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Abstract
Trust has become a very useful explanatory deviagdanizational science. This paper presents dadfies
the current psychological debate on trust, verities Integrative Model of Organizational Trust metnatural
organizational setting, suggests perceived respilitgias additional trust antecedent and analy#es possible
influence that trust towards managers has on enggdogngagement and performance. The results imply th
among trust antecedents, perceived managerial lmd@ese and integrity influence trust towards mamnage
heavily, while perceived ability of managers hadstantial impact on employee work engagement. The
possibility of distinguishing domain-general trastd domain-specific confidence as separate asmpédtsist is
discussed.
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Introduction

Trust has become one of the most popular concepedial sciences during the last
three decades (e.g. Luhman, 1979; Sztompka, 1988; IFukuyama, 1994; Rotter, 1980;
Bateson, 1988). This influence is especially apmiaire organizational psychology in general
and, more specifically, in studies on organizatioeffectiveness. Complex theoretical
frameworks have been developed and redevelopedblyatieorist and business practitioners
in order to describe trust as one of the most itamby if not the most important, assets of
contemporary business (Levering, 2000; Covey, 2@ifhioorman, Mayer & Davis, 2007,
Rouseau et al., 1998, Sitkin & Pablo, 1992, Mayeale 1995; Robinson, 1996). Numerous
research programs and studies have tried to phatehere is a direct link between trust and
organizational effectiveness (e.g. Levering, 20@@yer & Gavin, 2005; Davis et al., 2000).
Is this interest in trust legitimate? Can trust dmnsidered the ultimate resource that an
organization can create, sustain and employ inrdodmaximize its performance?

This paper shall be an attempt to indicate thatemnust has become a very useful
explanatory device in organizational science, msiories of trust still tend to ignore
important facets of trust beliefs in organizatiobsinging both conceptual and empirical
confusion into an already disorganized field. Whileeoretical and empirical body of
knowledge suggests that trust, construed as aiomdaip-specific cognitive model
individuals hold about other individuals regardihgir cooperation-relevant dispositions (e.g.
Dietz & Hartog, 2006), influences substantially thecome of every group-based activity, it
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is still to be established what conditions mustfudélled in order to distinguish trust from
other types of beliefs and behaviors.

The purpose of this paper is threefold. Firstlyisito present and clarify the current
debate on trust, relating it to the fields of cdigei sciences and philosophical anthropology.
Secondly, it is to verify the Integrative Model ©fganizational Trust, (Mayer et al., 1995) in
the natural organizational setting, possibly sumgeting it with additional dimension of
perceived responsibility. Finally, it is to analylee possible influence that trust and its
antecedents have on individual engagement andrpaafce.

What is trust?

Even though the literature on organizational tmeshains dispersed (e.g. Dietz &
Hartog, 2006; McEvily et al., 2003), there is a sekey papers and reviews that attempt to
identify the essence of trust (Rotter, 1967, 19@@yer et al., 1995, Rousseau et al., 1998;
Butler, 1991). In order to construe the currentestaf debate on organizational trust, it is
necessary to recapitulate them briefly.

In psychology, trust has been traditionally regdrde a dispositional trait. The main
proponent of this approach was Rotter (1967), whohis seminal work described
interpersonal trust as a generalized expectanoyhalrs' reliability. Rotter (1980) argues that
people differ in their propensity to trust othe@ther authors, who followed Rotter's
argument, agree that socio-economic factors l#edkperiences, personality types, cultural
background, and education determine one’s propetusttust (Mayer et al., 1995). As for the
role of context, according to Rotter, unfamiliarvieanmental circumstances cause the
influence of trusting dispositions to rise (RottE280).

Rotter's approach proved effective in measuring tfet-like aspects of trust.
Nevertheless, organizational psychology abandortesl perspective in favor of more
situational, contextual and interactive approachlesving some aspects of Rotter's
interpersonal trust and describing it as cautiorprapensity to trust (see: Rousseau et al.,
1998; Mayer et al., 1995; Schoorman et al., 200g majority of definitions of trust in
modern organizational science and psychology focusust as a specific set of beliefs about
partner's dependability (McAllister, 1995; Dirk99B), integrity and good will (Robinson,
1996, Cook & Wall, 1980), as well as competencestivi, 1993). Nevertheless, a large
number of theoretical and empirical perspectivevdethe field disorganized and call for a
paradigm-like solution to advance the researchrgarozational trust.

Integrated Model of Organizational Trust

Due to the chaotically increasing number of pubiares related to trust, it is important
to recognize an appealing effort in organizatis@énce to clarify the most important issues
in the field (Mayer et al., 1995). The integrativeodel of organizational trust (IMOT),
created and refined by Mayer et al. (1995; Schoaretaal., 2007) constitutes the basis for
this paper. It is the first fully relational appotato trust, focusing on organizational trust
between two parties: a trusting party (trustor) anphrty to be trusted (trustee). This unique
relationship-specific boundary condition is whatkes IMOT approach especially useful for
this paper as it focuses on the relationship betveseployees and managers.

By the definition proposed by Mayer et al. (1998)st is “a willingness of a party to
be vulnerable to the actions of another party basedhe expectation that the other will
perform a particular action important to the trusioespective of the ability to monitor or
control that other party” (p. 712). It is crucia tecognize two important aspects of this
definition. Firstly, trust is not synonymous toksisout is rather a willingness to take risk.

Nowy Sqcz Academic Review, 2009, nr 5
a scientific journal published by Wyzsza Szkota Biznesu — National-Louis University.
The journal is devoted to the current topics of management and related fields.
www.nsar.wsb-nlu.edu.pl
ul. Zielona 27, 33-300 Nowy Sacz 85



NOWY SACZ ACADEMIC NNl

Secondly, this willingness, as based on the straatiexpectations, is a conative fact, and as
such, is hard to be studied by means of cognitigasurement. It means that while the will to
become vulnerable to other person’s actions isesgmted mentally, it is problematic to
perceive those representations as a direct indicafo further behavioral tendency.
Notwithstanding these limitations, trust expectasioand mental representations of such
willingness described by Mayer et al. (1995) cad simould be studied with the methods and
theoretical background of cognitive psychology.

The definition offered by Mayer et al. (1995) seam®ncompass everything that is
crucial for understanding organizational trust e flact that trust always arises in social
relationships (and as such is embedded in theralitontext of trust situations), involves risk
and something of value for the trustor, allowingagipointment as an outcome (hence the
vulnerability). The integrated character of the mlothkes into account the fact that while
trust is a willingness to become vulnerable, ipreceded by a set of trust antecedents —
propensity to trust and perceived trustworthin@ssli{ding trustee's ability, benevolence and
integrity).

Propensity to trust

In one of the most popular theories of trust ingh&yogy, Rotter defined interpersonal
trust as “an expectancy held by an individual ayreup that the word, promise, verbal or
written statement of another individual or group dze relied upon” (1967, p.651). His
approach treated trust as generalized expectatioost trustworthiness of others, somewhat
similar to psychological trait. In Mayer et al.9@b) model this generalized trait is called
“propensity of trust”, and is understood as a gaheillingness to trust others (Dietz, Den
Hartog, 2006). This dispositional approach, as mdesd earlier, may prove to be interesting,
although, due to its general character, not veejulisn organizational science. It is similar to
Sitkin and Pablo’s (1992) risk propensity, constras “the tendency of a decision maker
either to take or avoid risk”, and is especiallyportant in the initial phase of every social
relationship (Mayer et al., 1995). Of course, progiy is not enough to explain trust beliefs
and behaviors — trust is always relationship-specifhis is to say that in every social
relationship one holds a set of beliefs about washiness of other party that influence and
mediate the initial propensity to trust. Mayer ¢t lest three most important factors of
trustworthiness: ability, benevolence and integrity

Ability

The first aspect of trustworthiness mentioned byéfaet al. (1995), ability, is “that
group of skills, competencies, and characterigties enable a party to have influence within
some specific domain.” (Mayer el al.,, 1995: 717%). IMOT, ability is a key factor for
understanding trust, as it relates to competentiasa person has considering the area in
which he or she is being trusted. To put it simphDietz and Den Hartog's (2006) words,
ability is ,other party’s capabilities to carry ober/his obligations (in terms of skills and
knowledge)” (p. 560).

Similarly to other factors of perceived trustwontbss, ability depends on the context.
One can trust a friend with an important secretabse one knows he or she is good at
keeping them, but it is possible that one will troist him or her with taking care of one's
daughter, as one knows he or she lacks skills ia #spect. In similar fashion, in
organizational context, a CEO can be trusted witkking an important strategic decision
related to the future of the company, but will bettrusted with running a complex analysis
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of the market. Thus, ability, and in consequenastirshould be construed as domain-specific
(Zand, 1972).

Benevolence

According to Mayer et al. (1995), benevolence ise“extent to which a trustee is
believed to want to do good to the trustor, asidenfan egocentric profit motive.” (p. 718).
This area covers intentions and motives of theteérisvhich are crucial to the act of trust.
Although it may seem similar to Rotter’s interperabtrust, it is important to see a notable
difference: benevolence is not a generalized pafdgrtrait of a trustor but observed and
cognitively represented trait of a given trustee,réflects benign motives and a personal
degree of kindness toward the other party, andnaiige concern for their welfare” (Dietz,
Den Hartog, 2006, p. 560). People attributed witfhtbenevolence are perceived as willing
to genuinely engage in the actions to the bené#ttoustor.

Taking that into consideration, it is also impottdo emphasize at this stage of
analysis that benevolence, as defined by Mayen.atl895), appears very similar to the
meaning of trust given by the authors, which matffiaelly intensify the relationship
between benevolence and trust. This possibility el verified and discussed further in the
paper.

Integrity

Belief in other party's competence and good wilesianot cover all aspects of
trustworthiness listed by Mayer et al. (1995). Ap&ntom perceiving the trustee as
knowledgeable and benevolent, one needs to betlsatrdne or she upholds a certain set of
values, cherished by the trustor. As Mayer el 489p) describe, integrity is “trustor's
perception that the trustee adheres to a set fiples that the trustor finds acceptable.” (p.
719) This dimension, related to a value structunaresd by both parties is crucial for
perceived accountability and credibility of thediee. It involves observed consistency in
trustee’s behavior as well as the congruence afiegllt encompasses “honesty and fair
treatment, and the avoidance of hypocrisy” (Di®t&n Hartog, 2006, p. 560).

Analyzing the notion of perceived integrity, Die2en and Hartog (2006) seem to
assume that values of honesty and fairness arensaivand, in consequence, treat them as a
hallmark of the dimension. In this paper, as fbisused specifically on relational character of
trust, integrity is treated more closely to thegoral definition by Mayer — as a degree of
accordance between trustee’s and trustor’s values.

Interrelationship of trustworthiness factors

These three factors of trustworthiness — abilitgndvolence and integrity — allow
Mayer et al. to formulate one of the main proposisi related to the model: “Trust for a
trustee will be a function of the trustee's perediability, benevolence, and integrity and of
the trustor's propensity to trust.”(1995, p. 720)

The three basic factors of organizational trust ehaar considerable rate of
independence: ability, benevolence and integrihgugh related, are separable and can
change independently (Mayer et al. 1995, p. 728)trust is relationship-specific, one can
imagine situations in which a benevolent and exgmeed manager cannot be trusted due to
lack of knowledge in some area or, on the othedhanfirst-class professional cannot be
trusted because of his lack of integrity or good teward the trustor. All those three factors
are the basic building blocks of trust. In the aush words: “If ability, benevolence, and
integrity were all perceived to be high, the trestgould be deemed quite trustworthy.
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However, trustworthiness should be thought of asrainuum, rather than the trustee being
either trustworthy or not trustworthy. Each of theee factors can vary along a continuum.”
(1995, p. 721) In situations where the levels effédctors are not very high or vary, “whether
or not the employee will trust the manager depengsrt upon the employee's propensity to
trust.” (1995, p. 721)

Further development of IMOT

The emphasis that Mayer et al. (1995) put on theiomal character of trust implied
that trust varies across relationships and witleirspn — this premise has been accepted by the
papers and research that followed. The meanindpefrale of context, risk and control on
trusting behavior has been further analyzed inpeppublished in 2007 by Schoorman et al.
Other refinements of the model has been proposeddny (see: Dietz, 2006)

One of the most interesting arguments for addirggteer dimension of trustworthiness
has been made by Cunningham and McGregor (2000)Vasitra (1996). They argue that
perceived predictability or reliability is not inded in dimensions offered by Mayer et al.
(1995). This approach appears to be problematicstljndbecause of the misguided
understanding of the nature of interpersonal @t it enforces mechanical framework on
relationships that have clear volitional characteven if it were possible to predict other
party's behaviour entirely (that means the highpsessible level of reliability and
predictability, as proposed by Cunningham and Mg8re2000, and Mishra, 1996), it would
not imply the situation of complete trust. If ore gertain that other party is a notorious
wrongdoer, one will not take risk with him or hatthough the wrongdoing is something to
be predicted. Other person’s behavior might alsgtaslictable on the grounds of brutal
control, but that excludes the possibility of trastwell. This is why responsibility (Wojtyla,
1994), as a dimension considered with the consigtém acting freely based on the value-
based obligation towards trustor is to be prop@sed supplement for IMOT.

Trust and responsibility

According to definition provided by Mayer et al.9@b), trust beliefs and behaviors
can only exist if the trustor believes that thestee is free to make his or her decisions, has
real impact on trustee's situation and upholdsasedystem of values. This set of factors is
characteristic for, but not exclusive to, situatmhhuman act (Wojtyta, 1994), especially in
the context of individual responsibility. While is possible to treat responsibility as a
psychological concept, psychologists usually do oprationalize it for research and prefer
to use the construct of self-efficacy (Bandura, 7,91P92) for describing “the belief in one’s
capabilities to organize and execute the courseactbn required to manage prospective
situations” (Bandura, 1995, p. 2). The main flawtto§ approach it that it is purely cognitive,
without the necessary link to “the real impact” @mparticular domain. In order to find that
link and understand the role of responsibility nust situations, one can refer to the
philosophical concept of human act and its conoastiwith notions of responsibility, applied
in the context of organizational psychology.

Wojtyta describes the concept of personhood stemrftom the basic experience of
human existence — human act. An act, a philosopluoacept that could be defined
psychologically as a behavior subjectively expargghas free and self-determined, is truly
possible only in the situation when a person haga choice and is conscious of the
difference that choice makes in the world (StoBkipkopowicz &Zmuda, 2008). Freedom —
given in the elementary cognitive experience otéh — | don’'t have to” — is an obvious
precondition of an act. The qualitative differefetween the experience of human acting and
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something’s acting in human is given in the monudréfficacy — the experience of “I am the
doer of this” (Stocki, Prokopowicz &muda, 2008)

Efficacy is a notion that connects directly expece of acting to responsibility. A
person is responsible for something only if he be £an influence something or is a
conscious doer of something. It is important to bagize that responsibility is not a relation,
let alone social relation — it is an intra-persomalgnitive fact. A person can be responsible
because he or she is response-able, has a wiikthhte to respond to values. Furthermore, a
person is responsible for something or someoneidbaiso responsible to something or
someone, and that relationship can be only fornaeed on obligation stemming from values
and experiencing others as selves, as persons.

Given the fact that responsibility is a subjectiirgra-personal phenomenon, in the
context of interpersonal relations it has to belymesl as perceived responsibility. In this
study, responsibility will be understood as a pieexd consistency in acting freely based on
the value-based obligation towards trustor. As sutdls ignored by Mayer et al (1995), and
should be included in the comprehensive model latiomal trust. Perceived responsibility of
trustee will be analyzed as one of the dimensi@usli{ional to ability, benevolence and
integrity) of trustworthiness that is expectedrtfiuence trust towards trustee. Furthermore, in
order to deepen the understanding of the role respiity plays in trust relations, a
qualitative method for analyzing the perceptionna@nagerial responsibility needs to be
employed. The method most suited for representiegrélationships of concepts is concept
mapping (Novak and Cafas, 2008). This methodolbgpproach shall be described in
details further in the paper.

Trust and effectiveness

The relationship between trust and effectiveness Ieen verified in numerous
studies. The source of the link has been identifiecbst reduction (Bromiley & Cummings,
1995), collaboration and cooperation (Roberts & €, 1974) or engagement and
performance (Friedlander, 1970; Dirks, 1999). Truss also been connected to
organizational citizenship behaviors (McAllisteQ9b; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman &
Fetter, 1990; Robinson, 1996) and effort (e.qg. lidfils & Karau, 1991). It is still not clear
whether this influence is direct or moderating KBjr 1999), but this investigation goes
beyond the scope of this paper.
The relationship between trust and high performdme® been suggested by many authors
(e.g., Bromiley & Cummings, 1995; Butler, 1991; Mkgter, 1995) - attempts to link trust to
effectiveness are as old as the reflection on.tRstter (1967) claimed that there is a direct
link between trust and effectiveness. He believed efficiency, adjustment and survival of
social groups depended upon the presence of ®06¥( p. 651). Lately, more psychologists
have been interested in team performance and (udts, 1999; Costa, Roe and Tailleu,
2001; Kiffin-Petersen, 2004). Moreover, perceiveakkt performance has been found
correlated with more objective measures and relakip continuity (Smith & Barclay, 1997).

What is even more relevant to this paper is thatigeiship between trust in
management and performance. This link has beeyzathby Mayer and Gavin (2005). Their
study suggests that trust in management is dirgelited to employees’ ability to focus
attention on value-producing activities. Similarlpavis et al. (2000) find that trust is
significantly related to sales, profits and empyeirnover in the restaurant industry;
managers who were either more or less trustedrddfsignificantly in perceptions of their
ability, benevolence and integrity.
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Managerial Trust and Responsibility Scale (MTRS)

Trust is a cognitive aspect of social interactietween two parties, in which free will,
consideration of risks, as well as responsibility & given action, are concerned. In the
relational theory of trust, which currently domiesitthe field of trust research, there are two
major factors to be distinguished: the propensitytrust (a trait-like feature of every trust
relationship) and the trustworthiness of the treigtelationship-specific perceptions about the
trustee). While both of them are important to ustherd the dynamics of every trust relation,
trustworthiness is key to both organizational asialyand intervention, as it relates to possibly
modifiable aspects of relationships. Perceived itghil benevolence, integrity and
responsibility of a trustee should be measured rdoogly in order to determine their
interrelation and influence they have on trustdfeland behaviors.

To measure trust and its antecedents, a survegthar similar methodology that taps
into the person's willingness to be vulnerable e trustee” (Mayer et al., 1995:729) is
considered a valid and well examined approach. Meama Trust and Responsibility Scale,
introduced in this paper, is a survey method devisemeasure propensity to trust and its
antecedents defined by Miller et al. (1995), ad a®lresponsibility, as defined in this paper.
The details about the questionnaire will be prodigethe Method section.

Hypotheses
Based on the theoretically supplemented model byeat al. (1995; Schoorman et
al., 2007) it is possible to formulate the follogihypotheses:
» Hypothesis 1: Trust for a manager will be posiyvedlated to manager's perceived
ability, benevolence, integrity, responsibility aiodan employee's propensity to trust
* Hypothesis 2: Job engagement will be positivelgtel to manager's perceived
ability, benevolence, integrity, responsibility aimdan employee's propensity to trust.
* Hypothesis 3: Job performance will be positivelated to manager’s perceived
ability, benevolence, integrity, responsibility aiodan employee's propensity to trust
* Hypothesis 4: Employees’ constructs of managegesponsibility will be connected to
the notions of efficacy, self-determination anduweabased obligation (exploratory
hypothesis)
* Hypothesis 5: Employees’ constructs of manageesponsibility will be closely
associated with trust (exploratory hypothesis).

Method
Participants

40 persons (11 male, 19 female; 10 did not prowtmation about their gender) out
of 53 employees of a training and consulting comngpanok part in the study. Employees
were asked to participate in the study by the mamemt, who was offered a short report after
studies, providing the generalized data about memalgrust in organization. Demographic
structure of the sample is presented in Table d, tae summary of research tools (with
subscale reliabilities) can be found in Table 2.
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Demographics Category Frequency
Male 11
Gender Female 19
Missing 10
<26 3
26-35 14
Age 36-45 6
Missing 17
Education High school 1
Graduate 29
Missing 10
<2 9
From2to5 13
Tenure From 5 to 10 2
Missing 16
Table 2. Research tools used in the study
Questionnaire Author(s) Subscale(s) Crobnach’s Alph
UWES (Utrecht Work Engagement Schaufeli et al. (2002) ) 92
Scale)
In-Role Job Performance Podsal_<of'f and ) 78
Questionnaire MacKenzie's (1989) '
Ability .87
Benevolence .85
MTRS (Managerial Trust and Prokopowicz (this Integrity .81
Responsibility Scale) paper) Propensity to trust 72
Trust g7
Responsibility .8

Measures

The scale for measuring multi-faceted charactenamnagerial trust (as defined by the
Integrated Model of Organizational Trust; Mayerakt 1995) and responsibility (as defined
by Wojtyta, 1994) was constructed in three subsetquséeps. The first step consisted of
conceptualization and operationalization of theedgnated Model of Organizational Trust
(Mayer et al., 1995) and responsibility (Wojtyl®94). In the second step, a number of items
were developed using the Likert format for trusteaedents (Ability, Benevolence, Integrity
and Responsibility), Propensity to trust, and Titsslf, all relationship-specific (employee-
manager). The third step consisted of supplemeritiagnitial subset of items by adapting
modified items from Rotter (1967), Gill et al. (Z)0and Schoorman et al. (2007). The final
scale was constructed as a set of six additivessales, in which high score would indicate
high ability (or benevolence, or trust etc.) in éoyee-manager relationship.
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Ability

Manager’s Ability was measured by 7 additive ite@sonbach's for Ability reached
the level of .87. A sample item for this sub-scae'My manager is very competent at
performing his job.”

Benevolence

Managerial Benevolence was measured by 7 additemsi Cronbach's: for
Benevolence reached the level of .85. One of temstused for this sub-scale is “I am
confident that my manager wants the best for me.”

Integrity
Manager’s perceived Integrity was measured by Gtigdditems, with Cronbach’s
a = .81. A sample item from this sub-scale is “Irgh@y manager's values.”

Propensity to trust

Propensity to trust (Cronbachis= .72 ) was measured by 7 additive items. In an
Integrated Model of Organizational Trust, propgnsit trust is understood as a dispositional
trait, similar to Rotter’s interpersonal trust (X96Miller and Mitamura (2003) make a further
argument against homogeneity of this constructimitey that generalized trust is rather
caution level than trust. Hence, caution levelatationships is probably the closest to what
Mayer et al. (2005) call the propensity to trusts@mple item from this sub-scale is “These
days, you cannot rely on anyone but yourself.”

Trust

Trust towards managers, as defined by Mayer é1985) was measured by 7 additive
items (Cronbach's = .77). One of the items measuring this constiu¢he questionnaire is
“I would be willing to let my manager have completentrol over my future in this
company.”

Responsibility

Trust is a cognitive state of willingness to benarhable in the relationship, and can
take place only if a trusted party is equipped vefficacy, self-determination, and takes
responsibility for his or her actions. This set fattors is characteristic for human act
(Wojtyla, 1994). Perceived efficacy, self-deteratian and responsibility of the manager, as
well as the truth—based communication underlyirgreiationship of both trusting parties, are
measured in this sub-scale of the questionnaim@nliach’sy for this sub-dimension reached
the level of .8. Exemplary items for this facetlut®e: “My manager has a direct influence on
how the company works.”, “My manager avoids makiagd decisions”, and “My manager
always takes full responsibility for his or her taiges.”

Masking questions

A number of items intended to partially disguise flurpose of the Propensity to trust
sub-scale were developed and included in the aquestire. Sample items from this group
are: “l believe I am an optimist.” and “In achiegirsuccess, hard work is usually more
important than natural talent.”
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Subjective in-role job performance

One of the aspects of an individual employee affeness is the manner in which an
employee perceives his or her job performance.rtteroto measure perceived In-role job
performance, Podsakoff and MacKenzie's (1989) itar scale was selected and adapted for
employee self-evaluation. Test items have beersp@sed from third to first grammatical
person, e.g. “This worker always completes theedusipecified in his/her job description.”
has been changed into “I always complete the slideecified in my job description” and
»This worker fulfills all responsibilities requiredoy his/her job” into “I fulfill all
responsibilities required by my job”. All partigépts rated their perceived In-role job
performance on 5-point Likert type scale (from sgly disagree to strongly agree).
Cronbach's: for this sub-scale reached the level of .78.

UWES - Utrecht Work Engagement Scale

Engagement, as defined by Schaufeli et al. (2082)a positive, fulfilling, work-
related state of mind that is characterized by wigaedication, and absorption.” (p. 74).
They describe it as a persistent affective-cogaisitate, not focused on any particular object
of reflection. In order to measure engagement, &eficand Bakker (2003) created a 17-item
UWES (Utrecht Work Engagement Scale) . The scateblean verified in many cross-cultural
studies, proving to be of high validity and religlpi The questionnaire consists of three
additive subscales: absorption, vigor, dedicatAdhparticipants rated their engagement on a
7-point Likert-type scale ranging from O (never)&dalways/every day). Cronbachisfor
UWES reached the level of .92. A sample item frbm sub-scale is “When | am working, |
forget everything else around me”.

Understanding of managerial responsibility

Concept maps are visualization techniques desigteedgraphically represent
relationships (especially causal relations) betwammcepts. Novak and Cafias (2008) define
concept maps as “graphical tools for organizing ampresenting knowledge” (p. 1). In
practice, concept maps usually consist of concaptsrelationship between those concepts,
represented as concept boxes and a line linkingctwaepts. Also, in the version used in this
study, concept maps include words describing tlaioaship, so called linking phrases, that
characterize the relationship between two cond@dpisak and Caras, 2008).

In our analysis propositions, understood as “statémabout some object or event in
the universe, either naturally occurring or congted” (Novak and Canas, 2008, p. 1), created
by participants regarding a given topic, constdutee basic tool of analysis. Propositions
consist of two concepts connected using linking dsoor phrases, forming a meaningful
statement.

In order to analyze participants' understandinghahagerial responsibility, a tool for
drawing and analyzing maps was employed. IHMC Citagls is a free software developed
at the Florida Institute for Human and Machine Qbgn, rooted in traditional cognitive
theories of learning (Novak and Cafias, 2008). énstiudy, all participants were instructed to
use the software and form the concept map arotwedcentral concept of the map:
Responsible manager.

Procedure

All employees (53) of a small training and consticompany were invited to
participate in the study. Subjects were providedhwelectronic versions of a set of
guestionnaires (MTRS, UWES and modified In-role Rdrformance Questionnaire) and
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software for creating a concept map of Responsibinager (IHMC Cmap Tools).
Participants also received detailed instructiorsuakthe nature and order of the study.

In the first part of the research, employees wekea@ to construct a concept map of a
concept of a Responsible manager — all associatammcepts and links that come to their
mind when they think about their experience witspansible managers. Apart from detailed
instructions on how to use the software and etattsal maps, they were also provided with a
sample concept map on “the ideal vacation trip”.

In the second part of the study they were askedilltoout a set of trust and
performance questionnaires. Both maps and fillecestjonnaires were to be sent
anonymously from a created email account to rebeasc address. Participants were not
supervised during the procedure due to the electform of the tools and the specificity of
work environment (it was important for the compatihyat employees had freedom to
participate in the study at work or home, dependingheir preferences).

Results

In the quantitative part of the study three linesgression analyses were conducted.
Coefficients for three dependent variables aregtesl in Tables 3, 4 and 5 (all models were
checked for linearity and homoscedasticity, indeleen variables in each model lacked high
multicollinearity). As the sample is not randompaged significance levels lack their usual
interpretation but are reported here in complianitke social science convention.

Table 3. Coefficients of Linear Regression Model

Unstandardized Standardized
Model Coefficients Coefficients t Significance
B Standard error B
(Constant) 13.473 5.314 2.535 .016
Ability .004 176 .003 .021 .983
Benevolence .33 179 .385 1.85 .073
Integrity .34 A77 .361 1.92 .063
Propensity -.261 153 -.189 -1.706 .097
Responsibility .069 152 .081 0.454 .653

Note. Dependent Variable: Trust

In the first regression analysis Trust was analyasda dependent variable with
trustworthiness dimensions (Ability, Benevolenastegrity, Responsibility) and Propensity
to trust as predictors. These five variables ergldialmost two thirds of the variance (R2 =
.61) in Trust scores, with significance level p091. The most influential predictors were
Benevolencef = .38; p = .07) and Integrity (= .36; p = .06), followed by Responsibility and
Ability, associated positivelyp(= .08; p =0,65 ang = .18; p = .98, respectively), and
Propensity to trusf}(= -.19; p = .1), related negatively to Trust.

Table 4. Coefficients of Linear Regression Model

Unstandardized Standardized
Model Coefficients Coefficients t Significance
B Standard error B
(Constant) 36.08 16.976 2.125 .041
Ability 1.335 .568 .496 2.351 .025
Benevolence -.184 .58 -.092 -.317 754
Integrity .158 .565 .072 .281 .781
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Propensity -.356 492 -.109 -.723 AT75
Responsibility 174 .486 .085 .359 722
Dependent Variable: Work engagement (UWES)

In the second regression analysis Work engagemeortes were regressed on
trustworthiness dimensions (Ability, Benevolenagegrity, Responsibility), and Propensity
to trust. These five predictors accounted for at38% of the variance (R2 = .301) in Work
engagement scores, with high significance levgd ef .035 . Ability was the most powerful
predictor § = .5; p = .03), followed by Propensity to tru§t € -.11; p = 0,47) and
Benevolencefl = -.09; p = .75) — both negatively related to Egegaent — and Integrity with
Responsibility, positively associated with Engagetr(@ = .08; p = .72 anfl =.07; p = .78,
respectively).

Table 5. Coefficients of Linear Regression Model

Unstandardized Standardized
Model Coefficients Coefficients t Significance
B Standard error B

(Constant) 21.535 3.677 5.857 .000
Ability 132 121 .275 1.092 .284
Benevolence -.018 129 -.052 -.143 .888
Integrity .096 121 .249 .795 433
Propensity -.103 .104 -.176 -.994 .328
Responsibility -.057 .100 -.159 -.573 571

Dependent Variable: In-role job performance (PODS)

In the third regression analysis In-role job parfance was regressed on
trustworthiness dimensions (Ability, Benevolenagegrity, Responsibility), and Propensity
to trust. These five variables accounted for abmng eighth (R2 = .129) in In-role job
performance scores with significance level p = .583lity (B = .27; p = .28) and Integrity (
= .25; p = .43) were the most influential predistof In-role job performance, followed by
Propensity to trusf}(= -.17; p = 0,33), Responsibilitp & -.16; p = .57) and Benevolende (
=-.05; p = .89).

Exploratory analysis of concept maps

The quality of concept maps submitted by the piadiats render both the quantitative
and qualitative analyses of the relationship betwaenderstanding of managerial
responsibility and trust towards managers diffic@nly 14 maps have been elicited and
submitted by the participants, and those submitieds differ substantially not only in
complexity, but in the quality of the data and ustending of concept maps specificity -
sample concept maps are presented in Figures 2.and
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Figure 1. Sample concept map regarding “Responsibleager”

create—
(team)4—— Pl
works for

cares about

manages

Lcompany's success]

/

[ Responsible manager ]————’ is responsible for

[achieving goalsj

Nevertheless, an effort to reconstruct organizaliperception of responsible manager
has been made by comparing the understanding ofageaial responsibility by the
participants with the basic notions of Wojtyta’®@¥) concept of responsibility and the facets
of Integrated Model of Organizational Trust by Mawt al. (1995). Sample propositions
involving Responsible manager are listed in Table 6

In order to analyze the character of the maps,q®itipns have been classified in the
categories of IMOT’s Ability, Benevolence, Integriand Trust, as well as Wojtyta’s
Responsibility. Benevolence, Integrity, and Trustrev categorized using the definitions
provided by Mayer et al. (1995), Responsibilitysing Wojtyta’s (1994) perspective, while
Ability, as related in the context of this studyn@nagerial competencies, was characterized
by the inventory of managerial skills listed by @ama & Garcia-Lombardia (2005).

Table 7. Categories of Propositions Regarding Besponsible Manager”

Category Propositions Perc. Accum. Perc
Ability 41 51.25% 51.25%
Benevolence 5 6.25% 57.50%
Integrity 5 6.25% 63.75%
Trust 3 3.75% 67.50%
Responsibility 12 15.00% 82.50%
Others 14 17.50% 100.00%

As indicated in Table 7, more than a half of pmipons (51.25%) related to the
concept of “Responsible manager” have been categpbias reflecting managerial skills and
abilities. Those include propositions like “Respbites manager has business awareness”,
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“Responsible manager means that they control tbeiotions” or “Responsible manager
motivates individuals”, falling into basic leadeshcompetencies listed by Cardona &
Garcia-Lombardia (2005). Significantly fewer propiosns have been categorized as
Benevolence (e.g. “Responsible manager cares ahdardinates”, 6.25%), Integrity (e.g.
“Responsible manager is fair”; 6.25%) and Trusf.(BResponsible manager is trustworthy”;
3.75%). Propositions categorized as “Others” did fial into any of the categories (e.qg.
“Responsible manager is usually somebody | like7.5%). Category “Responsibility”
signified propositions related to efficacy, seltetenination, obligation and those close or
synonymous to “Responsible manager”, such as “Resple manager is responsible for
achieving goals” or “Responsible manager is resjptsdor results”. 15% of concepts fell
into this category.

Discussion
Determinants of trust

In course of testing the relationship of trust aatkents and trust beliefs (assumed in
Hypothesis 1) an interesting pattern emerged. Re@eBenevolence, understood as good
will of a manager, along with Integrity, that istor her fairness and honesty, influenced trust
beliefs heavily compared to Ability and Respondgipilwhich had minimal impact on the
willingness of employees to become vulnerable ia tklationship with their manager.
Propensity to trust, a trait expressing employegereralized trust, was related slightly
negatively to trust.

There is a possible interpretation of this resudttgrn. Firstly, benevolence, as
described earlier, is related closely to trust lweotetical level — while trust is understood as
willingness to become vulnerable, and benevolescpeaceived good will, it is possible to
observe their direct dependence. If a person ledi¢lwat another person has good intentions
toward him or her, it is natural that he or she lddoe more willing to trust that person.
Perceived integrity utilizes similar link — a trast upholding strong ethical values will be
generally more likely to act in favor of a trustben a person of low integrity. However, the
connection is not that clear when it comes to Ap#t out of all trust antecedents, whose
predictive power was tested in the study, it ishatay the most domain-specific facet of trust
beliefs.

This context-dependence is probably the cause afl smpact that perceived Ability
had on Trust in the study. In the questionnaireplegees were asked about competencies of
the manager as a manager, that is his skills idels&ip, business and management, while
questions related to Trust focused on more germspects of the relationship, like the
willingness to give the manager complete contr@rawne’s future in the company. In further
studies, two possibilities could be pursued: sdpgyadomain-general and domain-specific
aspects of Trust or transforming dimension of Trbgt adding more domain-specific
questions related to Trust.

Work engagement

An entirely different set of factors accounting tbe variance of Work engagement
emerged in the test of Hypothesis 2. It seemspbateived Integrity and Benevolence of a
manager, having substantial impact on Trust towandsagers, have minor impact on the
effort employees put in their jobs. One variableowimg a clear connection to Work
engagement was Ability, that is, in the contextlio$ study, leadership competencies of the
evaluated manager (Cardona & Garcia-Lombardia, 2005
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This might seem counterintuitive, as perceived cetaqmcies could be expected to
have lesser impact on individual effort than e.gn®volence, connected with acceptance and
good will. The possible explanation behind it nmeythat motivating people and providing
them with the engaging work conditions is widebrgeived as being a part of a manager’s
job description.

Different patterns of relationship between trustteaadents, Trust and Work
engagement may suggest the possibility of a neweegatual framework of trust. It may be
possible that trust (understood as the willingnesdecome vulnerable) and confidence
(understood as the belief that the trustee haainetbmpetencies needed for consistent and
successful task completion) may be distinguishedourse of research and analysis as two
separate constructs. This has been indirectly sigdéy Rousseau et al. (1998). According
to them, trust “is a psychological state that mestg itself in the behaviors towards others, is
based on the expectations made upon behavioresé ththers, and on the perceived motives
and intentions in situations entailing risk for tredationship with those others.” (1998, p.
228). When accepting this definition of trust, & possible to eliminate Ability as an
antecedent of trust, distinguishing domain-gengtat (as defined in IMOT) and domain-
specific confidence (based on the notion of prafesdism and predictability) as two separate
phenomena.

In-role Job Performance

In the third regression analysis In-role job parfance was analyzed as a dependent
variable with trustworthiness dimensions, and Pngpig to trust as predictors. These five
variables showed to account for comparatively l@st pf In-role performance scores. Weak
explanatory power of the model is directly the pradof small variance in the results of In-
role job performance subscale.

Poor quality of In-role job performance data is mlisely connected to the self-
appraising character of the subscale. Small vagiapic results concentrating around the
highest scores suggests that self-evaluation ofpgiormance might lead to biases in the
evaluation process. In further studies, more oljecheasurement of job performance should
be applied.

Responsible Manager

In none of the analyses conducted in the study é&tesbpility had any significant
relationship with dependent variables. It seems tiegther trust nor work engagement are
influenced by the perceived efficacy, self-deteration and value-based consistency of the
manager. It is possible that this result is causgdimilar understanding of Responsibility
and Ability by the participants.

This argument is supported by the qualitative aialyf propositions related to
Responsible manager that were elicited by the qpatnts. For the majority of subjects, the
main associations with managerial responsibility alosely connected to leadership
competencies, as described by Cardona & Garcia-hotd (2005). These results suggest
that employees did not represent a deep unders@noii responsibility, focusing on
describing “ideal manager” and not “responsible aggn”. Furthermore, focusing on skills
may suggest that perceived responsibility, simjlaslability, is domain-specific.

Conclusions
The general findings of the study indicate the ssitg of further investigation of the
key elements of trust beliefs. It is important émember that the study, while conducted in
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the natural setting, concentrated only on trustiebel and subjective indicators of
effectiveness. In order to study trust in naturalinment, more behavioral aspects of trust
should be included, answering the fundamental gquesgiosed by the study: Are people truly
willing to trust those who they perceive as benemblnd ethical rather than competent and
responsible?

One of the findings of the study that appears tchéael to comprehend within the
framework of IMOT is the consistently negative telaship of Propensity to trust and
dependent variable such as Trust, Work engagemauhti@role job performance. This
finding, along with the more domain-specific role perceived responsibility in trust still
needs to be analyzed.

The results of the study suggest the possibilitardlyzing domain-general trust and
domain-specific confidence as two separate themaetionstructs. While perceived integrity
and benevolence clearly influence trust relatigmshigeneral, trustee’s ability and possibly
responsibility, seem to influence only domain-speaspects of interpersonal relationship.
The former should be understood as trust, accorirggfinition by Mayer et al. (2005), the
latter should be construed as confidence. Thisrétieal framework could explain different
influence trust and confidence have on employeagament and performance and would
possibly bring more order to the diversified fieldtrust research.

Trust, as a complex variable, has a potential foplaning a vast variety of
organizational behavior. Traditionally it has bes@d mainly to explain team and individual
effectiveness in organizations. While the studyidatés a promising way of orchestrating
that, it is important to remember that neither troner effectiveness are one-dimensional
constructs. Each of their aspects deserves deepdyses and a place in the integrated
framework of organizational trust.
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Abstrakt
Zaufanie to jedno z najbardziejydiecznych pef eksplanacyjnych w naukach o organizacji. Artykeizentuje i
wyjasnia stan wspétczesnej debaty psychologicznej natteaufania, poddaje weryfikacji Integracyjny Model
Zaufania Organizacyjnego w naturalnym kogti& organizacyjnym, sugeruje postrzegaydpowiedzialné’
jako dodatkowy warunek zaufania oraz analizujezliwy wpltyw, jaki zaufanie do mensdéw ma na
zaangaowanie i poziom wykonania pracownikdw. Wyniki pstadione w artykule sugeryjze pcarod
wszystkich antecedenséw zaufania, postrzeggmaliwg¢ i integralngi¢ moralna menetbréow wplywa
najmocniej na zaufanie do nich, podczas gdy ichirpegany poziom umighasci wplywa najbardziej na
zaangdowanie pracownikéw. W artykule zaproponowane zestgirowadzenie rozt@ienia megdzy dwoma
aspektami zaufania do megeddw: ogélnodomenowym oraz domenospecyficznym.
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