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ABSTRACT 

Trust is considered essential for effective relationships both in the workplace and 

outside the workplace. Unfortunately, there is a paucity of empirical support for how 

interpersonal taist is actually developed between a manager and subordinate. This 

research examines this development by empirically testing antecedents of trust including 

time as an important moderator. In earlier proposed models of tmst. time has either been 

left out entirely or innocently subsumed in other factors. This research also investigates 

the impact of different sources of information that subordinates use in determining the 

trustworthiness of their manager. 

Multiple research methods are used to address the research questions. First, in-

depth interviews with employees were conducted to determine whether the proposed trust 

model includes all of the important factors that influence employees' trust in their 

supervisors. Following this, a scenario study was developed to test a portion of the 

model that deals with the sources of information that subordinates use in assessing a 

manager's trustworthiness. Finally, two samples of employees responded to a 

comprehensive questionnaire that uncovered the factors hypothesized to influence trust in 

their manager. 

The results from these multiple studies produce a surprisingly simple result: the 

trust that an employee has in his/her manager is developed through word-of-mouth or 

reputational information and frequent interaction with the manager. Although a 

moderator model was proposed and tested, the results, nevertheless, suggest that a more 

parsimonious model is possible. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTERPERSONAL TRUST 

"Anxiety in human life is what squeaking and grinding are in machinery that is 
not oiled. In life, trust is the oil. " -Henry Ward Beecher 

Interpersonal tnist within any organization is important to that organization's 

effectiveness due to the coordination benefits achieved through interpersonal cooperation 

(McAllister, 1995). Blau (1964) asserted that tnist is an essential ingredient for any 

stable social relationship. If Blau's pronouncement is true, then the social relationships 

prevalent in organizations must be maintained such that they are stable and can function 

effectively. One of the most obvious relationships in an organization is that of manager 

and subordinate, for it is the manager and the subordinate that are at the heart of the 

organization's workings. As such, that organization relies on the cooperation that is 

manifest through the relationship of these two parties—the employee and the manager. 

For the sake of the organization, the relationship between a manager and subordinate 

needs to be somewhat stable to encourage cooperation, organizational commitment, 

attachment, and loyalty. 

Managers occupy special positions within organizations that require them to be 

leaders of subsets of employees. One role of managers is to get employees to cooperate 

with them in such a way that will help the organization achieve its desired goals (cf. 

Mintzberg. 1971). Trust is necessary to sustain this level of effective coordinated action 

between the parties (Thompson, 1967). In addition, managers serve as providers of 

information or communicators to other organizational members. In this role of 
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disseminator, managers act as the medium througli whicii organizational preferences are 

communicated to subordinates (Mintzberg, 1971). Subordinates make decisions based on 

the perceived veracity of their managers' communication. Therefore, it is vitally 

important for managers to be construed as clear communication providers, such that 

organizational objectives are not inhibited by faulty transmission of information. 

For many years, trust has been mentioned as an important element that facilitates 

coordination between two parties. As Hartmann (1932, p. 294) suggested (cited in 

Golembiewski & McConkie. 1975), ".All human relationships...are based upon faith. .\ll 

strength derived from cooperation consists in men's (sic) reliance upon one another." 

Trust manifested between organizational members should, at the least, promote 

organizational efficiency (Arrow. 1974) and. ideally, organizational effectiveness. 

The nature of work in today's highly competitive and volatile economy requires 

that trust be at the forefront of management thought. Now more than ever, trust in the 

workplace is vitally important. A recent sur\'ey conducted by the consulting firm 

•VlasteryVVorks, Inc. suggested that taist plays a key role in the retention of employees. 

Their survey of 500 professionals found that more than 95% of those polled indicated that 

one of the primary motivations for departing a job was due to their inability to develop a 

trusting relationship with their manager (Thompson, 1999). The Great Place To Work 

Institute (authors of the annual "Fortune 100 Best Companies To Work For" survey) 

offers additional support for the importance of trust in the workplace. They contend that 

"what good workplaces have in common are high-quality relationships based on trust 

(Great Place to Work Institute, 1999)." In keeping with this view, they assert that trust 
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translates into greater financial performance through such things as lower turnover and 

retention costs, higher quality products and services, and more innovation. 

The trust climate in many organizations today is poor due to past injustices to 

employees (Famham, 1989). For e.xample. the late 1980s and early 1990s saw an 

increase in downsizing and corporate "rightsizing" that emphasized workforce cutbacks 

and thereby inflated perceptions of injustice toward employees. It was not uncommon for 

cutbacks to be announced overnight, with little advance notice given to e.xisting 

employees. In some cases, longer tenured employees were laid off. then subsequently 

replaced with less-expensive employees. Even "survivors" (employees that were retained 

in downsizing) felt betrayed by their organizations and. in turn, have resorted to a less-

taisting perception of organizational decision-makers (Cascio, 1993). As Cascio, Young. 

and Morris (1997) relate, "the phenomenon of employment downsizing has produced 

fundamental structural changes in our economy and has had painful impacts on the 

American labor force" (p. 1175). With a recent history of downsizing and other 

perceived corporate injustices, tnist in the workplace seems to be an ever-increasing 

imperative for organizational success. 

"Trust is an important lubricant of a social system. It is extremely efficient: it 
saves a lot of trouble to have a fair degree of reliance on other people's word. " 

-Kenneth Arrow. 1974 

Importance of Trust 

Extant research supports the contention that trust is important in the workplace 

(see Kramer, 1999: and Sitkin, Rousseau, Burt. & Camerer. 1998; for reviews). For 

example, it has been suggested that interpersonal trust among a manager and subordinate 
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can enhance coordination and lower administrative costs (McAllister, 1995). Trust is a 

salient element in the relationship between employees and managers and influences 

employees' fairness perceptions regarding performance evaluations performed by their 

managers (Fulk. Brief, & Barr. 1985). Relatedly, trust is associated with increased 

cooperation. Trust among team members produces tacit knowledge—the unspoken, 

implicit knowledge embedded in the interactions among team members contributing to 

superior performance—which is associated with an organization's competitive advantage 

(Jones & George, 1998). Data collected from the restaurant industry suggests that 

employees' trust in the General Manager is significantly related to sales, profits, and 

employee turnover (Davis. Schoorman, Mayer. & Tan, in press). Trust has been 

associated with increased e.xtra-role behavior, or organizational citizenship behavior 

(OCB. e.g.. Konovsky & Pugh, 1994: Organ. 1990; Organ & Ryan. 1995). 

Trust among organizational members facilitates honest organizational 

communication (Bartolome. 1989) as efficiencies are achieved when individuals trust the 

information bearers (O'Reilly & Roberts. 1974) and transaction costs are reduced 

(Cummings & Bromiley. 1996). In addition, trust between individuals speeds decision

making and conserves precious cognitive resources (Uzzi. 1997). 

Even though the evidence seems apparent that taist produces positive effects on 

interpersonal behavior and work performance, some have questioned the validity of 

previous findings (Dirks & Ferrin, 1998). In particular. Dirks and Ferrin (1998) note that 

many of the e.xtant studies fail to provide evidence that trust causes behavior to occur. 

Instead, they offer the possibility that trust acts as a facilitator of performance, not as a 
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cause of pertbrmance. They go further by stating that "trust is an outcome that 

organizational members value, regardless of performance implications" (p. D6). 

Taist in Relationships 

The importance of trust in relationships has been evaluated at a variety of levels. 

For example, trust has been e.xamined between individuals (e.g., Butler, 1991; 

Golembiewski & McConkie, 1975), within organizations (e.g.. Deutsch, 1958; Zand. 

1972), and between organizations (e.g., Granovetter, 1985; Gulati. 1995; Norman & Artz. 

1998). In any of these levels of analysis, trust is proposed to facilitate cooperation 

between the parties. 

It is important to recognize that the trust described herein reters to taist between 

individuals, not trust between an individual and an organization, nor trust between an 

individual and a machine. To say that "1 trust my car to get me to work without breaking 

down" is not the same as declaring "I tnist my boss to make job-related decisions that 

take into account my situation." Trusting a machine is not the same as trusting a 

person...intentionality is a key difference (Deutsch. 1995). 

Identifying the level at which trust is evaluated can reduce the difficulty that 

surrounds the multiple conceptualizations of trust. In an attempt to reduce these 

disparaging viewpoints. Bigley and Pearce (1998) suggest three problem foci for trust 

research: interactions among unfamiliar actors (e.g., Axelrod, 1984), interactions among 

familiar actors (e.g., McAllister, 1995), and the organization of economic transactions 

(e.g., Granovetter, 1985). By identifying the problem focus, they suggest trust research 

can progress by understanding how trust contributes to solving organizational issues in 
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each of the problem areas. This dissertation examines interpersonal trust that is based on 

interactions among employee and manager, and therefore, falls under Bigley and Pearce's 

second category: interactions among familiar actors. 

Gambetta (1988) noted that "scholars tend to mention trust in passing, to allude to 

it as a fundamental ingredient or lubricant, an unavoidable dimension of social 

interaction, only to move on to deal with less intractable matters" (unnumbered 

foreword). Today, trustworthiness is otten discussed in the pop management books as 

one of the most important traits of successful managers (e.g.. Zand, 1997). In addition, 

suggestions are given as to how managers can increase their perceived trustworthiness 

(e.g.. .Vlayer & Davis. 1998; Pascarella. 1993). Managers have also been challenged to 

tmst their employees first as a means to establish a trusting relationship (Whitener. Brodt. 

Korsgaard, & Werner. 1998). 

For years, scholars have mentioned the importance of trust in interpersonal 

relationships, however they have been unable to understand its antecedents or 

consequences. It seems that the reason scholars "move on" to other areas of study is that 

there is some difficulty in studying trust in organizations. One of the difficulties is in the 

definition of trust. Trust has been defined as many different constructs, however. I will 

only offer a few e.xamples: 

1. ".. .one's expectations, assumptions, or beliefs about the likelihood that another's 

future actions will be beneficial, favorable, or at least not detrimental to one's 

interests." (Robinson. 1996) 
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2. . .willingness to rely on an e.xchange partner in whom one has confidence." 

(Moorman, Zaltman, & Deshpande, 1992) 

3. "...the degree of confidence you feel when you think about a relationship." (Rempel 

& Holmes, 1986) 

4. "...tlrm reliance on the integrity, ability, or character of a person or thing." 

(.American Heritage Dictionary. 1992) 

5. . .the degree of confidence the members of a team have in the goodwill of its leader, 

specifically, the e.xtent to which they believe that the leader is honest, sincere, and 

unbiased in taking their positions into account." (Korsgaard, Schweiger, & Sapienza, 

1995) 

6. "...the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on 

the e.xpectation that the other will perform a particular action important to the trustor, 

irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party." (Mayer. Davis, & 

Schoorman. 1995) 

As one can see from the above definitions, trust is not singularly defined, yet it 

appears that it comes from an expectation of others that is grounded in one's belief that 

the other will act on one's behalf (trusting cognition). This trusting cognition results 

from "the other party's expertise, reliability, and intentionality" (Moorman, et al., 1992). 

In addition, it appears that trust is also a behavioral intention that signifies reliance on 

another party (trusting intention) in a risky, vulnerable, uncertain situation (trusting 

condition). In sum, trust can represent people's beliefs about the trustworthiness of others 

and also their willingness to engage in action based on that information (Luhmann, 
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1979). If no perceived risk is present in a given situation, there is no need to discuss the 

trust construct. Risk is a necessary, but not sufficient condition for trust to develop. 

The definition of trust employed in this dissertation is the willingness of a party to 

be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the expectation that the other party 

will perform an action important to the trustor (Mayer, et al., 1995). This definition has 

received much support and attention in recent years. In fact, this definition was the most 

widely cited in a recent review of the trust literature (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer. 

1998). 

In addition to the difficulty of defining trust, organizational researchers have had 

trouble understanding how interpersonal trust is created (and/or dissolved) and for what 

purpose trust serves. Recent work in the trust literature has addressed the latter issue and 

suggested that trust between two parties creates interaction efficiency (e.g.. Gulati, 1995) 

as well as promotes cooperation (e.g.. McAllister. 1995). .'Mthough the consequences of 

trust are particularly interesting phenomena to study, in my dissertation, I plan to address 

a fundamental question that has been called for (e.g.. Holmes. 1991). but still needs to be 

answered—how is tnist developed? In essence, what are the antecedents of trust and how 

are these influenced by an element of time? I first describe a general model of trust 

(Mayer et al.. 1995) that is used as a theoretical foundation for my dissertation and then 

propose ideas of how this model can be developed further. 

Foundations of an Interpersonal Trust Model 

Mayer and colleagues (1995) developed a dyadic model of trust based on three 

factors of trustworthiness that influence the level of trust one person has for another. For 
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sake of simplicity, they identify the one who is trusting as the trustor and the one being 

trusted as the trustee. Their model is shown below: 

Factors of Perceived 
Trustworthiness 

Benevolence •*t Outcomes 

integrity 

Ability 

Trustor's 
Propensity 

Trust 
Risk Taking in 

I Relationship 

Perceived Risk 

FIGURE 1.1. Integrative model of interpersonal trust. 

While their model includes a full cycle of taist. this dissertation e.xclusively 

investigates the antecedents of trust, not the consequences. The model identifies the 

following three key factors that make up a person's trustworthiness: ability, benevolence, 

and integrity. .A.bilitv refers to the group of skills and characteristics that enables a taistee 

to have influence within some specific situation. For e.xample. my friend and I go rock 

climbing; he has been climbing for ten years and really knows what to do in any 

situation. Because of his ability, he is more trustworthy. Benevolence is the belief that 

the trustee is going to operate on behalf of the trustor and do good to the trustor. In the 

rock climbing example. I believe that my friend will try to secure the rope when I slip and 

fall. As McAllister (1995) suggests, these "sentiments of care and concern that connect 

individuals provides a principal foundation" for trust to develop (p. 54). Integrity 

involves the trustor's perception that the trustee adheres to a set of acceptable principles. 

This includes issues of fairness, consistency, and the congruence between what a person 

says and what they actually do. It is important to note here that Mayer and colleagues 
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assert that these three factors of ability, benevolence, and integrity work together (i.e. you 

need all of them to increase your level of trust). 

Also included in the model is a trustor's propensity to trust or a generalized trust 

of others. This propensity to trust moderates a trustor's level of taist for the trustee. This 

makes sense in that some people seem to always trust others, while others seem to rarely 

trust others (e.g.. Rotter. 1967; 1971). Propensity to trust will be used as a control 

variable in this dissertation. 

Mayer and colleagues developed this theoretical model by incorporating existing 

theories of taist into a comprehensive and coherent model. However, they did not 

actually test the model. Recently, particular parts of the model have been tested and 

supported (e.g.. Mayer & Davis. 1999; Mayer & Gavin. 1998; Davis. Schoorman, Mayer. 

& Tan. in press). These studies have supported the independence of the trustworthiness 

antecedents from trust and provided evidence that trust is associated with organizational 

consequences, such as the delegation of risky tasks to employees (Schoorman. Mayer. & 

Davis. 1996a) and increased sales and profitability (Davis, et al.. in press). In addition. 

Mayer & Davis (1998) found that managers can engender trust from their employees by 

using referent and e.xpert influence tactics instead of those based on authority and 

coercion. The only portion of the model that has not received much support is the effect 

of propensity to trust. In general, propensity to trust was not found to be a significant 

antecedent of trust (e.g.. Mayer & Gavin. 1998). 

The comprehensive and parsimonious model proposed by Mayer and colleagues 

has generally received support from other trust researchers (e.g., Fichman, 1997; 
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Whitener. et al., 1998). However, their model could be further extended by considering 

what other factors, outside of that already proposed, influence trust development. I 

e.xplore these factors in the following section. 

Opportunities for Exploration 

One of the ways in which future research can expand upon Mayer and colleagues 

model is by empirically testing common assumptions about trust and exploring new ideas 

related to the antecedents of trust. For e.xample, it is often assumed that "it takes time to 

develop trust." However, this statement has little empirical support. Early theorizing on 

trust suggested that taist was developed over time through repeated exchanges with 

another party (e.g., Blau, 1964). While this makes intuitive sense, we have little 

understanding as to what is meant by the term "time;" does this refer to the length of time 

individuals have known each other or the amount of time the individuals have interacted 

with one another, or both? 

.Another potential antecedent of trust that has yet to be investigated is the effects 

of different sources of information that individuals use to determine the trustworthiness 

of another party. For example, from the annals of social psychology, it is known that 

individuals use different sources of information in the formation of attitudes. In 

particular, it has been established that these varying sources of information have differing 

effects on attitude formation (e.g.. Petty & Wegener. 1998). 

Trust and "Time" 

Past theorizing on the development of trust has commonly reasoned that trust 

between two parties promotes subsequent trust development (e.g., Golembiewski & 



McConkie. 1975; Robinson, 1996; Solomon, 1960). As such, it is expected that trust 

development occurs over time (e.g., Eayrs, 1993; Fulk et al., 1985; Zand, 1972). 

Previous research has either failed to address the effect of time on trust development 

(e.g., Korsgaard, Schvveiger, & Sapienza, 1995) or just mentioned the effect of time as a 

generally accepted rule for trust development without studying specific effects within the 

constraints of a particular time scale. This latter point is strongly criticized by Zaheer, 

.Albert, & Zaheer (1999) who suggest the time scale chosen for research on trust is crucial 

to a complete understanding of how trust develops. Nonetheless, recent longitudinal 

research on teams suggests that trust is not static and instead fluctuates over time 

(Ammeter. 1998). 

Time could have a direct etTect on trust development, or it could affect trust 

development indirectly. These two possibilities are e.xplored below. Before we can 

proceed, it must be understood what is meant by the term "time." 

In any given relationship, the "time of the relationship" could be represented by 

understanding how long individuals have known each other or by understanding how 

much interaction is present in the relationship. For the purposes of this research, I label 

these two "time" variables as the duration of the relationship and the frequency of 

interaction. It is reasonable to think that knowing the value of these two variables for any 

given relational dyad would assist in understanding the nature of the relationship, along a 

temporal dimension. While neither duration nor frequency captures all of the intricacies 

of the time variable in any given relationship, the two combined provide information that 

is usefial. For example, if a dyad has known each other for 5 years, we could expect that 
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this relationship has more information history than a similar dyad with only 2 months of 

commonality. In like manner, a dyad that interacts frequently throughout the course of 

the relationship has more information on which to base future actions than a dyad that 

interacts less frequently. 

"Time" as a Main Effect. Historically, it seems that the "time" component of trust 

has been reduced to a simple query of the amount of time two parties have conducted 

business or interacted. For e.xample. it has been suggested that an employee's trust in 

management grows or declines over a period of several months (Mayer & Davis. 1999). 

In more general terms, trust between two parties is said to develop "over time" (e.g.. 

Swan, Trawick, & Silva. 1985). without concretely defming what is meant by "time". 

It would seem rather unlikely that relationship duration alone could promote trust 

development. It is entirely possible that an individual could have worked for a manager 

for 20 years, but still doesn't trust that manager. Simply because an individual has 

worked with a manager for a long or short duration does not necessarily implicate that 

they have or do not have trust in that manager. 

It is more probable that as two individuals interact on a more frequent basis, they 

will have more information on which to base future interaction. As trust involves a 

willingness to be vulnerable to the actions of another ("trusting intention"), the 

information that individuals have at their disposal will likely influence the amount of 

trust they have in the other individual. In a similar vein, it has been said that "familiarity 

between organizations through prior alliances does indeed breed trust" (Gulati, 1995. p. 

105). It could be implied from Gulati's statement and from his research that frequency of 
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interaction with an alliance partner promotes trust, regardless of the length of time that 

the partners have known each other. It has also been suggested that frequency of 

interaction promotes affect-based (or emotionally-based) trust development (McAllister, 

1995). 

If the work environment is envisioned as a relational laboratory for both employee 

and manager, each interaction could be considered a "test tube" for trust development, 

and the more frequent their interaction, the more opportunities rise to develop trust 

between the parties. Contrary to this reasoning, research conducted by Guldner and 

Swensen (1995) suggests that frequency of interaction (or "time spent together") does not 

influence taist between dating partners. Although their findings are surprising, 1 think it 

is worthwhile to recognize that they are studying dating relationships among college 

students and not a job relationship. In a dating relationship, it is probable that both 

parties are free to leave at any time, while in a work relationship, the employee is more 

restricted in his/her ability to leave the manager-employee dyad. 

Handy (1995) suggests that in the "virtual age" of organizing, where 

organizational members interact over media, trust is necessary to facilitate cooperation. 

In addition, he also notes that "the more virtual the organization, the more its people need 

to meet in person" (p. 45). The term "vinual" refers to the situation in which an 

employee conducts business and completes work over electronic media, instead of more 

traditional means (e.g.. in office). Coupled with frequent interaction is the e.xpectation of 

physical or face-to-face interaction. This physical interaction is an important component 

of trust development. As Hallowell (1998) relates: 
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Nature also equips us with hormones that promote trust and bonding: oxytocin 
and vasopressin. Most abundant in nursing mothers, these hormones are always 
present to some degree in all of us, but they rise when we feel empathy for 
another person—in particular when we are meeting with someone face-to-face. It 
has been shown that these bonding hormones are at suppressed levels when 
people are physically separate... (p. 64) 

It is expected that more frequent interaction will be associated with higher levels 

of trust. However it could be argued that for trust to develop it takes both duration and 

frequency together. For example, Lewicki and Bunker (1995) suggest that individuals 

accumulate trust-relevant knowledge through experience. This suggests that the 

"experience" variable is comprised of both duration and frequency. In that, more 

frequent interaction across some duration of the relationship encourages trust. So. it 

would not be probable that a dyad that has known each other for a great amount of time 

would have taist simply due to their relationship duration. Instead, trust would result 

from both the amount of time they have known each other and the frequency of their 

dyadic interaction. Support for the necessity of both frequent interaction and relationship 

duration is provided in Burt & Knez (1996) study of network structure among senior 

managers of a large high-tech tlrm. Their results suggest that the probability of trust 

increased when individuals interacted more frequently with the other dyadic member. In 

addition, there was a greater probability of trust when the members had known each other 

for a longer amount of time. It has been suggested elsewhere that "trust., .is a product of 

ongoing interaction and discussion" between the parties (Powell. 1996. p. 63). For these 

reasons, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

Hypothesis I: An employee's trust in his/her manager will be determined both by 

the frequency of interaction and the duration of the relationship. 
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The direction of causality purported in the hypothesis above may be an 

oversimplification of the relationship between time and trust. Individuals are likely to 

stay with and interact with a manager they trust. In this way, trust and time are probably 

cyclically interrelated. 

"Time" as a .Vloderator. .^.mmeter (1998) suggests that throughout the duration of 

a work relationship, taist can be developed through various factors. In their model. 

Mayer, et al. (1995) propose that any trustor's level of trust in the trustee can be 

determined in some part by a combination of the factors of trustworthiness, such that one 

factor does not necessarily account for all of the trustworthiness of a trustee. It has been 

proposed that the foundations of trust change as a relationship develops (see Holmes. 

1991). This suggests the possibility that overall trust is potentially influenced by various 

weightings of the factors (cf Mayer & Davis. 1999). In other trust research, it has been 

suggested that "trust is a construct with a number of different elements and these 

elements do not all make equivalent contributions" (Rempel, Holmes. & Zanna. 1985. p. 

109). Trust is also said to evolve with different forms of trust developing over time 

(Lewicki & Bunker. 1996). This idea could be extended to consider what other factors 

could influence the weighting of any one of the hypothesized antecedents on trust at any 

point in the relationship. For example, early in a manager-subordinate relationship the 

factor weightings for the trustworthiness factors could be drastically different than later in 

the relationship. It is probable that over time different factors will have differential 

influences on the level of trust at that time. In the first interaction between manager and 

employee, the employee may pay much attention to the credentials hanging on the wall as 
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one symbol of the ability of the manager. Consider the following example that I 

experienced of how trust can be influenced by different factors at different time points in 

the relationship. 

I recently had to find a veterinarian for my two kittens. Because I have never 

used the services of a veterinarian before, 1 naturally looked around my part of town for a 

few clinics to visit. Upon entering the clinic, I often inquired about the vet's schooling 

and how long the individual had been practicing veterinary medicine. Without knowing 

it. 1 was developing my trust in the provider based on their perceived ability. Over time. I 

would e.xpect that my level of trust would not be so much based on ability, but instead 

would be based on past experiences and evaluations of the benevolence and integrity of 

the provider. 

In this way. it seems likely that the measures of time may act as moderators on the 

perceived characteristics of trustworthiness identified in the Mayer et al. (1995) model. 

The services marketing literature offers additional credence to the proposition that time 

influences taist development. Moorman and colleagues (Moorman et al.. 1992) discuss 

the possibility that different factors influence levels of trust at different time points in the 

service provider-customer relationship. For example, Mayer et al. propose that integrity 

will have a greater effect on trust early in a relationship because data about the trustee's 

benevolence has not yet been obtained. Although alternative viewpoints could be argued 

(e.g.. perceptions of benevolence and integrity are more difficult to ascertain than ability). 

Mayer et al. offer an interesting possibility that the three trustworthiness factors could be 

differentially weighted. Preliminary evidence for the dynamic weighting of factors has 
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been provided by Ammeter (1998) in a study of trust among team members. He found 

that over a short time period the ability factor remained relatively constant in predicting 

trust while benevolence and integrity varied. 

Therefore, it seems reasonable to expect that time (frequency of interaction and/or 

duration of relationship) will influence the factors contributing to trust development. 

-After a history is developed, the individuals know what to e.xpect from each other and 

thus trust is based on less salient, more interpersonal factors (Moorman, Deshpande. & 

Zaltman, 1993). Figure 1.2 is provided to assist in understanding this point: 

Integrity 

- Honesty 

- Consistency in word & deed 

Benevolence 

- Procedural Justice 

- Distributive Justice 

Ability 

Reputation 

Credentials 

. Environmental Cues 

t l  Time tx  

FIGURE 1.2, Hypothesized relationship between time and the antecedents of trust. 

The diagram is intended to illustrate that over time, different factors become more 

important. Of course, this is a simplified explanation, however it does allow one to 

consider how and why some factors become more important as the relationship 

progresses. In the tlrst encounter with a new manager, the employee's level of trust is 

based on their propensity to trust (McKnight. Cummings, & Chervany, 1998). Although 

the diagram may appear to suggest that propensity to trust only influences trust in the tlrst 

interaction, that is not the case. Instead, after the first interaction, propensity to trust is 
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expected to moderate the intluence of the other three factors on tmst in the manager (as 

the original Mayer et al. model would suggest). 

In subsequent interactions after the initial encounter, the ability of the manager 

becomes apparent and trust can be developed from this. The weight applied to the 

perception of the manager's ability here is due to the more concrete and observable 

characteristics of ability. Environmental cues such as diplomas on the wall or awards on 

the desk could assist the employee in determining a manager's ability. Similarly, in 

many industries, managers are given their position as manager because they have 

achieved distinction in their area, presumably based on their ability. Rempel et al. (1985) 

offer some support for this proposition by speculating that trust development occurs in 

stages and that "there is a developmental order involving an initial stage where concern 

with concrete behavior is emphasized" (p. 111). 

In later stages of the relationship, the employee now has a sense of the manager's 

general actions and behaviors and thus trust is more likely based on perceptions of the 

manager's benevolence and integrity. It has been proposed that benevolence is more 

important than the other factors in the long term (Mayer et al.. 1995; Schoorman, et al., 

1996a). In addition, integrity has been proposed as the most important factor influencing 

trust (Schindler & Thomas. 1993). 
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Stage Trust Based On Reasoning 

1® Interaction Propensity to Trust No otiier info, go with gut 
iMawf et Jl.. 1995. McKnjqnt « dl.. 1998) 

Early Stages Ability Little history of interaction, 
lAmiwin. ms] based on objective 
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Later Stages Benevolence History is developed, know 
(•uwr rt Jl,. im. rt Jl., ;9%) (Q expect. Less 
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interpersonal factors. 
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FIGURE 1.3. Differential weighting of trustworthiness factors. 

I propose that the factors influencing trust (ability, benevolence, and integrity) 

will be moderated by the duration of the relationship andVor the frequency of interaction 

the employee has with their manager. Therefore, the addition of time as a moderator to 

the model can be represented by the following: 

Facton of Perceived 

Trustworthiness 
Time 

—I 
Ability 

' Benevolence ! ^ ^ Trust 

1 
Integnty J-' 

FIGURE 1.4, Model of moderator effects of time on factors of trustworthiness. 

The following hypotheses are tested: 

Hypothesis 2a: The effects of each trustworthiness factor on an employee's trust 

in their manager will be moderated by frequency of interaction, such that less frequent 

interaction will be associated with a greater weight of perceived ability on trust. 
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Hypothesis 2b: The effects of each trustworthiness factor on an employee's trust 

in their manager will be moderated by duration of relationship, such that less relationship 

duration will be associated with a greater weight of perceived ability on trust. 

Hypothesis 2c: The effects of each trustworthiness factor on an employee's trust 

in their manager will be moderated by frequency of interaction, such that more frequent 

interaction will be associated with a greater weight of perceived benevolence and 

perceived integrity on trust. 

Hypothesis 2d: The effects of each taistworthiness factor on an employee's trust 

in their manager will be moderated by duration of relationship, such that more 

relationship duration will be associated with a greater weight of perceived benevolence 

and perceived integrity on trust. 

The previous hypotheses have focused on the effects of time on trust. In 

particular, hypotheses have considered how the factors of perceived trustworthiness 

change based on the frequency of interaction or duration of relationship between 

employee and manager. While these hypotheses mainly deal with the causal link 

between trustworthiness antecedents and subsequent trust, additional questions could be 

asked to ascertain how these perceptions of trustwonhiness are derived. For e.xample, 

where do trustors get their information to make trustworthiness judgments? This 

question is explored in the next section. 

Trust and Sources of Information 

As generally explained above, trust theorists (e.g., Mayer et al.. 1995) have 

asserted the importance of the factors of perceived trustworthiness (e.g.. ability. 
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benevolence, integrity) in determining trust between two individuals, [t seems that 

theorists assume that these trustworthiness perceptions are arrived at with data available 

to the trustor, with little regard to where or how this data were generated. Social 

psychologists (e.g.. Petty & Wegener, 1998) have recognized that attitudes and 

perceptions are formed based on data from various sources and these varying sources 

have differential effects on subsequent attitude and perception formation. Marketing 

researchers that are interested in understanding how customers form attitudes related to 

products have recognized the importance of different information sources on subsequent 

product-specific or brand-specific attitudes. For example, customers' attitudes based on 

their personal interaction with a brand in product trials differ from those attitudes that are 

formed as a result of e.xposure to advertising (e.g.. Krishnan & Smith. 1998). In general, 

attitudes stemming from direct e.xperience are more clearly and confidently held (Fazio & 

Zanna, 1978a. 197Sb). 

The trust literature, in general, has failed to e.xplore the effects of different sources 

of information on trust development (for an e.xception see Burt & Knez" work on third-

party gossip). While other social scientists recognize the importance of information 

source effects, the trust literature has not been so fortunate. It is interesting to note that 

some trust researchers have called for research on the sources of infonnation (e.g.. 

McAllister, 1995), but this call has gone unanswered. In this dissertation, I provide a 

perspective on the effects of different information sources on trust development. In 

particular, I investigate the effects of three sources of infonnation—personal experience. 
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personal observation, and word of mouth—on the trustor's perceptions of the trustee's 

ability, benevolence, and integrity. 

The Three Information Sources. In the definition used here, taist is a "willingness 

to be vulnerable" that results from a cognitive process of evaluating the trustworthiness 

of another individual. For a trustor to evaluate a person's trustworthiness, the trustor 

needs information about the trustee on which to base the trusting decision. The trustor 

can gather information primarily through two lenses: the Self-lens, and the Other lens. If 

a tnistor gathers information through the self-lens, the trustor personally observes the 

trustee's actions and tries to make sense of those actions. If the trustor gathers 

information from other individuals' recounting of incidents, the tnistor is using the other 

lens. The other lens is information that is provided from another individual regarding the 

trustee's actions. This distinction in the information source is similar to the distinction 

between direct and indirect e.xperience in the attitude formation literature (e.g., Fazio & 

Zanna, 1981; Petty & Cacioppo, 1981). The subtle difference between these two 

approaches lies in the further specification of the types of information obtained through 

the self-lens. 

The self-lens allows two different types of data to be recorded. The self-lens 

could observe the actions of a trustee in a situation that directly impacts the trustor. In 

contrast, the self-lens could obser\'e the actions of a trustee in a situation that does not 

directly impact the trustor. The first type of self-lens data could be labeled personal 

e.xperience as the behavior of the trustee directly impacts the trustor. For example, a boss 

may lie to an employee and that employee will directly experience that lie. On the other 
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hand, the second type of self-lens data could be labeled personal observation as the 

behavior of the trustee does not directly impact the focal employee. Like the previous 

example, an employee could observe the manager lying to a coworker or customer. This 

action of dishonesty may not directly impact the focal employee, but the data are still 

useful for the focal employee in determining the manager's integrity. Note that both 

types of self-lens information would be characterized as "direct experience" from the 

extant literature on attitude formation (e.g., Fazio & Zanna, 1981), however the 

difference lies in the additional specification of who is impacted by the actions of the 

focal individual. 

The information provided from the Other lens is based on data that are obtained 

from other individuals' recounting of actions exhibited by the trustee. This information 

source is referred to as word-of-mouth information. Keeping with the earlier e.xample of 

dishonesty, the focal employee (as trustor) could be told a story about the manager lying 

to customers a few years ago and that dishonesty affected the firm's market share. 

Again, even though the information was not obtained through the focal employee's 

personal experience with the manager, the information is still useful in determining the 

manager's integrity. 

The three sources of information can be understood by answering two questions. 

First, was the trustee's action originally observed by the trustor (ie.. Self-lens) or by 

another individual who then conveys the information in some form to the trustor (ie.. 

Other lens)? Secondly, did the trustee's action have a direct impact on self or on another 
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individual or group of individuals? The figure below is presented to assist in 

understanding this point. 

Self-lens 

Other Lens 

FIGURE 1.5, The three sources of information developed from the self and other lens. 

The Impact of Information Sources. It is interesting to consider which of the 

three sources would provide the greatest explanatory power in determining perceptions of 

trustworthiness. It could be reasoned that when a trustor directly experiences a trustee's 

action, this will be "felt" the most strongly (e.g.. "affectively charged", from Wu & 

Shaffer. 1987) and have the maximum effect on perceptions of trustworthiness. Much 

like customers interacting with products in a trial situation, this direct experience with the 

trustee should encourage the trustor to have strong attitudes (positive or negative) 

regarding the trustee's actions. .-Xttitudes resulting from direct experience are more 

confidently held (Fazio & Zanna, 1978a, 1978b) and are more predictive of later behavior 

than are attitudes derived from indirect e.xperience (Fazio & Zanna, 1981). 

The literature on attitude formation also mentions the importance of credibility of 

information source (or "ethos" by Aristotle, as cited in Giffin, 1967) in establishing 

attitudes (e.g., Rosenbaum & Levin, 1968) and generating behavioral intentions (e.g., 

Gotlieb, Gwinner, Schlacter, & St. Louis, 1987). A highly credible source is more likely 

Trustee Action Impacts 
Self Other 

Personal 
Experience 

Personal 
Observation 

Word-of-
Mouth 
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to influence attitude formation than a less credible source. If we consider the three 

sources of information on the dimension of credibility, it becomes clear that the 

information gathered through the self-lens could be considered more credible. Data that 

is obtained by an individual should be more credible than an account provided by 

someone else. !n light of this. I would expect that the most credible source is personal 

e.\perience. The employee e.xperienced the situation and therefore is basing subsequent 

trusting intentions on highly credible information. The limitation to this reasoning is that 

individuals could engage in discounting of personal e.xperience if sufficient contrary 

"evidence" is presented. For e.xample. an individual may feel that their boss lies to them 

all the time, but the other employees refer to the boss as a saint. The employees own 

personal e.xperience may be discounted if the employee views the other employees" 

information as credible evidence to the contrary. VVu & Shaffer (1987) suggest that 

initial attitudes formed from direct experience are more resilient to counterattitudinal 

claims, whereas attitudes formed from indirect experience are more susceptible to 

peripheral persuasion cues. Therefore, it is reasoned that an employee's personal 

experiences with a manager will be the strongest predictor of evaluations of the 

manager's trustworthiness. This is due to the notion that even if the employee receives 

contrary information, the individual is more likely to discount that information. 

On the contrary, it could be argued from a social conformity angle that individuals 

gathering information from other individuals about a focal object (in this case, a 

manager) will likely develop their attitude regarding that manager's trustworthiness based 

largely on this other-provided information. Therefore, an employee may "go with the 
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flow" in their evaluation of the manager's trustworthiness if the flow is strong enough to 

encourage conformity. Salancik and Pfeffer (1978) suggest that job-related and people-

related stories that circulate in the office become part of the social fabric of the 

workgroup and thereby create perceptions of reality for the group members. It could then 

be expected that if enough negative (or positive) stories about the manager are circulated 

by word-of-mouth, the momentum generated from these stories would override any 

personal experiences or observations to the contrary. 

These varying perspectives offer an interesting question that needs to be explored: 

Are personal experiences and/or personal observations more powerful than vvord-of-

mouth as predictors of taistworthiness perceptions? This question begs the addition of a 

caveat to its inquiry; the severity of the manager's actions must be controlled for in 

answering this question. For example, if an employee observed the manager stealing 

paper clips from the supply room, this would not be as severe an action as hearing that 

the manager embezzled funds for a previous firm. So. while the two sources of 

information are different (personal observation vs. word-of-mouth) any reported 

perceptions of trustworthiness must also take into account that the severity of the actions 

were also different. 

The following hypothesis relating to the three sources of information is tested: 

Hvpothesis 3: Information generated from the employee's personal e.xperience 

and personal observations will have a greater effect than word-of-mouth information on 

trust in manager. 
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The essence of this hypothesis is to identify how the sources of information 

influence an employee's trust in the manager. The model to be tested is represented in 

the diagram below. 

^xtorz of P^rzeivwJ 
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Source 
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FIGURE 1.6, Model of information source effects on factors of perceived 

trustworthiness. 

Description of the Studies 

This dissertation was designed to uncover and subsequently test the antecedents 

of an employee's trust in their manager. In creating the methodology for the dissertation. 

1 had to determine how I would arrive at this answer in the best possible way. It would 

have been possible to create a lab e.xperiment to test development of trust over a series of 

interactions among two individuals, however something is lost when you relegate trust 

development into a series of laboratory interactions. The laboratory environment does 

not encourage the e.xploration of the social nature of work relationships (e.g.. McAllister. 

1995: Schoorman. Mayer, & Davis. 1996b). Although the laboratory environment has 

been used extensively in trust-based research, there is reason to believe that much of what 

is being observed is the calculative. strategic side of trust development and not the more 

subtle, social side of trust. As Kramer (1996) relates, "in experiments of this sort, few 
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degrees of freedom remain for individuals to express more nuanced or more social modes 

of trust behavior" (p. 239). 

To alleviate concerns raised by Kramer (1996), I used a triangulated approach 

whereby both qualitative and quantitative data were obtained. He stated, "One way to 

reduce these problems is a conjunctive approach that combines sur\'ey and narrative data 

so that the correspondence between qualitative impressions and quantitative results can 

be better triangulated" (Kramer, 1996, p. 239). To ensure that this trust construct had 

both an empirical and conceptual basis, I conducted a series of interviews with 

employees. The interviews were used as a "checks and balances" tor the model of trust 

that would be tested. In addition, the interviews were used to gather critical incidents 

(Flanagan. 1954) regarding trust development and decline. 

•A, scenario-based experiment was developed to test the hypothesized et'fects of the 

three sources of information on trustworthiness perceptions. The scenario allowed for the 

manipulation of positively- and negatively-weighted information from the three sources. 

•A. scenario study is useful for this type of research due to its research precision and 

pseudo-realistic quality. 

Following the interviews and the scenario study, an extensive questionnaire was 

developed. The questionnaire is used to study the effects of time on trust. 

Questionnaires are useful in this research due to the validity of the real-world responses. 

These multiple methods were used collectively to e.xamine trust development among 

employees and managers. 
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CHAPTER 2 

STUDY I: EXPLORATORY QUALITATIVE STUDY 

Introduction 

The purpose of this first study was to elicit information that would be helpful in 

developing the scenario study and questionnaire materials. In addition, the qualitative 

interviews were used as a thick source of trust-relevant information pertaining to the 

research questions. For e.xample. respondents provided trust building and trust damaging 

incidents in a free response format. This allowed for the solidification and e.xpansion of 

the theory. 

Method 

Participants. Interview participants were solicited in a class during a Weekend 

MBA program. Of the 31 volunteers. 25 were successfully interviewed. The remaining 

volunteers were either not reached by phone after five attempts (5 individuals) or were 

married to one of the other respondents (1 individual). This particular individual opted 

not to participate because she felt that she could not provide accurate responses because 

she and her husband had already discussed the project. The participants generally 

worked fulltime (1 works parttime) and had an average tenure with their current 

organization of 8.1 years = 5.9 years). The average time they had worked for their 

manager was 2.1 years = 2.0 years). 

The sample was composed of 18 males and 7 females. The areas of employment 

represented by the sample of participants were diverse, ranging from engineers, contract 

administrators and accountants, to an HR services leader, a medical services director, and 
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a director of a non-profit foundation. As would be expected, there is considerable 

variation in the quality of the manager-employee relationship among the participants. 

Some respondents indicated positive regard for their manager, while other respondents 

indicated the opposite. 

Procedure. Through telephone interviews, employees answered questions about 

their relationship with their manager. Participants responded to open-ended questions 

about their overall trust in their managers and how trust was developed and/or destroyed. 

The interview script primarily used a free response format whereby respondents provided 

recollections of incidents that occurred between themselves and the manager which 

developed (or damaged) their trust in their manager. This type of questionning is similar 

to Flanagan's (1954) Critical Incident Technique. In addition to the critical incident 

questions, respondents indicated their perceptions of their managers' ability, 

benevolence, and integrity. These questions asked the employee to think of behavioral 

examples from their interactions with the manager that would support the employee's 

perception of the manager's ability, benevolence, and integrity. Prior to this, respondents 

revealed the factors they consider when evaluating whether they can trust their manager. 

Respondents also identified on a 10-point scale the degree to which they trust 

their manager. The scale was anchored at l-"very little trust" and 10-"great deal of 

trust". The answer to this question served as a 1-item measure of trust in manager. The 

respondents also indicated the amount of time spent in an average week communicating 

with their manager. This response was used as a measure of interaction frequency. 
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Respondents denoted on a scale of 1 to 10, the extent to which, in general, they are 

trusting of others. Responses were used as a 1-item measure of Propensity to Trust. 

The interviews usually lasted between 10 and 20 minutes, with an average 

interview duration of 14.2 minutes = 5.03). One respondent answered the questions 

in 5 minutes, while another individual took 31 minutes to complete the interview. .A-gain, 

the intention of these interviews was primarily to e.xplore the generalized factors 

promoted in the Mayer et al. (1995) model as well as uncover any additional factors that 

become apparent throughout the semi-structured interviews. The intent of the interview 

study was to make sure that all relevant factors were included in the model before testing 

the model. 

Results and Discussion 

All of the respondents affirmed the importance of trust in a manager. When asked 

to explain why. responses included "1 don't trust him, so I never really say what needs to 

be said...l sugar-coat everything" and "I have to trust her because she has a great 

influence on my career". Another individual replied. "To extend myself, I need to feel 

that I can trust my boss with my efforts." Couched within these statements are the notion 

that an employee's trust or lack of trust in a manager influences future behaviors and 

outcomes. Respondents indicated that trust in a manager allows an employee to operate 

off the information given by the manager to achieve organizational objectives. 

The means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations for the variables of interest 

are provided in Table 2.1. 
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TABLE 2.1, Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations for Qualitative Interview 

Study 

Variable M 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Trust in Manager"* 7.00 2.40 

2. Frequency (min/vvk) 107.68 142.27 .34 

3. Duration (months) 25.65 24.18 .10 -.01 

4. Propensity'' 6.74 1.77 .11 -.14 -.05 

5. Gender (Self)'' 1.28 .46 -.24 .32 .01 -.13 

6. Gender (Manager)'' 1.32 .48 .06 .15 -.08 -.14 .15 

7. Org Tenure (months) 97.12 71.22 .22 .15 .36 -.21 .18 .02 

Note, n = 25 for all items, e.xcept Trust (n = 24). ''lO-point scale. ''Coded as l=male. 

2=female. 
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Trust in manager. Although all of the respondents thought trust in a manager was 

important in the workplace, they did not all actually trust their manager. In fact, when 

asked if they trusted their manager, 60% of the respondents indicated they did and 22% 

indicated they did not. Two respondents were unsure whether they trusted or did not trust 

their manager. One respondent indicated that he "sort of" tni.sted his manager, but it was 

difficult to say either yes or no. The other respondent indicated that she trusted her boss 

in some things, but not in others. To investigate trust at a more precise level, employees 

were asked the degree to which they trusted their manager on a 10-point scale. Not 

surprisingly, those employees who indicated they trusted their manager in the simple 

yes/no question also reported higher trust on the 10-point scale (M = 8.53, ̂  = 1.20) 

than those that indicated they didn't trust their manager (M = 4.25. SD = 1.46). 

Therefore, the sample included both employees that tnisted their manager and those that 

did not. 

Subjects identified the single greatest factor infiuencing their trust in their 

manager. .A large number of respondents (40%) indicated that the manager's consistency 

in words and actions was a key determinant of trust. Other respondents indicated that 

open communication (20%). personal interaction (16%), and reciprocal trust (8%) acted 

as key variables in determining trust. 

Although the responses to this question are enlightening, they offer only a 

glimpse into the factors that influence trust development. To get a more detailed view of 

how employees' develop trust in their manager. I asked employees to provide an e.xample 

of how their trust in their manager was developed and an example of how trust was 
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damaged. The responses were content coded by four judges that were blind to the 

purposes of the study. Each judge was instructed to code each answer as either a specific 

or a non-specific answer. A reported managerial action was considered "specitlc" if it 

could be considered a unique incident. If the subject provided a relatively general 

response, the action was coded as non-specitlc. For instance, one subject indicated that 

trust was developed in a specific incident when the manager "fought for my job and 

brought me to Tucson." In contrast, "trust is developed just through our working 

relationship" is an e.xample of a non-specitlc response. All four judges agreed in their 

categorization for 74% (37 out of 50) of the situations. Consensus discussions were used 

to resolve discrepancies in categorization. 

In general, the results suggest that individuals are more likely to generate specific 

e.xamples when asked what damages trust and more likely to report non-specific 

e.xamples when asked what enhances tnist. While this result is interesting, it is perhaps 

not all that surprising given the fact that there is much support for the notion that 

individuals react differently to positively- or negative-framed questions and situations. It 

is interesting to consider whether there are any group effects in the recall of specific 

versus non-specific e.xamples. Do employees who trust their manager have difficulty 

providing specific e.xamples of trust-building behavior than employees that don't trust 

their manager? Table 2.2 displays the frequency of specific and non-specific incidents 

that were provided by both employees that trust and employees that don't trust their 

manager. The sample was split into two groups based on respondents' answers to the 10-

point trust measure. This median split was very similar to the respondents' answers to 
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TABLE 2.2, Frequency of Responses for Enhancing and Damaging Incidents. 

Trust Manager? 

Response No Yes 

Enhancing Incident 

Specific 2 7 

Non-Specific 10 5 

Damaging Incident 

Specific 11 3 

Non-Specific 1 9 
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the self-reported yes/no indicator of trust. Those above the median are indicated in the 

table as trusting of their manager and those below the median are not trusting. The table 

is split into reports of trust-enhancing and trust-damaging incidents. 

A chi square analysis for enhancing incidents indicates that employees that trust 

their manager are more likely to recall specific trust-enhancing incidents than employees 

that don't trust their manager [x' (1. N = 24) = 4.44. g < .05]. In contrast, specific trust 

damaging incidents are more often reported by employees that don't trust their manager 

than employees that do trust ["/." (1 • N = - • 0-97. g < .001 ]. 

It is also useful to consider whether the taistworthiness variables from the Mayer 

et al (1995) model held up in this initial inquiry. .A.11 subjects were asked three summary 

questions to ascertain whether or not the employee felt that the manager: had the ability 

necessary to do the job. demonstrates benevolent actions toward them, and is a person 

with integrity. Perhaps not too surprising, employees that indicated that their manager 

had the ability, were benevolent, and had integrity, also reported the greatest trust in their 

manager. These results should be used cautiously as the low sample size and unequal cell 

sizes limits e.xplanatory power. 

Time and Trust. The effect of the time variables on trust was assessed by 

identifying the frequency of interaction and the duration of the work relationship. The 

respondents indicated the amount of time spent per week interacting with their manager 

(frequency) and the length of time that they have worked for their manager (duration). 

Means (with standard deviations in parentheses) for frequency and duration were 107.68 

minutes (142.27) and 25.65 months (24.18), respectively. A median split was conducted 
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to create high and low frequency groups and high and low duration groups. For the 

effects of time on trust, as predicted, employees that reported more frequent interaction 

(M = 8.19, ̂  = 1.38) also reported greater trust in their manager than those with less 

frequent interaction (M = 5.59, SD = 2.63), t(22) = 3.11, 2 < -01. To the contrary, 

relationship duration does not seem to influence trust as expected. The results indicate 

that employees who have worked for their managers tor a greater amount of time (M = 

7.04, SD = 2.58) do not report higher trust than employees with less relationship duration 

(M = 6.95, SD = 2.25), t(22) = 0.09, ns. Therefore, Hypothesis I is partially supported in 

that frequency of interaction (but not duration of relationship) is related to self-reported 

trust in manager. 

Information Sources Used. One of the purposes for this initial e.xploratory study 

was to uncover what sources of information individuals use to develop perceptions of 

trustworthiness. Respondents were asked to identify where they get information to make 

their judgments. In this free response format, many respondents indicated that they use 

their own personal experiences with the manager (72%), personal observation of how the 

manager interacts with others (60%), and word of mouth accounts of the manager's 

action (52%) as the information sources. No other sources of information were 

mentioned. It is interesting to note that 23 of the 25 participants first mentioned either 

personal experience or personal observation before mentioning word of mouth 

information. From this very cursory look at the three sources of information, it could be 

expected that personal experience and personal observation would be more predictive of 
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trust than information gained through word of mouth means. This hypothesis will be 

tested in Study 2. 

Limitations. Although this initial inquiry provided useful and interesting findings, 

it is important to realize some limitations in the methodology. First, the sample was 

diverse, but small. This allows for the possibility that different populations could answer 

the questions differently. The sample was composed largely of engineering professionals 

in large Fonune 500 companies. It could be that the incidents and situations reported 

here are due to the conte.xt of the sample-specific workplaces. Would the same responses 

be provided from employees at less professional jobs? Would a workplace with more 

turnover and less demanding qualifications for employment generate similar responses? 

This brings up the possibility that responses to these types of trust-related questions may 

be dependent on the presence or absence of a task structure in the workplace. Many of 

the respondents in this sample operate in a task-focused structure. Therefore, the results 

may not hold up in less task-focused, more relationship-based structures. This limitation 

offers an interesting inquiry tor future research; does the importance of tnist among 

organizational members vary between task-focused and relationship-based workplaces? 

.A. second limitation is the reliance on self-reported data. Ideally, multiple sources 

of information should be used to understand the relationship that employees have with 

their bosses. However, the intention of this study was not to provide the definitive 

answer to the question of "How is taist developed?" Instead, this study was used to make 

sure that the direction of this dissertation was set on a worthwhile trajectory and to ensure 

that the dissertation included the relevant dimensions of trust development. In addition. 
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the cross-sectional nature of the data limits a precise understanding of the direction of 

causality. It could be argued that trust in a manager might cause more frequent 

interaction to occur. 

Conclusions 

This qualitative study provides a fresh perspective on how trust is developed and 

what factors influence this development. The study was framed in the assumption of 

naivete and e.xploration. Instead of imparting the existing theory of trust onto employees, 

the employees were sought to place themselves on theory and to develop new hypotheses. 

.A. call for more naive theory on trust has been offered (Kramer. 1996). but. it seems, few 

have responded. 

The study offers a glimpse into what factors employees consider when evaluating 

a manager's trustworthiness. More frequent interaction seems to play a role in the 

development of trust, whereas relationship duration does not act as a significant 

explanatory variable. .Although the findings strongly support this assertion, the cross-

sectional design limits the ability to determine the direction of causality. 

The findings also suggest that employees are able to provide mental accounts of 

their manager's actions that influence trust development, or decline. Contrary to what 

some may say. employees are able to report both positive and negative incidents that are 

related to trust development. Prior to the start of this study. I expected that subjects 

would have difficulty in recalling trust-building incidents, but would be more likely to 

recall trust-damaging incidents. However, this study suggests that employees are able to 

keep a record of these events for retrieval should they need to recall them in the future. 
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The interesting caveat to the finding that subjects are able to recall both trust-building and 

trust-damaging incidents is that the specificity of those incidents is dependent upon 

whether the employee trusts or doesn't trust the manager. It appears that trusting 

employees are more likely to remember specific trust-enhancing incidents than 

employees who don't trust their manager. Quite the opposite, employees who do not 

trust their manager can easily recall specific incidents where their trust in their manager 

was damaged. 

The results from this study offer the possibility of understanding trust 

development and decline from a perspective of critical incidents. .Much trust theory rests 

on the assumption that tmst results from a cognitive arithmetic formulation. The Mayer 

et al (1995) model, for example, posits a combinatorial perspective whereby individuals 

blend perceptions of ability, benevolence, and integrity into a final trustworthiness 

evaluation and operate off that evaluation. It is possible that all that is needed to 

understand trust is to consider whether the individual can recall specific trust-related 

incidents. If the individual can recall specific trust-enhancing incidents, it is likely that 

the individual trusts their manager. If the individual recalls specific tnist-damaging 

incidents, it is likely that they don't trust their manager. This may be an overstatement of 

the findings, but it does provide an interesting perspective into how much precision is 

needed in a model to predict trust. 
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CHAPTER 3 

STUDY 2: DEFINING SOURCE EFFECTS 

Introduction 

The purpose of this second study was to identify the effects of different 

information sources on tnist in a manager (Hypothesis 3). In particular, three sources of 

information were tested: personal experience, personal observation, and word-ot-mouth. 

Personal e.xperience and personal observation information is gathered through the Self-

lens. while word-of-mouth is gathered through the Other lens. It is e.xpected that personal 

e.xperience and personal observation will have the greatest effect on perceptions of 

taistworthiness. 

This study relies on a scenario-based experiment to test the hypothesis. The 

scenario was developed through job-related information and the experimental 

manipulation was based on the trust-relevant incidents that were provided in the 

interview study described in Chapter 2. 

Method 

Participants. Scenario materials were completed by 186 upper division business 

students (43% female) at a large state university who received course credit for their 

participation. Ages ranged from 20 to 51 years with a median age of 22 years. Nearly all 

of the participants had some work e.xperience (93%) with a median part-time work 

experience of 4 years. 

Design. This experiment utilized a 2 personal experience (positive vs. negative) x 

2 personal observation (positive vs. negative) x 2 word-of-mouth (positive vs. negative) 



53 

factorial design. Participants were randomly assigned to the resulting eight experimental 

conditions. In addition, the manipulation orderings were counterbalanced to control for 

order effects. 

Task. The subjects were instructed to read a scenario and imagine themselves as 

the subject in the scenario. The scenario was one page in length (see Appendix 3, p. 117) 

and described that the subject graduated from The University of .Arizona and was hired in 

an entry-level position with a large consumer products firm. Following the description of 

the job and industry, subjects were instructed to identify the amount of trust they have in 

their manager based on the information that was provided from three different 

information sources. 

To ensure that the scenario materials conveyed real-world relevance to the 

e.xperimental subjects, it was necessary to first identify trust-building and trust-damaging 

incidents from an employee's perspective. This objective was accomplished by 

categorizing and coding the interview responses from the employees interviewed in 

Study 1. In addition, to test the effects of these information sources on trust in a 

manager, it was necessary to control the trustworthiness factors in order that a direct 

effect could be observed. This was accomplished by investigating trust-relevant 

information that was related to only one of the trustworthiness factors. Integrity-related 

incidents were chosen as the vehicle through which source effects would be tested. 

Incident cateaorization. The interviews generated independent critical incidents 

that employees viewed as affecting the level of trust they have in their manager. While 

many of these incidents referred to either the manager's ability, benevolence, or integrity. 
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it was necessary to pare tiie incident list down to a manageable set of incidents related to 

only one of these hypothesized antecedents, in this case integrity. By paring the list to 

one antecedent, the remaining integrity-related incidents could be used to test for 

information source effects without the contamination of the other antecedents {i.e., ability 

and benevolence). In this regard, this scenario-based study has a stronger test of the 

source effects by holding constant the e.xtraneous effects of trustworthiness factors. It is 

important to note that the list of incidents included situations that utilized the three 

information sources (personally e.xperienced, personally observed, and word of mouth) 

and included positive and negative incidents. 

The entire list of critical incidents was first subjected to a cursory screen for 

integrity-related items. .A.fter this initial screening by the primary investigator, a list of 54 

integrity-related incidents were retained. The list was then provided to five e.xperts in 

managerial issues. These five e.xperts were individually asked to categorize the incidents 

as either an e.xample of a manager's ability, benevolence, or integrity (see Appendi.x 2). 

A definition was provided for each of the antecedents of ability, benevolence, and 

integrity (definitions taken from Mayer et al., 1995. pp. 717-719). The judges were also 

given the option to identify situations as "other" if the incident was unclear or could not 

be categorized as ability, benevolence, or integrity. 

From this second wave of coding, the list of 54 incidents was again pared down to 

a smaller list of integrity-related incidents. The retained list of 26 incidents included only 

the items that generated at least 80% agreement (item coded as example of integrity) 

among the e.xperts. Of these 26 incidents, 12 were positive (i.e., boss did something that 
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employee viewed positively) and 14 were negative. The retained set also included 

incidents that utilized the three information sources. Across this set, the three 

information sources were fairly evenly distributed (8-personally e.xperienced, 9-

personally observed, 9-word of mouth). 

Scenario development (manaizerial action evaluation). Based on the list of 26 

integrity-related incidents generated from the interviews, 33 subjects (median age 22, 

61% male) gave their impression of the impact of each managerial action (generated from 

subset of critical incidents reported). For each managerial action, subjects were directed 

to "consider how that action will influence your general opinion of your boss." Subjects 

indicated on a 7-point (-3 to +3) scale the degree to which they viewed the action as 

having a positive effect (improving their general impression of their boss) or a negative 

effect (worsening their general impression of their boss). It is important to recognize that 

the instructions were carefully constructed such that the subjects would not evaluate the 

situations for their trustworthiness merits. If the subjects were to do this, it could be 

expected that it might contaminate the scenario for which these items were being 

developed. 

The results from this initial wave of evaluation demonstrated that the incidents 

varied in their relative impact on impressions. For e.xample, subjects' mean impression 

ratings for a situation in which the manager took credit for something he/she didn't do 

were lower than a statement in which the manager was described as being truthful in their 

dealings with other people (M ~ -2.70. SD = 0.53 vs. M = 1.70, SD = 0.88. respectively). 

Mean responses ranged from -2.73 to 2.52. As a result of these initial ratings, it was 
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suggested that the list be pared to a smaller set for a new group of subjects to evaluate. It 

was proposed that a shorter list of situations may provoke more attention to the task and a 

greater ability to distinguish differences between the impressionable impact of each 

managerial action. 

.•\fter the initial wave of evaluation, another group of 28 subjects (median age 21 

years, 59% female) evaluated a further-refmed list of 19 integrity-related incidents with 

identical instructions (see Appendi.x 2 for the coding form and the instructions). From 

this list of 19 incidents, 6 were selected as representative of positive and negative 

examples from the three information sources (e.g., positive word of mouth, negative 

observation, positive personal experience, etc.). The six situations were equivalently 

judged such that the positive items were viewed with the same impressionable weight as 

the negative items. In fact, the means of the three positive incidents (judged to improve 

an impression) were 2.29, 2.38, and 2.41 (SDs = .66, .86, and .87, respectively). The 

means for the negative incidents (judged to worsen an impression) were equivalent at -

2.31, -2.34, and -2.31 (SDs = .76, .77, and 1.20, respectively). .A. within-subjects 

•ANOVA demonstrated that the absolute values of means for the six incidents were not 

statistically different from one another (F = . 115. n.s.). 

Scenario materials. The front-end story for the scenario explains that after 

graduation from The University of Arizona, the subject took a job as an entry-level 

Customer Development Project Assistant with Juben Enterprises, a leader in the global 

consumer products industry. The story continues by discussing the consumer products 

industry and the subject's job in the Customer Development area. The story was derived 
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from an actual job description at a large consumer products organization. This particular 

job was used because many students (across major disciplines) have some tamiliarity 

with this type of entry-level job. It was expected that this familiarity would assist in the 

subjects' acceptance of the scenario and assist in promoting the subject's attention to the 

scenario. This expectation was fulfilled: no subjects indicated any difficulty with the 

facts of the story. 

Following the explanation of the job and industry, subjects were provided 

information regarding their manager. To control for any extraneous effects of time on 

trust, the subjects were all told that they have had one manager during their 2 years of 

employment. In addition, they were told that they interacted with their manager regularly 

(at least 3 times) throughout the week. The scenario continues by explaining to the 

subject that they have "witnessed and directly experienced some of the decisions and 

actions" that the manager has made over their time of employment. In addition, subjects 

were told that "coworkers and other individuals have provided you with information 

regarding your manager." As is apparent, all three sources of information were included 

in the story. 

To test for the effects of these three sources of information, subjects were told 

"Your relationship with your manager has been pretty normal. However, the three 

incidents below have been drawn to your attention." Following this, subjects were 

presented with the information source manipulation. Each subject received one of the 8 

different combinations created from a personal experience (positive vs. negative) x 
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personal observation (positive vs. negative) x word-of-mouth (positive vs. negative) 

between-subjects, factorial design. 

Measures. To measure trust in manager, the scenario included a scale developed 

by Schoonnan, Mayer. & Davis (1996a). This 4-item trust measure has been used in 

subsequent research (e.g.. Ammeter, 1998; Mayer & Davis. 1999; Mayer & Davis, 1998) 

despite its sometimes-questionable internal consistency (alphas between .59 to .82). The 

scale was constructed by averaging the responses to statements such as "I would be 

comfortable giving my supervisor a task or problem which was critical to me. even if 1 

could not monitor his/her actions." Subjects indicated on a 5-point Likert-type scale the 

degree to which they agreed or disagreed with the statement (1-strongly disagree. 5-

strongly agree). In the present study, the trust scale yielded an alpha of .56. with scores 

ranging from 1 to 4.3. 

It is important to note that "trust" as described in this dissertation is not 

"trustworthiness" per se. but is instead a "willingness to be vulnerable to the actions of 

another party." It is fairly easy to tlnd better "trust" measures, however on closer 

inspection it is clear that these "trust" measures are really a conglomeration of 

trustworthiness items. For example. Robinson (1996) used a trust measure with a 

coefficient alpha of .82 and .87 at two time points. At first glance, this would suggest 

that this trust measure is superior to the measure used in this research. However, the 

seven items used to measure "trust" included "I believe my employer has high integrity." 

or "1 can expect my employer to treat me in a consistent and predictable fashion." So. 
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while the trust scale used in this research has undergone some criticism due to lower 

coefficient alphas, it is clear that trust, as defined here, is what is being measured. 

Additional items that tapped perceptions of ability, benevolence, and integrity 

based on the information sources were included as a manipulation check. Due to space 

and time considerations, it was suggested that a reduced set of questions be used to 

measure these perceptions of ability, benevolence, and integrity. The reduced set of 

questions (R. C. Mayer, personal communication. September 13. 1999) was provided for 

each information source. The three questions that addressed word of mouth as a source 

of information included the following: "Based on what you have heard from others, not 

on your own e.xperience or what you have seen...do you feel that your supervisor has 

integrity? ...do you feel that your supervisor is very concerned about your welfare (well-

being)? .. .do you feel that your supervisor is very capable of performing his/her job?" 

The question stem differed based on the source of information being addressed (e.g.. 

"based on what you have seen, not on your own e.xperience or what you have heard from 

others..."). Each question used a 4-point response format that ranged from "definitely 

yes (+2)" to "definitely no (-2)", with an additional "don't know" response category. 

These questions were adapted from similar questions used in the employee questionnaire 

in Study 3. 

After completing the scenario questionnaire, subjects were asked to fill out a 

questionnaire about themselves. In addition to general demographic (age, sex. ethnicity) 

questions, the subjects' job experience was also measured. 
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Results 

The adequacy of each information source manipulation was assessed by asking 

the subjects a question regarding their perceived integrity of the manager. For example, 

the personal observation manipulation check asked "Based on what you have seen, not on 

your own experience or what you have hear from others, do you feel that your supervisor 

has integrity?" Similar questions were asked for each of the sources of information. 

Subjects answered on a 4-point scale that ranged from +2 "definitely yes" to -2 

"definitely no" with an additional category of "don't know". Responses of "don't know" 

were coded as missing data in analyses. Independent t-tests on group means 

demonstrated a strong effect of each of the sources of information on source-specific 

perceptions of integrity. In particular, t-tests demonstrated that means for each measure 

differed based on the personal e.xperience manipulation (Mpos - -85. ̂  = 1.18 vs. Mnci; = 

.01. ̂  = 1.41; t( 174) = 4.30. g < .001). personal observation manipulation (Mpos - -57. 

SD = 1.44 vs. M,k-u = -04. SD = 1.37; t( 173) = 2.48. g < .05), and word-of-mouth 

manipulation (Mpos = 1-32. SD = .87 vs. Mncu = -1.00. ̂  = 1.07; t( 178) = 15.96. g < 

.001). 

Hypothesis 3 proposed a greater influence of information gathered from personal 

experience and personal observation on trust than word-of-mouth information. As an 

initial test of the effects of the different sources of information on trust, a 2 personal 

e.xperience (positive, negative) x 2 personal observation (positive, negative) x 2 word-of-

mouth (positive, negative) ANOVA on trust was conducted. The results are summarized 

in Table 3.1. 



61 

TABLE 3.L Analysis of Variance Summary for Trust in Manager 

Trust in Manager 

Source F eta' 

Personal E.xperience 1 4.27' .023 

Personal Observation 1 23.61"' .117 

Word-of-Mouth 1 43.71"* .197 

E.xperience x Observation I 1.03 .006 

Experience x Word-of-Mouth I .52 .003 

Observation x Word-of-Mouth 1 9.76" .052 

Experience x Observation x Word-of-Mouth 1 1.22 .007 

Within cells 178 (.30) 

Note. Values in parentheses represent mean square terms. 

'p<.05. "i2<.01. *"2<-001. 
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The ANOVA demonstrated a main effect of personal experience on trust in 

manager (F (I, 178) = 4.27, g < .05), with means of Mpos = 2.67 and Mneg = 2.51. A main 

effect for personal observation was also demonstrated (F (I, 178) = 23.61, g < .001), with 

means of Mpos = 2.78 and Mn,-,. = 2.40. Une.xpectediy, there was a main effect of word-

of-mouth on trust in manager (F (1, 178) = 43.71, g < .001), Mpos = 2.87 and Mncg = 2.33. 

Contrary to what was expected, a first glance at the data suggests that word-of-mouth 

information influenced trust more so than either type of information gained through the 

Self-lens. By comparing the eta-squares of the three main effects of the information 

sources, it is apparent that word-of-mouth explained more than eight times the variance in 

trust than personal e.xperience (q' of .197 and .023. respectively). 

.Although no interactions were postulated, evidence was found for the interaction 

between personal observation and word-of-mouth (F (1, 178) = 9.76. p < .01). The 

means for this interaction are summarized graphically in Figure 3.1. The plotted means 

were collapsed over personal experience conditions. The means illustrate that the 

subjects' evaluation of their manager's trust was dependent on both positive word-of-

mouth and positive personal observation. This was not the case with personal 

experience; personal experience intluence trust independent of the effects of word-of-

mouth or personal observation. 
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•Word-of-Mouth Positive 

•Word-of-l^outh Negative 

oi 3.0 

Observation Negative Observation Positive 

FIGURE 3.1. Observation by Word-of-Mouth Interaction on Trust in Manager. 

•Although the results from the ANOVA are interesting, they do not offer a direct 

test of Hypothesis 3, which proposed a greater influence of the self-lens information (i.e.. 

personal c.xperience and observation) than the other-lens information on trust in manager. 

To test this hypothesis directly, t-tests were conducted on differences between the 

regression coefficients of the three sources of information in predicting trust. The form 

of the equation used was 

B. -B. t = 

i J ( S E ) •  + ( S E ^ ) "  

where a is one of the self-lens information sources and c is vvord-of-mouth information. 

In the first t-test. the regression coefficients for personal experience and word-of-mouth 

were compared. The coefficients were significantly different (Bpe = .16 vs. B^m = -54. 

t( 186) = -3.21, g < .01), but in the direction opposite the prediction. The regression 

coefficients for personal observation and word-of-mouth were also compared, but were 



64 

not significantly different (Bpo = .39 vs. Bwm = -54. t( 186) = -1.30, ns). Therefore, 

Hypothesis 3 was not supported. 

Discussion 

The main purpose of this study was to e.xamine the influence of three sources of 

information on perceptions of taistworthiness. An investigation of this sort had not 

previously been attempted in the study of trust development. In this study, the ability and 

benevolence factors of perceived trustworthiness were not manipulated so that the effects 

of the sources of information on trust could be observed. It was e.\pected that 

information gained through personal e.xperience and personal observation would impact 

perceptions of trustworthiness and thereby impact trust in manager. Support for the 

hypothesis was obtained by noting that increased trust occurred when positive 

intbrmation from personal e.xperiences and observation was presented. However, it was 

also demonstrated that word-of-mouth information had an impact on trust. In fact, word-

of-mouth information accounted for more than eight times the variance than that 

accounted for by personal experience information. This is in contrast to the research on 

the effects of different sources of information on the formation of attitudes. In fact, it is 

well established that attitudes stemming from direct e.xperience are more confidently held 

than attitudes from indirect e.xperience (e.g., Fazio & Zanna, 1978). In this study, it was 

expected that information derived from personal experience and observation would have 

a greater effect on trust than word-of-mouth information. However, this hypothesis was 

not supported. 
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It may be profitable to consider why word-of-mouth information acted as the 

strongest predictor of trust. It could be that word-of-mouth narratives convey more 

credibility than previously thought. For a story to be passed through the grapevine, it 

must be a striking story that e.xpresses much detail, and therefore could be viewed as 

highly credible. In the scenario presented in this study, the word-of-mouth pieces were 

lengthier than the other two sources, and therefore could have impacted the subjects" 

perception of credibility. It has been found in other research that third-party gossip 

serves to reinforce and amplify e.xisting perceptions of trustworthiness (see Burt & Knez. 

1996). In that, if a pany trusts another party, third-party gossip will inflate trust 

intentions. In like manner, if a party distrusts another party, gossip will serve to increase 

the distrust. 

The word-of-mouth effect could alternatively be e.\plained by noting that the 

scenario-based e.xperimental design tried to artificially create a social situation. It is 

likely that this type of design negates the possibility of observing the social subtleties 

present in trust development between employee and manager. Without a social basis for 

evaluating trust, subjects had to rely on the information that was presented in evaluating 

trust. Therefore, subjects may have reacted to word-of-mouth information so strongly 

because in this study, the word-of-mouth and personal observation situations presented 

the most detail about the particular incidents. In addition, the subjects did not have a 

personal e.xperience with the situation, instead they were presented material and asked to 

respond to the given information. 
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In addition to the sui^^rising result of the word-of-mouth main effect, an 

interaction effect was also observed. The personal observation x word-of-mouth 

interaction term was significant on trust in manager. This suggests that word-of-mouth 

information and personal observations work together to produce high trust, irrespective of 

the information gathered through personal e.xperiences. .\gain, this finding is in contrast 

to what was expected. 

It could be argued that the results point to the fact that because the actual 

situations were different between the six scenario situations, the results are based on the 

severity of the situation and not the information source. For e.\amp[e. the positive word-

of-mouth situation related a stor\- about the manager's honesty in a "very tight ethical 

dilemma." On the other hand, the negative personal experience manipulation told of a 

simple situation in which the manager didn't follow through on the promise of a pay 

raise. While this particular challenge cannot be tested, keep in mind that all of the 

scenario situations were pretested for severity of impact. AW of the situations were 

equivalently judged. Therefore. I am confident that the results can not be simply 

e.xplained away by the individual situations, irrespective of the source of information. 

However, a stronger test to make sure that I am not getting a situation effect, and that I 

am really getting a source of information effect would be to change the sources of 

information for each situation and retest the set of scenarios on another subject group. 

Limitations. .Although this study found interesting results, a few limitations must 

be noted. First, the study's laboratory design hampered the ability to note the social side 

of trust development. Subjects were provided information about their manager and were 
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asked to indicate their trust in their manager based on that information. In the actual 

workplace, managers and employees interact over time and are affected not only by the 

sources of information and the content of that information, but also through the subtle 

underlying social exchanges that occur. This study relied on the assumption that trust 

could be ascertained in an abstract laboratory environment, but in reality, trust rarely 

occurs in a vacuum such as this. Conversely, this study allowed for the more precise 

e.xamination of different information sources, without the interference of e.xtraneous 

contextual variables. So, while this is a limitation to the study, the study benefited from 

this restrictive look at trust development. 

Perhaps the greatest limitation to this study lies in the measurement of the 

dependent variable. The trust in manager scale (taken from Schoorman et al., 1996a) 

produced a low alpha in this study (a = .56) causing any results to be suspect. This low 

alpha could be caused by a number of factors (e.g., poor items, few items, difficult 

construct to measure, etc.). In this study, the low alpha may retlect one of the 

fundamental problems with investigating trust in the conte.xt of an abstract laboratory 

context. The trust scale was constructed from four items that assessed the willingness of 

the employee to be vulnerable to the manager. Upon further e.xamination of the items, it 

appears at least one of the items seems relatively trivial, given the somewhat artificial 

nature of the study. The item asked the extent to which the subject agreed or disagreed 

with the statement 'i would be willing to let my supervisor have complete control over 

my future in this company." It is probable that relatively few individuals would be 

willing to let an individual that they have relatively little information about have control 
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over their future. While the answer to this question in real-world employee-manager 

dyads is relevant and truly an indicator of trust, it is likely that subjects in this study 

found this question difficult to answer based on the information in the scenario. With this 

item e.\cluded from the trust scale, the alpha increases slightly to .58. The trust scale 

used here is probably more beneficial to studies investigating actual employee-manager 

relationships, not scenario-based abstractions in a laboratory. As trust has been defined 

as a willingness to be vulnerable, it may be difficult to develop sufficient items to 

measure trust in this way. In Study 3. an attempt is made to improve the internal 

consistency of the Schoorman et al. (1996a) trust scale. 

Conclusions 

This study describes the powerful effect of story-telling in the workplace. If 

managers wish to increase the trust employees place in them, managers should encourage 

communication of positive stories in the workplace about them and ensure that these 

stories are corroborated with positive actions observed by employees. This could be done 

through the judicious use of impression management techniques or by actually engaging 

in behaviors that promote perceptions of trustworthiness (for an excellent review see 

Whitener et al.. 1998). Whitener and colleagues suggest that a manager engage in five 

types of behavior to influence employees' perceptions of managerial trustworthiness: 

behavioral consistency, behavioral integrity, sharing and delegation of control, 

communication, and demonstration of concern. By engaging in these behaviors. 

managers make it known to employees that they can be trusted and relied upon in 

situations of risk. 
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CHAPTER 4 

STUDY 3: DEFINING TIME EFFECTS 

Introduction 

The purpose of this third and final study was to test the effect of "time" on trust 

development. This study builds on the previous two studies through the development of 

better measures and by investigating the impact of frequency of interaction and duration 

of relationship on managerial trust. In particular, hypotheses were tested regarding the 

main effect of frequency and duration on trust and the moderator effects of frequency and 

duration on perceptions of trustworthiness. Employees from two different samples 

responded to an e.xtensive questionnaire regarding their relationships with their managers. 

Prior to the actual study implementation, a pretest was conducted on the questionnaire. 

From this pretest, measures were developed and strengthened. In particular, the trust 

scale and a newly constructed propensity to trust scale were improved. 

Method 

Participants. Data from the employee questionnaire (see Appendi.x 4 and 5) were 

collected at two sites. The first sample consisted of 314 employed city residents and the 

second sample included 114 employees of a medium-sized financial services firm. These 

two sites were used to maximize variance on the questionnaire items and to ensure 

generalizability of the results to the population. Hereafter, the two samples will be 

referred to as the "city residents" and the "financial services" samples. 

The city residents sample (66% female) generally worked full time (80%) and had 

worked for their current organization for 8 years (M = 8.03, SD = 8.11). Ages ranged 
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from 19 to 69 years with a median age of 41 years. Participants worked in diverse 

industries and across a variety of jobs. The financial services sample (51% female) 

included full time employees (80%) who had worked for a capital financing firm for an 

average of 4 years (M. = -!•• 12. ̂  = 4.02). Ages ranged from 22 to 63 years with a 

median age of 36 years. Table 4.1 provides a summary of the composition of the two 

samples. 

Procedure. Two sites were used to collect data for this study. The first site 

included responses from a general cross section of the population and was used with the 

intent of ma.\imizing the variance over the range of possible responses. The second 

sample was provided by a Tmancial services firm as a means to obtain responses from 

employees who all work for the same firm. 

To ensure as representative a sample of the population as possible. I distributed 

questionnaires to a cross section of the employed city residents in Tucson. The 

participants were part of a group summoned for jury duty in an urban county in the 

southwest United States. The respondents were solicited from a group of prospective 

jurors waiting to hear if they would be called to serve on a jury. All respondents were 

advised that the survey was not related to their jury service or any trial on which they 

might be selected to serve, that participation in the study was voluntary, and that their 

responses would remain anonymous and confidential. Participants picked up the 

questionnaire materials and returned them when completed. Although there was no time 

limit imposed on the participants, most questionnaires were completed in 20 minutes or 

less. 
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TABLE 4.1, Summary of the two samples. 

Sample I (n=314) 
Employed City 

Residents 

Sample 2 (n=l 14) 
Financial Services 

Firm 

Median Age 41 years 36 years 

Gender 66% female 51% female 

Ethnicity 76% white 87% white 

Median Salary $20,000-40,000 S60.000 

Education (at least Bachelors) 40';'o 70% 

Vledian Hours/week 40 45 

Vtedian Organizational Tenure 4.8 years 3 years 

Manager Gender 55% male 73% male 

Manager Ethnicity 80% white 92'v'o white 
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For the financial services sample, questionnaires were sent out via interoffice 

mail to 250 randomly selected employees (representing 16% of their workforce). One 

hundred fourteen subjects (46%) completed the questionnaire and returned the materials 

via business reply mail to The University of Arizona. The firm is relatively young and 

growing fast, compared to other firms within the capital lending industry. 

Questionnaire development. .A. questionnaire pretest allowed me to develop and 

refine some of the instruments. Prior to beginning this research, 1 recognized that some 

of the measures in use by Mayer and colleagues (e.g., Mayer & Davis. 1999) lacked 

internal consistency. In particular, the trust scale and propensity scale have demonstrated 

relatively low alphas (e.g., a = .59 and .55, respectively). For this dissertation, I wanted 

to make sure that the variables of interest did not suffer from low internal consistency 

estimates, thereby weakening the results. 

I conducted a pretest of the questionnaire prior to the actual distribution of the 

questionnaire materials to resolve these issues. One hundred seventy-si.\ upper-division 

business students (56% male) completed the pretest questionnaire and received course 

credit for their participation. All of the respondents indicated they had worked or were 

currently working. The median age of the sample was 22 years and se%'enty-five percent 

of the respondents worked 20 or more hours per week. 

The pretest questionnaire included a trust scale identical to that used in Study 2 

(from Schoorman et al., 1996). The trust scale had a slightly higher coefficient alpha 

than that reported in Study 2 (.69 in pretest vs. .56 in Study 2), although the alpha was 

still relatively weak. In attempts to resolve this problem for the final questionnaire, I 
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created two additional items tor the trust scale, yielding a 6-item trust scale. This scale is 

discussed in the Measures section below. 

Two scales were used to analyze propensity to trust. The first scale was from 

Schoomian et al. (1996). Their eight-item scale used 5-point Likert-type items with 

anchors of disagree and agree for each scale point. Due to low alphas reported on their 

scale (a = .55 to .66. Mayer & Davis. 1999). a new scale was created from a combination 

of items from the "Trustworthiness" subsection of the Revised Philosophies of Human 

Nature Scale (original PHN. VVrightsman. 1964; revised. 1974; summarized in 

VVrightsman. 1991). Seven of the most relevant items were taken from the RPHN 

subscale and served as propensity to trust items in the questionnaire pretest. The seven 

items used 5-point Likert-type response categories anchored in similar fashion to the 

Schoorman et al. propensity to trust items. 

The Schoorman et al. propensity to trust scale demonstrated a low alpha of .59. 

with scores that ranged from 1.1 to 4.0. The newly-constructed propensity to trust scale 

fared only slightly better with an alpha of .61. Scores on the new propensity to trust scale 

ranged from 1.3 to 3.9. For the final questionnaire, three additional items were added to 

bolster the propensity to trust scale. This 10-item scale is discussed in the Measures 

section below. 

Measures. In general, the variables of interest were measured with five-point 

Likert type response items. Possible responses ranged from 1 ("strongly disagree") to 5 

("strongly agree"). 
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Trust was measured with a 6-item scale constructed from the four items used in 

Study 2 (adapted from Schoorman et al.. 1996) and two additional items created for this 

study. These two items were "I would be willing to let my supervisor make a job-related 

decision for me in my absence" and "I trust my supervisor in job-related situations, even 

when I can't verify his/her actions." Responses for these si.x items were averaged to form 

a composite trust measure for the two samples (a = .75 and .76) and ranged from 1 to 5. 

The three factors of trustworthiness were all assessed with Schoorman et al.'s 

(1996) measures. Si.x items were used to assess the perception of the manager's ability. 

Scores ranged from 1.2 to 5. Alphas for the ability scale were .95 and .92 for the city 

residents and tlnancial services samples, respectively. Five items were used to measure 

the perception of the manager's benevolence. Scores ranged from 1 to 5 for both 

samples, with alphas of .95 and .94 for the two samples, respectively. The integrity scale 

consisted of si.x items with scores ranging from 1 to 5 and alphas of .93 for both samples. 

Although Mayer and Davis (1999) report that these three trustworthiness 

constructs were distinct in a contlrmatory factor analysis, their finding was not replicated 

here. In fact, for both the city resident and financial services samples, a principal factors 

analysis extracted only two factors which explained 76 percent and 73 percent of the 

variance, respectively. .After a varima.x rotation, the resulting loadings are remarkable in 

their composition. The rotated factor matrix for the 2 factor solution for the city resident 

sample is presented in Table 4.2. The factor structure for the financial services sample 

was nearly identical to the city resident sample, with similar items loading on the same 

factors. For ease of interpretation, items were clustered by highest loading on the factors. 
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TABLE 4.2, Rotated factor matrix for 2 factor solution for city resident sample. 

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 

Benevolence2 .848 .276 

Benevolence4 .836 .341 

Benevolences .810 .357 

Benevolence I .808 .335 

[ntegrity3 .799 .376 

Benevolence3 .795 .344 

Integrity 1 .774 .423 

Integrity2 .737 .386 

IntegrityS .726 .438 

Integrity6 .724 .515 

Integrity4 .561 .371 

.A.bility4 .387 .843 

Ability6 .382 .832 

.A,bility3 .271 .826 

Ability2 .382 .817 

Ability 1 .404 .808 

AbilityS .474 .676 
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As can be seen, the first factor was comprised of the five benevolence and six integrity 

items. The second factor is comprised of the six ability items. It is clear that the second 

factor could be labeled the Ability factor. However, the first factor, composed of 

benevolence and integrity items, is a bit more difficult to label. After all, both 

benevolence and integrity have been hypothesized to be distinct factors influencing trust 

in the manager. It could be reasoned that the two factors extracted include the 

"interpersonal" and "objective" factors that were mentioned by Moorman and colleagues 

(1993). .-Mtematively, these two factors could represent the oft-referred components of 

performance: motivation and ability. For ease of discussion, these two factors will be 

referred to as the Motivation factor and the Ability factor. 

In addition to the use of exploratory factor analysis to examine the properties of 

these perceptions of trustworthiness measures. I examined internal consistency estimates 

for the 2 factors. The alphas for the 2-factor solution were high for the city resident 

sample (.95 and .96) and the financial services sample (.92 and .96). 

The results of both the factor analyses and the alpha statistics demonstrated that 

the previously hypothesized three factors of trustworthiness may be reduced to a more 

parsimonious 2-factor model. This reduced model was used in the remaining hypothesis-

testing analyses described below. Scores on the ability factor ranged from 1 to 5 for the 

city residents and from 2.2 to 5 for the financial services sample. Scores on the 

motivation factor ranged from 1 to 5 for both samples. 

Interaction frequency was measured with a 7-item scale constructed, in part, from 

McAllister's (1995) 4-item frequency scale. The additional three items were added to 
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extend the existing scale. In general, the respondents were asked to indicate the amount 

of interaction they have with their manager. The response categories for the four items 

taken from McAllister's scale were measured on a 7-point scale with anchors of "once or 

twice in last 6 months" and "many times daily" (1 to 7, respectively). In between these 

extremes were other time periods. The additional three items included in this study used 

a 5-point Likert-type response choice with anchors of strongly disagree (1) to strongly 

agree (5). These items were "My supervisor and I communicate often", "my supervisor 

and I discuss work-related issues on a regular basis", and "My supervisor and [ discuss 

non-work related issues on a regular basis." Before analysis, the 5-point response 

choices were transformed into comparable scaling as the 7-point items. This was 

achieved by multiplying the 5-point responses by seven-fifths (7/5). In the present study, 

the frequency scale yielded an alpha of .89. with scores ranging from 1.2 to 7.0 and 1.5 to 

7.0 for the city resident and financial services samples, respectively. 

Relationship duration was measured by a 2-item scale that addressed the number 

of months that employees worked for their current manager and the number of months 

they have known their manager. The responses to these two items were averaged to 

create a measure of the duration of the relationship. The duration scale yielded an alpha 

of .76 and .63. with scores ranging from 1 to 312.0 and 1 to 210.0 for the two samples, 

respectively. 

The newly-constructed propensity to trust scale (adapted from the R.PHN scale. 

Wrightsman. 1974) was used to measure the employees' propensity to trust. This 10-
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item scale generated alphas of .81 and .79 for the two samples, with scores that ranged 

from 1.5 to 4.1 and from 1.5 to 4, respectively. 

In addition to the common demographic variables in social science research (e.g.. 

age, gender, ethnicity, salary, education, etc.), respondents identified the gender and 

ethnicity of their manager. The variables were included in the study as control variables, 

as some employees may be apt to view their managers as more trustworthy, simply 

because the manager is the same gender or shares a similar ethnicity (e.g., "perceived 

similarity" from Doney & Cannon, 1997: McAllister, 1995: Whitener et al.. 1998). 

Respondents also provided information on their industry and job type, size of their 

employing organization, average number of hours worked in a week, and amount of time 

they have worked for their current organization. These were included as possible 

additional control variables, should the need arise for their use in analyses. 

Means, standard deviations, number of items, intercorrelations, and Cronbach's 

alphas of the variables for the city resident sample are presented in Table 4.3. The 

financial services sample is presented in Table 4.4. 

Results 

Hypothesis 1 proposed a main effect of both frequency of interaction and duration 

of relationship on trust in manager. Hierarchical regression analyses were performed to 

test this hypothesis. Trust in manager was first regressed onto age, gender, and 

propensity to trust. After this, trust was regressed onto both frequency and duration in 

the second step. The results of this regression for both samples are presented in Table 

4.5. In the city resident sample, frequency and duration explained an additional 25% of 
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TABLE 4.3, Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations for City Resident Sample. 

Correlations 

Variable M SD 1 •) 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. Trust 3.26 .74 (.75) 

2. .-\bility 3.86 .93 7-1 (.95) 

3. .Motivation 3.50 .95 .73 .78 (.96) 

4. Frequency 4.66 1.31 .51 .50 .57 (.89) 

5. Duration 53.07 54.96 .09 .00 .04 .12 (.76) 

6. Propensity 2.78 .57 .20 .16 n .13 .04 (.81) 

7. ,-\ge 40.54 11.60 .04 -.03 -.03 -.06 .44 .08 --

S. Gender 1.66 .48 .05 .06 .03 .05 -.04 .15 -.06 ~ 

9. Ethnicity' 2.91 .75 .06 .00 .05 .06 -.03 .05 .07 .04 -

10. Salary' 3.82 1.68 .05 -.02 -.00 -.10 .24 .08 .37 -.32 .04 -

11. Education" 3.67 1.44 .05 .05 .09 -.07 .00 .23 .05 .01 .15 ,37 -

12.Mgr's Gender 1.45 .50 .05 .01 .07 .02 -.07 .10 -.13 .34 -.01 -.29 -.04 -

13.Mgr's Ethnic.' 2.90 .73 -.06 -.02 -.03 -.05 .07 -.08 .05 -.01 .13 .04 -.02 -.10 

Note. Cronbach's alpha values are given in parentheses on the diagonal, n = ranged from 307 to 313. ' 

coded as l-.-\frican American. 2-Hispanic. 3-White, 4-Asian/Pacific Islander. 5-Native .•\merican; Eskimo/ 

Aleut. 6-Other. "coded as l-less than SI0.000. 2-Sl0-19.999. 3-S20-29.999. 4-S30-39.999. 5-S40-49.999. 

6-S50-59.999. 7-more than S60.000. "coded as 1-attended high school. 2-eamed diploma or GED. 3-

attended college, 4-eamed bachelor's degree. 5-attended graduate school. 6-eamed master's degree, 7-

eamed doctoral degree, r > . 11 significant at g < .05. 
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TABLE 4.4, Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations for Financial Sei"vices 

Sample. 

Correlations 

Variable M SD 1 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. Trust 3.47 .67 (.76) 

2. .\bility 4.16 .69 .69 (.92) 

3. Motivation 3.75 .83 .72 .69 (.96) 

4. Frequency 4.92 1.19 .40 .34 .49 (.89) 

5. Duration 39.79 38.23 .16 .16 .06 .12 (.63) 

6. Propensity 2.85 .51 .15 .29 .14 .15 .24 (.79) 

7. .-\ge 36.93 9.03 .12 .06 .07 -.20 .28 .02 -

S. Gender 1.51 .50 -.05 .09 -.03 -.04 -.00 -.02 -.05 -

9. Ethnicity' 2.94 .71 -.03 .01 ,09 .03 .04 -.05 ,03 -.11 -

10..Salary'' 5.51 1.72 -.09 -.09 -.()() -.16 .15 .06 .12 -.45 .10 -

11. Education" 4.07 1.17 .02 .03 .02 -.07 .03 .01 -.01 -.27 .11 .50 -

12. VIgr's Gender 1.27 .44 -.15 -.03 -.11 -.03 .01 -.04 .04 .34 -.15 -,31 -.31 -

13.Miir's Ethnic.' 2.9S .48 -.11 -.12 -.16 -.04 -.23 -.08 -.12 .04 .21 -.14 .00 .07 

Note. Cronbach's alpha values are given in parentheses on the diagonal, n = ranged from 110 to 114. ' 

coded as 1-African .-\merican. 2-Hispanic. 3-White. 4-Asian/Pacific Islander. 5-Native .American/Eskimo/ 

Aleut. 6-Other. ''coded as l-less than SI0.000. 2-Sl0-19.999. 3-S20-29.999.4-S30-39.999. 5-S40-49.999. 

6-S50-59.999. 7-more than S60.000. '"'coded as 1-attended high school. 2-eamed diploma or GED. 3-

attended college. 4-earned bachelor's degree. 5-attended graduate school. 6-eamed master's degree. 7-

eamed doctoral degree, r > . 19 significant at g < .05. 
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the variance in tnast beyond the control variables. An e.x.amination of beta weights 

indicated frequency and not duration was the significant predictor. Therefore, 

Hypothesis I was supported for frequency but not for duration. In the financial services 

sample, frequency and duration explained an additional 17% of the variance in trust 

beyond the control variables. Like the city resident sample, beta weights indicate that 

frequency not duration was the significant predictor. 

In the city resident sample, propensity to taist was a significant predictor of trust 

in manager. However, in the financial services sample, propensity was not a significant 

predictor. This could be due to slightly less variance in the propensity to trust measure in 

the financial services sample. Age was also found to be a significant predictor in the 

financial services sample. However, on its own. age is only slightly correlated with trust 

(r = .12, ns) in the financial services sample. 

Additional hierarchical regressions were conducted to test Hypothesis 2. which proposed 

that frequency of interaction and duration of relationship would moderate the relative 

impact of the factors of trustwonhiness on trust. Keep in mind that the factor analysis on 

the trustwonhiness factors e.xtracted two factors, not three. Therefore. Hypothesis 2 was 

restated to include motivation and ability as the factors of perceived trustworthiness. In 

short, it was e.xpected that less frequent interaction would increase the relative weight of 

ability and lessen the influence of perceptions of motivation on trust in manager 

(Hypothesis 2a). Likewise, shorter relationship duration was expected to increase the 

weight of ability and lessen the influence of motivation (Hypothesis 2b). Hypotheses 2c 
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TABLE 4.5, Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Main Effects of Time 

Variable 

Sample 1 (N=303) Sample II
 

107) 

Variable B P R-/AR- B (3 R-/AR-

Step 1 .04" .03 

Age .00 .04 .01 .11 

Gender .03 .02 -.01 -.01 

Propensity .26 .20'" .17 .12 

Step 2 .25"' .17"' 

•A-ge .00 .07 .01 .20* 

Gender .02 .01 -.01 -.00 

Propensity .18 .13" .05 .04 

Frequency .29 
• • « 

.51 .25 .43"* 

Duration .00 .00 .00 .02 

'2<.05. "g<.01. '"2<.001. 
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TABLE 4.6. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for "Time" as a Moderator 

Variable 

Sample 1 (N=304) Sample 2 ( N  =  109) 

Variable B P R-/AR- B P R-/AR-

Step 1 .04" .03 

.Age OO .04 .01 .11 

Gender .03 .02 -.01 -.01 

Propensity .26 .20'" .16 .12 

Step 2 .57'" .57'" 

Ability .31 .38'" .41 .43*" 

Motivation .28 .36*" .29 .37'" 

Frequency .03 .12" .06 .10 

Duration .00 .04 .00 .04 

Step 3 .00 .02 

Frequency Ability -.02 -.21 -.06 -.60 

Frequency x .Motivation .02 .18 .11 1.22 

Duration x Ability .01 .31 -.00 -.28 

Duration x Motivation -.00 -.35 .00 .57 

Note. Regression coetTicients are for each variable at the step of entry. 

'g<.05. "B<.01. "*P<.001. 



84 

and 2d predicted that more frequent interaction and lengthier relationship duration would 

influence the relative weight of benevolence and integrity on trust in manager. 

In the regression, trust in manager was first regressed onto the demographic 

variables of interest (age, gender, propensity to trust), and then the trustworthiness 

factors, and frequency and duration. In the third and tlnal regression step, interaction 

terms were included to test a moderator effect. The results of this regression for both 

samples are presented in Table 4.6. The trustworthiness factors of ability and motivation 

were significant predictors of trust in manager. However, contrary to what was e.xpected. 

neither interaction frequency nor relationship duration acted as moderators on the relative 

influence of the trustworthiness factors. Therefore, Hypotheses 2a through 2d were not 

supported. 

Discussion 

The main purpose of this study was to e.xamine the influence of time on trust 

development, in terms of both main effects and moderator effects. The results support 

the contention that frequent interaction is associated with increased trust, however 

relationship duration is not a significant predictor of trust. Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was 

partially supported. 

Hypotheses 2a through 2d were not supported in this study. For both samples, the 

effects of the trustworthiness factors on trust were not moderated by either frequency or 

duration. Although this finding is contrary to what was e.xpected. it is worthwhile to 

consider an alternative explanation to this null finding. It may be that frequency of 

interaction is not moderating the effect of the trustworthiness factors, but is instead 
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influencing the trustworthiness factors directly. If a manager and employee interact 

frequently, it is likely that this frequent interaction allows for more opportunities for the 

employee to evaluate the trustworthiness of the manager. If a manager and employee 

interact less frequently, the employee is not afforded the opportunity to develop 

perceptions of trustworthiness. In this way. frequency of interaction makes an impact on 

trust by impacting perceptions of trustworthiness, and not as a moderator on the impact of 

those perceptions on trust. It is interesting to note that in both samples frequency of 

interaction is significantly correlated with both of the trustworthiness factors (rs range 

from .34 to .57). Additionally, when trustworthiness factors are included in the model 

frequency has little influence on trust (AR" = .01 for both samples). This provides strong 

evidence of a mediator model. 

This study also provides a new perspective on the factors of perceived 

taistworthiness. In their model, Mayer and colleagues (1995) proposed three factors of 

perceived trustworthiness. In this study, a principal components analysis consistently 

e.\tracted only two factors. This offers the possibility of a more parsimonious perspective 

of trustworthiness. The benevolence and integrity items loaded on the first factor, while 

ability loaded on the second factor. So. while the second is an Ability factor, the first 

factor is more complex. The perspective I took in this study was one of understanding 

trustworthiness as composed of an employee's perception of the manager's ability and 

motivation in decision-making. 

From the perspective of the employee, the ability of the manager is a clear 

indicator of whether or not to trust the manager. We do not trust individuals who lack the 
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skills, knowledge, or abilities to influence an outcome in a particular domain. The rock-

climbing example presented in the tlrst chapter highlights this assertion as no individual 

would risk their lite and limb and entrust their safety to a person who does not know what 

they are doing. However, ability alone cannot account for all of the trusting decision. 

Instead, the results from this study propose that an overall perception of trustworthiness is 

also influenced by motivation. .Again, by using the rock-climbing e.xample it is clear that 

the trustor's perception of the trustee's motivation in a particular situation intluences the 

decision to tnist. If the climber believes that the guide wants to harm the climber or will 

operate with a lack of integrity in a situation, it is likely that the climber will not trust the 

guide. While this approach has not previously been proposed in the literature, it is an 

interesting perspective on what factors influence perceptions of trustworthiness. 

This study benefited from the use of two difTerent samples. The city residents 

sample allowed the hypothesis to be tested across a variety of industries and jobs. This 

sample was used to ensure generalizability to a broad range of industries and job 

categories. The financial services sample provided an organizational-specific 

investigation of trust development. While neither sample on their own offers a complete 

picture of the employee-manager relationship, together they provide a more 

comprehensive view of managerial trust development. It is interesting to note that the 

two samples differed in some important ways. For example, the financial services 

sample reported greater trust than the city resident sample (M = 3.47 vs. 3.26. t(425) = 

2.61. £ < .01). The financial services sample also reported higher ability (M = 4.16 vs. 

3.86. t(425) = 3.22. g < .001) and motivation scores than the city resident sample (M = 
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3.75 vs. 3.50, t(^25) = 2.52, g < .05. These results are likely based on the organizational 

culture present at the financial serv ices firm. Their particular company attracts 

individuals with significant education which likely assists in promoting an increased 

perception of managers' ability. Based on these differences, future research should take 

into account the organizational context when investigating trust development (e.g.. 

Deutsch. 1995; Rousseau et al., 1998; Schoorman et al., 1996b). Whitener and 

colleagues (1998) suggest that the organization's structure, culture, and policies and 

procedures infiuence managerial taist and therefore must be considered when evaluating 

organizational trust. 

The results from the financial services sample illustrates the possibility that the 

structure and culture of an organization could infiuence the managerial trust present in 

the organization. Based on Creed and Miles' (1996) typography of trust requirements for 

different organizational forms, Whitener and colleagues (1998) propose that more 

centralized and hierarchically-based organizations will have more difficulty cultivating 

managerial trustworthiness than decentralized, less formal organizations. In like manner, 

organizations with a familial organization culture are likely to influence the amount of 

trust e.xhibited by their members. It may be profitable for future research to e.xamine 

managerial trust by ju.xtaposing organizations that differ along structural and cultural 

dimensions, such as those discussed above. 

The amended trust scale and the new propensity to trust scale provided this study 

with slightly better measures than those used in past research (e.g., Mayer & Davis, 

1999). In particular, the 6-item trust scale used here demonstrated slightly higher internal 
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consistency estimates, although the alphas are still relatively low. This suggests the 

possibility that trust is difficult to measure when conceptualized as a willingness to be 

vulnerable. The new propensity to trust scale yielded higher internal consistency 

estimates than past research, suggesting a more precise measure of propensity to trust. It 

is clear that additional research is needed to further understand the nature of these two 

constructs. 

Limitations. One potential concern with this study is in the design itself. This 

study attempted to disentangle the effects of time on trust, however the cross-sectional 

design limits the ability to e.xamine time and causality between any two variables. To 

precisely e.xamine the impact of time on trust, another study should be conducted that 

examined trust development among employee and manager from the first interaction 

through the final interaction. It could be expected that a longitudinal design offers a more 

precise investigation of trust development. Consistent with suggestions by other trust 

researchers (e.g.. .Vlayer & Davis. 1999; McAllister. 1995). more longitudinal research on 

trust development is needed. 

An additional concern with this study is the reliance on self-report data. .-Mthough 

the findings of this study are interesting, the results are dependent on individuals recalling 

and providing perspective to the relationship they have with their manager. It would be 

profitable for future research to include more than one source of data to investigate the 

relationship between an employee and manager. For e.xample. it may be worthwhile to 

have the manager respond to a similar questionnaire that explores the manager's 

perspective regarding their relationship with the employee. In particular, it would be 



89 

pmdent to query the manager regarding their interaction frequency with the employee. In 

this way, the variables of interest are not restricted by concerns about common method 

variance. 

Conclusions 

This study provides further understanding of how time (in particular, frequent 

interaction) plays a role in developing trust. If managers wish to increase the trust 

employees place in them, managers should interact frequently with the employees. 

This simple proposition is in line with the "management by walking around" leadership 

model. Simply by offering face time and interaction with employees, managers can 

engender a greater level of trust. From this frequent interaction, employees perceive their 

managers as able and motivated to operate on their behalf in a risky situation. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION & CONCLUSIONS 

This dissertation was conducted to examine the question, "What factors contribute 

to taist development between employee and manager?" In particular, hypotheses were 

generated that predicted a main effect of time—operationalized as interaction frequency 

and relationship duration—on trust and a moderator effect of time on factors of perceived 

trustworthiness. An additional hypothesis was proposed to test the effects of information 

sources on perceptions of trustworthiness. To clarify what was learned in this 

dissertation. I begin with a summary of the results and then discuss directions for future 

research. 

Summarv of Results 

The results from the three studies suggest the following key facet influence trust 

development between employees and managers: frequent interaction, strong perceptions 

of managerial ability and managerial motivation, and reputational information provided 

by others. 

Interaction frequency effects. The findings suggest that more frequent interaction 

between manager and employee is associated with increased employee trust in manager. 

Although this finding may seem obvious, on inspection of the literature, this finding has 

rarely been reported or even discussed. Doney and Cannon's (1997) research on trust in 

buyer-seller relationships is one of a few exceptions. They proposed that both frequency 

of interaction and relationship duration would have an impact on trust in a salesperson. 
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but only found support for frequency of interaction and not duration. In contrast, much 

literature on trust relies on the assumption that "it takes time to develop trust", without 

specifying which measure of time (e.g., frequency or duration) is proposed to account for 

trust development. Study 3 clearly demonstrated that duration of the relationship has 

little impact on trust development. Therefore, tnist is not based on "how long you know 

someone", instead it seems that trust is more likely based on "how well you know 

someone" which is based on frequent interactions. .Although it is generally regarded that 

it takes time for trust to develop, a more correct pronouncement based on this research 

would be "it takes frequent interactions to build taist". 

The notion of "swift trust" has been offered as evidence that trust can develop 

over a short relationship duration (Meyerson. Weick, & Kramer, 1996). However, it is 

interesting to note that swift trust can occur regardless of relationship duration and 

interaction frequency. In fact in a temporary group, swift trust is given to the other 

members even before interaction occurs (Meyerson et al., 1996). One might ask. "How is 

this accomplished?" It is commonly regarded that swift trust is a unique type of trust that 

develops as a result of a temporary group forming to solve a timely problem. Meyerson 

and colleagues note that in temporary groups, deeper forms of trust cannot be developed 

because shared histories have not been created. There is no opportunity to establish a 

history as time and opportunities for interaction are restricted. 

Interaction frequency clearly operates in a positive manner in employees' trust in 

their managers. Note however, that this dissertation does not question or address the 

actual content or nature of the interactions between employees and managers. The results 
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simply suggest that more frequent interaction is related to trust in a manager, irrespective 

of the content of the interaction. To further develop an understanding of how interactions 

impact trust, it is important for future research to consider the content of interactions and 

not just the frequency of the interactions. 

The results from this dissertation also suggest that time does not moderate the 

relationship between factors of perceived trustworthiness and trust. Instead, time (i.e.. 

interaction frequency) may allow the opportunity for perceptions of trustworthiness to be 

strengthened, .'\long with frequent interaction comes the e.xpectation that a history is 

developing between the parties and this history will impact future interactions (e.g.. 

Powell. 1996). 

Trustworthiness perceptions. Perceptions of trustworthiness seem to be largely 

determined by two factors that appear to represent ability and motivation. Employees 

determine the tnistworthiness of their managers by evaluating the managers" ability in a 

given domain and their perception of the managers" motivation for behavior. If they 

perceive managers as being motivated to obtain overtly selfish outcomes, it is likely that 

employees will have lower perceptions of trustworthiness in their managers. In addition, 

if employees believe that managers lack the ability to exert influence in a situation, 

perceptions of their managers" trustworthiness will decrease. 

The support for a 2-factor model of trustworthiness is found in some of the e.xtant 

trust literature. For example. Rempel. Holmes, and Zanna (1985) suggest that "as 

feelings of trust become more established and rooted, they depend more heavily on 

beliefs about the partners" motives, and less on direct codings at the behavioral level" (p. 
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98). Although this statement suggests a moderator model like the one tested here, it also 

advocates a perspective that trustworthiness perceptions are based on two factors: 

codings of e.xhibited behaviors and perceptions regarding the motives behind those 

behaviors. In addition. Norman & Artz (1998) describe two types of perceptions of 

trustworthiness. The first type deals with "having confidence in the competence, 

reliability, dependability, and predictability of the other party with whom the firm is 

interacting and believing that they have the ability to perform as e.xpected" (p.8). They 

go further and describe the second type which focuses on the party's benevolence and 

moral integrity, rather than their ability. In another study. Doney & Cannon (1997) offer 

support for a two-factor model of trustworthiness. They found that the perception of a 

salesperson's e.\pertise was significantly related to trustworthiness perceptions that were 

composed of perceptions of credibility and benevolence. Similarly. Moorman and 

colleagues (1993) found support that perceptions of a researcher's abilities and 

motivations impacted a market-research user's trust in the researcher. Other research has 

suggested that "integrity and competence are the most critical characteristics that an 

individual looks for in determining trustworthiness" (Schindler & Thomas. 1993. p. 571). 

In light of these studies, it is profitable to consider trustworthiness as being composed of 

two factors: perceptions of ability and motivation. In light of this, new hypotheses could 

be derived to test what factors ditlerentially impact perceptions of ability and motivation. 

Information source effects. The investigation of the effects of different 

information sources on trust provided interesting and unexpected results. Information 

gathered through the Other lens (i.e.. word-of-mouth) was a stronger predictor of trust in 
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manager than information gathered through the Self-lens (i.e., personal experience or 

personal observation). Although this finding offers a compelling commentary on the 

power of reputational information and story-telling, it should be tested in a field setting. 

It would be interesting to compare the effects of word-of-mouth information between 

individuals with either frequent interaction or infrequent interaction. I would expect that 

word-of-mouth information would have a stronger effect when employees interact less 

often with their manager than with employees that interact frequently with their manager. 

Ganesan and Hess (1997) mention that the impact of a party's trustworthiness reputation 

may have differential effects in the earlier versus later stages of a relationship. 

Specificity of incidents. The qualitative interview study offered an interesting 

perspective regarding the measurement of trust. In particular, the respondents indicated 

that their tnist (or lack of trust) in their manager is likely the result of a specific trust-

building (or trust-damaging) incident. Respondents provided evidence that specific trust-

related incidents signal the presence or absence of trust in the manager. It was found that 

those employees that recalled specific trust-damaging incidents were likely to indicate 

that they taisted their manager less than individuals who could not recall a specific 

damaging incident. In like manner, employees that recalled specific trust-enhancing 

incidents indicated greater trust in their manager than those employees that could not 

recall such an incident. This finding offers a simple, yet intriguing possibility of the way 

trust develops from specific critical incidents. If employees recall positive incidents they, 

in turn, indicate trust in their manager. However, if employees recall negative incidents 

they don't trust their manager. The results suggest that trust in a tnistee develops as a 
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result of independent, specific incidents and does not result from a general schema related 

to the trustee. 

In contrast to the findings reported here, Slovic (1993) suggested an asymmetrical 

relationship e.xists between trust-building versus trust-damaging incidents. In particular, 

he suggested that negative (trust-destroying) events are more easily identified than 

positive (tmst-building) events. While the results from this dissertation support the 

contention that trust-damaging events are recalled, they also suggest that individuals can 

recall specific trust-enhancing incidents. 

Future research should be directed toward understanding the mechanisms 

underlying the effects of specific incidents on trust development. In particular, research 

should try to disentangle the impact of incident severity on trust. It is likely that more 

severe negative incidents will enact a change on trust that is greater than the effect 

generated from an equally-severe positive incident. In addition, it may be useful to 

consider how propensity to trust plays into the recall of specific trust-related incidents. It 

seems likely that generally-trusting individuals (higher propensity to trust) will be less 

likely to recall specific trust-damaging incidents than less-trusting individuals. In turn, 

less-trusting individuals would be less likely to recall positive incidents due to their 

inability to generally view others as trustworthy. In an interesting study of trust among 

cohabitating partners. Holmes (1991) found that dyads with high trust were less likely to 

react to negative events within the dyad than dyads with less trust. Holmes proposed that 

the high trust dyads evaluated the event and discounted the possibility of damaging 

effects to the viability of the relationship. In turn, individuals in moderate trust dyads 
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reacted with active vigilance and tried to monitor and diagnose behaviors by the other 

party. In general, their diagnosis tended to be negative due to their inability to place a 

limit on the possibility of harmful repercussions resulting from the negative event. 

Future Research Directions 

This dissertation suggests many possible directions for future research. In 

addition to the issues already discussed, two areas of opportunity are described in this 

section. 

Conte.xtual intluences on interpersonal trust. Future research on trust 

development must take into account the conte.xt of the relationship. Rousseau and 

colleagues (1998) suggest that "aconte.xtual research will be limited in its ability to 

represent the true functioning of trust" (p. 402). In keeping with this suggestion, it would 

be worthwhile for future research to consider how intraorganizational factors (e.g.. 

organizational culture, organizational structure) influence the trust present between 

organizational members. In particular, it would be worthwhile to consider how the 

cultural norms in familial versus competitive organizations trickledown and impact the 

employee-manager or employee-employee relationships. Initial support for the 

trickledown of interorganizational trust onto interpersonal tmst has been found in a few 

studies. For example, Doney & Cannon (1997) found that trust in the supplier's tlrm was 

highly correlated with buyers' trust in a salesperson. An understanding of the interplay 

between interorganizational and interpersonal trust is still in the infancy stage. Although 

some recent research (Zaheer, McEvily. & Perrone, 1998) supports the contention that 

interorganizational and interpersonal trust are significantly related and provide important 
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insights into interorganizational behavior, more research is needed to understand the 

interactive nature of multilevel trust. 

Another potentially interesting research topic is to examine the impact of an 

organization's trust in its employees to the trust that is present in manager-employee 

dyads? Across a broad range of organizational types, it is likely that some organizations 

trust their employees, while others are not as trusting. Are efficiencies achieved in a 

trusting organization? What are the downsides of a trusting organization? Research on 

the potential downsides to trust have been called for in recent theorizing on the negative 

aspects of trust (e.g., "the dark side of trust" from McAllister, 2000). 

It would be worthwhile for research to also investigate the impact of national 

culture on trust. Propositions have been offered by Doney, Cannon, & .Vlullen (1998), 

but not yet tested. With the anticipation of increased globalization and 

internationalization of organizations, an investigation of the effect of national culture on 

interpersonal trust would be warranted. 

Reciprocity of trusting relationships. The reciprocity of trusting relationships 

should also be investigated. .As one of the interview respondents indicated. "It all started 

when I was hired...he gave me responsibilities and let me pull the reins." Another 

indicated "I trust her, she trusts me." This interplay of two individuals trusting each other 

in the relationship is likely to impact the trust level for each of the parties. As Deutsch 

(1995) suggests, "In a two-party relationship, while trust and cooperation can be broken 

down because of actions of either party, they can be created and maintained only by the 

actions of both parties" (p. 254). In this way, both the manager and the employee's 
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actions develop trust, but trust is damaged by either party's independent actions. 

Deutsch's proposition offers a compelling look at the importance of interplay and 

reciprocity in the development of trust. 

The interplay of trust between employee and manager offers the opportunity to 

consider the impact of the manager's trust on employee, and vice versa. It has been 

found, for example, that subordinates (in this case, ROTC cadets) were more satisfied 

with the actions of the leaders that were more trusting than those that were not as trusting 

(Sgro, VVorchel, Pence, & Orban, 1980). In light of this, it is interesting to consider the 

effects of discrepancies of taist between two parties. For instance, consider that an 

employee trusts their manager at a high level, while the manager only trusts their 

employee at a relatively low level. If we put this into numerical terms, the employee's 

trust in the manager is at a 9 on a 10-point scale and the manager's trust in the employee 

is a 4 on the 10-point scale, a difference of 5. It is interesting to consider the implication 

of this "trust gap", where one individual trusts the other individual, but the other 

individual doesn't trust the one. It would seem that over a period of interactions, the two 

individuals would either converge in their trust of each other, or both would diverge so 

much so that no cooperative gains could be achieved due to the trust imbalance. It is 

likely that the non-trusting individual may take advantage of the trusting individual and 

future cooperation may be unattainable. Deutsch (1995) suggests that in cases like this, it 

could be advantageous for the non-trusting individual to be competitive when the trusting 

individual is being cooperative. If this is true, over a period of interactions, the trusting 

individual will reduce their perceptions of the other individual's trustworthiness and 



99 

subsequently not trust, thereby inhibiting future cooperative behavior. This suggests that 

over frequent interactions, managers and employees that have a great rift of trust will 

likely reduce their cooperative behavior due to the reduction of trust by the trusting 

individual in the dyad. If this is tnie, it could be e.xpected that trust gaps are not likely to 

endure over frequent interactions because the individuals' tiiist will be reduced down to 

the lowest level of trust in the dyad. 

New management forms. The approach taken in this research is one that assumes 

that employees have one manager. .A, traditional model of superv ision such as this does 

not allow tor the possible e.xploration of newer management forms. The matri.x 

organizational staicture, for example, creates an employment situation in which the 

employee has more than one manager. In fact, the employee is equally responsible to 

report to both managers, depending on the nature of the report. Although I did not take 

into account the possibility of multiple managers in this dissertation, future research 

should be conducted that looks at the interplay between the various employee-manager 

dyads for any given employee. It is interesting to consider the impact to employees" trust 

in Manager A. when they don't trust Manager B. It could be expected that employees 

engaged in a multi-manager situation would develop perceptions of trustworthiness of 

each manager by comparing the managers. In this way. it seems that one manager would 

always be at some disadvantage, due to the fact that they are being compared to the other 

manager. 

In a similar vein, many organizations are consolidating and merging together 

producing a turbulent experience for employees and managers. New manager-employee 
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dyads are created daily with no history on which to base trustworthiness perceptions. It 

would seem likely that an environment such as this would prove to be a perfect 

laboratory for investigating trust development. 

It would be beneficial for future research to consider the nature of trust at a 

turning point in a relationship, or a time when the manager-employee relationship is on 

shaky ground. .A.s a trust researcher, it would be beneficial to be at ground zero when the 

relationship is at a crossroads (Rempel et al., 1985). The notion of trust in the 

relationship would be most salient in this time of change. Volatile and changing 

situations such as these are plentiful due to the many organizations that are currently 

engaged in flattening organizational structures and reducing layers of management. In 

environments such as these, managerial spans of control are increasing and it is likely 

that managers will have less time available to interact with employees. The results from 

this dissertation suggest that this reduced opportunity to interact frequently with 

employees could be detrimental to the development of trust. On the other hand, it is 

possible that in Hatter organizations employees have reduced expectations of interacting 

with their managers, and therefore trust development would not suffer. It would be 

helpful for future research to take into consideration the employees' e.xpectations for 

interaction when evaluating trust development. 

Conclusions 

Trust between employees and managers develops as a result of frequent 

interaction which allows employees to evaluate the trustworthiness of managers. This 

trustworthiness is derived from employees' perceptions of their managers' ability and 
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motivation in the trusting situation. Trusted managers are individuals who encourage 

trust development by interacting frequently with employees and demonstrating concern 

and integrity while proving their ability to fulfill the managerial role. In addition, word-

of-mouth, or reputational information has a great impact on managerial trust. The stories 

that are circulated regarding managers" actions are key pieces of infomiation that 

employees use in determining whether to taist or not trust the managers. 

Managers seeking to establish trusting relations with their employees should 

recognize the impact of these findings and implement them in the workplace. Managers 

need to interact with their employees frequently and demonstrate competence in their job. 

Managers should also demonstrate empathy and concern for their employees so that 

cooperation can ensue (Kanter. 1989). Paired with this, astute managers should 

recognized the importance of open communication and timely feedback for employees 

(e.g., Sapienza & Korsgaard, 1996). Managers that wish to engender trust from their 

employees should evaluate the stories that are being told about them in the workplace. 

Managers could ask themselves the following questions in this evaluation: What are the 

themes? Do these stories relate to perceptions of my ability? Do employees question my 

motivation in making decisions? Are the stories specific or general? In answering these 

questions, managers can assess weaknesses in their trustworthiness profile and seek to 

remedy the problems with specific trust-building incidents. As participants in this 

dissertation indicated, one way for managers to engender trust from their employees is to 

first trust their employees. Suggestions such as these may resemble prescriptions 

distributed by a caring mother before her child's first day at school. Although these 
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suggestions may seem like mere platitudes, employees are keen on what it takes to 

develop trust in their manager. As they indicated, consistency in words and actions, open 

communication, personal interaction, and reciprocal trust were the greatest determinants 

of tnist in their manager. 

While accumulation of research on trust is likely to continue, I am left with the 

question of what does the future of trust research look like. In particular, what new 

questions will be answered and what new theories will be proposed. 1 am sure there will 

be discussions on how trust works to achieve a competitive advantage for organizations 

or how trust between tlrms creates lower network operating costs. While these findings 

would be and are interesting to read about, I believe that trust, in and of itself, is a 

desirable outcome. Instead of always trying to e.xamine trust as a moderator or as an 

antecedent of organizational behavior, I agree with Dirks and Ferrin (1998) who state that 

trust can stand alone as a dependent variable. .As many of the respondents in the studies 

reported, trust is a desirable condition in the workplace. If we view trust as a desirable 

condition, irrespective of its ability to impact performance, I think we will be further on 

our way to understanding the importance of trust as an affective experience contributing 

to overall quality of work life, in addition to its positive impacts on behaviors. 
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Appendix 1. Qualitative Interview Study Questionnaire 

THE UNivERsriYOF 

ARIZONA. 
Tucson Arizona 

Thank you for allowing me to contact you. As you know, I am conducting these interviews as a 
first step in my dissertation research for my Ph.D. in Business Management. Before we get 
started, I would like to ask you a few questions about yourself that will help me compare your 
responses with people similar to you. You can be assured that all of the information you provide 
today will be strictly confidential. 

1. Sex (inferred) Female Male 

2. .-Kre you currently employed full-time? Yes No 

IF no. are you employed part-time? Yes No 

3. On average, how many hours do you work per week? hours 

4. How long have you worked with your current company'organization? yrs mos 

5. What is your current job title? 

6. How long have you held your current position? yrs mos 

7. How long have you worked for your current supervisor/boss/manager? yrs mos 

8. [n an average day. how many times do you communicate with your supervisor? times 
This can include non-work and work discussion. 

9. How much time in an average week do you spend communicating with your boss? 

10. Without e.xplicitly asking...Identify se.\ of boss Female Male 

Interview # 
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I am now going to asl< you a few questions regarding trust in the wori<place. I want you to feel 
free to answer candidly. Again, your responses will be confidential and will only be used to help 
me develop research instruments for my dissertation. In most of the questions, I will ask you 
about your relationship with your boss. The person that you refer to should be your immediate 
supervisor, boss, or manager. Do you have any questions? 

11. Do you think it is important for you to trust your boss? Yes No 

12. Why (or Why not)? 

13. Do vou trust vour boss? Yes 

Note if the 
subjea asks 
wtiat do YOU 
mean? 

No 

14. On a scale of I to 10. with 1 being very little trust and 10 being a great deal of trust, at what 

point on that scale is your trust tor your boss? 

out of 10 

15. Why is it a " 

16. What causes you to trust or not trust your immediate boss? OR What intluences you to trust 

or not taist vour boss? 

17. Where do you get this information to make your judgments? 

18. Can you provide an example of how your tnist in your boss was developed? 

Need to switch 
these 2 
questions every 
other interview. 

19. What about an example of when your trust in your boss was damaged? 
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I have just a few more questions to ask regarding your general perception of your supervisor. 
Again, please answer candidly. 

20. Do you think your boss is qualified to do his/her job? Yes No 

21. Why (or why not)? 

22. What ev idence can you provide that would explain your perception of your superv isor's 

ability to do his/her job? 

23. Do you fee! that your superv isor looks out for you? Yes No 

24. Why (or why not)? 

25. What evidence can you provide that would help explain your perception of your superv isor 

"looking out for your interests"? 

26. Do you feel that your superv isor is honest with you? Yes No 

27. Why (or why not)? 

28. Do you feel that your supervisor has integrity? Yes No 

29. Why (or why not)? 

30. What evidence can you provide to show your supervisor has (or doesn't have) integrity? 

31. What would you say is the single greatest factor influencing your trust in your supervisor? 

32. And now the last question, on a scale of I to 10. with 1 being little trust and 10 being a great 

deal of trust, in general, how trusting are you of others? 

out of 10 
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Appendix 2. Scenario Study Pre Test Materials 

Managerial Action Coding Materials. 

Situations from Interviews 

For the following situations, please indicate whether you think the situation is provided as an example 

of the Ability. Benevolence, or Integrity ofa manager, from the view of an employee. 

To assess these situations, consider the following: 

• .-Vbilitv refers to a manager's group of skills, competencies, and characteristics that enable the 

manager to have influence within some specific domain. 

• Benevolence refers to the extent to which a manager is believed to want to do good to the 

employee, aside from an egocentric profit motive. 

• Inteuritv involves the employee's perception that the manager adheres to a set of principles that 

the employee finds acceptable. Furthermore, integrity includes issues of consistency of the 

manager's past actions, credible communication on the pan of the manager, belief that the 

manager has a strong sense of justice, and congruency of the manager's actions and words. 

• Other should be used if the situation is unclear. 

In all cases, the situations should be read from the perspective of an employee providing this 

information about their manager. Therefore, "he" or "she" generically refers to an employee's 

manager: "me" or "I" refers to the employee. 

You do not need to have equal frequencies for the coding categories. For instance, it is okay to have 

20 .Abilitys. 33 Integritys, and only 1 Benevolence. There are no right or wrong answers. 

Ability Benevolence Integrity Other 

1. He said he would give me a pay raise at the end • • • • 

of the quarter, and he actually came through with it. 

2. One of my coworkers told me about a time • • • • 

when our boss failed to give my coworker a timely 

performance appraisal. This action subsequently 

cost my coworker a promotion she desired. 

3. Based on my experiences with my boss, it • • • • 

appears he is only doing what upper management 

tells him to do. regardless of his own personal 

ethical beliefs of right and wrong. 

4. Upper management subtlety suggested to her • • • • 

that she tell our largest customer that their order 

was delayed due to conditions outside of our 

company's control. However, we all knew that the 

reason for the delayed order was due to internal 

problems in our company. My boss lied to the 

customer, as management had requested. It 

appeared that she didn't really question whether 

that was right or wrong, she just did it. 

5. Last week, I asked my boss a pretty simple 

question. I later found out that he lied to me. 

• • • • 
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Ability Benevolence Inte.urity Other 

6. She has attended all of the voluntary ethics 

training courses that our company provides. 

7. We just went through a massive layoff and my 

manager didn't seem to care much about how we 

felt. On one occasion she joked about the people 

that were going to lose their jobs. 

8. Our company was going through some massive 

layoffs during the past few months. Vly boss was 

really honest and open with us regarding the 

process and the reasons for the layoff. He brought 

each of us into his office to openly discuss the 

situation with us. 

9. It seems that when some negative or unpleasant 

information needs to be conveyed to our 

department, she does a really good job at making us 

feel at ease and as comfortable as possible. 

10. .-\fter my performance appraisal meeting last 

month, he made the comment to one of his 

colleagues that I was not doing my job very well 

and at times 1 was lazy. However, in our meeting, 

he said 1 was doing great. 

11. In my performance appraisals, it seems she is 

positively biased against me. She seems to go easy 

on me and not as easy on my fellow coworker. 

12. I have seen my boss treat my coworker w ith 

little respect and courtesy. He verbally abused my 

coworker in front of the other employees. 

13. It is clear from what other people say about my 

boss that she w ill never make a business deal that is 

inequitable for either our company or the other 

pany. 

14. 1 heard that my boss had an affair with one of 

my fellow coworkers. That was the story around 

the office when 1 came in this morning. 

15. My boss is completely "above board" with 

everyone he comes into contact with. I have seen 

him treat customers in the same positive way as he 

treats the employees. 

16. [ have seen that my boss holds true to what she 

believes in. She will make decisions based on her 

principles and values. 
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Ability Benevolence Integrity Other 

17. My boss pulled me off of a very important • • • • 
committee in my company and the reason she gave 
me for pulling me was unsubstantiated. 

18. Mv boss said he'd give me a raise, but he never • • • • 

did. 

19. When my boss gets caught lying, he makes up • • • • 

another one. .At least, that is what all of my 

coworkers say. 

20. iVly boss is reportedly a very reputable and • • • • 

honest person. For instance, one of my coworkers 

told me about a time when my boss was in a very 

tight ethical dilemma that would cost our company 

a lot of money if we chose to be honest to the 

customer. Well, as the story goes, my boss was 

honest with the customer and it set his professional 

career back a few years because of it. 

21. When my boss is challenged by one of her • • • • 

employees, she makes a point of listening to that 

person and really contemplating the merits of their 

challenge. She did this with me a couple of times. 

In t'act. one time she actually changed the way she 

did things around the office because of our 

discussion. 

22. One of the other employees in our office said • • • • 

that my boss doesn't seek input from employees. 

.Vly coworker thinks it is because our boss is 

intimidated by it. 

23. .Many of the people in my company think my • • • • 

boss is open and honest with people. 

24. .-Kt review time, my boss made sure that she • • • • 

delivered on what she promised even if it wasn't in 

my contract. 

25. My boss didn't give my coworker a raise, even • • • • 

though he promised it to him. 

25. I gave a presentation earlier this week. At the • • • • 

end of the presentation I asked my boss for 

feedback and she said I would have to wait to get 

the feedback until ne.\t week. One of my fellow 

coworkers overheard our discussion and said. 

"Yeah right...don't hold your breath. She always 

says she'll get back to you on the feedback but she 

never does." 
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Ability Benevolence Inte.ijrity Other 

27. The story around the office this morning is that 

we are going to have some cutbacks soon. My boss 

hasn't mentioned anything yet. I heard from other 

employees that before 1 came to this company, there 

were similar cutbacks and my manager didn't say 

anything about them until it was too late and some 

people lost their jobs. 

28. My boss has privileged information due to his 

position in our company. For e.xample. he has 

access to financial information and our company's 

long term strategy. 1 have asked him about some of 

the information before, but he just says "Yes, 1 do 

know that information but I cannot share it with you 

due to confidentiality agreements that 1 have made 

with the company." 

29. When I asked my boss to be promoted to an 

open position in our department she said that she 

didn't know anything about that opening. .A couple 

of weeks later, my boss hired a person for that exact 

position and I wasn't even notified. 

30. When 1 ask t'or information from my boss, he 

tells me if he is allowed to tell me. If he's not 

allowed to tell me the information t am requesting, 

he tells me that he can't instead of beating around 

the bush. 

31. My boss has a very important job in our 

company and in our greater community. Lots of 

people (mostly vendors from outside companies) 

know her and want to be her "best friend" so that 

she'll buy their products for our company. She 

often gets invited to expensive dinners, lu.xurv' or 

skybox seats at professional sporting events, and 

has even been offered an all expenses paid trip to 

Hawaii by vendors eager to gain her business. She 

has been very consistent in how she responds to 

these requests. She just says "No thank you, I'm 

not interested. If our company is interested in your 

products we will conduct business in a professional 

manner." I have seen her do this on numerous 

occasions. 

32. During my salary negotiations with my boss, I 

got the sense that he is very honest and 

straiahtforward. 
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33. It is fairly well known around the office that if 

you want the best company gossip, you can talk 

with my boss. 

34. 1 have shared some very personal information 

with my boss and she has never used that to harm 

me in any way. 

35. One of my coworkers said that my boss can't 

keep a secret. 

36. My boss never makes a promise that he can't 

keep. Problem is, he never makes a promise. He 

rides the middle of the fence on many i.ssues. 

37. It is pretty clear based on my observations of 

my boss that she is somewhat deceptive in her 

discussions with employees. She always seems to 

be withholding some information. 

38. Vly coworker said that when he asked my boss 

a tough question regarding cutbacks, my boss 

seemed very open and honest about the whole 

situation. 

39. If my boss isn't able to tell me something (due 

to confidentiality concerns), she just doesn't say 

anything about it. 

40. Some things my boss shouldn't tell me, but he 

does anyway for my benefit. 

41. One of my coworkers said that my boss is 

"honest when it is convenient." 

42. Vly boss often has to make very difficult 

decisions. Based on my own e.xperience with her 

decision making, it seems that she reasoned out the 

situation and was very forthright and made the right 

decision. 

43. Vly boss doesn't go back on things he's 

said...he just doesn't say much. 

44. Last week, I witnessed my boss become very 

angry with one of my fellow coworkers. After 

some time passed, my boss went to my coworker 

and acknowledged her mistake and made sure the 

coworker was okay. 

45. Vly boss' word is always true. 
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46. One of my fellow coworkers completed some 

interesting marketing research at our boss' request. 

.After my coworker emailed the research report to 

our boss, our boss forwarded it on under her own 

name and took credit for something she didn't do. 

My coworker found out about this in a company-

wide presentation. My coworker told me about it 

later. 

47. My boss has a reputation of not following the 

rules of the company. He develops policy for his 

own good. 

48. .Vly boss has had to make some tough decisions 

but she is always willing to "take heat" for her 

decisions. 

49. Vly boss is known as a hardliner...he never 

sways off of his/her principles and values. 

50. .-\11 of my coworkers think that our boss doesn't 

intentionally mislead us. If she can't tell us 

something, she'll tell us she can't. 

51. Last quarter, in our company's award 

ceremony, my boss took credit for something he 

didn't do. 

52. .Vly fellow coworker said that my boss was 

using the copier for personal use this morning. Vly 

coworker said it wasn't the tlrst time. 

53. We are a very tlnancially-driven company. .As 

a manager, if you're not going to meet your 

financial expectations, it is not acccptable to say 

that you're not going to meet them. However, my 

boss is a real tighter and she will tight for as long as 

she can to meet the e.xpectation, but if she can't 

meet it she won't lie about it. She will tell the truth. 

.At least, that's what I've heard from other 

coworkers. 

54. We had a situation last year where our product 

had some problems. The quality management team 

(headed by my boss) had to decide what we were 

going to tell the customer. Some of the team 

members thought it best if we acted ignorant when 

confronted by the customer regarding the problem. 

Vly boss stepped in and took defense of the 

customer. In the end it cost the company money. 

He has done this before in our quality team. 
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Managerial Action Evaluation Questionnaire #2. 

Assessing Your Manager at Juben Enterprises 

Imagine you are an employee for Juben Enterprises. During your course of employment with Juben 

you have had one boss that you have reported to. During this time, you have personally witnessed and 

directly e.xperienced some of the decisions and actions that your boss has made. In addition, some of 

your coworkers have provided you with information regarding your manager. 

In the pages that follow, you will find a list of situations and pieces of information regarding your 

manager's behaviors and actions. The situations are written from your point of view as the employee. 

Therefore, "he" or "she" generically refers to your manager: "me" or "I" refers to you, as the 

employee. 

With each situation or decision, please consider how that action will influence your izeneral onmion of 

your boss. For each situation, indicate on the scale the degree to which you view the action;decision 

as having a positive effect (improving your general impression of your boss) or a negative effect 

(worsening your general impression of your boss). Please circle your responses. 

There are no riuht or wronu answers. If you have any questions, please raise your hand. 

Please read the entire situation before making an assessment. Thanlts! 

Please circle your response. 

1. He said he would give me a pay raise at 

the end of the quarter, and he actually came 

through with it. 

2. My boss failed to complete my 

coworker's performance appraisal on time, 

even though she repeatedly promised my 

coworker that it would be done on time. This 

action subsequently cost my coworker a 

promotion she desired. 

3. Last week, I asked my boss a pretty 

simple question. I later found out that he lied 

to me. 

4. My boss is reportedly a very reputable 

and honest person. For instance, one of my 

coworkers told me about a time when my 

boss was in a very tight ethical dilemma that 

would cost our company a lot of money if we 

chose to be honest to the customer. Well, as 

the story goes, my boss was honest with the 

customer and it set his professional career 

back a few years because of it. 

5. I have frequently seen that my boss holds 

true to what she believes in. She will make 

decisions based on her principles and values, 

even if it seems like an unpopular decision. 

Negative Effect 
Worsens Impression 

-3 -2 -1 

Positive Effect 
Improves Impression 

0 -1 -2 -3 

0 -I -2 -3 

0 'I -2 -3 

0 ^1 ^2 -3 

0 ^1 +2 +3 
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Pleasecareru,,, «ad«« 

6. My boss said he'd give me a raise, but he -3 -2 -1 0 -rl -r2 +3 

never did. nevci uiu. 

7. I've seen that when my boss gets caught 
lying, she makes up another one. 

-3 -2 -1 0 -rl -2 ^3 

8. When I asked my boss to be promoted to -3 -2 -1 0 -^1 -^2 -^3 

an open position in our department she said that 
she didn't know anythmg about that opening. 
•A couple of weeks later, my boss hired a person 
t'or that exact position and 1 wasn't even 
notified. 

9. It is fairly well known around the office -3 -2 -1 0 ^1 -2 ^3 
that if you want the best company gossip, you 
should not talk with my boss because he keeps 
secrets well. 

10. .-\t our company's quarterly meeting, my -3 -2 -1 D -1 ^3 
boss was awarded a cash bonus for the 
completion of an outstanding project of which 
he was one of the team members. I noticed 
later however that he gave the award to another 
team member. .Apparently, my boss felt that he 
didn't do as much of the work on the project 
and that the other team member deserved to 
earn the bonus more so than he did. 

11. One of my fellow coworkers completed -3 -2 -I 0 -1 ^2 '3 

some interesting marketing research at our 
boss' request. After my coworker emailed the 
research report to our boss, our boss forwarded 
it to our company's executives under her own 
name and took credit for something she didn't 
do. My coworker found out about this in a 
company-wide presentation. My coworker told 
me about it later. 

12. 1 heard a story about my boss yesterday. -3 -2 -1 0 ~ 1 -^2 *3 

Apparently, a few years back, my boss really 
messed up a customer's order. .A few weeks 
later, upper management came in and asked 
him what happened and he told that them it 
wasn't his fault. My boss subsequently blamed 
it on one of his coworkers who no longer 
worked with the company. .As the story goes, a 
couple of days passed and my boss felt really 
bad about deceiving upper management. So. he 
went and told them that he was really the one to 
blame. 
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Please read the situation carefully. Negative Effect 
Worsens Impression 

Positive Effect 
Improves Impression 

13. My boss has a reputation of not following 
the rules of the company. He develops 
departmental policy for his own good, even at 
the expense of other individuals. 

14. 1 have shared some very personal 
information with my boss and she has never 
used that to harm me in any way. 

15. Last quarter, in our company's quarterly 
meeting, my boss took credit for something he 
didn't do. 

16. .\t review time, my boss made sure that 
she delivered on what she promised even if it 
wasn't in my contract. 

17. .All of my coworkers said that my boss is 
"honest when it is convenient." 

18. We are a very tlnancially-driven company. 
.-\s a manager, if you're not going to meet your 
financial expectations, it is not acceptable to 
say that you're not going to meet them. 
However, my boss is a real tighter and she will 
tight for as long as she can to meet the 
expectation, but many people say that if she 
can't meet it she won't lie about it. .Vly 
coworkers tell me that our boss will tell the 
truth even in the face of adversity. 

19. We had a situation last year where our 
product had some problems. The quality 
management team (headed by my boss) had to 
decide what we were going to tell the customer. 
Many of the team members thought it best if we 
acted ignorant when confronted by the 
customer regarding the problem. My boss 
stepped in and took defense of the customer. 1 
have seen him stand up for his principles before 
in our quality team. 

-3 

-J 

-3 

-J 

-J 

-3 

- 1  

- 1  ^1 

^3 

-3 -I 
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To assist me in comparing your responses with the responses of other study participants, 
please answer the foHowing questions about yourself. 

1. In what year were you bom? 19 

2. What is your sex? [ ] Female [ | Male 

3. What is your ethnicity ipletise murk one) '! [ | African-American [ ] Hispanic 

[ I White [ ] Asian/Pacitlc Islander 

[ ] Native American;Eskimo/Aleut [ ] Other 

4. How many years ot" full-time work experience do you have? years 

5. How many years of pan-time svork experience do you have? years 

6. Do you have any reactions, comments, or questions regarding this research? 

Thank you very much for your participation in this project. Now that you have completed 
the questionnaire^ please hand it to me. Thanks again for your assistance! 
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Appendix 3. Scenario Study Materials 

Juben Enterprises 

Imagine yourself in the following scenano: 

After graduating t'rom The University of Arizona in 1997. you took a job as an entry-level Customer 

Development Project Assistant with Juben Enterprises, a leader in the global consumer products 

industry. Juben is well known in the industry for producing excellent products that meet the needs of 

customers around the world. Juben specializes in three general product areas: food/beverage, 

laundry/cleaning, and beauty care. 

Industry 
The global consumer products industry represents one of the largest industries in the world. Juben 

Enterprises' revenues totaled 515 billion in 1998. with net earnings of SI.2 billion. Juben's consumer 

products are found in SO'i'o of homes in the developed regions of the world. One of the reasons for 

their success is found in their e.xtensive Customer Development programs. Customer Development 

(CD) is a multi-functional strategy that Juben uses to build business partnerships with their retail 

accounts. 

Customer Development 
CD teams provide customers with Juben's collective expenise to help retailers improve their sales, 

market share, and profitability. By combining partners in every aspect of the business, they're able to 

provide ideas, products and value-added solutions to satisfy their retailing accounts" needs. These 

cross-functional Customer Teams are brought together from Finance. Logistics. Marketing. Product 

Development. Human Resources, and Information Systems. 

Your Job 
As a Customer Development Project Assistant, you represent products from Juben's food/beverage 

business sector as part of their Customer Teams and sell directly to large foodser\'ice customers. .\ll of 

your customers are assigned accounts, and you directly and indirectly manage millions of dollars of 

the Company's business with these accounts. 

Here is a sample of your job duties: 

Develop action plans to guide promotions. 

Develop plans to sell the promotion line-up to assigned stores. 

Carry out selling and merchandising objectives in the areas of distribution levels, shelf presence, 

displays, and pricing. 

Understand your customers' system objectives and strategies. 

Call on stores to ensure objectives are achieved. 

Develop strong relationships with store personnel. 

Assist in developing marketing plans that identify specific marketing tactics and opportunities. 

Evaluate the success of promotions through financial, competitive and research analysis, and 

research planning. 

Your Supervisor 
During your course of employment (2 years) with Juben you have had one supervisor to whom you 

have directly reported. You interact with your supervisor regularly at least 3 times a week. Over the 

past two years, you have personally witnessed and directly experienced some of the decisions and 

actions that your supervisor has made. In addition, your coworkers and other individuals have 

provided you with information regarding your supervisor. 



118 

Your relationship with your supervisor has been pretty normal. However, the three incidents below 

have been drawn to your attention. 

Your supervisor failed to complete a coworker's performance appraisal on time, even though your 

sup-'^'iso'" '•s;pe;""dly "••orr''"e-' thr' it "'ould b'' Hon-' "'T''' Thi'' —'ior 

sub I' ' c he c er de e< i no n 

^ oUt supe^» IS T^PWI'teuiji u imputable MULI hon^oL PWTSOKI. Foi INSTUNWE, ui>W ot y^^ur 

coworkers told you about a time when your supervisor was in a very tight ethical dilemma that 

would cost the company ' o " ev " • ' ' he >vit' he istomcr. .As the story 

goes, your supervisor w. '-""ne "h .ecustc ;rai it t hi i> ' ;ssional career back a 

few years because of it. 

Your supervisor promised you a raise, but never followed through on the promise. 

Based on the information given in this scenario, please indicate how much you agree or 

disagree with each statement. If you are not sure of some of your responses, estimate it to 

the best of your ability. Remember, there are no "right" or "wrong" answers. 

The following statements refer to your 
interactions with your boss/supervisor at Juben. 

Slriiii^ly 
Di.sirjrcc 

.\ftthcr 
I.Vfrt't' nor 
OiMiarcL' 1 wee 

Strimf;lv 

I. If I had my way. I wouldn't let my supervisor have 
any influence over issues that are important to me. 

1 •) 3 4 5 

2. I would be willing to let my supervisor have 
complete control over my future in this company. 

1 1 3 4 5 

3. 1 really wish I had a good way to keep an eye on my 

supervisor and his/her activities. 
1 T 3 4 5 

4. I would be comfortable giving my supervisor a task 
or problem which was critical to me, even if 1 could 
not monitor his/her actions. 

1 1 3 4 5 

S. .Vly supervisor and I communicate often. 1 1 3 4 5 

6. I have worked for this supervisor for a long period 
of time. 

1 -> 3 4 5 

7. Mv supervisor and I discuss work-related issues on 
a regular basis. 

1 -> 3 4 5 

Please answer the following questions regarding 
wour boss/sunervisor at Juben Enterorises. Dct'mitnlv 

Yes 
Miiyhc 

Yes 
\l<nhe Delinitclv Don t 

KIIDW 

8. Based on what vou have heard from others, not on 
your own e.xperience or what you have seen... 

do you feel that your supervisor has integrity? ^1 -1 .2 •1 

do you feel that your supervisor is very concemed 
about your welfare (well-being)".' 

+2 + 1 -1 • )  

do you feel that your supervisor is very capable of 
performing his/her job? 

+2 + 1 -I .2 • )  
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CONTINUED: Please answer the following 
questions regarding your boss/supervisor at Dcfiniiely Mayhe Mavhe Definitely Dim 7 

Enterprise^* _VVj Know 

9. Based on what you have seen, not on your own 
experience or what you have heard from others... 

do you feel that your supervisor is very concerned +2 -rl -1 -2 
about your welfare (well-being)? 

do you feel that your supervisor is very capable of +2 +1 -1 -2 
performing his/her job? 

do you feel that your supervisor has integrity? +2 +1 -1 -2 

10. Based on what you have personally experienced, not 
what you have seen or heard from others... 

do you feel that your supervisor is very capable of +2 ^1 -1 -2 
performing his/her job? 

do you feel that your supervisor has integrity? +2 ^1 -1 -2 

do you feel that your supervisor is very concerned '-2 -1 -I -2 
about vour welfare (well-beimz)? 

Do you have any reactions, comments, or questions regarding this research? 

END OF SCENARIO STUDY 

Please answer the questions on the next page about yourself. 
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To assist in comparing your responses witii tlie responses of other study participants, please 
answer the following questions about yourself. 

1. In what year were you bom? 19 

2. What is your sex? [ ] Female [ ] Male 

3. What is your ethnicity? /;wrio/i£? [] African-American [] Hispanic 

[ 1 White [ ] Asian/Pacitlc Islander 

[ ] Native American/Eskimo/Aleut [ ] Other 

4. How many years of full-time work experience do you have? years 

5. How many vears of part-time work experience do vou have? years 

For the following set of questions, please consider 
vour own oersonal beliefs about peoole In 
general. First impressions are usually best. There 
are no "right" or "wrong" answers. 

Stronf^ly 
Di.suarct' Disiiiirce 

iinr Slntiiiilv 
A'jruc 

I. One should be very cautious with strangers. 1 2 
•» J 4 5 

2. Most experts tell the truth about the limits of their 1 2 
t J 4 5 

knowledge. 

3. Most people can be counted on to do what they 1 2 J 4 5 

say they will do. 

4. These days, you must be alert or someone is I 2 3 4 5 

likely to take advantage of you. 

5. Most salespeople are honest in describing their 1 2 J 4 5 

products. 

5. Most repair people will not overcharge people 1 2 3 4 5 

who are ignorant of their specialty. 

7. Most people answer public opinion polls 1 2 3 4 5 

honestly. 

8. .Most adults are competent at their jobs. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Most people have the courage to act on their 1 2 3 4 5 
convictions. 

10. .Most people try to apply the Golden Rule ("do 1 2 
•» J 4 5 

unto others as you would have them do unto 

you"), even in today's complex society. 

11. Most people would stop and help a person whose 1 2 J 4 5 

car was disabled. 

12. Most people will go out of their way to help 1 2 J 4 5 

someone in trouble. 

13. Most people would tell a lie if they could gain by it 1 2 3 4 5 

14. The typical person is sincerely concerned about 1 ^ J 4 5 

the problems of others. 

15. Most people would cheat on their income tax if 1 2 3 4 5 

they had the chance. 

Thank you very much for your participation in this project. Now that you have completed the 
questionnaire, please turn it in to the survey director at the front of the room. Thanics again! 
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Appendix 3.1. Scenario Study Manipulations 

You have shared some very personal information with your supervisor and he has 

never used that to harm you in any way. E+ 

Your supervisor promised vou a raise, but never followed through on the promise. 

E-

.Ar your company's quarterly meeting, your supervisor was awarded a cash bonus for 
the completion of an outstanding project of which your supervisor was one of the 
team members. You noticed later however that your supervisor gave the award to 
another team member. Apparently, your supervisor felt that he didn't do as much of 
the work on the project and that the other team member deserved to earn the bonus 
more so than your supervisor did. 0+ 

Your supervisor failed to complete a coworker's performance appraisal on time, even 
though he repeatedly promised the coworker that it would be done on time. This 
action subsequently cost your coworker a desired promotion. O-

Your supervisor is reportedly a very reputable and honest person. For instance, one 
of your coworkers told you about a time when your supervisor was in a very tight 
ethical dilemma that would cost the company a lot of money if he chose to be honest 
with the customer. Well, as the story goes, your supervisor was honest with the 
customer and it set his professional career back a few years because of it. W+ 

One of your fellow coworkers completed some interesting marketing research at your 
supervisor's request. .After the coworker emaiied the research report to your 
supervisor, your supervisor forwarded it to the company's e.xecutives under his own 
name and took credit for something he didn't do. Your coworker found out about this 
in a company-wide presentation. The coworker told you about it later. W-

The 8 conditions were comprised of the following manipulation combinations 
(holding Integrity constant): 

1. W+. E+, 0+ 
2. W+ E+, O-
3. W^, E-, 0+ 
4. W-r, E-. O- These 8 conditions were counterbalanced 
5. W-, E+, 0+ into 48 different versions of the scenario. 
6. W-, E+, O-
7. W-, E-. 0+ 
S. W-. E-,0-



Appendix 4. Employee Ouestiormaire For Citv Resident Sample 

122 

THE UNivERsriYOF 

ARIZONA. 
TUCSON ARIZONA 

November 4, 1999 

Dear Study Participant: 

I am a founh-year doctoral student at The University of Arizona. .As the final requirement for my 
doctoral degree, I must complete a dissertation project. I am asking for your assistance in this 

endeavor. If you are willing, please complete the following survey. 

1 am interested in your ideas about your current supervisor, boss, or manager. To be able to complete 
the survey, it is important that vou are currently employed and that vou have a boss or supervisor. 

The responses vou give are anonvmous and confidential, thev will onlv be used for research 
purposes. 

The survey will take approximately 10-20 minutes to complete. 

There are no "right" or "wrong" answers to the questions. 

Please do not discuss your responses with others while you complete the survey. 

When vou are finished, please return vour survey to the bo.x at the front of the room. 

Thanks for your participation. If you have any questions about the research project or this survey in 

particular, please contact me. 

Bennett Cherry Management and Policy Department 
Doctoral Candidate College of Business and Public Administration 
(520) 621-1053 The University of Arizona 

Email: bcherry@u.arizona.edu 
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ARIZONA. 

EMPLOYEE PERCEPTIONS SURVEY 

For the following questions, please use the scale provided to indicate how much you agree or disagree. 
Please circle your response. If you are not sure of some of the responses, estimate them to the best of 
your ability. Remember, there are no "right" or "wrong" answers. 

Are you currently employed? Yes No 

Do you currently have a superv isor, boss, or manager? Yes No 

// "no please remrn survey 

If "no please return sun ey 

The following statements refer to your Interactions with 
our current supen/isor. boss, or manager. This is the 
erson you report to most directly. DiSii^rcc Disa 

\'cirhcr 
ifor 

If I had my way, I wouldn't let my supervisor have any 

inlluence over issues that are important to me. 

I would be willing to let my supervisor have complete 

control over my future in this company. 

I really wish I had a good way to keep an eye on my 

supervisor and his/her activities. 

1 would be comfortable giving my supervisor a task or 

problem which was critical to me, even if 1 could not 

monitor his/her actions. 

5. I w ould be willing to let my supervisor make a job-related 

decision for mc in my absence. 

6. I trust my supervisor in job-related situations, even when I 

can't verify his/her actions. 

7. My supervi.sor is very capabic of performing his/her job. 

8. My superv isor is known to be successful at the things he/she 

tries to do. 

9. My superv isor h.is much knowledge about the work that 

needs to be done. 

10. 1 feel very confident about my supervisor's skills. 

11. .\ly supervisor has specialized capabilities that can increase 

my performance. 

12. My supervisor is well qualified. 

13. My supervisor is very concemed about my welfare. 

14. My needs and desires arc very important to my superv isor. 

15. My supervisor would not knowingly do anything to hurt me. 

16. My supervisor really looks out for what is important to me. 

17. .Vly superN'isor will go out of his/her way to help me. 

18. My supervisor has a strong sense of justice. 

19. I never have to wonder whether my supervisor will stick to 

his/her word. 

20. My supervisor tries hard to be fair in his/her dealings with 

others. 

21. My supervisor's actions and behaviors are not very consistent 

22. 1 like my supervisor's values. 

23. Sound principles seem to guide my supervisor's behavior. 

Pjgel 
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Here is a series of attitude statements. For this set of 
questions, please consider your beliefs about oeoole in 
general. First impressions are usually best Remember 
that there are no "right" or "wrong" answers. 

Xetihcr 
Strongly .-lyrLV nor 

Dtsaarcc Disutircc Aiirca 

2-1. One should be verv' cautious with strangers. 1 2 3 4 5 

25. .Most e.xperts tell the truth about ihe limits of their 
knowledge. 

1 2 3 4 5 

26. Most people can be counted on to do what they say they will 
do. 

1 2 3 4 5 

27. These days, you must be alert or someone is likely to take 
advantage of you. 

1 2 3 4 5 

28. Most salespeople are honest in describing their products. 1 2 3 4 5 

29. Most repair people will not overcharge people who are 

ignorant of their specialty. 

1 2 3 4 5 

30. .Most people answer public opinion polls honestly. 1 2 3 4 5 

31. .Most adults are competent at their jobs. 1 2 3 4 5 

32. .Most people have the courage to act on their convictions. 1 2 3 4 5 

33. .Most people try to apply the Golden Rule ("do unto others as 

you would have them do unto you"), even m today's 

complex society. 

1 2 3 4 5 

34. .Most people would stop and help a person w hose car was 

disabled. 

1 : 3 4 5 

35. .Most people will go out of their w ay to help someone in 
trouble. 

1 2 3 4 5 

36. Most people would tell a lie if they could gain by it. 1 : 3 4 5 

37. The typical person is sinccrcly concerned about the problems 

ofothers. 

1 2 3 4 s 

33. Most people w ould cheat on their income ta.x if they had the 

chance. 

1 2 3 4 5 

39. If you want people to do a job right, you should explain 

things to them in great detail and supervise them closely. 

1 2 3 4 5 

40. People claim that they have ethical standards regarding 

honesty and morality, but few people stick to them when 

they're up against a wail. 

1 2 3 4 5 

41. People pretend to care more about one another than they 

really do. 

1 2 3 4 5 

42. Most people arc not really honest for a desirable reason, 

they're afraid of getting caught. 
' 3 4 5 

For the following questions, consider your feelings 
reqardina vour iob and workolace. Strongly 

S'cilht'r 
Agree nor 
Dwacrt'e 

Strony;ly 

43. My supervisor and I get along well. 1 2 3 4 5 

44. I am satisfied with my job. I 2 3 4 5 

45. Taking all things into consideration, I am satisfied with ray 

supervisor. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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A ôna. 

46. Knowing what you now know, if you had to decide all over 

again whether to take the job you now have, what would you 

decide? (please circle one response) 

iVilhoui 
hcsiuuon. I 
wouiJ ukd 

this jab 

I MculJ /ijvl' 
same Sk'CoiiJ 
ihou^fus on 

ukin^ this job 

/ would not idkc 
this job 

47. .\ll in all, how satisfied would you say you are with your job? 

(please circle one response) 

vt'rv 
mtlSjh'i 

somcwhu: nni too not ut j/i 
{ safjtiL'iI iditsfitid saitsped 

48. Please circle the face that best e.xpresses how you feel about ( 
your job. t 

i "7̂ , 

e / W  W  %  W  

Answer the following questions based on your feelings 
related to vour olace of entolavment Icamaanv. 
organization, etc.)- ^ironxily 

DisuMrcc 
nnr 

DisJ\:n-e Di-vcctv 
Stmnii/y 

49. 1 would be happy to spend the rest of my career w ith the 

company/organization I currently w ork for. 

50. 1 really feel as if the company's, organization's problems are 

niy own. 

51. 1 do not feel like "part of the family" at this 

company.'organization. 

52. 1 do not feel "emotionally attached" to this 

company/organization, 

53. Thi.s company/organization has a great deal of meaning for 

54. I do not feel a strong sense of belonging at this 

company/organization. 

Please answer the following regarding your 
boss/supervisor. Read each question carefully. Ofihuu-h Dcihm^iv Onn i 

Jt'.r \t) St) Kni>\% 

55. Based on what you have heard from others, not on your own 

c.xperience or what you have seen... 

do you feel that your supervisor has integrity? 'I -I 

do you feel that your supervisor is very concerned about "I -1 

your welfare (well-being)? 

do you feel that your supervisor is very capable of •- *1 -I 

performing his/her job? 

56. Based on what you have seen, not on your own e.xperience 

or what you have heard from others... 

do you feel that your supervisor is very concerned about *1 -I 

your welfare (well-being)? 

do you feel that your supervisor is very capable of 

performing his/her job? 

do you feel that your supervisor has integrity? *2 -1 -1 
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Please answer the following regarding your 
boss/suoen/isor. Read each question carefully. 

ARIZQNA. 

Xfuyhc Dejinitcly Don i 
S'o \'o Know 

57. Based on what you have personally exnerieni:ed. not w hat 

you have seen or heard from others... 

do you teel that your superv isor is very capable of 

performing his/her job? 

do you teel that your supervisor has iniegnty? 

do you feel thai your supervisor la sers conccmed about 

your welfare (well-being)? 

For the next five questions, consider your Interactions 
with your supervisor. Siroii\;ly 

DiSJ\!rcc DiSij^rcc 

.VT'L/ZLTT 
•fijrtv nor 

AMrce 
Slrvn^ly 

58. .My supervisor and I communicate often. 

59. I have worked for this supervisor for a long period of t:me. 

60. My supervisor and I discuss work-related issues on a regular 

basis. 

61. My supervisor and I discuss non-work related issues on a 

regular basis. 

62. .My supervisor and I know each other well. 

3 

'inft' or once or 
For the following questions, please consider the frequency rtii'i'r/: cw icc :n nncc or manv ntuitv onccnr m^inv 
of interaction vou have with vour supervisor. unKsa iwwsa ninv mucs 

ntixs mvnihy month numh ut't'i Jiiih Jjilv 

63. How frequently does vour supervisor initiate work-relaied 

interaction with you? 

o-l. How frequently do vou initiate work-related interaction with 

your supervisor? 

65. How frequently do you mteract w ith your supervisor at 

work? 

66. How frequently do you interact w ith your supervisor 

informally or socially at work? 

1 3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

To assist in comparing your responses with the responses of other study participants, please answer 
the following questions about yourself. 

1. In what year were you bom? 19 

2. What is your sex ? [ ] Female [ ] .Male 

3. What is your ethnicity? (please mark one! [ J .African-American [ ] Hispanic 

(] White [ ] AsianyTacific Islander 
[ ] Native American/Eskimo/Aleut [ ] Other 

4. In general, how favorable has your employment experience been? (Include all of your job e.xperiences since 

you began working.) (please circle one response) 

very Somewhat neither somewhat very 
unfavorable unfavorable unfavorable nor favorable favorable 

favorable 

Pdge^ 
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5. How many hours do you work in a typical week'.' hours 

6. How long ha\ e you worked for your current organization? years months 

7. In what industrv- do vou work? 

8. How many employees does your current organization employ? employees 

9. What is your current job title? 

10. How long have you held that position? years months 

U. How long have you known your current supervisor? years months 

12. How long ha\ e you worked for your current supervisor? years months 

13. What is your superv isor's sex? [ | Female [ | Male 

H. What is your supervisor's ethnicity? [ ] .\frican-American [ ) Hispanic 

(please mark one) [] White [] .\sian/Pacific Islander 

[ 1 Native .A.merican;'Eskmio/.-\leut [ ] Other 

15. In an average workday, what percentage ot'your time is spent 

mteractmg in some way with your supervisor? "o ot'my time 

16. What is your current annual salary? !please mark only one) 
[ 11 less than S 10,000 per year 

[21 510,000-19.999 per year 

[31 520,000-29,999 per year 
[4] 530,000-39,999 per year 

[51 540.000-49,999 per year 

[6] 550.000-59,999 per year 

[7] more than 560,000 per year 

17. What is your current level of education? iplease mark only one) 
[11 .•\ttended high school, but no diploma orGED 

[2] Earned high school diploma or GED 

[3| .Attended college, but no bachelors degree 

[4] Earned college or university bachelors degree 

[5] .Attended graduate school, but no graduate degree 

[61 Earned college or university masters degree 

[71 Earned college or university doctoral degree 

18. Do you have any additional reactions, comments, or questions? 

Thank you very much for your paiticipation in this study. Your answers will remain confidential and your 
identity will remain anonymous. Now that you have completed the questionnaire, please return 
it to the survey director at the front of the room. 

Pjgef 
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Appendix 5. Employee Questionnaire for Financial Services Sample 

THtUNMRSnVOr 

ARIZONA. 
TUCSON ARIZONA 

November 12, 1999 

Dear FINOVA Employee: 

I am a fourth-year doctoral student at The University of Arizona. As the tlnal requirement for my 
doctoral degree, I must complete a dissenation project. With the permission of FINOVA I am asking 
for your assistance in this endeavor. If you are willing, please complete the following survey. 

I am interested in your ideas about your current supervisor. 

The responses vou eive are anonvmous and confidential, thev will onlv be used for research 
purposes. 

The survey will take approximately 10-20 minutes to complete. 

There are no "right" or "wrong" answers to the questions. 

Please do not discuss your responses with others while you complete the survey. 

When vou are finished, please return vour survey bv enclosing it in the attached business reply 
envelope. 

Thanks for your participation. If you have any questions about the research project or this survey in 
particular, please contact me. 

Bennett Cherry 
Doctoral Candidate 
(520) 621-1053 
Email: bcherry(aju.arizona.edu 

Management and Policy Department 
College of Business and Public Administration 

The University of Arizona 
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EMPLOYEE PERCEPTIONS SURVEY 

For the following questions, please use the scale provided to indicate how much you agree or disagree. 
Please circle your response. If you are not sure of some of the responses, estimate them to the best of 
your ability. Remember, there are no "right" or "wrong" answers. 

.-Vrc you currently employed? Yes No 

Dt) you currently have a supervisor, boss, or manager? Yes No 

/f "no please return siin ey 

If "no please return sun ey 

The following statements refer to your interactions with 
your current suoertfisor. boss, or manager. This is the 
person you report to most directly. ^:rar.:^!v 

DiJXiJuri'c AarcL' 
Stroitiilv 

A i!rcL' 

9. 

It'l had my way, I wouldn't let my superv isor have any 

influence over issues that are important to me. 

1 would be willing to let my super\ isor have complete 

control over my future in this company. 

I really wish 1 had a good way to keep an eye on my 

supervisor and his, her activities. 

I would be comtbrtable giving m>' supervisor a task or 

problem which wxs critical to me. even if 1 could not 

monitor his/her actions. 

1 would be willing to let my superMsor make a job-related 

decision for me in my absence. 

I tru.st my supervisor m job-related situations, even when I 

can't verily his/her actions. 

My supervisor is very capable of performing his/her job. 

My supervisor is known to be successful at the things he/she 

tries to do. 

My supervisor has much knowledge about the work that 

needs to be done. 

10. I feel very confident about my supervisor's skills. 

! 1. ,\ly supervisor has specialized capabilities that can increase 

my performance. 

12. My supervisor is well qualified. 

13. My supervisor is very concerned about my welfare. 

14. My needs and desires are very important to my supervisor. 

15. My supervisor would not knowingly do anything to hurt me. 

16. My supervisor really looks out for what is important to me. 

17. My supervisor will go out of hiSitier way to help me. 

18. My supervisor has a strong sense of justice. 

19. I never have to wonder whether my supervisor will stick to 

his/her word. 

20. My supervisor tries hard to be fair in his/her dealings with 

others. 

21. My supervisor's actions and behaviors are not very consistent. 

22. I like my supervisor's values. 

23. Sound principles seem to guide my supervisor's behavior. 

Pjgel 
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Here is a series of attitude statements. For this set of 
questions, please consider your beliefs about people in 
general. First impressions are usually best. Remember 
that there are no "right" or "wrong" answers. 

24. One should be very cautious with strangers. ' 1 3 4 5 

25. Most e.xpens tell the truth about the limits of their 1 

knowledge. 

2 3 4 5 

25. Most people can be counted on to do what they say they will 1 

do 

3 4 5 

27. These days, you must be alert or someone is likely to take 1 

advantage of you. 

3 4 5 

28. Most salespeople are honest in describing their products. 1 2 3 4 5 

29. •Most repair people will not overcharge people who are 1 

ignorant of their specialty. 

•) 3 4 5 

30. Most people answer public opinion polls honestly. 1 3 4 5 

31. .Most adults are competent at their jobs 1 •> 3 4 5 

32. Most people have the courage to act on their con\ ictions. 1 3 4 5 

33. .Mo.st people try to apply the Golden Rule (" do unto others as I 

you would have them do unto you"), even in today's 

comple.x society. 

•* 
5 

34. Most people would stop and help a person w hose car was 1 

disabled. 

3 4 5 

35. Most people will go out of their way to help someone in 1 

trouble. 

3 4 5 

36. .Most people would tell a lie if they could gain by it. 1 3 4 5 

37. The typical person is sinccrely concerned about the problems 1 

ofothers. 

3 4 5 

33. •Most people would cheat on their income ta.x if they had the I 

chance. 

3 4 5 

39. If you want people to do a job right, you should e.Nplain 1 

things to them in great detail and supervise them closely. 

3 4 5 

40. People claim that they have ethical standards regarding 1 

honesty and morality, but few people stick to them when 

they're up against a wall. 

3 4 5 

41. People pretend to care more about one another than they 1 

really do. 

•> 3 4 5 

42. Most people are not really honest for a desirable reason, 1 

they're afraid of getting caught. 

2 3 4 5 

For the following questions, consider your feelings 
reaardina vour iob and workolace. Stran^iy 

Duatirvc Disagree 

AVff/itT 
.44,'rt'e nor 
Disajjret: .-Ictv 

Strongly 
Aitri'i' 

43. My supervisor and I get along well. 1 2 3 4 5 

44. I am satisfied with my job. 1 2 3 4 5 

45. Taking all things into consideration, I am satisfied with my 1 

supervisor. 

2 3 4 5 

Sfra/i^/v 
Disu^rec DtSi 

Scither 
A^rce nor 

/DuJLTtV 
Stroni^ly 

A\!rca 
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46. Knowing what you now know, if you had to decide all over 

again whether to take the job you now have, what would you 

decide? (please circle one response) 

H'ilhuut 
hcstuiton. I 
woutd lakj 

this job 

I wouU 
i'o/nc 
fhouiilus on 

raking ihn ;ob 

I •%uuU not 
this joh 

47. All in all, how satisfied would you say you arc with your job? 

(please circle one response) 

vvn-
SitllSjIcJ 

siyniewhai 
iJtisjIcd 

not too 
SyltlSjk'J 

not dt iill 
sati:ijl<:d 

48. Please circle the face that best e.xpresses how you feel about 

your job, vL'fP fe?? 

Answer the following questions based on your feelings 
related to your place of eitiDlovment (company, s^ihcr 
organization, etc.). iVr, 

Di.\a\irct: Disji:rx.\' 

49. I would be happy to spend the rest of my career with the I 3 4 5 

company/organization I currently work for. 

50. 1 really feel as if the company's/organization's problems are I 2 4 5 

my own. 

51. 1 do not feel like "part of the ("ami ly" at this I 2 ,• 4 5 

company/organization. 

52. 1 do not feel "emotionally attached" to this 1 2 :• 4 5 

company/organization. 

53. This company'organization has a great deal of meaning tor 1 2 :• 4 5 

me. 

54. I do not feel a strong sense of belonging at this 12 3 4 5 

company/organi/ation. 

Please answer the following regarding your 
boss/supcfvisor. Read each question carefully. tv/mid/v Di;;.:.;.;. o,. 

yVj ^f5 .N'j Kr.-

55. Based on what you have heard from others, not on your own 

e.xpcrience or what you have seen... 

do you feel that your supervisor has integrity? -I -1 

do you feel that your supervisor is very concerned about *- -1 

your welfare (well-being)? 

do you teel that your supervisor is very capable of '•2 -1 -1 

performing his/Tier job? 

55. Based on what you have seen, not on your own e.xperience 

or what you have heard from others... 

do you feel that your supervisor is very concerned about -2 *1 -1 

your welfare (well-being)? 

do you feel that your supervisor is very capable of *2 -1 

performing his/her job? 

do you feel that your supervisor has integrity? -I -I 
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Please answer the fallowing regarding your 
boss/supervisor. Read each question carefully. Dejhutcly Stuxbe SiaybK' Don l 

>V.V W'S .VTJ .\'O AT/IOU-

57. Based on what you have personally experienced, not what 

you have seen or heard from others... 

do you teel that your supcA'isor is very capable of 

performini; his. her job ' 

do you feel that your supervisor has integrity? 

do you feel that your supervisor is very concerned about 

your welfare (well-being)? 

For the next five questions, consider your interactions .\viiiicr 
with your supervisor. Slrangly Aum iwr Slrun^ly 

PLidMrcc Dtsaaret: Dt.'saMrcc 

58. My supervisor and I communicate ot'ten. 1 1 3 4 5 

59. I have w orked for this supervisor for a long period of time. ! •> 3 4 5 

50. My supervisor and 1 discuss work-related issues on a regular 

basis. 

1 •) 3 4 5 

61. Mv suDervisor and I discuss non-work related issues on a 

regular basis. 

1 2 3 4 5 

62. .\ly supervisor and 1 know each other well. 1 •> 3 4 5 

Far the followina auestions. olease consider the freauencv 
of interaction vou have with vour suoervisor. 

or 

ru iL't' i/t 

lust ft 

months 

(j/tt't* ur 

nvicc in 

Ulm J 
months 

/fm\' of 

iwict:«/ 

month 

nutny 

twtc.f it 

month 

manv 

unws J 

ont'i' or 

/U 
Jittlv 

miwv 

ttmcs 

JuiU 

63. How freuuentlv does vour supervisor initiate work-related 

interaction with you? 

1 •) 3 4 5 6 T 

64. How treuuenllv do vou initiate work-related interaction with 

your supervisor? 

1 3 4 5 (3 

65. How frequently do you interact with your supervisor at 

work? 

I 3 4 5 6 

66. How frequently do you interact with your supervisor 

informally or socially at work? 

1 1 3 4 5 (> 7 

To assist in comparing your responses with the responses of other study participants, please answer 
the following questions about yourself. 

1. In what year were you bom? 19 

2. What is your se.\? [ J Female [ ] Male 

3. What is your ethnicity? (please mark one) [ ] African-American [ ] His-panic 
[ j White [ j Asian/Pacific islander 

[ ] Native American/'Eskimo/Aleut [ ] Other 

4. In general, how favorable has your employment experience been? (Include aU of your job experiences since 

you began working.) (please circle one response) 

very Somewhat neither somewhat very 
unfavorable unfavorable unfavorable nor favorable favorable 

favorable 

Page-f 



5. How many hours do you work in a typical week? hours 

6. How long have you worked tor your current organization? years months 

7. What is your current job title? 

8. How long have you held that position? years months 

9. How long have you known your current supervisor? years months 

10. How lona have vou worked for vour current supers isor? years months 

11. What is your supervisor's sex? [ ] Female [ ] Male 

12. What is your supervisor's ethnicity? [ | .At'ncan-.-Vmerican [ ] Hispanic 

(please mark one) [ ] White [ ] .-Vsiaa'Pacific Islander 

[ ! Native .Amcricaa Eskimo/.A.leut [ ) Other 

13. In an average w orkday, what percentage of your time is spent 

interacting in some way with your super\ isor? of my time 

14. What is your current annual salary? (please mark only one) 

[ 11 less than S 10,000 per year 

[21 510.000-19.999 per year 

[31 520,01)0-29,999 per year 

[4] 530,000-39,999 per year 

[51 540,000-49,999 per year 

[6] 550,000-59,999 per year 

[7] more than 560,000 per year 

15. What is your current level of education? (please murk only one) 

[ 1 ] .Attended high school, but no diploma or GED 

[2] Earned high school diploma or GED 

[31 .-Mtended college, but no bachelors degree 

[4] Earned college or university bachelors degree 

[5] Attended graduate school, but no graduate degree 

[6] Earned college or university masters degree 

[7] Earned college or university doctoral degree 

16. Do you have any additional reactions, comments, or questions? 

Tnank you very much for your participation in this study. Your answers will remain confidential and your 
identity will remain anonymous. Now that you have completed the questionnaire, please place it 
in the attached business reply envelope and drop it any US Postal Service mailbox. You do 
not need to apply any postage to the envelope, it has already been paid. 
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