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ABSTRACT

Previous research has demonstrated that employees’ trust in their manager is strongly influenced by
their relationship with, and perceptions of, their manager. In this paper we draw on a convenience sample of
survey data from ICT companies operating in three countries - namely Australia, Turkey and Ukraine
(N=541). Furthermore, sub-components of trust and communication with the immediate manager mediate
the relationship between perceptions of character and organisational outcomes. Overall, our findings create
a new avenue for trust research by advancing the idea that perceptions of character are an important
antecedent of workers’ trust in management.

Keywords: Interpersonal Trust; Trust In Manager, Trust In Organisation, Perceived Character

ORGUTLERDE GUVEN: KARAKTER ALGISININ ROLU UZERINE KULTURLERARASI BIR ARASTIRMA

0z

Daha o6nce yapilan arastirmalar calisanlarin yoneticileriyle iligkilerinin ve yoneticilerine dair
algilarinin yoneticiye giivenlerini etkiledigini gdstermektedir. Bu ¢alismada kolayda érnekleme metoduyla
Avustralya, Tiirkiye ve Ukrayna’da ki bilgi iletisim ve teknoloji alanindaki érgiitlerden elde edilen veriler
(n=541) elde edilmistir. Giivenin alt bilesenleri ve ilk yoneticiyle olan iletisim, karakter algilari ile 6rgiitsel
ciktilar arasindaki iliskiye aracilik etmektedir. Genel olarak bulgular, karakter algilarinin calisanlarin
yonetime duyulan giivenin 6nemli bir 6nciilii oldugu fikrini gelistirerek, giiven arastirmalarina yeni bir yol
olusturmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Giiven, Kisileraras1 Giiven; Yoneticiye Giiven, ()rgﬁte Giiven, Algilanan
Karakter
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Introduction

Trust has for decades been considered important in relationships within workplaces. It is argued
here that a manager’s character is a key theme in the trust literature that is largely overlooked in
empirical research, yet it is a potentially important component of the workplace. Building on previous
work demonstrating the antecedents of trust in the workplace (McGregor, 1967; Ciulla, 1998; Simons,
2002; Locke, 2003; McLoughlin, 2014), it is argued here that key concepts of honesty, integrity and doing
‘the right thing’ allow development of a construct for perceived character of managers in the workplace.
This perspective aligns with Dirks and Ferrin’s (2002) broad notion of character based trust focused on
the perception of the leader’s character. However, Dirks and Ferrin (2002) also found evidence that
differing trust referents (who is being trusted) can systematically alter the relationships between trust
antecedents and outcomes (see also Ferres and Travaglione, 2003). Therefore, this research explicitly
considers the perceived character of the immediate manager and of senior management separately.
Likewise, trust in the immediate manager and trust in the organisation are considered separately. This
research tests the relationship between perceived character and trust in three countries with quite
different cultures: Australia, Turkey and the Ukraine. This research explores a potentially important new
antecedent for trust, and seeks to provide a nuanced framework for trust within organisations.

Perceived character of immediate managers and senior management

A number of antecedents of trust imply that a manager’s character is a key theme. In their
important meta-analysis, Dirks and Ferrin’s (2002, p. 613) diagram notes that ‘drawing inferences about
character of leader’ is a vital component of trust, but that this was not examined empirically because of
insufficient data. This hypothesised relationship between character and trust has strong precedents. An
early example in the management literature is McGregor’s (1967: 164) argument that ‘[i]nconsistencies
between words and action decrease trust’. Particularly from an organisational behaviour perspective,
there is a clear link between perceptions of honesty, integrity and trust, for example, Burns (1978) argues
that “...leaders and followers raise one another to higher levels of motivation and morality’ (1978: 20).
Following Burns, Bass (1985) developed the idea of transformational leadership where followers trust,
admire, and respect a leader, but this does not address the issue that a leader may go in unethical,
immoral directions (Giampetro-Meyer, Brown, Browne, and Kubasek, 1998; Parry and Proctor-Thomson,
2002; Yukl, 1998). Arguing that Burns’ (1978) theory implied a ‘good’ leader, Ciulla argues that the
important question is not ‘What is the definition of leadership?’ but rather ‘What is good leadership?’
(1998:13), where the ‘... use of the word good here has two senses, morally good and technically good or
effective’ (Ciulla, 1998: 13). It is at this point that the notion of a worker’s perception of the character of
their manager parallels other key components of their trust in management, notably integrity and
competence.

Sison develops the argument further, suggesting that social capital (trust) is morally ambivalent
and in order to distinguish the trust present in the likes of the Mafia, the notion of character must be
introduced:

“Moral capital may be defined as excellence of character, or the possession and practice of a host of
virtues appropriate for a human being in particular sociological context. Nowadays, its meaning could also
be expressed by the word 'integrity’, a trait suggesting wholeness and stability in the person as someone
on whom others could depend or rely.” Sison (2003:31)

The concept of integrity is also used in organisational theory, but is not clearly defined and
understood (Rieke and Guastello, 1995). Butler and Cantrell, (1984) and Yukl and Van Fleet (1992)
viewed integrity, trustworthiness and honesty as synonymous (Dineen, Lewicki, and Tomlinson, 2006),
while Becker (1998) similarly uses integrity, honesty, and conscientiousness interchangeably. More
recently, Simons (2002) developed a model of ‘behavioral integrity’ (BI) by looking at the consistency of
behaviour with espoused views. This approach examined ‘the perceived pattern of alignment between an
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actor’s words and deeds’ (Simons, 2002:19). In other words this refers to ‘the extent to which employees
believe a manager ‘walks her talk’, and conversely, reflecting the extent to which they see her as ‘talking
her walk” (Simons, 2002:19). However, it has been argued that Simon’s (2002) created a ‘behavioural
consistency’ index, rather than an ‘integrity’ index (McLoughlin, 20114). Therefore, there is a need for the
broader notion of character with a perceived moral dimension, as Locke (2003) argues:

Finally, it is widely recognized that trust is an important concept in organizations, but there is
rarely any mention of where it comes from. Moral trust comes from an appraisal of the manager's
or leader's moral character. For example, to be trusted a manager should be honest (Locke,
2003:434).

For this reason a perceived character construct should contain the notions of honesty and doing
‘the right thing’. This view aligns well with Dirks and Ferrin’s (2002) broad notion of ‘character based’
trust focused on the perception of the leader’s character:

This perspective implies that followers attempt to draw inferences about the leader’s
characteristics such as integrity, dependability, fairness and ability and that these inferences have
consequences for work behavior and attitudes. (Dirks and Ferrin, 2002:612).

In order to capture dependability and fairness, this research includes notions of a manager
overcoming difficulties and putting subordinates’ needs before their own. As Morgan and Zeffane
(2003:58) point out, whichever set of components are measured, it remains the case that: ‘Employees
evaluate the key qualities of managers.... The literature strongly indicates that the concepts of trust and
character are related and research into trust in the workplace should therefore consider the perceived
character of the manager.

At least two approaches to the definition of character are possible. When defining the related
concept of integrity, Becker (1998:157-158) suggested an objective definition: ‘integrity is commitment in
action to a morally justifiable set of principles and values...” while Mayer and Gavin (2005:874) suggest a
subjective definition: ‘Integrity is the perception that the trustee adheres to a set of principles that the
trustor finds acceptable’. These two approaches are also applicable to the definition of character. Adapting
Sison’s (2003) definition of moral capital and Mayer and Gavin’s (2005) definition of integrity, this
exploratory research follows Mcloughlin (2014) in defining perceived character as: the perception that
the trustee adheres to a host of virtues appropriate for a human being in the particular sociological
context.

Trusting whom?

Ferres and Travaglione (2003) found that the referent operated as a moderator of the relationship
between trust and job performance, OCB altruism, job satisfaction, and organisational commitment, with
direct managers being particularly important (see also Dirks and Ferrin, 2002). In addition, the
relationship between trust and organisational commitment was higher when the referent was
organisational leadership, as opposed to direct leader. Given the importance of context, more recent work
in trust research (McEvily and Tortoriello, 2011) stresses that the difference in trust referent is important
in the operationalisation of research. This research therefore considers ‘trust in the immediate manager’
and ‘trust in the organisation’ as two different constructs.

Trust in the immediate manager

The view that ‘trust in management’ is important for organisational performance is widespread,
however the precise relationship between trust and performance remains unclear (Mayer and Gavin,
2005) - as, sometimes, is precisely who is trusting whom. Although Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, and Camerer
(1998) developed a broadly accepted integrated definition of trust, Colquitt, LePine, Zapata and Wild
(2011) suggest that the literature still has two distinct streams: one exemplified by Mayer, Davis, and
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Schoorman’s (1995) model which emphasises the vulnerability aspect of the definition and the other
emphasising the expectations aspect of Rousseau et al.’s (1998). Differing theoretical perspectives on trust
have meant that the definition is much debated in the literature, despite some acceptance of Rousseau et
al’s (1998) definition of trust as a ‘psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability
based upon a positive expectation of the intentions or behavior of another’ (1998: 395).

The alternative definition offered by Mayer, et al (1995:712) defines trust as the ‘willingness to be
vulnerable’ to the actions of the trust referent ‘irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that party’.
Operationalising this definition asks whether trust referents are allowed significant influence over the
trustors’ working lives (Mayer and Davis, 1999; Mayer and Gavin, 2005; Schoorman, Mayer and Davis,
2007). Mayer et al (1995) also posited ‘trustworthiness’ as constituting three qualities of the trust
referent: ability, benevolence, and integrity. Ability and integrity are the rational aspects of the reasons to
bestow trust in the referent, and they grow from past success and consistency between words, deeds, and
values (Colquitt et al, 2011:1000). Mayer et al (1995) reason that the trustor will be willing to be
vulnerable to another person if the latter is perceived as possessing these trustworthy traits. Similarly,
Clark and Payne (1997) identified six elements of trustworthiness when examining prior research
identified consistent themes across studies including integrity, competence, consistent behaviour, loyalty,
openness and showing respect. Conceptual models positing trust as an intended action (Clark and Payne,
1997; Albrecht, and Sevastos, 1999) also highlight a distinction between trust as a state of mind or feeling,
and trust as an ‘overt behaviour’ (Clark and Payne, 1997, p.206). The importance of viewing trust as a
behavioural intention is in line with arguments presented by Currall and Judge (1995) and Albrecht and
Sevastos (2000), which formally recognise the trustor’s willingness to act on perceptions of others’
trustworthiness. Within this behaviourist view, cognitive, affective and normative perspectives may help
outline the construct of trustworthiness rather than trust itself: ‘It is the willingness to engage in trusting
behaviour...which defines trust’ (Albrecht and Sevastos, 2000: 36).

While it is possible to see Rousseau et al’s (1998) definition as encompassing that of Mayer et al
(1995) however, as scholars have pointed out (Colquitt, Scott and LePine, 2007; Ferrin, Bligh and Kohles,
2008) this definition itself stresses two key elements - the willingness to be vulnerable and the
expectation of favourable treatment. This leads to difficulties in operationalisation, in that empirical
research generally attempts to measure an element separately: ‘Thus, while definitions of trust across
disciplines may be ‘not so different after all’ (Rousseau et al., 1998), operationalisations of trust would
appear to be quite different indeed.” (McEvily and Tortoriello, 2011:40).

This research adopts Rousseau et al’s (1998) definition of trust in an immediate manager as the
trust referent with an emphasis on the willingness to be vulnerable. Dirks and Ferrins’ (2002) meta-
analysis found evidence that differing ‘trust referents’ (who is being trusted) can systematically alter the
relationships between trust antecedents and outcomes (see also Ferres and Travaglione, 2003). Dirks and
Ferrin (2002) found that the referent operated as a moderator of the relationship between trust and job
performance, OCB altruism, job satisfaction, and organisational commitment. In addition, the relationship
between trust and organisational commitment was higher when the referent was organisational
leadership, as opposed to direct leader. Given the importance of context, more recent work in trust
research (McEvily and Tortoriello, 2011) builds on Dirks and Ferrin (2002) in providing a comprehensive
assessment of the measurement of trust in organisational research. On examining all the studies that used
Rousseau et al’s (1998) definition and the psychometric measurement of trust, they found a high degree of
fragmentation in measures used. Importantly they suggest more replication of the five of the most robust
trust scales to assist research in making meaningful comparisons across organisations and contexts.
Building on the dualism inherent in Rousseau et al’s (1998) definition, they proposed a framework for
measuring trust to allow for greater clarity in measuring three components: Trustworthiness Beliefs,
Trusting Intentions and Trusting Behaviours (2011: 39). This research uses Gillespie’s (2003) Behavioural
Trust Inventory for the measurement of trust in the immediate manager.
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Trust in Organisation

In researching organisational trust rather than interpersonal trust, the type and number of
dimensions used to frame trust fluctuates across scholars. Levin (1999) suggested that three dimensions
be used to structure an integrative trust perspective; cognitive trust, affective trust and cognitive-affective
trust. Extending this, later empirical evidence suggested that trust might at least have a cognitive, affective
and behavioural basis (Albrecht and Stevastos, 1999, 2000; Clark and Payne, 1997; Cummings and
Bromiley, 1996). Albrecht and Sevastos (1999) found support in their research for the convergent and
discriminant validity of five dimensions of trust in senior managers in their research: dispositional,
cognitive, affective, behavioural, and normative-based trust. In operationalising trust as a behavioural
intention, Ferres (2003) used the willingness approach mentioned above (Currall and Judge, 1995;
Albrecht and Sevastos, 2000). Her empirical study demonstrated a statistically robust method of
measuring trust in the organisation from various aspects: affective organisational trust, behavioural
organisational trust, cognitive organisational trust and social normative organisational trust.

This research focussed on Information, Communication and Technology (ICT) workplaces,
accordingly Rousseau et al’s (1998) definition of trust is also adopted for the organisational level.
Important variables such as organisational change and managerial actions or lack of action should be
considered in the research. For example, there is a clear link between increased participation in a change
process and improved perceptions of ‘honesty and integrity’ (Clark and Payne, 1997), which can
‘counterbalance the negative effect of change on trust’ (Morgan and Zeffane, 2003:69). In addition, Morgan
and Zeffane (2003:69) found that ‘[p]erceptions of low decision-making participation, being uninformed,
lack of communication and poor follow-up are also situational factors that increase cynicism’. The
theoretical model drawn from the literature is specified in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Initial (Theoretical) Model
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Method

Participants were sourced by the authors - employees in ICT organisations in their respective
countries, in a convenience sample. An online survey, previously developed by McLoughlin (2014) was
used, predominantly circulated via email invitation. Data analysis was conducted using partial least
squares path modelling in XLStat. The relationship between ‘perceived character’ and trust was first
explored within the ICT industry in Australia (McLoughlin, 2014). This current research seeks to
undertake a similar study using two additional languages and cultures, and employees of a new
multinational organisation! within Australia. Consistent with the original research, verified constructs are
included in this study. Figure 1 shows the initial theoretical model. The main trust measures used for
trust in manager are Trust Reliance and Trust Disclosure, from the Behavioral Trust Inventory (Gillespie,
2003). Trust in organisation will be assessed using questions from Ferres (2003) for the variables
Behavioural Organisational Trust (BO), Cognitive Organisational Trust (CO) and Social Normative
Organisational Trust (SNO).2

Mcloughlin’s (2014) Perceived Character of Immediate Managers and Perceived Character of
Senior Management are included as antecedents, as are change and participation constructs based on the
Dunphy and Stace (1990, 1993) contingency model. Change is potentially negative for trust and an
important factor in the IT industry, while participation in change decision making is a measure of style of
change leadership (Dunphy and Stace, 1990, 1993). The final hypothesised antecedent is communication.
In the Australian study, Mcloughlin (2014) found that the communication by the immediate manager and
communication by senior management were also different constructs and so the same measures are used
for this research.

For the outcomes, McLoughlin (2014) based the hypothesised relationships on Dirks and Ferrin’s
(2002) framework, and the same measures are used here: Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB),
Job Satisfaction, Support for Change Direction and Affective Commitment Two demographic variables
were included - gender and supervisor.3 The target population was identified by organisational function
and occupation and needed to be an industry that operated similarly in different countries. The IT
industry has strong commonalities across countries due to being a globalised industry. IT organisations
are also considered an archetypal knowledge-based workplace (Frenkel, Korczynski, Donoghue and Shire,
1995). Workers in knowledge based industries are also often regarded as working in environments of
greater trust and autonomy (Kanter, 1997; Frenkel, Korczynski, Shire and Tam, 1999, Jennex, 2007;
Chung and Jackson, 2011), although this is contested (Hoffman, Hoelscher, and Sherif, 2005; Korsgaard
and Sapienza, 2002; Adler 2001). The proliferation of smartphones, tablets and other mobile technology
decade has attracted the attention of scholars who have examined its impact on work practices, attitudes
to work and work-life conflict (Mazmanian, Orlikowski and Yates, 2013; Pocock and Skinner, 2013;
Towers, Duxbury, Higgins, and Thomas, 2006). An important aspect of IT workplaces is whether mobile
technologies afford greater autonomy and participation to employees by allowing them to work anytime
or anywhere, or whether a mobile device simply acts as an ‘electronic leash’ (Mazmanian, Orlikowski and
Yates 2006:339) further binding people to the office, potentially diminishing trust.

Data

The authors in each country translated the survey into the local language and then back translated
the questions to ensure reliability. Respondent employees within local IT organisations were then sought.
A total of 541 people responded to the survey, with the largest representation form an Australian
multinational ICT organisation (59%), followed by Turkish IT organisations (22%) and the IT
organisations in the Ukraine (19%). The Ukraine has legislation which favours small IT companies and

1 Not involved in the 2014 research

2The 2014 research adapted questions to be clear whether the referent was “my immediate manager”,
“senior management” or “this organization”

3 The specific questions are available from the corresponding author upon request
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this resulted in a larger percentage of supervisors responding, when compared to the results from Turkey
and Australia (see Table 1).

Table 1: Demographic Information

Country | Responses Gender Supervisor
Australia 320 Male 222 Yes 112
Female 97 No 205
Turkey 121 Male 88 Yes 41
Female 33 No 80
Ukraine 100 Male 59 Yes 65
Female 41 No 35

As this research explores the complex variables related to trust, the issues may be addressed using
Partial Least Squares (PLS). As a component-based structural equation modelling technique, PLS offers
several advantages over the better-known covariance-based SEM (CBSEM) methods. Where CBSEM relies
on a maximum likelihood function to obtain parameter estimates for latent structural modelling, PLS
focusses on the explanation of covariance across the model. Both CBSEM and PLS enable researchers to
answer a set of interrelated research questions in a comprehensive model simultaneously (Gefen, Straub
and Boudreau., 2000). The PLS technique however, offers a stronger explanatory rationale for multiple
variables and a more nuanced understanding of possible pathways and smaller sample sizes (Chin, 2010).

Validity and reliability of measures

Turning first to the validity of the questions: The initial testing addresses discriminant validity,
ensuring the questions are more strongly related to the variable they seek to capture, rather than any
other question or variable. This testing is initially conducted by checking the cross loadings for all of the
questions against all of the other questions (the monofactorial cross loadings). Each question loading on
its own variable must be the highest number both across that row and down that column. A second test of
discriminant validity is recommended using Fornell and Larcker’s (1981) Average Variance Explained
(AVE). The latent variables should be greater than the square of the correlations among the latent
variables. Chin (2010) recommends that the AVE should also be higher than 0.5 for all questions, meaning
that questions should account for at least 50% of the variance.

Once the discriminant validity has met these benchmarks, the next test considers the consistency
of the questions within the variable using Composite Reliability and Cronbach’s Alpha. The calculation of
Cronbach’s Alpha holds all of the paths from the questions to the variable as equal, although some
questions may be stronger representatives of the variable than others. PLS accounts for this by giving
each question a weighting that maximises the variance explained for the prediction of the variable.
Therefore, a better measure of internal consistency in PLS is Composite Reliability which allows variable
path weights (Chin, 2010). However, due to Cronbach’s widespread use, and for comparability with other
studies, both Cronbach’s Alpha and Composite Reliability (Dillon-Goldstein's rho) are reported here.
Finally, the weighting in PLS also enables the retention of weaker questions because the weighting
minimises those questions, or those questions can be removed. On balance, a superior internal ‘reliability’
can often be obtained in PLS by removing problematic questions.

At this stage, the statistical model itself is not being tested, rather the discriminant validity and
reliability of the variables are being assessed.* Given the small (per country) sample size, weaker
questions were eliminated and then reliability re-assessed. Table 2 indicates that the variables do meet
the reliability criterion with D.G. rho above 0.7, with conventional Cronbach’s Alpha comparison.

4 Although Change met the validity and reliability criteria (Cronbach's alpha: 0.894 and D.G. rho:0.927) it

is removed in the next step, the results are not reported in Table 2.
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Table 2: Composite Reliability and Cronbach’s Alpha (n=541)

. . . Cronbach's D.G. rho
Latent variable Dimensions alpha (PCA)
Perceived Character (Immediate) 6 0.899 0.923
Communication (Immediate) 3 0.882 0.927
Participation 3 0.532 0.762
Trust Disclosure 5 0.813 0.872
Trust Reliance 5 0.875 0.910
Communication (Org) 3 0.803 0.884
Perceived Character (Org) 5 0.877 0.911
Trust BO 3 0.789 0.877
Trust CO 3 0.808 0.887
Trust SN 3 0.805 0.885
Job Satisfaction 2 0.555 0.818
Affective Commitment 3 0.694 0.831
Support for Change Direction 3 0.667 0.819
OCB 3 0.830 0.898

The literature and the Australian research suggested an exploratory theoretical model for
examining trust in ICT workplaces. Due to the small sample size from each country, the combined
maximised model was tested. Because all of the testing mentioned so far is done in the context of a
structural model, the theoretical model is specified as a statistical model in XLStat.> The theoretical model
is assumed until both discriminant validity and Composite Reliability have been established, although the
poor questions relating to a variable may be removed. Only then does the testing of the statistical model
itself commence.

The logic of this analysis has been to utilise the capacity of structural equation modelling to
develop a nuanced understanding of how trust operates within ICT workplaces across three countries.
Mediation is first established through comparing the direct effects model, the partial mediation model
and the trust mediated model. Analysis of the strength of the paths, the variables and their significance
allows for the most statistically robust model based on the data to be developed. Comparison of the direct
effects model, the partial mediation model, and the trust mediated model in that research completed the
three steps recommended by Baron and Kenny (1986) to demonstrate mediation. Those tests revealed
that the ‘trust only’ mediated model did not provide the best fit with the data.

Results

The 2014 Australian research (n=225) established a GoF of 0.940* and the mean R? of 0.493. In this
research, testing of relationships between the variables, identifies the model which most robustly
represents the data collected, as set out in Figure 2. It shows the highest GoF of 0.959* and the mean R? of
0.583. Table 3 provides the details of the values, with all of the values and paths significant at the 0.05
level (using bootstrapping).6

5 The analysis for this paper was done in XLStat,2017, version 19.01.

6 Chin (2010) recommends bootstrapping for testing significance. The number of re-samplings
recommended for confidence intervals is 1000 (Efron and Tibshirani, 1986). Confidence interval
testing produces a lower and an upper bound (at the 95% level for this research) and neither bound
should contain zero for the benchmark to be achieved (Chin 2010).
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Table 3: Significance Testing, Rz and p value for Maximised Model

Value Standard |Critical | Lower|Upper
Latent variable Value (Bootstrap) error ratio |bound|bound| Dependent Variable R2 p
(Bootstrap) | (CR) [(95%)|(95%)
Perceived Character (Immediate) 0.869 0.870 0.012 73.136 | 0.847 | 0.893 Communication 0.756 | 0.05
Perceived Character (Immediate) 0.734 0.736 0.022 33.466 | 0.690 | 0.777 Trust Disclosure 0.539 | 0.05
Perceived Character (Immediate) 0.804 0.804 0.019 43.109 | 0.764 | 0.836 Trust Reliance 0.646 | 0.05
Participation 0.281 0.281 0.008 34.151 0.263 0.296
Communication (Org) 0.321 0.321 0.007 44.352 0.306 0.335 Trust BO 0.694 | 0.05
Perceived Character (Org) 0.335 0.335 0.007 46.288 0.320 0.349
Participation 0.276 0.276 0.009 32.339 0.258 0.292
Communication (Org) 0.326 0.326 0.007 47903 0.312 0.339 Trust CO 0.697 | 0.05
Perceived Character (Org) 0.335 0.335 0.006 52.228 0.322 0.348
Communlcatlon (Org) 0.387 0.387 0.013 30.273 0.360 0.411 Trust SN 0.616 |0.05
Perceived Character (Org) 0.433 0.432 0.010 41971 0.411 0.452
Trust BO 0.220 0.221 0.009 23.282 0.202 0.239
Trust CO 0.247 0.248 0.008 29.939 0.230 0.263 Job Satisfaction 0.413 | 0.05
Trust SN 0.224 0.224 0.012 18.924  0.201 0.246
Communication IWA 0.132 0.132 0.007 17.826 0.117 0.147
Trust Disclosure 0.117 0.117 0.008 14,113 0.100 0.132
Trust Reliance 0.131 0.131 0.008 16.597 0.115 0.146 Affective Commitment| 0487 | 0.05
Trust BO 0.168 0.168 0.006 25.922 0.156 0.181
Trust CO 0.161 0.161 0.006 25.297 0.148 0.173
Trust SN 0.149 0.149 0.008 19.481 0.134 0.164
Communication IWA 0.182 0.183 0.010 18.582 0.163 0.202
Trust BO 0.217 0.217 0.008 28.792 0.202 0.231 | Support for Change 0.550 | 0.05
Trust CO 0.232 0.233 0.007 34.394 0.219 0.246 Direction ' '
Trust SN 0.224 0.225 0.009 23.859  0.205 0.242
Communication IWA 0.187 0.187 0.009 21.629 0.169 0.203
Trust Disclosure 0.148 0.148 0.010 14,935 0.129 0.168
Trust Reliance 0.147 0.148 0.010 15.285 0.128 0.166 OoCB 0.429 | 0.05
Trust BO 0.150 0.150 0.009 17.065 0.131 0.168
Trust CO 0.156 0.156 0.008 19.333 0.140 0.171




Figure 2: Maximised Model
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Figure 2 and Table 3 show that the following antecedent associations are significant and positive at
the .05 level. Perceived character of the immediate manager is significantly associated with
communication (immediate manager), trust disclosure and trust reliance. Perceived character of senior
management is significantly associated trust in the organisation (Trust BO, CO, SN). Communication
(senior management) is significantly associated with trust in the organisation (Trust BO, CO, SN).
Participation is significantly associated with two elements of trust in the organisation (Trust BO, CO).

Figure 2 and Table 3 also show that with trust in the organisation (Trust BO, CO, SN) is significantly
associated with all organisational outcomes - the one exception being Trust SN and OCB. Communication
(immediate manager) is significantly associated with all organisational outcomes - the one exception
being job satisfaction. Trust in the immediate manager (Reliance and Disclosure) is significantly
associated with affective commitment and OCB.

Discussion

There are a number of important implications from the results. First, increased understanding of
the antecedents, outcomes, and role of trust in the international ICT industry. Second, ‘who trusts whom’
does make a difference as the different operations of trust at different hierarchical levels within the
organisation attest. Character of manager is a strong driver of trust for the immediate work area (and
communication), perhaps because of the interpersonal dimensions of trust. Character of senior
management and communication are shown to be the strongest drivers of trust for the organisation, with
participation in decision making also important. As expected by Dirks and Ferrin (2002), perceived
character is an important factor in determining trust. Another expectation of Dirks and Ferrin (2002) is
also confirmed in this study - the relationship between trust and affective commitment had a higher value
when the referent was organisational, as opposed to trust in the immediate manager.

The fact that communication with the immediate manager has important direct effects on support
for change direction, OCB and affective commitment is perhaps unsurprising. However, the mediation of
immediate work area communication in a similar way to trust was unexpected. Less surprisingly,
organisational communication is mediated through the three subcomponents of organisational trust
indicating an important difference in the referent for communication. New knowledge is gained through
the finding associations other than trust may also depend on who the referent is. The implication is that
one should be wary of theorising about trust and communication in general, but rather specify ‘trust in
whom’, and ‘communication with whom'.

Another contribution is the differentiated nature of the results for the impact of character of
managers and senior management. As with other trust antecedents, the theoretical model posited that
immediate managers have a different impact on trust when compared to senior management. Trust
research often does not consider differences of trust within organisations. These findings have identified
the antecedents and outcomes of trust within a small sample of ICT workplaces, however, there is a strong
possibility that these findings have implications for theories of trust within other workplaces.

Limitations and further research

Further research should seek to engage in more sophisticated designs, in order to better reflect the
nuances of the various levels of management within organisations. Organisations, even small local ones
appear to have a complexity in their hierarchy, which is more often expected in multinational
corporations. These different circumstances within organisations may be fruitful ground for additional
research into the impact of both trust referent and communication referent. The measure of ‘perceived
character of manager’ would appear to be a strong trust antecedent, which influences other generally
accepted antecedents, such as communication. Confirming the usefulness of the measures in other trust
studies and in other industries may be fruitful areas for further research. All of the findings of this
research would also benefit from longitudinal study.

Acknowledgements: The authors are grateful to all participants who completed the surveys and to the
organisations that facilitated access.

No funding was provided for this research. 34



Yorum-Yonetim-Yontem Uluslararasi Yonetim-Ekonomi ve Felsefe Dergisi
oCilt: 6 eSayi: 3ess: 13-21

REFERENCES

Adler, P. (2001). "Market, Hierarchy, and Trust: The Knowledge Economy and the Future of Capitalism."
Organization Science 12(2): 215-234.

Albrecht, S. and P. Stevastos (1999). New measures of trust in senior management. 2nd Industrial and
Organisational Psychology Conference. Brisbane, Australia.

Albrecht, S. and P. Sevastos (2000). Dimensions and structure of trust and trustworthiness in senior
management. Inaugural Newcastle Conference Trust in the Workplace - Beyond the Quick Fix, The
University of Newcastle, The University of Newcastle.

Bass, B. (1985). Leadership and Performance Beyond Expectations. New York, The Free Press

Becker, T. (1998). "Integrity in Organizations: Beyond Honesty and Conscientiousness." Academy of
Management Review 23(1): 154-161.

Burns, J. (1978). Leadership. New York, Harper and Row.

Butler, J. and R. Cantrell (1984). "A Behavioural Decision Theory Approach to Modelling Dyadic Trust in
Superiors and Subordinates " Psychological Reports 55: 19-28.

Chin, W. (2010). How to Write Up and Report PLS Analyses. Handbook of Partial Least Squares: Concepts,
Methods and Applications. V. Vinzi, W. Chin, J. Henseler and H. Wang. New York, Springer
Heidelberg Dordrecht: 655-690.

Chung, Y. and S. Jackson (2011). "Co-worker trust and knowledge creation: A multilevel analysis." Journal
of Trust Research 1(1).

Ciulla, J. (1998). Leadership Ethics: Mapping the Territory. Ethics, The Heart of Leadership. ]. Ciulla.
Westport, Greenwood Publishing Group, Inc.

Clark, M. and R. Payne (1997). "The nature and structure of workers' trust in management." Journal of
Organizational Behavior 18: 205-234.

Colquitt, J., J. LePine, C. Zapata and R. Wild (2011). "Trust in Typical and High-Reliability Contexts:
Building and Reacting to Trust Among Firefighters." Academy of Management Journal 54(5): 999-
1015.

Colquitt, J., B. Scott and ]. LePine (2007). "Trust, trustworthiness, and trust propensity: A meta-analytic
test of their unique relationships with risk taking and job performance." Journal of Applied
Psychology 92: 909-927

Cummings, L. and P. Bromiley (1996). The Organizational Trust Inventory (OTI): Development and
validation. Trust in organizations: Frontiers of theory and research. R. Kramer and T. Tyler.
Thousand Oaks, Sage.

Currall, S. and T. Judge (1995). "Measuring trust between organizational boundary role persons.”
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Process 64(2): 151-170.

Dineen, B., R. Lewicki and E. Tomlinson (2006). "Supervisory Guidance and Behavioral Integrity:
Relationships With Employee Citizenship and Deviant Behavior." Journal of Applied Psychology
91(3): 622-635.

Dirks, K. and D. Ferrin (2002). "Trust in leadership: meta-analytic findings and implications for research
and practice." Journal of Applied Psychology 87(4): 611-628.

Dunphy, D. and D. Stace (1990). Under new management: Australian organizations in transition. Roseville,
McGraw-Hill Book Company of Australia Pty Ltd.

Dunphy, D. and D. Stace (1993). "The Strategic Management of Corporate Change." Human Relations 46(8):
905-914.

35



Efe, M. N. ve digerleri Yorum-Yénetim-Yéntem oCilt: 6eSayi: 3ss:13-21

Efron, B. and R. Tibshirani (1986). "Bootstrap Methods for Standard Errors, Confidence Intervals, and
Other Measures of Statistical Accurcy." Statistical Science 1(1): 54-77.

Ferres, N. (2003). The Development and Validation of the Workplace Trust Survey (WTS): Combining
Qualitative and Quantitative Methodologies Masters of Applied Psychology, University of
Newcastle.

Ferres, N. and T. Travaglione (2003). Measuring trust from different levels of analysis: Development and
validation of the Workplace Trust Scale (WTS). APROS International Colloquium, Oaxaca, Mexico,
Universidad Autonoma Metropolitana.

Ferrin, D., M. Bligh and ]. Kohles (2008). "It takes two to tango: An interdependence analysis of the
spiraling of perceived trustworthiness and cooperation in interpersonal and intergroup
relationships." Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes 107: 161-178.

Fornell, C. and D. Larcker (1981). "Evaluating structural equation models with unobserved variables and
measurement error.” Journal of Marketing Research 18: 39-50.

Frenkel, S., M. Korczynski, L. Donoghue and K. Shire (1995). "Re-constituting Work: trends Towards
Knowledge Work and Info-normative Control." Work, Employment and Society 9(4): 773-796.

Frenkel, S., M. Korczynski, K. Shire and M. Tam (1999). On the Front Line: Organisation of Work in the
Information Economy. New York, Cornell University Press.

Gefen, D., D. Straub and M. Boudreau (2000). "Structural Equation Modeling and Regression: Guidelines
for Research Practice." Communications of AIS 7(7): 1-78.

Giampetro-Meyer, A., T. Brown, S. Browne and N. Kubasek (1998). "Do We Really Want More Leaders in
Business?" Journal of Business Ethics 17(15): 1727-1736.

Gillespie, N. (2003). Measuring Trust in Working Relationships. Academy of Management Conference,
Seattle, Submitted to Journal of Applied Psychology.

Hoffman, ]., M. Hoelscher and K. Sherif (2005). "Social Capital, Knowledge Management and Sustained
Superior Performance." Journal of Knowledge Management 9(3): 93-100.

Jennex, M. (2007). Knowledge Management in Modern Organizations. Hershey PA, Idea Group Publishing.

Korsgaard, M., H. Sapienza and D. Schweiger (2002). "Beaten Before Begun: The Role of Procedural Justice
in Planning Change." Journal of Management 28(4): 497-516.

Levin, S. (1999). Development of an instrument to measure organizational trust EdD, The George
Washington University.

McEvily, B. and M. Tortoriello (2011). "Measuring trust in organisational research: Review and
recommendations." Journal of Trust Research 1(1): 23-63.

McGregor, D. (1967). The Professional Manager. New York, McGraw-Hill Book Company.
McLoughlin D. (2014). Knowledge Worker Trust Within Organisations. Sydney, Ithikos Pty Ltd.

Mayer, R. and J. Davis (1999). "The Effect of the Performance Appraisal System on Trust for Management:
A Field Quasi-Experiment." Journal of Applied Psychology 84(1): 123-136.

Mayer, R., ]. Davis and F. Schoorman (1995). "An integrative model of organizational trust." The Academy
of Management Review 20(3): 709 - 723.

Mayer, R. and M. Gavin (2005). "Trust in management: and performance: who minds the shop while the
employees watch the boss?" Academy of Management Journal 48(5): 874-888.

Mazmanian, M, Orlikowski, W, Yates, J. (2006) “Crackberries: The Social Implications of Ubiquitous
Wireless E-Mail Devices “ Conference Paper for EGOS 2006 Sub-theme 14. Technology,
Organization and Society: Recursive Perspectives

36



Yorum-Yonetim-Yontem Uluslararasi Yonetim-Ekonomi ve Felsefe Dergisi
oCilt: 6 eSayi: 3ess: 13-21

Mazmanian, M, Orlikowski, W, Yates, ]. (2013) “The Autonomy Paradox: The Implications of Mobile Email
Devices for Knowledge Professionals” Organization Science 24 (5): 1337-1357

Morgan, D. and R. Zeffane (2003). "Employee involvement, organizational change and trust in
management.” The International Journal of Human Resource Management 14(1): 55-75.

Locke, E. (2003). Good Definitions: The Epistemological Foundation of Scientific Progress. Organizational
Behavior: The State of The Science. ]. Geenberg. Mahwah, New Jersey, Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.

Parry, K. and S. Proctor-Thomson (2002). "Perceived integrity of transformational leaders in
organisational settings." Journal of Business Ethics 35(2): 75-96.

Pocock, B, Skinner, N. (2013) “Morning, Noon and Night: The infiltration of work email into personal and
family life”. Centre for Work + Life, University of South Australia

Rieke, M. and S. Guastello (1995). "Unresolved Issues in Honesty and Integrity Testing." American
Psychologist 50: 458-459.

Rousseau, D,, S. Sitkin, R. Burt and C. Camerer (1998). "Not So Diferent After All: A Cross-Discipline View of
Trust." Academy of Management Review 23(3): 393-404.

Schoorman, F.,, R. Mayer and ]. Davis (1996). Empowerment in vetinary clinics: The role of trust in
delegation. 11th Annual Meeting of the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, San
Diego, California.

Simons, T. (2002). "Behavioral Integrity: The perceived alignhment between managers' words and deeds as
aresearch focus." Organization Science 13(1): 18-35.

Sison, A. (2003). The Moral Capital of Leaders: Why Virtue Matters. Cheltenham, Edward Elgar Publishing
Limited.

Towers, I, Duxbury, L, Higgins, C, Thomas, ] (2006),"Time thieves and space invaders: technology, work
and the organization", Journal of Organizational Change Management, 19(5): 593 - 618

Yukl, G. (1998). Leadership in Organizations. New Jersey, Prentice Hall.

Yukl, G. and Van Fleet, D. (1992). Theory and research on leadership in organizations. Handbook of
industrial and organizational psychology. D. Dunnette and L. Hough. Palo Alto CA, Consulting
Psychologists Press. 3: 147-197.

37



