approval. Delegation of authority is used as a method of participative decision-making
(Hodgetts, 1997). However, some emphasises it as distinctly different (Leana, 1986). Although
participative management entails the manager-subordinate collaboration in the decision-making process,
delegation of authority refers to decisions that the manager allows subordinates to make on their own. In
this regard, participation emphasises equality and conformity while delegation encourages achievement
and individualism (Strauss, 1963). The movement of human relations, which emphasises the motivation
of the employees in the organisation, focuses on delegation of authority in order to motivate the
employees and establish a more harmonised workplace. In the studies focusing on the needs and
motivations of the employees during the 1940s and 50s, authors such as McGregor, Likert and Argyris
argued that decisions should be taken not by the managers but with the participation of employees and
the authority of decision-making should be shared among the members of an organisation (Onaran,
1974). With the initiation of the concept of job enrichment in the 1960s, the industrial democracy concept
in the 1970s and with the development of the idea of teaming up of employees, the emphasis on internal
customer satisfaction, establishing non-hierarchical organisations and delegating authority and
responsibility to employees with total quality management in the 1980s, the concept of empowerment
emerged (Whetten et al, 1996). With the emergence of the concept of empowerment, the idea that
employees should be the authorisation holders came to prominence. Some researcher has defined
empowerment as the ‘behaviour of a supervisor’ who empowers his/her subordinates (Lee and Koh,
2001). On the other hand, the discussions relating to the empowerment concept led to a revision of the
concept and how the implementations regarding empowerment were perceived by employees gained
importance (Conger and Kanungo, 1988; Spreitzer, 1995). For example, Conger and Kanungo (1988)
criticized the literature which described empowerment as authority delegation (Lee and Koh, 2001) and
investigated the answers to questions such as “Are subordinates automatically empowered when
authority is shared?” According to Conger and Kanungo (1998), if individuals feel the power, the need for
power will be met. In the current study, we also examine how the delegation of authority is perceived by
the employees.
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A review of the literature indicates that delegation has received wide attention in management practices,
but this attention is limited to non-empirical studies and books. Generally, empirical studies follow up
two basic lines, which are the predictors and results of the delegation of authority. First, the predictors of
delegation of authority are composed of studies performed in order to determine to whom the managers
delegate more authority. The results of these studies show that the managers delegate more authority to
the employees who are capable, trustworthy, responsible (Leana, 1987; Dewhirst et al.,, 1987; Saccardi
and Banai, 1994) and have worked longer for their managers (Yukl and Fu, 1999). On the other hand,
Leana (1987) concluded that managers delegate more authority to their employees when they are under
a greater workload and they need additional support and the organisational decisions are unimportant.
These results show that managerial use of delegation is inversely related to the organisational
importance of the decisions involved. For example, if managers do not delegated important work to their
employees, they may be perceive their work as trivial and thus may resist delegation. The second line of
research has focused on the consequences of the delegation of authority. Several researchers have
pointed out the potential benefits of delegation to the subordinates. Positive outcomes such as
subordinate performance, job satisfaction, innovative behaviour, task performance, affective
commitment, perceived insider status, organisation-based self-esteem and organisational citizenship
(Leana, 1986; Schriesheim et al., 1998; Chen and Aryee, 2007; Ansari et al.,, 2007; Ansari et al., 2009) have
been found to strongly relate to delegation. This is the reason why researchers have strongly advocated
the use of more delegation in the organisation. Subordinates desire delegation because they feel that they
have more control over their work and have increased feelings of self-efficacy (Ansari et al., 2009).
Furthermore, if work is distributed equitably and according to skills and experience among the
employees, the delegation of authority appears to be a more acceptable tool (Jha, 2004; Weshah, 2012).
Jha (2004) suggested that high job characteristics lead to effective delegation. Because of this study, if
employees perceive a job is highly motivating, tasks can be easily delegated to them. On the other hand,
not all subordinates desire so much autonomy. Some researchers have found that excessive delegation of
authority has a negative impact on subordinate performance and job satisfaction (Webber et al.,, 1985).
Therefore, delegation of authority might be an administrative tool of the managers to motivate their
employees, to enhance self-competence, as well as being a tool for the managers to loaf at work. For
example, Bass (1990) asserts that transformational leaders may use delegation of authority to develop
their subordinates. However, a laissez-faire leader may delegate to avoid blame for possible failure. Weiss
(1993) pointed out that authority is delegated as the employees perform the tasks well; however, this
situation can be perceived as a greater workload and even as a method of punishment that the managers
have the employees perform the tasks belonging to them.

According to Nelson (2004) managers might delegate their authority when they feel that their
qualifications do not meet their task requirements. On the other hand, he also asserts that managers
might prefer not to delegate their authority because of the increased power that the subordinates might
have after delegation. Such a situation creates an unfavorable perception of employees towards
delegation. Therefore, employees might consider their manager’s delegation of their authority as an off-
loading behaviour instead of a motivator. Based on these assumptions, we assume that the employees
might also consider that their managers loaf at work. While the studies in the literature mostly focused on
the positive and negative results of the delegation of authority, no study has examined how the employees
perceive delegation of authority yet. The employees might perceive delegation of authority by the
manager as a positive attempt, as well as it might be perceived as loafing by the manager (Nelson, 2004;
Weiss, 1993), and such a perception might affect the behaviour and attitudes of the employees negatively.
In the current study, we assume that the employees might perceive delegation of authority as a form of
social loafing behaviour by the manager. Social loafing is defined as the tendency for individuals to
expend less motivation and efforts when working collectively than when working individually (Karau and
Williams, 1997). Latane et al. (1979) pointed out that social loafing is a type of social disease, having
negative consequences for individuals, social institutions and societies. During the research on the
literature relating to social loafing, it was seen that social loafing literature is limited, with laboratory
experimental studies mostly in social psychology (Williams et al., 1981; Kerr and Brunn, 1983; Zaccaro,
1984; Jackson and Williams, 1985). The studies carried out within the organisational behaviour are
mostly composed of research to determine the reasons for employees’ social loafing. Despite there being
a variety of reasons for social loafing, there is a consensus on the reasons behind social loafing, which is
based on motivation theories (George, 1992; Kidwell and Bennet, 1993, Liden et al, 2004). While
expectancy-value theory is generally used to explain social loafing (Karau and Williams, 1993), there is no
motivation theory, which identifies social loafing completely (Knoke, 1988). Expectancy-value theory
suggests that individuals are only willing to work hard on a collective task to the degree that they expect
their individual efforts to be instrumental in obtaining outcomes that they will personally value. For
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example, when the outcomes tied to the collective situation or the group's performance are not perceived
as important, relevant, or meaningful, individuals are unlikely to work hard (Karau and Williams, 1997).

Studies discussing the reasons that lead to social loafing emphasise the importance of the task and its
perceived meaningfulness. Some studies suggest that high levels of task meaningfulness or importance
might eliminate loafing (Karau and Williams, 1993; Williams and Karau, 1997; Liden et al., 2004).
Consistent with the literature about delegation, we assert that if a task, which is given by delegation, is
also seen as meaningless or unimportant by the employee, it might be perceived as a manager’s social
loafing behaviour. The studies in the literature relating to perceived social loafing mostly examine the
perception of an employee regarding the social loafing of his/her colleagues and the impact of this
perception on the social loafing of the individual. While some studies (Jackson and Harkins, 1985; Piezon
and Ferree, 2008) suggested that the perceived loafing has a positive aspect associated with loafing of the
individual, other studies (Liden et al.,, 2004) revealed that there is a negative effect. However, no study
has yet examined the factors, which affect the perception of social loafing. In surveying the relevant
literature about the delegation of authority, some researchers (Bass, 1990; Weiss, 1993; Nelson, 2004)
assert that managers might use delegation as a social loafing tool, but this assumption is not tested
empirically. In the current study, we assume that delegation of authority might be a predictor for
perceived loafing and we tested this assumption empirically. Given these theoretical arguments and
research findings, we offer the following hypothesis. Taking these results in the literature into
consideration, it was concluded that whether delegation of authority is a way for a manager to loaf at
work or not should be determined by the employees. In the light of this information, the following
hypothesis was developed:

Hypothesis-1 (H1): There is a positive relationship between delegation of authority and perceived social
loafing.

Trust in the manager is defined as a psychological state comprising a positive expectation that the
manager will show interest in their employees’ needs and will not disappoint them (Mayer et al.,, 1995;
Robinson, 1996; Rousseau et al.,, 1998). Trust in a manager is also described as an interpersonal trust
based on day-to-day interactions between an employee and his or her manager (Stinglhamber et al,,
2006). Trust is closely associated with positive expectations. In interpersonal relations, the basic
expectation relating to trust is that the counter party will act in good faith and perform its tasks efficiently
(Rousseau et al. 1998; Erdem, 2003). For example, if a manager is more trusted, employees are likely to
feel safer and more become positive about their manager (Dirks and Ferin, 2002). In contrast, having a
low level of trust in a manager is likely to be psychologically distressing when the manager has power
over important aspects of one’s job, and this distress is likely to affect one’s attitudes and perceptions
about the workplace and behaviour of the manager (Dirks and Ferin, 2002). Some researchers have
shown that trust in managers is positively related to task performance (Aryee and Chen, 2006; Colquitt et
al,, 2007), job satisfaction (Wech, 2002; Dirks and Ferin, 2002; Mulki et al., 2006) and interactional justice
(Holtz and Harold, 2008), and that it is negatively related to turnover (Mulki et al.,, 2006; Brower et. al,
2009). On the other hand, Huff and Kelly (2003) state that the trust of individuals in their internal group
in collectivist cultures is higher than the trust in external groups. Accordingly, an individual in the
position of subordinate can ignore some of the attitudes and behaviour of his/her manager and even
ignore behaviours of which he/she does not approve on reasonable grounds. Therefore, we assume that
high levels of trust might alter the perceptions of the employee about delegation. A recent study carried
out in China, which is a collectivistic culture (Chan et al., 2008), indicated that a paternalistic leadership
approach is adopted and it is generally accepted that the managers will protect their employees like a
father. In other words, the employees working in a collectivist culture might assume that their managers
will protect them and will be in good faith in their behaviour towards them. Turkey is a collectivistic
culture, too (Hofstede, 1980). In Turkey, the dyadic relationship between a manager and a subordinate
may reflect the influence of collectivism (Pellegrini and Scandura, 2006). Because of these findings, we
also predict that employees working in Turkish organisations will have a perception that the reason for
the delegation of authority cannot be based on a negative cause, such as loafing, because of the high trust
in managers.

Indirect support for this prediction can also be found in the leader-member exchange literature. Several
studies carried out in different cultures based on leader-member exchange theory have suggested that
high-quality leader-member exchange is necessary for effective delegation (Schriesheim et al., 1998;
Bauer and Gren, 1996; Yukl and Fu, 1999; Liden et al,, 2000; Schyns et al., 2005; Pellegrini and Scandura,
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2006; Ansari et al.,, 2007). On the other hand, trust plays an important role in the quality of relationships
that managers have with their employees (Butler, 1991; Ambrose and Schminke, 2003; Hubbel and
Chory-Assad, 2005). Some studies have reported that the quality of the member exchange relationship is
strongly associated with trust in the manager (Schriesheim et al., 1998; Dirks and Ferrin, 2002; Wat and
Shaffer, 2005; Chen et al. 2008) revealed that the delegation-satisfaction relationship has been more
positive for subordinates with high-quality leader-member exchange. The authors interpreted this result
as a fact that high-quality exchange is likely to lead to the delegation of more satisfying tasks and to result
in subordinates interpreting delegation as supportive and developmental. On the contrary, it can be
perceived by the subordinates as their supervisor’s off-loading of trivial, unpleasant or disagreeable tasks
in cases of low-quality leader-member exchange. This result might mean that, when the employees
believe that their managers are reliable, they will probably view their managers as willing to support
them to succeed in their task. For example, some researchers suggested that trust in the manager is
positively associated with psychological empowerment perceptions (Ergeneli et al, 2007; Barton and
Barton, 2011). On the other hand, when employees believe that their managers are not trustworthy, they
are more likely to feel that they will not support them if they need it. In the current study, we assume that,
if the employees trust his/her managers highly, he/she accepts the delegation of authority as
empowering behaviour rather than loafing. However, under low trust, it may be viewed as social loafing
behavior. Consistent with these studies and interpretations, one might assume that the trust in one’s
manager has a moderating effect on the relationship between the delegation of authority and the
perceived social loafing of the manager. In other words, delegation of authority is used by the manager as
a tool for social loafing in cases of lower trust in managers. Considering this assumption, the second
hypothesis of the study is as follows:

Hypothesis-2 (H-2): The trust in a manager will moderate the relationship between the delegation of
authority and the manager has perceived social loafing such that delegation of authority relationships will
be positively associated with the manager’s perceived social loafing for high trust in the manager and
negatively associated with the manager is perceived social loafing for low trust in the manager.

3. Methodology

Sample: As the relationship between delegation of authority and the manager is perceived social loafing
is examined in the current study, an organisational structure was taken into consideration in which the
employees can observe the social loafing behaviour of their managers. In this respect, data were collected
in a public organisation, which performed as a group in Ankara, Turkey. There are 25 different project
groups within the organisation and a head for each project group. It can be said that hierarchical
structure is at a low level; 300 are working for the project and the number of members in the teams are
equal. The employees participating in the current study were 53 % male and 47 % female. Most of the
respondents (55%) had a graduate degree. Most of the participants (55 %) that participated in the study
had work experience of more than 15 years. The majority of the employees (56%) were in the range of 40
to 49 years. The length of working time of most respondents with their current managers (40 %) was for
more than 15 years.

Data Collection Procedure: Data for the current study were collected through a questionnaire from
employees. The questionnaire forms were distributed to the 300 people in the list of employees in the
project department, having been obtained from the director of Personnel and Training of the relevant
organisation, through face-to-face meetings within three months. In order to protect the confidentiality of
the respondents, completed questionnaires were returned directly to the researchers in sealed envelopes.
248 questionnaire forms were returned; however, 5 forms, which had not been filled in properly, were
excluded from evaluations. Thus, we received usable questionnaires from 243 employees. The return rate
of the questionnaires was 81%.

Measures: Data were obtained from employees. The questionnaires included delegation of authority,
perceived manager’s social loafing and trust in manager scales. Participants were directed to answer the
questions based on their current managers. In the final part of the survey, respondents were asked to
provide general demographic and background information. Respondents were asked to indicate their
gender, age, educational level, years of work experience, length of their working relationship with their
supervisors. Delegation of Authority: We used the scale of Schriesheim et al. (1998) which is based on two
three-item scales developed and validated by Schriesheim and Neider (1988) to measure perceived
delegation. The scale contains six items to assess delegation of authority. Evidence regarding the
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reliability and validity of the scale was found for research studies conducted in the USA and China
(Schriesheim et al., 1998; Chen and Aryee, 2007). A Likert scale enabled the respondents to evaluate each
item by providing five alternatives, scoring from 1 (none of the time) to 5 (always). The higher scores
indicate high levels of perceived delegation of authority. Perceived social loafing: We used a-thirteen item
scale developed by Ulke (2006) to measure social loafing. The scale developed by Ulke (2006) is
composed of a total of 13 articles together with 4 items developed in addition to 9 items of the 10 items
scale developed by George (1992) for the managers to evaluate the social loafing behaviour of their
employees. This scale was developed to measure perceived social loafing by colleagues of an employee. In
this study, it was used for the evaluation of the managers’ perceived social loafing by the employees.
Therefore, items were adapted to allow the employees to evaluate their managers. Responses were
recorded so that high values indicate high levels of perceived social loafing. The scale of perceived loafing
was applied with a considerable reliability and validity in the studies of Ulke (2006) and Ilgin (2010).
Trust in the manager: We used a five item Dyadic Trust Scale developed by Larzelere and Huston (1980)
to measure trust. This scale was developed to measure the trust in interpersonal close relationships.
Therefore, items were changed so that they refer to the manager rather than a partner. Responses ranged
from “Strongly disagree” (1) to “Strongly agree” (5). Responses were recorded so that high values
indicated high levels of trust. Demographic variables: The questionnaire included respondents’ gender,
age marital status, years of work experience and working time with the manager of employees as
demographic variables.

In order to determine the reliability of the scales used in this study, Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient was
used. For the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient, the value of 0.70 recommended by Nunnally (1978) was taken
into consideration. On the other hand, total correlation of the items is based on calculation of the
correlations between the relevant item given and the whole. It is understood that, if total correlation
coefficient is low, the contribution of that question to the whole scale is low. Furthermore, the correlation
between the item and the whole should not be negative and should be higher than 0, 25. Otherwise, it is
suggested to delete such an item from the scale (Akgiil and Cevik, 2003). The Cronbach’s Alpha
coefficients for the scales used in the study are as follows.

e Delegation of authority (Cronbach’s alpha for the scale=0.69)
e Perceived social loafing (Cronbach’s alpha for the scale=0.90)
e Trustin manager (Cronbach’s alpha for the scale=0.92)

Cronbach’s Alpha for the scale of delegation of authority was 0.69. When the Cronbach’s Alpha value was
examined, the total item correlation of the 6t question was very low, and when it was deleted from the
scale, the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient would be very high. Therefore, it should be removed from the
scale. As the Cronbach’s Alpha value for the perceived social loafing scale was 0.90, it can be said that this
scale is a highly reliable scale. However, when total correlation of the corrected article was examined, it
was determined that the item total correlation of the 2nd question was low. As the Cronbach’s Alpha value
for the scale of trust manager was 0.92, it can be said that this scale is a highly reliable scale.

4. Findings

Factor analysis was conducted to obtain proof relating to the structure validity of the scales used in this
study. The method of analysing basic components in the exploratory factor analysis was used to
determine whether the questions in the scales were loaded into their own dimensions or not. The aim of
the analysis of principal components is to obtain maximum variance for each component in the data set
(Hair et al,, 2003). Before application of the exploratory factor analysis, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
test was conducted to detect conformity of sampling size to factoring. The Bartlett sphericity test was
applied to examine the existence of correlation between variables (Hair et al., 2006). In the current study,
KMO’s value was found to be 0.89. As KMO’s value is higher than 0.60, it is an acceptable value
(Tabachnick and Fidel, 2001). As a result of this finding, it was concluded that the sampling size was
suitable for an exploratory factor analysis. As a result of the Bartlett sphericity test, it was concluded that
there were significant relationships between variables (Chi-Square=3260,082, p<0,05), and the data was
suitable for factor analysis. After determining the conformity of dataset to factor analysis, factor analysis
was conducted for variables such as delegation of authority, the manager’s perceived social loafing and
trust in the manager. As a result of this analysis, it was determined that the items measuring these
variables were collected under 3 factors. The items loaded under 3 factors explain the 54.26% of total
variability. When the factor load of an item is low, it shows that the item is not strongly associated with
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the related factor. Tabachnick and Fidel (2001) suggest that factor load explains the variance well when
its value is 0.50. As a result of the factor analysis, it was found that item two in the scale of perceived
social loafing and item six in the scale of delegation of authority were less loaded to their own factors. In
the light of the results obtained in validity and reliability analysis made upon all variables in the study, it
was decided to delete item 6 in the scale of delegation of authority and item 2 in the scale of the
manager’s social loafing from the analysis. When these items were deleted and analysis of principal
components was conducted again, an interpretable structure of components was obtained. As can be seen
in Table 1, the factor loads in Table 1 are the loads rotated by means of varimax method. The objective of
the rotation is to reach a theoretically more meaningful and, if possible, simpler factor structure. The
varimax method has proved successful as an analytic approach to obtaining an orthogonal rotation of
factors. Another reason for using orthogonal factor rotation is that the analytic methods of oblique
rotation methods have not been developed completely and contain some contradictions (Hair et al., 2006,
p. 126).

Table 1: Principal Components Analysis Factor Loads Matrix

Delegation Perceived Trust in

of Authority Social Loafing Manager

1 2 4
Delegation of Authority 4 ,86 -18 -,04
Delegation of Authority 5 ,83 -13 -,00
Delegation of Authority 2 ,70 11 ,20
Delegation of Authority 3 ,64 -, 14 ,05
Delegation of Authority 1 ,60 ,12 ,30
P. Social Loafing 10 -,04 ,80 -,06
P. Social Loafing 6 -,00 ,79 -,09
P. Social Loafing 7 ,20 ,79 -13
P. Social Loafing 9 ,05 74 -,05
P. Social Loafing 11 ,30 ,73 -02
P. Social Loafing 12 -,07 72 ,06
P. Social Loafing 8 -,07 ,68 -,04
P. Social Loafing 4 ,02 ,65 ,01
P. Social Loafing 5 ,05 ,63 ,05
P. Social Loafing 1 -13 ,57 ,13
P. Social Loafing 13 -,04 ,56 -18
P. Social Loafing 3 ,05 ,52 -,04
Trust in Manager 3 ,14 -,29 ,88
Trust in Manager 4 ,08 -,28 ,86
Trust in Manager 2 ,11 -31 ,86
Trust in Manager 5 21 -,29 ,84
Trust in Manager 1 ,05 -,43 ,62

As a result of reliability and factor analysis, mean and standard deviation values and reliability
coefficients were obtained for each variable after the items, which would not be used in the hypothesis
analysis, were deleted. These values are reported in Table 2. The hypothesis of the research is associated
with the relations between delegation of authority and the manager has perceived social loafing (H1) and
the moderating effect of the trust in the manager on this relation (Hz). The hypotheses concerning main
and moderating effects were tested by conducting hierarchical multiple regression analyses. Baron and
Kenny (1986) define the moderating variable as a quantitative or qualitative variable affecting the
strength and/or direction of the relationship between an independent variable and a dependent variable.
A moderating variable can increase or decrease the strength of relationship between dependent and
independent variables, and sometimes can change the direction thereof. Baron and Kenny (1986) point
out that the moderator hypothesis is supported if the interaction term is significant. Before implementing
hierarchical multiple regression analysis, the procedure recommended by Aiken and West (1991) was
conducted. In the first step, moderating variables and independent variables were centred to eliminate
the possibility of multi-correlation between moderating variables. In the second stage, the interaction
terms were obtained by multiplying the independent variables and the moderating variable.
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Table 2: Means, Standard Deviations and Reliability Coefficients of Variables

Delegation of Authority Perceived Social Loafing  Trust in Manager

Average 2,56 2,36 3,52
Std Deviation 0,05 0,04 0,07
Cronbach Alpha 0,80 0,91 0,92
Coefficients

The following procedure was used to test hypotheses. In the first and second steps, the independent
variable (delegation of authority) and moderator variable (trust in manager) were inserted in the
analysis, respectively. In the third step, the multiplicative interaction term (delegation of authority x trust
in manager) was added. If the moderator hypothesis were to be confirmed, the beta weight of the
interaction term would be significant.

Table 3: Results of Hierarchical Regression for Perceived Social Loafing

Variables I. Step II. Step
Delegation of Authority 0,02 0,02
Trust in Manager -0,56 -0,56*
Delegation of Authority x Trust in Manager -0,00

F 53,46 35,39
d.f 2 3

R? 0,30 0,30
AR? 0,30 0,30
Dependent Variable: The Manager’s Perceived Social Loafing

*p<0,01

Table 3 presents the results of the hierarchical regression analyses. As can be seen in the table, the
relationship between the perceived delegation of authority and the manager is perceived social loafing
was not significant ($=0,02, p>0,01). Therefore, hypothesis H1 was rejected. As can be seen in Table 3, the
interaction term in the regression was not statistically significant (B=-0,00, p>0,01). Therefore,
hypothesis H, was rejected. In other words, trust in the manager had no moderator effect on the
relationship between delegation of authority and the perceived social loafing. On the other hand, it was
not hypothesis, another finding of the analysis results showed that there was a direct and negative
(B=-0,56, p<0,01) relationship between trust in the manager and the manager is perceived social loafing.

Discussion: The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between delegation of authority
and the social loafing behaviour of the manager and the moderating effect of trust in the manager in this
relationship. The results revealed that there is no relationship between delegation of authority and the
perception of employees regarding the manager’s social loafing. In other words, the subordinates
participating in the study do not perceive delegation of authority as the manager’s social loafing. There
are a number of possible explanations for this result. First, this result can be explained through
paternalism, which is common in Turkish society (Aycan and Kanungo, 2000). In paternalist societies, the
relationship between seniors and subordinates resembles the relationship between parents and children.
In this relationship, the task of the senior is to protect, orient, guide the subordinate and make decisions
for the benefit of him/her, and to guard him/her like parents (Aycan, 2000). The employees in a
paternalist environment perceive the organisation as a fireside, obey their managers, help their managers
also in tasks not relating to business, and believe that their managers know the best for themselves,
accepting the authority of the manager unconditionally (Erben, 2004). Aycan and Kanungo (2000) in their
study revealed that paternalism promotes participating culture and paternalist managers have a
managerial understanding, which promotes strengthening of the employees. Delegation of authority in a
paternalist society can make the employee feel himself/herself closer to the manager and think that the
manager supports him/her. In such cases, it seems natural that delegation of authority is not perceived as
the manager’s social loafing by the employee. On the other hand, 70% of the participants comprising the
sample of the study were graduates or postgraduates. Previous research in the literature has found that
the managers preferred delegating more authority to those employees whose levels of knowledge and
skill they found high (e.g. Leana, 1986; Dewhirst et al, 1987). In that case, it can be said that the
employees are of the opinion that their managers delegate authority to them as they find them
competent, and therefore the delegation of authority is a reward or a positive feedback granted to them
due to their successes, rather than social loafing on the part of the manager. Another possible explanation
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relates to the importance or meaningfulness of the delegated task. For example, some studies reveal that
high levels of task meaningfulness or importance might eliminate loafing (Karau and Williams, 1993;
Williams and Karau, 1997; Liden et al., 2004). Consistent with these findings, if a task, which is given by
delegation, is also seen as meaningful and important by the employees, it might not be perceived as a
manager’s social loafing behaviour.

Furthermore, the study reveals that trust in the manager does not moderate the relationship between
delegation of authority and the manager has perceived social loafing. However, an interesting result
which was not directly tested in the study but that was found in the analysis of the results is the direct
and negative effect of trust in the manager on the manager is perceived social loafing. The negative effect
of trust in the manager on the manager is perceived social loafing can be interpreted by the relatively
collectivist culture of Turkey (Hosftede, 1980). The culture of a country plays an important role in terms
of trust. It is stated that trust develops more easily in collectivist cultures than in individualist cultures
(Fukuyama, 1996; Whitener et al., 1998). On the other hand, collectivism may have a greater tolerance
towards the behaviour of managers and may feel more compelled to maintain relationships despite minor
violations of trust by the manager (Pellegrini and Scandura, 2006). In addition, some researchers assert
that trust by itself does not guarantee trustworthy behaviour and, in fact, may lead to even greater fraud
than if it were absent (McEvily et al., 2003). For example, according to the results of a study carried out by
Yener and Aykol (2010) using an ethnographic research method, the managers can ignore the non-ethical
behaviour of employees who they trust. In addition, Holtz & Harold (2008) suggests that trust in
managers is positively related to interactional justice. If employees trust their managers, they might
perceive their manager’s as being fair. These results are consistent with our findings explains that trust in
the manager may decrease the perceptions of the manager’s social loafing. In terms of instrumentalism, if
trust increases and develops due to the mutual relations between the manager and the employee, the
parties get closer to each other and sometimes-personal relations get in the way of organisational
requirements. In such a case, it can be thought that an employee can ignore the social loafing behaviour of
the manager during their relationship. For example, the results of a study by Schriesheim et al. (1998)
demonstrated that delegation of authority has a minor effect on job satisfaction when leader-member
exchange is low. Therefore, the degree of trust between the manager and the employee is important for
evaluation of the manager’s attitudes and behaviour. In other words, close relations between the manager
and employees can cause the employees not to perceive the loafing of the manager.

5. Conclusion

The findings of the current study suggest that delegation of authority is not perceived by the employees
as the manager’s social loafing behaviour. The factor, which determines the manager is social loafing, is
the trust in the manager. Based on these findings, it can be concluded that trust in the manager is a
significant factor in the job environment that shapes employees’ perceptions of the behaviour of their
managers. The employees regard the manager as loafer at work because of a lack of trust in the manager.
This study contributes to the literature in various ways. First, in the literature of organisational
behaviour, the previous studies relating to social loafing have mostly focused on social loafing among
employees and the perception of an employee relating to social loafing of his/her colleagues. This study
specifically attempted to understand the determinants of the manager is perceived social loafing. The
results have demonstrated that trust in the manager is a determinant of the manager is perceived social
loafing. This study fills a gap in the research on social loafing behaviour by addressing the impact of trust
in the manager. Second, the findings of this study suggest that trust is very important factor for the
interpretation and evaluation of the manager’s behaviour. Third, while it is suggested conceptually in the
literature that delegation of authority can be regarded as the manager’s social loafing behaviour by the
employees, this study empirically demonstrated this proposition.

Practical/Managerial Implications: The findings of the current study have some practical implications
for managers and organisations. Managers should not abstain from delegating authority to employees
who they consider competent. The employee feels empowered if the manager delegates authority and
more willing to take over authority as they feel more empowered. This situation will make it possible for
managers to spend more time in managerial work through the delegation of authority. Additionally, the
employees will contribute to organisational activities through their ideas and suggestions as they feel
more empowered, and therefore the harmony between the employees and the organisation will improve.
Furthermore, this study demonstrated that trust in the manager has an important impact on employees’
evaluations of their managers’ behaviour. Previous researchers have emphasised that trust in managers,
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especially is more important than the trust in colleagues and organisation (Dirks and Ferrin, 2002).
Therefore, organizations should also conduct activities that build, develop and sustain trust in managers.
This trust in managers will enable employees to contribute more to organisational effectiveness. Effective
managers need to gain the trust of their employees. Whitener et al. (1998) argued that the manager
should be the starter of a trust relationship. Therefore, the manager should look for ways of enhancing
interpersonal trust. Although it may not be possible to have close relationships with every subordinate, it
is possible to establish trust relationships that are more satisfying to employees by influencing the
perceptions of employees through managerial behaviour.

Directions for Future Research: The results of this study suggest several avenues for future research.
This study demonstrated the role that trust plays in managers’ perceived social loafing. Although our
findings provide the first look at this relationship, we did not directly investigate the underlying
processes. We encourage future researchers to investigate explanations for this relationship. Studies may
also investigate the differential impacts of such trust based on close relationships by taking into account
both its beneficial and detrimental effects on organisations. Therefore, further attention should be given
to the measurement of trust in the manager-employee relationship. Scales developed to measure this
trust will have better psychometric properties. In addition, future researchers should examine the other
determinants that are likely to have an impact on manager’s perceived social loafing. For example,
researchers might investigate the impact of paternalist leadership behaviour on the manager’s perceived
social loafing. Another suggestion for further research would be to investigate the relationship between
meaningfulness of the task and the manager has perceived social loafing.

Limitations: The current study has a number of limitations that should be addressed in future research.
The first limitation of this study is that data was collected from only one organisation. For this reason, the
results cannot be generalised. In similar future studies, the employees in different organisations working
nationally and internationally can be included in the study. Repetition of the study in different
organisations and cultures will contribute to the generalisation of study results. On the other hand, this
study is also limited to the project groups in a public organisation. In future studies, the differences
between project groups in public and private sectors can be taken into consideration. The second
limitation of this study is that it is a cross-sectional design. As data is collected within a specific period in
cross-sectional research, causal relations between variables should be interpreted attentively in the
study. In future research, a longitudinal design method in which data is collected within different periods
can eliminate this limitation. The third limitation of this study is that the data was collected from only one
source. It should be noted that data collection from one source may lead to the problem called “common
method variance”. It is suggested to collect the data from both the managers and the subordinates in
order to obtain a more objective measure of the construct (Schriesheim et al, 1998). However, the
variables within the scope of this study depend on the perception of the employees. Therefore, the data
was collected from the employee himself/herself, as a personal perception cannot be observed by another
person.
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