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ABSTRACT

WHY DO SUBORDINATES LIE TO THEIR SUPERIORS?

A MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL DECEPTION

By

Anne Patricia Hubbell

Literature in organizational deception has long focused on why individuals in

organizations distort upward communication. Yet, few have tried to model antecedents

ofupward distortion. The purpose of this research is to create and test such a model. The

model will test organizational, dyadic, and individual-level variables and their influence

on a superior’s trustworthy behaviors and the quality of the relationship between a

subordinate and a superior. It is proposed that subordinates who believe their superior is

trustworthy and report having a high quality relationship with the superior, will be more

likely to communicate truthful information to the superior. If, however, the superior has

not demonstrated trustworthiness and the relationship is of low quality, various other

messages will be communicated, none completely honest. This reciprocity is evident in

exchanges between superiors and subordinates (Fulk & Mani, 1986) and is well

explained within the framework of Social Exchange Theory (Blau, 1964) and Agency

Theory (see Eisenhardt, 1989). Thus, Fulk and Mani’s (1986) model of upward

information distortion, Social Exchange Theory, and Agency Theory will be used to

explain the links between the antecedent variables and both trustworthy behaviors of a

superior and the quality of the relationship with a superior and how these two variables

influence the veracity or lack of truthfulness in a message. A model will be developed

from this discussion. Path analysis and multiple regression will be used to test the model.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

“Strict truth telling and truth seeking is at odds with a life lived among other humans”

(Kingwell, 1993, p. 389)

All languages have some similarities. Argyle (1969), asserts that all languages

share a “common structure” (p. 65). In every language, words become sentences and

grammatical rules are followed (Argyle, 1969). Also in every language, there is an

opportunity to change the words within the sentences to misrepresent the information.

Thus, there is always a chance to lie. In fact, research has shown that we lie a large

percentage of the time within normal conversations (Fiedler and Walka, 1993; Taylor et

al., 1994; Turner et al., 1975). In our organizational lives, opportunities to deceive also

exist and deceptive message behavior in the workplace is the focus of the following

study.

Deceptive message behavior (e.g., Buller & Burgoon, 1996; Buller et al., 1996;

McComack, 1992; McComack et al., 1992) and deception in the workplace (e.g.,

Athanassiades, 1973, 1974; Gaines, 1980; Fulk & Mani, 1986; Mellinger, 1956;

Muchinsky, 1977; O’Reilly & Roberts, 1974; Roberts & O’Reilly, 1974a; Zand, 1972)

have previously been studied from a communication perspective while related work in

the areas of organizational behavior (e.g., Bhattacharya et al., 1998; Lewicki et al., 1998;

Rousseau et al., 1998) and organizational psychology (e.g., Sheppard & Sherman, 1998)

have focused more broadly on issues of trust in the organization, not specifically

deceptive message behavior. An important goal of this study is to bring together research

that has broadly focused on trustworthy superior-subordinate relationships and research



on the influence ofrelational trust to determine what effect these two variables have the

deceptiveness of messages. Thus, a model is developed and tested that explores such

relationships.

Agency Theory (see Eisenhardt, 1989) and Social Exchange Theory (Blau, 1964)

provide the theoretical framework for model development. Whitener et a1. (1998) assert

that both theories explain the relational nature of trustworthy behavior of a superior on

the trustworthy behavior of a subordinate. Agency Theory is based on economic self-

interests. Both superiors and subordinates wish to maximize their rewards and minimize

their costs within their relationship (Whitener et al., 1998). Social Exchange Theory

(Blau, 1964; Whitener et al., 1998) claims a reciprocity exists between individuals. So, if

a superior acts in a trustworthy manner, the subordinate will reciprocate by also enacting

trustworthy behaviors (Whitener et al., 1998). Together, the two variables will be central

to the development of the model that will be tested here.

The current study is important to research in the area of organizational deception

because it attempts to better understand and model previously studied variables along

with introducing new variables. It includes variables from prior research on

organizational distortion, such as ascendancy desires (e.g., Athanassiades, 1973, 1974;

Gaines, 1980; O’Reilly, 1978; Roberts & O’Reilly, 1974) and trust in a superior (e.g., A

Athanassiades, 1973, 1974; Fulk & Mani, 1986; Gaines, 1980; Mellinger, 1956;

Muchinsky, 1977; O’Reilly & Roberts, 1974; Roberts & O’Reilly, 1974a; Zand, 1972).

It also includes new variables called for by Fulk and Mani (1986) (e.g., the quality ofthe

relationship, organizational trust, and impression management behaviors). The current

research also contributes to our understanding of organizational deception through its

additional focus on relational trust and through the provision of theoretical explanations



for this effect that are desperately needed in the literature (see critique of interpersonal

deception literature by Stiff, 1996).

Trust is a variable found to have strong effects on the truthfulness ofmessages

(Hubbell, 1999b) and the loss of trust has been shown to have a positive effect on the

propensity to distort information (Gaines, 1980; Roberts & O’Reilly) and on deceptive

behavior (Mellenger, 1956; Zand, 1972). Yet, an in-depth consideration of the influence

of trust on the creation of truthful or deceptive messages is lacking. The current model

theoretically explains the effects of trust and also seeks to understand the antecedents of

trust. It will also demonstrate the influence of trust and distrust on truthful and deceptive

messages.

Understanding why subordinates trust or distrust is useful information to

organizations because they are motivated to decrease the amount of distorted information

communicated upward (Hildebrand, 1998). If an organization can understand why

subordinates distort information given to their superiors, they can teach superiors

behaviors that will increase subordinates’ desires to communicate truthfully. Some

behaviors make a situation more conducive to truth-telling, even when telling the truth is

not entirely comfortable (Hubbell, 1999). If organizations can better understand the

factors influential to truth-telling, they can work to increase these factors. For example,

ifhigh trust in a superior is found to be a strong determinant to truthful communication,

organizations can strive to help superiors foster trust from subordinates. .

Finally, trust could be one element of a larger issue. Many interpersonal

communication scales incorporate trust as an element that helps to describe the intimacy

level of a relationship (Burgoon, 1984). The majority of past research in organizational

deception has examined trust but not any other relational element that may influence



information distortion. Thus, the first purpose of the current study is to determine if the

quality of the relationship has a greater influence than trust alone on deceptive or honest

messages. The second purpose is to create a better measure of trust in a superior and then

to test the influence of trust on the truthfirlness or deceptiveness of information

communicated to the superior. A third purpose is to determine how specific antecedent

variables influence the variables of trust and relational quality.

The following study consists of five sections. First, a review of the literature will

be presented, including a previously tested model of organizational distortion, theoretical

underpinnings, and elements of the proposed model. Second, the model will be

developed and hypotheses stated. Thirdly, the methods used in examining this model are

outlined. Fourth, the analysis of results are presented. Fifth, a discussion ofpotential

implications of this study and future directions for research are provided.



Chapter 2

LITERATURE REVIEW, MODEL CREATION, AND HYPOTHESES

verview

This chapter reviews the literature on (1) Fulk and Mani’s (1986) model of

organizational distortion, (2) social exchange and agency theory contributions to studying

trust and deceptive message behaviors, (3) the construct of superior-subordinate trust, (4)

antecedents to trust, and (5) deceptive message behaviors. It also proposes the a model of

organizational deception and the hypotheses and research questions focused on testing

the model.

Fulk and Mani’s Model of Information Distortion

Fulk and Mani (1986) proposed and tested a model that portrayed three major

influences on upward distortion: downward communication from the superior, role

stress, and situational or contextual variables. The strongest link was the frequency of

communication between superiors and subordinates. When superiors communicated

frequently with subordinates, subordinates responded with increased communication.

Also when superiors withheld information, subordinates responded with increased

distortion and withholding of information. Thus, Fulk and Mani’s (1986) research

demonstrated that the reciprocal nature of the frequency and quality of communication.

Although, Fulk and Mani’s work provides a starting point for this study's exploration of

deceptive communication, it lacks an overarching theoretical basis to explain the

important and reciprocal nature of trust. Therefore, two theories are proposed to explain

such effects: Agency Theory and Social Exchange Theory.



Agmcy Theory and Social Exchange Theory

Whitener et a1. (1998) propose Agency Theory and Social Exchange Theory as

two useful theoretical explanations for the development of trust between a superior and a

subordinate. These theories provide (1) essential information for the conceptualization

and operationalization of relational trust and relational quality and (2) theoretical

justifications for the links among trust and relational quality and various antecedent and

outcome variables of interest to organizational deception scholars.

Agency Theog. Although often thought of as a macro-level perspective,

Eisenhardt (1989) claims Agency Theory is also applicable to a dyadic relationship.

According to Whitener et a1. (1998), superiors and subordinates try to “structure the

relationship to protect their own interests” (p. 514). In essence, individuals attempt to

“maximize individual utility and ...both parties seek to minimize risks associated with

the relationship” (p. 515).

The benefits and risks in the relationship between a subordinate and superior,

however, are more economically based than they are in Social Exchange Theory. The

superior is interested in maximizing performance and the subordinate is interested in

maximizing personal benefits (e.g., a raise). Further, a superior’s ability to accurately

monitor or control a subordinate’s performance can be predicated on gaining truthful

information from employees. This situation demonstrates the primary problem identified

by Agency Theory. The problem is the difference in goals and attitudes between two

individuals - a principle (superior) and an agent (subordinate) (Eisenhardt, 1989;

Whitener ct al.,l998). One way to reduce the disparity is to develop the level of trust

between management and employees. As trust grows, perceived risk decreases, and, the

superior may give the subordinate more responsibility. The subordinate, trusting that



he/she will be rewarded, works harder.

The quality of the relationship could also influence the perceived disparity in

desires. According to Duck (1977) and Neirneyer et al. (1996), individuals are more

attracted to individuals who are similar to them cognitively (Duck, 1977) or in their

perceptions of others (Neimeyer et al., 1996). The individuals who we like are those

individuals who are more like us, or at least we perceive them to be. Therefore, the

quality of the relationship with another person could be the result ofthe perceived

similarity. Those superiors who seem similar to the subordinates could be perceived as

having similar desires.

In terms of deceptive communication, if the subordinate does not trust or have a

good relationship with the superior, he/she may be less likely to communicate problem

information. The relationship, or belief in the manager because of the relationship, makes

it “safe” for the subordinate to be truthful. Such reciprocity ofbehaviors is also a part of

Social Exchange Theory (Blau, 1964; Homans, 1961, 1974).

Social Exchange Theom. The basis of the Social Exchange Theory (Blau, 1964;

Homans, 1961, 1974) is reciprocity and the mental assessment of costs and rewards.

When superiors and subordinates exchange rewards, individuals may be prompted to

positively evaluate the trust level in and the quality of the relationship. Whitener et al.

(1998) describe this as follows:

First, social exchanges may involve extrinsic benefits with economic value (e.g.,

information and advice) or intrinsic benefits without any direct objective

economic utility (e.g., social support)... Second, whereas benefits in economic

exchanges are formal and often contracted explicitly, such benefits are rarely

specified in a priori or explicitly negotiated in social exchanges. Thus providing



benefits is a voluntary action. Finally, ...the exchange ofbenefits involves

uncertainty... Consequently, relationships evolve slowly, starting with the

exchange of relatively low-value benefits and escalating to higher-value

benefits as the parties demonstrate their trustworthiness (p. 515).

As trust develops, individuals become more likely to take risks (Whitener et al.,

1998). They become more likely to communicate information that could make them

vulnerable. Also, Hubbell (1999b) found that subordinates are more likely to tell the

truth to superiors they trust. Perhaps, then, subordinates who learn over time to trust their

superiors will be more likely to communicate sensitive information in a truthful, rather

than deceptive fashion.

Further, if trust is one element ofthe quality of the relationship, the relationship

should also drive the propensity of individuals to be honest or distort information. As the

quality ofthe relationship develops, individuals should be less likely to distort

information. Thus, Social Exchange Theory and Agency Theory will both provide the

current study with a strong theoretical basis for measuring not only trust, but also

linkages to antecedent and outcome variables. Our attention now turns to the concept of

trust and the particular behaviors which engender trust from subordinates.

Behaviors of Superiors Leading to Increased Tmst by Subordinates

In the current research, the level of trust between a subordinate and a superior is

an individual-level variable measured as a participant’s perception of trust. It is an

important variable to consider when looking at deceptive message creation since trust has

been found to be a strong predictor of truthful and deceptive messages (Hubbell, 1999b).

The construct of trust will be described in terms of (1) the types of trust, (2) how trust

will be defined in the current study, and (3) supervisors’ behaviors that lead to increased



trust.

Types of Trust. Rousseau et al. (1998) assert that there are three different types of

trust. First, “Deterrence-based trust” (Rousseau et al., 1998, p. 398), is trust as a result of

sanctions against untrustworthy behavior. Deterrence-based trust, however, is not

included in the current model. The current model is based on Whitener et al.’s (1998)

description of the elements that activate trust in a superior, and deterrence is not one of

the factors listed by Whitener et al. (1998). Thus, it will not be considered in the current

model.

The second type of trust, “institutional-based trust” (p. 400) occurs when

organizations “act as broad supports for the critical mass of trust that sustains further risk

taking and trust behavior” (p. 400). Institutional trust is one form of trust represented in

the current model as an antecedent to trust between a superior and a subordinate. It is

believed that organizations that act in ways that elicit trust from employees will also

motivate managers to enact trustworthy behaviors toward subordinates.

Trust related to superior and subordinate relationships is the third type of trust

discussed by Rousseau et al. (1998). “Relational trust” (p. 399) is a type of trust that

develops over time between individuals. It is typified by “beliefs in the positive

intentions of the trustee but also... the absence of negative intentions” (p. 400). The

relational aspect of trust will be the primary focus of the current model. The following

section elaborates further on the definition of trust to be used in the present study.

Definition of Trust. A fundamental element of trust is risk. land (1972) claims

that trust is a risk, it is making oneself vulnerable to an individual who cannot be

controlled (Butler, 1999). Rousseau et al. (1998) also emphasize the importance of risk.

It is the process of “exchange, risk taking, and successful fulfillment of expectations” (p.



399) that results in increased risk and increased resource exchange.

Along with the perception of risk, there is an expectancy that the individual who

is trustworthy will not take advantage of a vulnerable or risky situation. Rotter (1967)

states that trust is “an expectancy held by an individual or group that the word, promise,

verbal or written statement of another individual or group can be relied upon” (p. 651).

Butler and Cantrell (1984) take this expectation a step further by claiming that

individuals become trustworthy through their consistent use of honesty and integrity.

Rousseau et al. (1998) incorporate risk, vulnerability, and expectations of future

behavior in their defnrition of deception. This definition will guide the current research:

Trust is a psychological state comprising the intention to accept

vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions

or behavior of another (p. 395).

Trust, therefore, is predicated by prior relational experience. The superior must

enact behaviors which assure the subordinate he/she is acting in a positive manner and

will continue to do so. Behaviors that elicit trust are discussed next.

Tmstwoghy Behaviors. Whitener et al. (1998) includes integrity, honesty, and

consistency in their description of a superior’s trustworthy behaviors. They claim five

factors (or dimensions) effect a subordinate’s perception of a superior’s trustworthiness.

First, “Behavioral Consistency” (p. 516) emphasizes the importance ofpositive actions

over time. As subordinates begin to learn through repeated exposure that a superior will

act in a predictable and positive manner, the subordinates will feel they are better able to

predict behaviors and trust will increase. The second dimension of trustworthiness,

according to Whitener et al. (1998), is “Behavioral Integrity” (p. 516). Whitener et al.

(1998) emphasize Dasgupta’s (1988) two actions that lead to the perception of integrity.

10



These behaviors are: “(1) telling the truth and (2) keeping promises” (Whitener et al.,

l998,p.516)

The third dimension is “Sharing and Delegation of Control” (Whitener et al.,

1998, p. 517). Such a dimension is very similar to the autonomy variable that is

considered in the current research to be a moderating variable between the antecedent

variables and trust in a superior and the quality of the relationship with the superior.

Thus, the belief that a subordinate has an increased or decreased ability to control his/her

situation is included as an influence on the veracity of a message, however, it is not

considered as an element of trust.

“Communication” (p. 517), the fourth dimension, and “Demonstration of

Concern” (p. 517), the fifth dimension, may demonstrate a strong influence on the

distortion of upward communication. According to Whitener et al. (1998), the three

elements ofcommrurication that influence trustworthiness are: “(1) accurate information,

(2) explanations for decisions, and (3) openness” (p. 517). In terms of demonstrating

concern, trustworthiness is influenced by: “(1) showing consideration and sensitivity for

employees’ needs and interests, (2) acting in a way that protects employees’ interests, and

(3) refraining from exploiting others for the benefit of one’s own interests” (p. 517).

Thus, four dimensions — behavioral consistency, behavioral integrity,

communication, and demonstration of concern - should demonstrate an effect on the

honesty or dishonesty of the messages communicated upward to superiors. Because of

the reciprocal nature ofcommrmication between subordinates and superiors (Fulk &

Mani, 1986), if superiors communicate honestly or in a way that reflects trust,

subordinates will reciprocate by speaking honestly, or in a trustworthy manner. Honesty

is an aspect ofbehavioral integrity that Whitener et al. (1998) claim to represent

11



trustworthy behavior. Using Social Exchange Theory, those superiors who enact

behaviors that increase trust by a subordinate will receive more honest messages.

The robust effect of trust in a superior on the ways information is communicated

upward has been demonstrated by a moderate amount of research (e.g., Gaines, 1980;

Hubbell, 1999b; Roberts & O’Reilly, 1974a). Individuals in high-trust conditions create

more truthful messages (Hubbell, 1999b). Yet, when trust is low, one type of deception

(withholdings, or white lies) has been found to increase (Gaines, 1980; Roberts &

O’Reilly, 1974a). Therefore, individuals in high trust relationships are less likely to use

withholdings and are more likely to tell the truth.

Other researchers have not linked trust to specific message types, however, they

have demonstrated the strong influence of trust on deceptive behavior and upward

distortion. land (1972) claims that low trust will lead a subordinate to “conceal or distort

relevant information” (p. 230). This is supported by Mellinger (1956) who asserts that

distrusting subordinates will act evasively, aggressively, or compliantly, so as to deceive

their superiors. Yet, trust may only be one part of a variable that could exert greater

influence on the veracity of communicated information — the quality of the relationship.

Qpalig pf the Relationship with a Superior - LMX

The relationship between a supervisor and subordinate is strongly influenced by

the emotional bond between them (Costigan et al., 1998). One measurement tool that has

been used extensively to assess this bond is the Leader Member Exchange scale (LMX).

LMX “evolved from the 2-item Negotiating Latitude measure” (Graen & Scandura, 1987,

p. 190) which Dansereau et al. (1972) created to the multiple-item measures now used to

assess LMX. The LMX scale has been used to evaluate the way that leaders and

members communicate in order to sustain their roles (Dienesch & Liden, 1986) and their

12



relationship. Dienesch & Liden (1986) describe this as follows:

It (LMX) is based on the concept that role-development will inherently

result in differentiated role definitions and, therefore, in varied leader-

member exchanges (p. 621).

This type ofrole-development creates an in-group and out-group between leaders and

their followers.

In-group members have been found to have higher quality relationships with their

superiors. Such relationships have been described as having “high trust, interaction,

support, and formal/informal rewards” (Dienesch & Liden, 1986, p. 621). What is

important to note is that the quality of the relationship with a superior has been found to

influence communication patterns (Fairhurst, 1993). For example, subordinates with

high quality relationships with superiors are more likely to use language that establishes a

common ground with the superior (Fairhurst, 1993).

Out-group members have a different type ofrelationship with their supervisors.

Such relationships are described as being “characterized by low trust, interaction,

support, and rewards” (Dienesch & Liden, 1986, p. 621). Fairhurst and Chandler (1989)

describe the out-group members’ relationships to superiors as being “characterized by the

use of formal authority, low trust, support and rewards” (p. 215).

The subordinate’s perception ofwhether he/she is in the out-group or in-group

can have a significant effect on job performance. Those individuals who have a higher

quality relationship with their supervisors: report having more job responsibilities (Liden

& Graen, 1980), contribute more significantly to their work groups (Liden & Graen,

1980), are more satisfied with their job (Schriesheim et al., 1992; Vecchio et al., 1986),

are satisfied with supervisors (Gerstner & Day, 1997), and report more perceived
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similarity with their managers (Kozlowski & Doherty, 1989). Also, those subordinates

who have a higher quality relationship with their supervisors tend to have better

performance appraisals (Deluga & Perry, 1994) and are more likely to be promoted

(Wakabayashi et al., 1988).

The reciprocity described in Social Exchange Theory could easily describe these

effects. It could be postulated from the above findings that when there is a high quality

relationship, both sides enact behaviors to maintain the relationship. Also, Agency

Theory would argue that the subordinate maximizes his/her benefits in a high quality

relationship. Thus, individuals who report having a high-quality relationship with a

supervisor may be more inclined to be truthful with potentially harmful information than

will those individuals who believe that they have a low quality relationship with their

supervisors. Those with a low quality relationship perceive the relationship as not being

beneficial to their organizational survival or success and may work to thwart it by being

purposefully evasive.

Therefore, the importance of trust in a superior and the relationship with the

superior are key to the quality of communication between a subordinate and superior.

Next, this review moves to an exploration ofpotential antecedents to the trustworthy

behaviors and a high quality relationship between a subordinate and superior.

WM

Organizational structure has demonstrated mixed effects on the quality of the

communication between subordinates and superiors (Jablin, 1987). According to Jablin

(1987), there are four primary dimensions that dominate the research on organizational

structure. These are as follows:

(1) configuration (e.g., span of control, organizational size), (2) complexity
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(vertical and horizontal), (3) formalization, and (4) centralization (p. 391).

Of these four, two elements (configuration and complexity) are ofprimary interest in the

current research. They both demonstrate some influence on the quality ofthe

communication between a subordinate and a superior and, they are unbiased measures.

mggp'zational Size. The size of an organization is generally accepted as the total

number of employees (full and part-time) within the organization. According to Jablin

(1987), research results on the relationship between the size of an organization and

communication quality have been mixed (see Karsarda, 1974; Porter & Roberts, 1976).

However, numerous studies have demonstrated trends, without significance, that

when size increases, “the quality ofcommunication (e.g., exchange pattern, openness)

between superiors and subordinates decreases” (Green et al., 1983; Jablin, 1982; Klauss

& Bass, 1982; Snyder & Morris, 1984; cited in Jablin, 1987, p. 397). In terms ofhow

messages are influenced, Erez and Rim (1982) found that “middle managers in very large

organizations (6,000 or more employees) tend to use ‘rational’ tactics more with their

bosses than managers in small organizations (less than 599) employees)” (Jablin, 1987, p.

397). The superiors from the larger organization tended to use less personal, more out-

group, ways of communicating.

Individuals within a large organization may feel depersonalized and distrustful of

the organization. They are “just a number” and are unable to influence in their work

environment or their day-to-day operations. They may begin to believe that their voices

are unheard and thus, trust and the quality of the relationship may decrease. Leading to a

decrease in the quality of the upward communication between a subordinate and superior.

A second structural element of an organization that could influence the quality of

the communication within an organization is the horizontal complexity ofthe
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organization.

Horizontal Complexig. According to Jablin (1987), there have been several

operationalizations ofhorizontal complexity: “number of occupational specialties,

degree of extra-organizational professional activity, and number of organizational

departments” (p. 402; also see Hage, 1974; Hage et al., 1971). Each operationalization

has yielded different types of effects (Jablin, 1987). A different operationalization, by

Bacharach and Aiken (1977) depicted horizontal complexity as the number of

departments. As horizontal complexity increased, the “frequency of subordinate’s

upward, lateral, and total commmrication” (Jablin, 1987, p. 402) decreased.

Just as the increase in size increases depersonalization, increasing the number of

departments may have the same effect. A subordinate may no longer identify with the

organization that has a large number of departments. If they see their manager as an

organizational representative, their trust in and quality of the relationship with the

manager could decrease. Along with the structural assessments of an organization, there

are perceptual elements of organizational climate that may influence trust in a superior

and the quality of the relationship with the superior. The individual-level, or perceptual

construct of organizational trust is one such element.

annizational Trust

Organizational trust from a subordinate’s perspective is defined by Gilbert and

Tang (1998) as follows:

Organizational trust is a feeling of confidence and support in an employer;

it is the belief that an employer will be straightforward and will follow through

on commitments (p. 322).

Organizational trust has been found to be an important element in work
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relationships (Chan, 1997; Gilbert & Tang, 1998; Lewis & Weigert, 1985). From a

climate perspective, trust has been examined as low level employees’ perceptions oftheir

CEO and top management (Fox, 1974). It also has been found to influence a

subordinates’ perceptions of the organization (Muchinsky, 1977), their faith in the

possible goal attainment of the corporation (Gilbert & Tang, 1998), job satisfaction

(Driscoll, 1978), and their belief that the organization will act in their best interest

(Gilbert and Tang, 1998).

When organizational trust is lacking, subordinates begin enacting an “us against

them” attitude that ultimately can affect employee performance (Gilbert & Tang, 1998).

It also may increase a subordinate’s propensity to distort information. If individuals do

not feel they will be treated fairly and cannot rely on their CEO and upper management to

make decisions which will be mutually beneficial, they may be less likely to

communicate sensitive information upward to their superiors. Subordinates may perceive

the consequences of truthful communication as greater than telling a lie. According to

Agency Theory, by telling the truth, rewards could be withheld or sanctions could be

given.

Organizational trust will be used in this research to assess its direct effect on

relational trust (e.g., trustworthy behaviors of a superior) and the quality ofthe

relationship between the subordinate and superior, as well as its indirect influence on

truthful or deceptive message selection. Along with the perceptual and structural

assessments of organizational climate, the individual-level factors of impression

management and ascendancy desires also effect the distortion or truthfirlness of

information communicated to a superior.
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Imprgssjpn Mgagemgt Behaviors

Impression management is an attempt to create positive impressions in other

people (Rosenfeld, Giacalone, & Riordan, 1994, see Giacalone & Rosenfeld, 1989,

1991). Impression management has been defined from an organizational perspective as

follows:

Impression management, as defined by Giacalone (1989), refers simply to

the tendency to present oneself in a socially desirable way to others -

especially others in authority. Impression management has also been

characterized as the defining and playing of roles in organizational life,

and individuals ‘who fail to recognize this aspect of organizational life

run the danger ofperforming poorly, or unwittingly being relegated to

lesser roles as extras or understudies’ (Gardner, 1992, p. 17)

(taken from Mendenhall & Wiley, 1994, p. 605).

Thus, individuals with effective impression management behaviors can influence the

perceptions of others, particularly in relation to trustworthy behaviors.

A positive impression is particularly relevant to the quality of the relationship

between a subordinate and superior. Support for this link is demonstrated in research

showing impression management as positively related to LMX (Dockery & Steiner,

1990; Wayne & Green, 1993), a measure of the quality of the exchange between a

subordinate and a superior. For example, Wayne and Green (1993) demonstrated a

positive relationship between LMX and other-focused impression management

behaviors, such as sincere flattery and favor rendering (Wayne & Liden, 1995).

Similarly, Wayne and Liden (1995) found that supervisor-focused impression

management behaviors increased the superior’s belief in his/her similarity with the
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subordinate and liking of the subordinate. Ultimately, this leads to more positive

performance appraisals (Wayne & Liden, 1995).

Such findings can be explained through the lens of Social Exchange Theory.

Those individuals (superiors or subordinates) who are able to effectively use other-

focused impression management behaviors should be able to engender a positive feeling

from the other. Also, since other-focused impression management behaviors emphasize

trying to help the other person (e.g., favors) and trying to make them feel better about

themselves and their performance at work (e.g., flattery), such behaviors may develop

higher levels of trust between individuals. For example, imagine a subordinate who often

does favors for a superior. The superior learns from this behavior that the subordinate

can be “counted on” to help out. Thus, the superior’s trust in the subordinate increases.

As the superior’s trust in the subordinate increases, the subordinate reciprocates by

increasing trust in the superior.

The superior may also use other-focused impression management behaviors to

increase trust. For example, the superior writes a very flattering remark about the

subordinate on a performance appraisal form. According to Agency Theory, the

subordinate will believe that the praise is a reward for hard work and trust in the superior

increases.

However, another variable that may influence these variables is ascendancy.

Ascendancy desires may motivate a subordinate to enact other-focused impression

management behaviors so they can increase the level of trust a superior has ofhim/her

and increase the quality of the relationship with the superior. Also, ascendancy desires

have been shown to have some influence on upward distortion.
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As anc Desires

Ascendancy or achievement needs represent a subordinate’s desire for upward

mobility. According to Athanassiades (1974), it is “a drive or striving to ascend, to rise

above others in a hierarchy” (p. 199). Turner (1967) argues that the need to achieve

comes from the “desire to excel in accordance with standards of excellence” (p. 147). So,

to excel is not enough, one must also. achieve excellence. Gaines (1980) combined the

two ideas into the belief that “aspiration is instead a twofold phenomena involving desire

for upward mobility and achievement” (p. 931).

Athanassiades (1973, 1974) and Read (1962) found a positive relationship

between ascendancy desires and distortions. Yet, Gaines (1980), demonstrated the

opposite to be true. Hubbell (1999b) attempted to explain the difference between the two

findings. She claims that the difference is simply one of level of specification. Gaines

(1980) includes differing types ofmessages with varying amounts of distortion and

Athanassiades (1973, 1974) and Read (1962) simply asks if subordinates if they distort

information. In a separate test, Hubbell (1999b) found partial support for Gaines (1980)

in that individuals in a high ascendancy condition tend to use more truthful messages than

individuals in a low ascendancy condition.

Ascendancy desires may indirectly influence trustworthy behaviors of a superior

through their influence on behaviors that lead to increased trust (i.e., other-focused

impression management behaviors). According to Agency Theory, a subordinate seeks

to “minimize risks” (Whitener et al., 1998, p. 515) to the relationship and to also increase

benefits. In order to accomplish this, the subordinate tries to demonstrate his/her utility

to the superior and to benefit from this demonstration (Whitener et al., 1998). The same

may be true for the quality of the relationship. The subordinate may want to increase the
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quality of the relationship to get promoted and enacts behaviors (i.e., other-focused

impression management behaviors) to increase his/her “likability.”

All of the above antecedents to trust (i.e., organizational size, trust, and

complexity, as well as impression management behaviors) in a superior and the quality of

the relationship with the superior may be moderated by another variable, a subordinate’s

perception ofjob autonomy.

Autopgmy

Autonomy is the amount of independence individuals have in their work i

that enables them to have control over and make decisions about how they will

accomplish their goals (Hackman and Oldham, 1975). According to Breaugh

(1989), it is distinct from the amount of interdependence individuals have with

superiors and Breaugh argued that:

Turner and Lawrence (1965) viewed autonomy (‘the amount of discretion

the worker is expected to exercise in carrying out assigned work

activities’) solely in terms of worker latitude or control. They posited

another task attribute, ‘required interaction,’ to encompass worker

interdependence/independence (p. 1035).

In a 40 study meta-analysis of the influence of autonomy, Spector (1986)

found that “autonomy is strongly related to employee turnover, absenteeism,

performance, motivation, physical ailments, emotional distress, and job

satisfaction” (Breaugh, 1989, p. 1033). Past organizational deception research

(Athannassiades, 1973, 1974) has demonstrated that level of autonomy negatively

influences the propensity to modify information communicated to superiors.

However, the influence ofautonomy on the quality ofupward communication
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may be better explained as indirect, rather than direct. It could moderate the

relationship between the antecedent variables and trust in a superior or relational

quality.

Individuals with higher levels of autonomy may also have greater

motivation and ability to perform impression management behaviors well. The

result would be to increase the effect of impression management behaviors on

trust and the quality of the relationship. The relationship between a superior’s

other-focused impression management behaviors and trust in a superior and the

quality of the relationship with the superior could be influenced in a similar

fashion. Higher levels of autonomy, as perceived by a subordinate, might lead to

an increase in the effect of impression management behaviors on trust and the

quality of the relationship.

A second moderator variable occurs between both the trust in a superior

and the relationship between a superior and subordinate and their influence on

message selection, interdependence.

Interdependepce

Interdependency in the current research is the extent to which individuals depend

on each other for task and social resources in order to fulfill their job requirements.

According to Whitener et al. (1998), the interdependence between a superior and a

subordinate may change the relationship between a superior’s trustworthy behavior and

the subordinate’s resulting trustworthy behavior. For example, a superior may be very

honest with a subordinate. If the relationship is also highly interdependent, this

trustworthy behavior should demonstrate a stronger effect than it would in a less

interdependent relationship. So, in return, the subordinate will be more likely to be
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honest with the superior that he/she has a more interdependent relationship with.

The link between the quality of the relationship with a superior and message

selection should also be similarly influenced. Highly interdependent superior-

subordinate dyads must communicate more to coordinate the sharing of resources.

According to Fiske and Taylor (1991 ), mere proximity to individuals (being around them

a lot) is likely to increase our attraction to them. The highly interdependent dyad,

therefore, could also be described as one in which there is a higher quality relationship

than in a less interdependent dyad. The greater the relationship, the less likely the

subordinate would be to distort information.

In summary, past research leads us believe that organizational trust, impression

management behaviors, organizational structure, and ascendancy desires are all

antecedents to relational trust and the quality of the relationship with a superior. They are

all moderated by the level of autonomy experience by a subordinate. The outcomes of

trust and the quality of the relationship are specific subordinate's message choice

behaviors. Message selection is moderated by the level of interdependence in an

individual’s work. The following section will outline the five message choice categories

to be predicted from relational trust and quality as well as how Social Exchange Theory

and Agency Theory provide a rationale for predicting message choice.

Creating a Typology ofDeceptive Messages

The deceptive message literature in the areas of organizational deception (e.g.,

Fulk & Mani, 1986) and interpersonal deception (e.g., McComack, 1992; McComack et

al., 1992) provide the background for the model's specific predictions ofmessage choice.

There are three schools of thought in the organizational deception literature - strategic

ambiguity (e.g., Eisenberg, 1984), distortion of information (e.g., Athanassiades, 1973,
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1974; Gaines, 1980; Roberts & O’Reilly, 1974a, 1974b), and total deception or

falsification of relevant information (e.g., Grover, 1993; Taylor, 1911). The primary

difference among the three perspectives is in how each believes information is changed

within a message. For example, strategic ambiguity focuses on a message being vague or

communicating multiple meanings (Eisenberg, 1984). The information distortion

perspective, however, has introduced different message types, none ofwhich are

ambiguous (see Athanassiades, 1973, 1974; Gaines, 1980; McEvoy, 1990; Mellinger,

1956; Roberts & O’Reilly, 1974a, 1974b; Swanson, 1996; Zand, 1972). The third

perspective - the total deception perspective - primarily examines messages that are

complete distortions of the truth (e.g., Grover, 1993, Taylor, 1911).

In a comparison among these three approaches, Hubbell (1999b) asserts that they

all define deception in a similar manner. All three emphasize the intentional

manipulation of relevant information and this is what makes a message distorted, or

deceptive. Thus, only that information that is important or relevant information, when

purposefully altered, is deceitful. Based on the fact that each perspective shares a

common definition of deception, Hubbell (1999b) created a typology of deceptive

messages that combined the three perspectives and tested them for their appropriateness

and honesty. The following section will describe the different types of deceptive

messages to be explored in this research.

Types pf Dgggptivg Messages

The types ofmessages included in the typology have been taken from Grice’s

(1989) maxims ofconversations (Hubbell, 1999b). Using McComack’s Information

Manipulation Theory (IMT, 1992) as a model, each of the types ofmessages within the

three perspectives are compared to potential violations of Grice’s (1989) maxims.
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Violations of the maxims would mean violating conversational expectations regarding the

Quantity, Quality, Relevance, and Manner of information communicated in a message

(Grice, 1989). The first of the message types described by Hubbell (1999b) represent a

violation of Quantity. It also represents the first of three message types taken from the

information distortion perspective (see Hubbell, 1999b) and it is called “withholdings.”

Withholdings — Violations of Quantig. Withholding messages contain

manipulations of the total amount of information that a subordinate communicates to a

superior (Roberts & O’Reilly, 1974a). Withholdings represent a violation of Grice’s

(1989) maxim of Quantity in that some, but not all, of the relevant information is

communicated.

Withholdings have also been called gatekeeping messages (Roberts & O’Reilly,

1974a). Researchers have tried to create distinct operationalizations for withholding and

gatekeeping messages, yet these operationalizations tend not to describe mutually

exclusive categories. For example, Fulk and Mani (1986) wanted withholdings and

gatekeepings to represent different message types, yet, they used similar

operationalizations for each. In their research, assessments of the two messages

emphasize the amount of distortion. The only difference between the two is that

gatekeeping refers to the to_talMofinformation not communicated to superiors and

withholding refers to the holding back of useful information. Since in the definition of
 

deceptive messages given here, only the distortion of relevant information constitutes

deception and what information is withheld in gatekeeping messages is unknown,

gatekeepings cannot be considered deceptive messages. Only withholdings remain as

representative of deception.

A third message considered to be similar to withholdings are called “sieving”
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messages (Gaines, 1980, p. 936). Such messages demonstrate a bias toward being

positive or negative (Gaines, 1980). What is unknown is whether the preponderance of

messages are either positively or negatively valenced. Gaines (1980) also does not

indicate if these biases are related to any potential effects. However, other research has

demonstrated a bias to communicate favorable information upward (O’Reilly & Roberts,

1974). Thus, sieving messages may be similar to withholding messages in that some

information (the favorable kind) will be communicated upward and the unfavorable

information will be filtered out of the message.

Despite the seemingly different operations ofwithholding distortions, it does

seem that some commonalties exist. First, sievings and withholdings seem to represent

the same type of deceptive message. Second, favorableness and relevance of information

within a message can be distorted. This is unlike distortions where all of the relevant

information is changed.

Distogigns — Violations of Qpalig. Distorted messages are completely false and

involve “actively changing the nature of the information transmitted” (Fulk & Mani,

1986, p. 484). Distortions as a message type represent a complete falsification of

information. They are violations of Grice’s (1989) maxim of Quality. The maxim of

Quality dictates that information be completely truthful and that relevant information

should not be modified (Grice, 1989). Because distortions completely modify the

relevant information, they are considered to be Quality violations.

Although the term “distortion” comes from the information distortion perspective,

this type ofmessage is also contained within the third school of thought in the

organizational deception literature -— the total deception perspective. Research in this area

has not been as descriptive of specific message types, however, Grover (1993), believes
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that information can be manipulated in two ways. It can be completely distorted or it can

be a simple twist of the truthful information. The complete distortion is similar to the

“distortion” message just discussed and represents a violation of Grice’s (1989) Quality

maxim. The slight twist of the truth is similar to the withholding message described

above and is an example of a violation of Grice’s (1989) Quantity maxim. Up to this

point, only violations of Quality and Quantity have been described. There are two other

message types that represent violations ofManner and Relevance.

Ambigpgus Messages - Violations of Manner. Eisenberg’s (1984) description of

ambiguous messages is very similar to what have been referred to as equivocations in the

interpersonal communication literature (Bavelas, 1983; Bavelas, 1985; Bavelas et al.,

1988). Such messages are vague and can also communicate multiple meanings.

Similarly, Eisenberg (1984) sees strategically ambiguous communication as including

vague or equivocal language. This type of message is a violation of Grice’s (1989)

maxim ofManner. It is the manner in which the information is communicated that makes

it unclear because individuals either have to infer a meaning or choose from multiple

potential meanings.

One particularly interesting example of an equivocally ambiguous message is the

use ofmetaphors within organizations. A commonly used organizational metaphor is

that of a corporation being a “family” (e.g., Grant & Oswick, 1995; Smith & Eisenberg,

1987). The family metaphor can represent many different meanings. For example, a

family may be close and have traditional values but, in times of crisis, should be

accepting of change. The organization can thus exploit any of these particular meanings

at any time - if so desired. If organizational members buy into the family metaphor, they

may also unknowingly buy into all of its potential meanings.
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So, up to this point there are three types ofmessages that can be considered

deceptive - withholdings, distortions, and ambiguous messages. There is one remaining

that represents a violation of Grice’s (1989) maxim ofRelevance.

Avoiding or Chapging the Subject Messages — Viplatiops of Relevgge. When

individuals avoid a sensitive topic by changing the subject, they are violating Grice’s

(1989) maxim ofRelevance. The maxim ofRelevance dictates that only information

relevant to the situation should be communicated. Although messages that avoid a

subject are not included in any of the three organizational deception perspectives,

Hubbell (1999b) included them based on their violation ofRelevance (Grice, 1989) and

because they have been found to be an important message type in other deception

research (e.g., McComack et al., 1992, Hubbell, 1999a). Hubbell (1999b) found them to

be an alternative message type, yet, they were not often used.

Although all the deceptive message types have been found to be used to

communicate difficult information, unexpectedly the truth also has been shown to be

used quite often (Hubbell, 1999b). Hubbell (1999b) found individuals often create

truthful messages - particularly in both high trust and high ascendancy, or ambition,

conditions. Such information may be useful for organizations. Organizations may feel

that it is important to understand the factors that lead to the creation of truthful messages

in addition to deceptive messages. By understanding such factors, organizations can

place more emphasis on cultivating them so that subordinates are unafraid of

communicating relevant but potentially harmful information.

All of the variables and messages were combined into a model whose purpose

was to predict when individuals would choose certain types of messages.
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M of anizational Dec tion and Truth

The purpose of this section is to place the variables previously discussed into a

model that predicts when individuals will choose to distort information in particular

ways. Two parallel models are constructed with different central variables. In one

version ofthe model, trust in a superior is tested as the primary antecedent to message

selection. In the second version, the quality of the relationship is tested as antecedent to

message selection. The first set ofhypotheses will be centered on trust and the second set

on the quality of the relationship. First, the general model will be introduced and

illustrated. Following a description of the model, each of the specific links and the

related hypotheses will be described.

Based on the prior discussion regarding antecedent variables, types of deceptive

messages, and deceptive tactics, the following model is proposed (see Figure 1).
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Figm 1. Model of Organizational Deception and Truth

anm'zational Tgst and last in a Superipr. Muchinsky (1977) found that trust

in a superior is related to trust in the organization. Also, when organizational trust is

violated, subordinates begin to feel antagonism toward the corporation. The superior,

often viewed as an agent of an untrustworthy organization, would be considered

untrustworthy as well. Thus, if individuals believe they can trust their organization, this

should lead to positive perceptions of trust for their supervisors. Therefore, the following

hypothesis is postulated:

H1: Organizational trust will be positively related to a subordinate’s trust in their

superior.

Sirrrilarly, the organizational structure should also influence the trust in the superior. As
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discussed above, size and organizational complexity may have a negative influence on

the trust in a superior. Thus the following relationships are hypothesized:

H2: The size of the organization will be negatively related to the level of

trust in a superior.

H3: The organizational complexity of an organization will be negatively

related to the level of trust in a superior.

Other links described by the model also influence trust in a superior. They include

impression management behaviors of the superiors and subordinates.

Impressipp Mgragement. As previously discussed, impression management

behaviors that are other-focused (i.e., benefit a superior) are believed to be positively

related to eliciting trustworthy behaviors on the part of the superior. One particular type

ofother-focused impression management should have the strongest positive effects -

ingratiations. Ingratiations are behaviors focused on increasing another person’s liking of

the ingratiator (Dockery & Steiner, 1990; Wayne et al., 1994). They include actions such

as favor-rendering and flattery (Wayne & Liden, 1995). Behaviors such as these should

have a positive effect on trustworthy behaviors of a superior, as just discussed. Based on

this, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H4: Subordinates’ other-focused impression management behaviors will be

positively related to the level of trust between subordinates and superiors.

Due to the fact that the relationship between the subordinate and superior is

dyadic and the subordinate’s impression management behaviors are believed to influence

perceptions of a superior, the reverse should be true as well. Thus, the following

hypothesis is proposed:
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H5: Superiors’ other-focused impression management behaviors will be

positively related to the level of trust between subordinates and superiors.

One additional individual-level variable, ascendancy desires, has a direct effect on other-

focused impression management behaviors, and thus, will demonstrate an indirect effect

on the trustworthy behaviors of a superior.

Ascendancy Desires. An individual with high ascendancy desires may make a

decision to improve the relationship with a supervisor. To accomplish this, the

subordinate may enact other-focused impression management behaviors. Therefore:

H6: With trust as the central variable in the model, ascendancy desires will

demonstrate a positive influence on the other-focused impression

management behaviors of subordinates.

All of the variables up to this point have been discussed in relation to their direct

or indirect influence on a subordinate’s trust in a superior. Yet, the influence trust on

message selection has not been described. Thus, the following section will elaborate on

these effects.

last in a Superior — Trustworthy Behaviors of a Superigr. Trust has been found

to have a strong positive relationship to the use of truthful messages (Hubbell, 1999b).

Thus, high levels of trust should lead to more truthful messages and low levels of trust

should be lead to deceptive message choices. Therefore, the following hypothesis is

proposed:

H7: High trust in a superior will be positively related to truth-telling and

negatively related to deceptive message selection.

Although it is believed that trust in a superior is positively related to truthful

message creation, it will have different effects on the creation of other messages included
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in the model. Hubbell (1999b) found a strong negative relationship between trust in a

superior and the use of distortion messages. Further, the other message types

demonstrated weak negative relationships with trust in prior research (Hubbell, 1999b).

Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H8: Distortions will be chosen more often than the other deceptive messages in

situations of low trust in a superior.

The Quality of the Relationship with a Superior. The quality of the relationship

with a superior is also believed to be influenced by the same antecedent variables as trust.

Therefore, the following hypotheses are posed:

H9: Organizational trust will be positively related to the quality of the

relationship between a subordinate and superior.

H10: The size of the organization will be negatively related to the quality

of the relationship between a subordinate and superior.

H11: The organizational complexity of an organization will be negatively

related to the quality of the relationship between a subordinate and

superior.

H12: Subordinates’ other-focused impression management behaviors will

be positively related to the quality of the relationship between a

subordinate and superior.

H13: Superiors’ other-focused impression management behaviors will be

positively related to the quality of the relationship between a

subordinate and superior.

Ascendancy desires will again be tested and thus,
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H14: With the quality of the relationship as the central variable, ascendancy

desires will demonstrate a positive influence on the other-focused

impression management behaviors of subordinates.

The quality of the relationship with a superior should also demonstrate the

same type of influence on message selection, as does trust in a superior. The

following hypotheses depict such relationships:

H15: A high quality relationship will be positively related to truth-telling and

negatively related to deceptive message selection.

H16: Distortions will be chosen more often than the other deceptive messages in

situations of low quality relationships with superiors.

The Role ofthe Moderator Variables. Although exploratory, the potential

effects of the two moderators will also be investigated in the model. The

following research questions will be answered:

R1: Does autonomy moderate the relationship between the antecedent variables

and the level of trust in a superior and does it moderate the relationship

between the antecedent variables and the quality of the relationship between

a subordinate and superior?

R2: Does interdependence moderate the relationship between the level of

trust and message selection and does it moderate the relationship

between the quality of the relationship and message selection?

The tests of the hypotheses and methods for answering the research questions will

be the focus of the following chapter.
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Chapter 3

METHODS

Pretest

mTwenty nine students from a large Midwestern university were

recruited in their communication classes. They were offered extra credit for their

participation.

Emcedure. Before any questionnaires were distributed, participants were assured

of the complete confidentiality and anonymity of responses. The volunteer nature oftheir

participation and freedom to withdraw at any point was also communicated. After such

verbal assurances, participants received written verification of the confidential and

voluntary nature of the study along with a brief description of the research. Once they

decided to participate, they were asked to sign a consent form and return it to the

researcher before receiving any materials.

After participants completed the consent forms, the consent forms were placed in

a sealed envelope which only the primary researcher could open. The research

participants were then given a questionnaire. They were told the purpose of the survey

was to better understand organizational relationships. After completion of the survey,

respondents were asked to place it in a second sealed envelope. They were then told the

purpose of the research, any questions were answered, and they were thanked for their

time.

Inst;ru_nent. Items in the pretest measured a superior’s trustworthy behaviors, a

subordinate’s perceived autonomy, superior and subordinate other-focused impression
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management behaviors, a subordinate’s ascendancy desires, trust in the organization, the

lie acceptability scale, and demographic information.

Scales to Measure Variables. The variables were measured in the pretest to test

the reliability of the scales.

Trust in the Organization. Organizational trust was measured using ten items. One

reason for this was that there were several scales that could be used to assess

organizational trust. However, they often have few items and some of the items differ

substantially among the scales. This may be due to the fact that there are different

dimensions of trust in an organization. For example, Lumata’s (1988) measurement of

trust looked at the belief in the believability of upper management as well as whether

individuals in general within the organization will “do things behind your back.” These

two questions appeared to measure different aspects of trust in an organization - one

looked at behaviors of upper management and the other at behaviors of all individuals

within the corporation. Therefore, three items assessing organizational trust were taken

from (Lumata, 1988). The three items were (Lumata, 1988, p. 57)::

Item 1: Employees here feel you can trust top management

Item 2: When top management here says something you can really believe

it is true

Item 3: People in this organization will do things behind your back

Lurnata (1988) found a reliability of .77 for the three items.

To better understand these dimensions of organizational trust as well as determine

if other dimensions exist, seven items were added to Lumata’s (1988) questions. Two of

them were based on the description of important elements of organizational trust, as

discussed earlier. Two more came from Hubbell (1999b) and adapted from items used to

36



assess trust in superiors. The last three were fiom Cook and Wall (1980). All seven of

items were as follows:

From description of organizational trustzz

Item 1: In my organization, upper management follows through on commitments

Item 2: Actions taken by upper management are in my best interest

From Hubbell (1999b):

Item 3: Upper management makes good decisions

Item 4: Upper management is fair with employees

From Cook and Wall (1980):

Item 5: Upper management at my firm is sincere in its attempts to meet the

workers’ point of view

Item 6: Upper management can be trusted to make sensible decisions for the

finn’s future

Item 7: I feel quite confident that the firm will always try to treat me fairly

(the word “Upper” was added to items 3 and 4) (p. 50).

Subordinate ’s Other-Focused Impression Management. Wayne and Liden (1995)

found that some other-focused impression management strategies had a more positive

influence on LMX than other impression management behaviors. Other-focused

impression management behaviors are called ingratiations and include favor-rendering

and flattery (Dillard et al., 1989; Wayne & Liden, 1995). An example of the questions

that will be asked (see Appendix A for the other items) is, “How often do you compliment

your supervisor on the quality ofhis/her work?”

Superior ’3 Other-Focused Impression Management. To assess the perceived

amount of ingratiatory behaviors a superior makes toward a subordinate, the questions
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used for subordinate other-focused impression management behaviors were altered to

reflect a superior’s actions. For example, one item was, “How often does your manager

seem to go out ofhis/her way to say something nice to you? ”

Autonomy as a Part ofa Job Design. Hackman and Oldham (1975a, 1976b)

measured autonomy as a factor within their Job Diagnostic Survey. Reliability estimates

of .66 and .64 have been found for the 1975(b) version. The three items from this version

to be used here were:

Item 1: How much autonomy is there in your job? That is, to what extent does

your job permit you to decide on how to go about the work?

Item 2: The job denies me any chance to use my personal initiative orjudgement

in carrying out the work.

Item 3: The job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and freedom

in how I do the work.

Ascendancy Desires. Hubbell (1999b) created three items based on earlier

operationalizations of the desire for upward mobility within the organizational deception

literature. One item was deleted from Hubbell’s (1999b) analyses because it did not

' correlate highly with the others. The two remaining items were correlated (r = .59) and

were maintained for analysis. The items were as follows:

Item 1: I would like to be promoted

Item 2: I consider myself to be ambitious

The two items appeared to measure the ascendancy desire of an individual. Yet, there

was a second element of ascendancy desires - the desire for achievement or to excel

(Turner, 1967). Therefore, four items from a Need for Achievement Scale used by Miller

et al. (1999) were added to the two items. The Need for Achievement Scale has been
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adapted from a five-item scale created by Steers and Braunstein (1976). Four items were

retained in Miller et al.’s (1999) analysis, with a reliability of .58. An example item was:

“I do my best work when myjob assignments arefairly diflicult. "

Ascendancy, along with the other individual-level and organizational-level

variables, was hypothesized in the current research to influence the trustworthy behaviors

exhibited by a superior, increasing the level of trust in that superior by a subordinate.

Trust in 0 Superior. Four dimensions of trust in a superior were previously

discussed. The first dimension was Behavioral Consistency. The predictability of

behavior over time would be indicative ofhow trustworthy a manager was believed to be.

Five questions similar to the following were used to assess the dimension:

Item 1: My manager’s behavior is very predictable

Item 2: My manager is very consistent in his/her behavior

The second dimension was Behavioral Integrity. According to Whitener et al.

(1998), two behaviors tell a subordinate a superior has integrity. These were “telling the

truth” and “keeping promises” (Whitener et al., 1998, p. 516). An example ofthe five

questions used to assess truth-telling was, “I would expect my supervisor to tell me the

truth” (adapted from the Specific Interpersonal Trust Scale, Johnson-George & Swap,

1982). An example of one of the five questions that were used to evaluate keeping

promises was, “I can completely rely on my supervisor to keep promises made to me ”

(adapted from the Trust Scale, Rempel & Holmes, 1986).

Behavioral consistency and integrity were the first two dimensions of trust,

communication was the third. The focus of the third dimension was the manner and

quality of information communicated to subordinates and the subordinates’ perceptions

of their ability to communicate openly with superiors. There were three elements which
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represent the communication dimension oftrustworthy behavior. The first element of the

communication was “accurate information” (Whitener et al., 1998, p. 517). If a superior

communicates accurate information to a subordinate, he/she would be perceived as more

trustworthy. An example of the five items used to rate this element was as follows: “I

believe my superior is very precise in his/her communication with me. ”

The second element of the communication dimension was the superior’s

propensity to explain decisions. The example question for this element was as follows:

“My superior always explains his/her reasons making decisions. ” The third element of

communication was openness. An example item for this element was: "Does your

manager make youfeelfree to talk to him/her? ” (taken from Miller et al., 1999).

The three elements that represent the third dimension, were similar to the

elements used to assess the fourth dimension — demonstration ofconcern. Again, three

elements comprise the demonstration of concern dimension. The first was a superior’s

demonstration of concern and sensitivity to their subordinates. An example item for the

element was as follows: ”Is your manager genuinely interested in your welfare? "

(adapted from Miller et al., 1999). The second element was a superior’s protection of a

subordinate’s interests. The example item for this dimension was, “My superior will

always make efl'orts to protect my interests. " The third element for demonstration of

concern was a superior’s ability to avoid hurting the subordinate in order to benefit the

superior. For example, the superior could get an idea from the subordinate and claim that

idea as his/her own. The superior would benefit and the subordinate would not. The

following was an example question for this element: "Ifeel that I can trust my manager

with information which could be held against me ” (adapted from Miller et al., 1999).

All of the above dimensions of trust were to be evaluated in the experimental
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phase to determine the influence they exhibited on either the manipulation or lack of

manipulation of information communicated to a superior. However, one antecedent was

believed to moderate the relationship between trust and the choice of a deceptive or

honest message - interdependence.

Level ofInterdependence. Interdependency in the current research was the extent

to which individuals depend on each other for task and social resources in order to fulfill

their job requirements. An example question that was used to assess this variable was,

"My manager and I often share resources in order to accomplish tasks. "

Table 1 illustrates the resulting number of items for each scale and the reliability

estimates found in the pretest (N=29).
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Table l.

Reliabilig Estimates and Numbers of Items *

 

 

Scales Reliability Number of Items

Assessments of Trust in a Superior:

Consistency .75 4

Keeping Promises .94 5

Telling the Truth .89 4

Interest in Subordinate’s Welfare .95 6

Protection of Subordinate’s Interests .93 5

Would Not Hurt Subordinate .88 5

Communicate Accurately .91 5

Explains Decisions .70 3

Openness to Communication .92 4

Impression Management Behaviors .91 5

Of Superior

Assessment of Relationship:

Leader-Member Exchange Scale .93 7

Assessments of Organizational

Trust:

Organizational Trust Scale .95 9

Subordinate Assessments of

Him/herself:

Ambition .64 5

Autonomy .81 5

Impression-Management Behaviors .87 5

Interdependence .90 6

 

*All ofthe scales can be found in Appendix A

W

Recmitment. A cross-sectional design was used. Participants from four different

organizations responded to the surveys. In order to motivate participants to complete the

surveys, they were informed of a prize drawing. Each individual who completed the

survey had a chance to win a gift certificate to a large grocery chain.
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The number ofparticipants needed to support the refutation of the null hypothesis

was estimated with a power analysis. A moderate correlation of .30 was selected for the

analysis. Based on this, for a power estimate of .85 (r = .30, 2-tailed significance of .05),

97 individuals would be needed. Therefore, the target number of individuals for this

research was 100. The resulting number of participants was 99.

Prpcedure -— gm Site in Four Organizations. Participants from four different

organizations participated in this phase. In three of the four organizations, individuals

were given the consent form and survey by the researcher. The experiment took place

either during a staffmeeting or during assigned times. For example, in the largest

organization (Auto Supply Company), individuals were asked to come into a training

room. They were assigned a time to attend based on their work group. In the two

smallest companies (Credit Unions), survey collection took place during morning staff

meetings. In the fourth organization (Public Relations Company), surveys were placed in

mailboxes and participants were asked to return the surveys to their Human Resources

Department and to place the consent forms and questionnaires in separate envelopes.

Participants first received the consent form and were informed ofthe

confidentiality of their responses. After completion of the consent form, respondents

received the questionnaire. It took approximately 20 minutes for each survey to be

completed. When surveys were turned in to the researcher, the respondents were thanked

for their time. After all surveys were collected, a name was drawn from a hat for the

winner ofthe gift certificate and the winner was notified.

Instrument. The pretested survey items were contained in the first section of the

questionnaire. It was joined with an additional section where more information on

message creation, message selection, and additional information was gathered. In the
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additional section, respondents first read a hypothetical situation. The situation was taken

from Hubbell (1999b) who found a strong effect for trust and a moderate effect for

ascendancy desires on message generation (see Appendix D).

The situation was slightly changed in this research. Participants were told to try

to consider themselves and their managers in the situation. They also received the

hypothetical situation after being asked to respond to all of the scales measuring the

antecedent variables. This made the issues raised by the questions more present in the

respondents’ minds as they thought about the hypothetical situation.

After reading the hypothetical situation, participants were asked to read several

alternative messages and rate how likely it would be for them to have used those

messages as well. There was an important purpose for this measure. It could create a

continuous measurement ofmessage types. Past research has considered only categorical

data - only certain types ofmessages have been considered (see Hubbell, 1999b).

Categorical data is useful but makes it difficult to test the entire model. Thus, analyses of

continuous data (likelihood of use of messages) was the focus of the current research.

The messages that were assessed for likeliness of use came from Hubbell (1999b).

Two coders evaluated the messages and placed them into the message type categories

(Hubbell, 1999b). The messages chosen to be used here received identical ratings fiom

both coders, therefore, they were demonstrated to consistently be seen as representing a

particular message type. The following includes examples of each of the messages:

Complete Truth:

“1 saw Jesse take the office supplies.”

Withholding:

“You are right, I have noticed some things are missing.”



Ambiguous:

“Things always seem to come up missing around here. They tend to turn up

eventually.”

Changing the subject:

“That reminds me, I was just reading an article about how to keep an office

supply inventory. Do you want to see it?”

Distortion:

“I am sorry, I haven’t noticed anything missing at all. I don’t know what

could be happening.”

Respondents were given 5 examples of each ofthe message types and asked how likely it

might be that they would use each of the messages. They also were told that it would be

entirely acceptable for them to perceive several of the messages as viable and that they

may see a message similar to the one they have already produced. However, they were

instructed to not turn back and change the message they created in response to the

situation.

Along with the scales assessing the independent variables and the hypothetical

situation, participants were asked to answer additional questions for manipulation checks,

potential confounds, and demographic items.

Manipulation Check. Participants were asked two questions pertaining to

whether they were able to place themselves in the given hypothetical situation.

Demographic Information. Participants were asked several questions regarding

their amount ofhours worked a week, age, ethnicity, sex, and current occupation.

Potential Confounds. One potential confound was an individual’s level of lie

acceptability. Some individuals could be more sensitive to deceptive behavior than

others. To rule out the bias caused by extreme levels of lie acceptability (e.g., it is not at

all acceptable or it is acceptable to lie), the Lie Acceptability Scale (Levine et al., 1992)

was used to assess whether individuals’ messages were influenced by the potential bias.
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Another potential confound was a recent major organizational event, such as

restructuring. Restructuring is an event that could alter most ofthe antecedent variables

in the model. Organizational trust may be changed due to subordinates seeing colleagues

being let go. Ascendancy desires could be thwarted due to the fact that subordinates have

to releam what opportunities are available, and how to gain access to them. Relational

quality would also be effected because a new superior may be put in place and/or the

subordinates’ decreased organizational trust and ascendancy desires would lead to

decreased relational quality. Therefore, to rule this confound out of the current research,

respondents were asked if their organization has been restructured in the last year.

A third potential confound was the amount of time a subordinate had worked with

his/her current superior. Trust is a relational component that develops over time. Thus,

subordinates may have a low level of trust due to not having long enough time to evaluate

the superior’s consistent trustworthy behaviors.

The fourth potential confound was an individual’s level in the organization.

Because individuals who are managers may be biased in perceptions of other managers,

their responses may have to be controlled for. Thus, all individuals were asked if they

were cm'rently in a managerial position.
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Chapter 4

RESULTS

Ma

The following chapter will describe the specific analyses which were performed

on these data. The description will begin with the analysis of the scales. This will be

followed by an exploration ofpotential differences among the four organizations. Next,

the two versions of the model will be tested.

Experiment

Ninety nine individuals from four different organizations participated in the

current research. The mean age was 35.71 (Median = 32, Mode = 29) and the majority

worked at least 40 hours a week (Mean = 41.83). The majority ofrespondents were

caucasian (N=76), with a small amount of individuals in the following groups: hispanic

(N=3), native arnerican (N=2), other (N=4), african arnerican (N=8), and asian arnerican

(N=2). The average tenure individuals had in the organization was 3.40 years and the

amount oftime with their current manager was less (Mean = 1.96 years). The following

section will describe each of the organizations.

annigations me and Two — Credit Unions

Two of the organizations were credit unions, focused on service to families. The

credit unions were approximately 50 miles apart and had different ownership. The

professional emphasis ofboth credit unions was on the customer and on how they could

provide the right services that would attract individuals. One of the organizations had 13

employees and the other had 18, and both had two levels in their hierarchy -— the CEO
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(owner) was one level and the employees were the second.

annigatipn Three - Automotive Supplier

This company was part of a larger company that orginated in Germany. They

work autonomously from their German counterpart, however, they were ultimately

accountable to the German branch. In the Metropolitan Detroit complex there were two

buildings and 115 employees, some ofwhich (8) were employees of another organization

and under contract with the auto supplier. There were 5 layers in the hierarchy of the

company. Within the two buildings, parts were created and tested. Mass production of

the parts took place in Ohio and Mexico. Therefore, most ofthe participants (N=52) in

the survey were engineers and technicians, with some administrative staff and upper

management. The supplier took great pride in all of the awards it had won from various

US and Japanese (Toyota) auto manufacturers. They were also proud ofthe parts they

have created for race cars.

annization Four — Public Relations Qompany

The individuals within this corporation (participants=16, total N ofcompany=53)

were also part of a larger conglomerate. The organization that owns them, however, was

more diversified than the German company just discussed. They had ownership in

advertising, PR, and many other types of organizations. The public relations branch was

located in the Detroit Area and was connected physically to one ofthe advertising

divisions. They considered themselves as having 7 layers because of all of the

differences between positions, yet, many ofthem considered the manager ofthe PR firm

to be their manager. Therefore, they did not have an official “chain ofcommand.” Also,

many ofthem had offices outside of their facility. They worked for a large automobile

company and had an office in one of the public relations departments (organized by car
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group) there.

Now, having discussed each of the organizations, the following section will begin

the analysis of the scales, followed by analysis of the messages and the likelihood of their

use instrument. Then, the hypotheses and research questions will be addressed.

Analysis of Scales

Content Validity. Content validity is concerned with how well items represent the

construct they are expected to represent. A way to test for content validity is to assess the

unidimensionality of a scale.

Confirrnatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was used to test the internal consistency and

parallelism for each scale. Some items were deleted from some of the scales to create

unidirnensional solutions. All of the scales, except for the one measuring ambition,

demonstrated unidimensionality and parrellism. Table 2 illustrates the reliability

estimates number of items for each scale:
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Table 2.

Scale Reliabilities and Number of Items

 

 

Scales Reliability Items

Assessments of Trust in a Superior:

Consistency .80 3

Keeping Promises .88 5

Telling the Truth .90 4

Interest in Subordinate’s Welfare .91 6

Protection of Subordinate’s Interests .90 5

Would Not Hurt Subordinate .85 4

Communicate Accurately .93 5

Explains Decisions .85 4

Openness to Communication .86 4

All Trust Measures Combined .98 40

Impression Management Behaviors .90 5

Of Superior

Assessment of Relationship:

Leader-Member Exchange Scale .90 7

Assessments of Organizational

Trust:

Organizational Trust Scale .90 8

Subordinate Assessments of

Him/herself:

Ambition .67 4

Autonomy .78 5

Impression-Management Behaviors .78 3

Interdependence .89 6

 

A second order dimensionality was expected to occur for the items assessing a

superior’s trustworthy behaviors. Four dimensions of the scale were expected, one from

each of the dimensions of trust - behavioral consistency, behavioral integrity,

communication, and demonstration of concern. Confirrnatory factor analysis

demonstrated a second order unidimensional solution. The correlations within the
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dimensions were higher than they were among the dimensions and all of the inter-item

correlations were approximately .50 or higher. Yet, the predicted factors were not

completely supported. Six dimensions, instead of four, were demonstrated. The

dimensions are depicted in Table 3 and Table 4 contains the factor loadings.

Table 3.

Six Dimensions of Trust in a Superior

 

Scale Reliability

 

Communication: .93

Communicate Accurately

Behavioral Integrity: .94

Consistent Conununication

Honesty

Keeps Promises

Explains Decisions .85

Openness .86

Would not Hurt Subordinate .85

Demonstration of Concern: .95

Protection of Interests

Interest in Welfare
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Table 4.

Factor madmgs for :1 rust Scale

 

Be- Not Hurt Demon.

Com- havioral Explains Sub- of

Factors munication Integrity Decisions Openness ordinate Concern

Communication 1 .00

Behavioral Integrity .83 1.00

Explains Decisions .82 .74 1.00

Openness .82 .88 .77 1.00

Not Hurt Subordinate .73 .84 .62 .84 1.00 .

Demon. of Concern .80 .87 .79 .92 .81 1.00

 

Three of the original dimensions remained — communication, behavioral integrity, and

demonstration ofconcem — but three new dimensions appeared to emerge — explanation

of decisions, openness of communication, and not hurting the subordinate. These results

will be further discussed in the final chapter.

Construct Validig. Construct validity is concerned with the relationships

between variables. It is demonstrated by the convergent and divergent validity of the

construct with similar and dissimilar constructs. The purpose is to determine if constructs

correlate with other constructs they are similar to and not with dissimilar constructs.

In this research, the trust scale was tested for convergent and discriminate

validity. Such a test was necessary because the scale had been created for the current

research, it had no prior tests of reliability or validity. According to the multi-trait, multi-

method matrix (Campbell & Fiske, 1959), there was an expected pattern of correlations

among scales. Because the data was primarily gathered using the same method, the

multi-method portion of the matrix cannot be used here to validate the Trust Scale.

However, the expected pattern of correlations for the multi-trait matrix are in Figure 2.
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(1) the reliability diagonal Highes Correlations

(2) the same trait — same method

(3) the convergent, but different trait - same method

(4) the divergent different trait - same method Lowest Correlations

Figpre 2. Expected correlations

Figure 3 illustrates the multi-trait matrix for the current set of data.

 

Trust in General LMX Ambition

Superior Trust

Trust in Superior .98

General Trust" .88 .92

LMX ._8_Q .7_l .90

Ambition .1 8 .19 .20 .67  
General Trust is a scale created to test the Trust in Superior Scale and includes items like,

“I trust my manager.” See Appendix A

Reliability Diagonal = In Bold

Same Trait/same method = In Italics

Convergent — Different, but Similar, Trait/same method = Upderlipeg

Divergent — Different, not Similar, Trait/same method = Normal

Figege 3. Multi-Trait Matrix

All of the correlations within the multi-trait matrix are as predicted, except for the

reliability of the Ambition Scale. However, the correlations ofthe Ambition Scale with

the other scales demonstrates that it acts as the divergent trait, its correlations with them

are small and nearly identical. Thus, the Ambition Scale lends partial support for the

construct validity of the Trust Scale. The Trust Scale seems to behave as predicted

relative to measurements of other divergent and convergent traits. The construct validity,

then, appears to be supported. To see all of the correlations between all of the variables,

see Appendix C.

53



Analysis ofthe Likelihood of Use Instrumgit

There were five likelihood of use or message selection scales. They were all

tested with confirmatory factor analysis. The scale that assessed the likelihood of

individuals selecting ambiguous messages had a reliability estimate of .83 and contained

four items. The scale representing changing the subject messages had a reliability of .79

and again, four items. The complete lie, or distortion, scale contained four items and had

a reliability of .87. For the truth selection scale, the reliability was .92 for five items and

the withholding scale had a reliability of .76 and three items. Originally all of the scales

contained five items but items detrimentally influencing internal consistency were

deleted. Therefore, the internal consistency and reliability of the five scales was

considered acceptable for further analysis. However, to ensure that message selection

was not influenced by company membership, comparisons among the companies had to

be assessed.

Comparison ofMajor Variables among the Four Companies.

ANOVA analyses were used to assess whether the variables that are antecedent to

trust and relational quality demonstrated different effects among the four corporations.

Unfortunately, because of the low number of individuals within three of the organizations

(less than 20), there was only a slight chance that any of the relationships would be

significant with these organizations. As would be expected, none ofthe relationships for

these three organizations were found to be significant.

However, company three (the automotive supplier company) had 53 participants

and thus, the chance for significance among the variables was more likely. The variables

that were found to significantly influence relational quality were: superior’s other

focused impression management behaviors (SS = 1.53, df = 1, MS = 1.53, F = 11.90, p =
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.001), interdependence (SS = 3.51, df= 1, MS = 1.53, F = 27.20, p = .0001), and

organizational trust (SS = 1.25, df= 1, MS = 1.25, F = 9.72, p = .003). Organizational

size and levels were constant and could not demonstrate an influence.

The antecedents to trust also were found to demonstrate main effects on trust.

The two which were significant were: superior’s other focused impression management

behaviors (SS = .65, df= 1, MS = .65, F = 4.49, p = .04), and interdependence (SS =

1.27, df= 1, MS = 1.27, F = 8.78, p = .005). Again, organizational size and levels were

constant and could not demonstrate an influence.

The comparison among the corporations was flawed due to the low number of

individuals within the analyses. To ensure that effects were not due to differences, the

potential confound, company membership, was analyzed and will be discussed within the

confound analysis section. Assuming that the organizations demonstrated similar effects

among the major variables, the hypotheses were tested and answers for the research

questions were sought.

Teeiing I119 Hypotheses

With the inclusion of a continuous measurement ofmessage choice (i.e.,

likelihood of message use), it becomes possible to test the fit of the entire model. Thus,

path and regression analyses were conducted on these data. Path analyses were used to

test the entire model and regression was used to better understand some of the

relationships of the antecedents on trust and the quality of the relationship. The

following Table (Table 5) illustrates the distribution of the variables in terms of their

means and standard deviations.
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Table 5.

Means and Standard Deviations for All Variables

 

Std.

Variables Num.Valid Missing Mean Deviation

Age 92 7 35.71 10.90

Ambiguous Message 95 4 2.04 .75

Ambition 96 3 4.02 .54

Autonomy 97 2 4.06 .60

Avoidance Message 99 0 2.64 .76

Distortion Message 98 1 1.83 .80

General Trust 97 2 3.96 .69

Interdependence 99 0 3.70 .66

Lie Acceptability 96 3 4.02 .68

Organizational Trust 94 5 3.54 .60

Relational Quality 97 2 3.84 .66

Subordinate IM 95 4 2.26 .49

Superior IM 94 5 2.35 .54

Trust 87 12 3.81 .58

Truthful Messages 97 2 2.48 1 .12

Withholding Messages 98 1 2.67 .85

 

The correlations among the variables were entered into the path program created

by Hunter and Hamilton (1995) (see Appendix C for all correlations). The program tests

for a goodness of fit index for the model and calculates the significance of the goodness

of fit. To test for the moderators, the sample needed be separated into two levels for each

moderator (high and low) and then tested at each level.

Supplemental regression analyses of the effect of the antecedent variables on trust

and the quality of the relationship were also completed. Simultaneous regression of all

antecedents was used due to the lack of theoretical justification for ordering the variables

and using hierarchical regression. To determine the effects of trust and the quality ofthe

relationship, each of the likely messages was regressed onto the two variables.

Discussion of the findings will begin with trust as the center of the model and then will

i talk about the quality of the relationship as the center of the model.
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Trust. The proposed model and path coefficients were as follows (see Figure 4, to

see the model at high and low levels of autonomy and interdependence see Appendix E):
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*Where there is only one path coefficient, there is no moderating effect.

Em Path Coefficients for Model with Trust as Central Variable

The model without the moderator variables met the goodness of fit requirements and was

significant (xz=114.55, df=66, p=.001). However, when the model was tested at high and

low levels of autonomy and interdependence, it did not meet the requirements and was

not significant. Such findings can be explained in relation to the issue ofpower.

Although the entire model fits, when the sample is divided to look at the moderators,

power is lost and finding significance becomes less likely. Table 6 includes the chi
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square and significance levels for each moderator test ofthe model.

Table 6.

Teste of the fifrust Model in Path

 

 

Model x2 p

Low Autonomy 65.41 .50

High Autonomy 71.03 .31

Low Interdependence 69.66 .36

High Interdependence 64.43 .53

 

For the regression analysis, the antecedent variables regressed onto trust produced

an R2 of .63 and some changes occurred when the moderator variables were assessed (see

Table 7).

Table 7.

Total ngance Explained by Models When Looking at Moderator Variables

 

 

Moderator R2

Low Autonomy .55

High Autonomy .63

Low Interdependence .57

High Interdependence .68

 

More ofthe variance is explained by the higher levels ofthe moderators. This may

indicate that the higher levels of the moderators have a stronger influence on the
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relationships they effect than the lower levels of the moderators.

The following discussion of hypotheses and research questions are based on the

above models.

& The hypothesis that organizational trust was positively related to a

subordinate’s trust in a superior was supported. The above model demonstrates that

organizational trust and a subordinate’s trust are positively related but that the

relationship is moderated by the amount of autonomy experienced by the subordinate. At

higher levels of autonomy, organizational trust had a stronger positive influence on the

subordinate’s trust in his/her organization. Regression analysis further demonstrated that

organizational trust demonstrates a significant relationship ([3=.25, p=.007) with trust in a

superior. Therefore, the hypothesis was supported.

Q The hypothesis that the size of an organization would be negatively related to

the trust in a superior was not supported. Path analysis demonstrated the relationship to

be in the opposite direction — it was positive. Further, regression analysis demonstrated

that the relationship was not significant (B=.O9, p=.3 8).

& The complexity of the organization was also believed to be negatively

related to the trust in a superior. Regression analysis demonstrated support for the effect

of complexity on trust (B=-.l9 p=.04). Path analysis further demonstrated that the

relationship between organizational complexity and trust is positively moderated by

autonomy such that at high levels of autonomy, more complexity has a more detrimental

effect on trust in a superior.

H_4_: A subordinate’s other-focused impression management behaviors toward a

superior were believed to demonstrate a positive influence on trust in a superior. Again,

regression analysis demonstrated that the relationship was insignificant (B=.06, p=.53).
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The path coefficients also illustrated a weak relationship. Thus, the hypothesis was not

supported with these data.

H_5:_ A superior’s other-focused impression management behaviors was

postulated to have a positive effect on trust in that superior. Such an effect was supported

by the regression analysis (13:34, p=.001). Thus, if subordinates perceived their

superior as using impression management behaviors, the superior would be trusted more

by subordinates. A moderator effect of autonomy was not found in either path or

regression.

& Ascendancy desires, or ambition, was believed to positively influence

impression management behaviors of a subordinate. The low path coefficient

representing the relationship (.12) refuted the hypothesis. Regression analysis of

ascendancy desires on subordinate impression management behaviors also demonstrated

no significant influence (B=.09, p=.42). However, the exact role of ambition receives

firrther exploration in the post hoc analysis section.

Lil This hypothesis claims that high levels of trust would be associated with

increases in truth-telling and decreases in trust would result in more deceptive message

usage. The following table (Table 8) illustrates the standardized beta weights for each of

the likelihood of use messages on trust.
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Table 8.

Regression Analysis of Trust on Message Selection

 

 

Message B p R2

Ambiguous -.32 .003 .10

Change Subject -.21 .05 .04

Distortion -.23 .03 .05

Truth . 1 7 . 1 l .02

Withholding -.05 .67 .002

 

The influence of trust on the likeliness of use ofmessages was only significant on the

ambiguous, changing the subject, and distortion messages, not on the withholding and

truthfirl messages. Because truthful messages were unrelated, the hypothesis failed.

_H_8; This was the hypothesis that predicted that low levels of trust would result in

a greater use of distortions than any other message. Due to the finding that ambiguous

messages were more negatively related to trust than distortions, the hypothesis was not

completely supported. However, partial support for the hypothesis could be

demonstrated. At low levels of interdependence, the influence of trust on distortion was

increased to slightly above the influence of trust on ambiguous message selection. This

indicated that distortion messages would be one of the most likely messages used when

trust and interdependence were at low levels.

ii The question ofwhether autonomy moderated the relationship between the

antecedent variables and the level of trust in a superior was demonstrated on two of the

antecedent variables that demonstrated a significant effect on trust — organizational trust
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and organizational complexity. Its moderating effects were positive: so that at higher

levels of autonomy, the relationship between the two variables and trust in a superior was

increased.

Q The question of whether interdependence moderated the relationship between

the level of trust and message selection did gain some support. Ofthe three messages

significantly influenced by trust, only one’s relationship with trust was moderated by

interdependence. The original relationship between trust and distortion messages was

negative. When interdependence was added to the relationship, the negative relationship

between trust and distortion messages was increased. Thus, interdependence exacerbated

the relationship between trust and distortion messages.

The following section will discuss the model with the quality ofthe relationship

as the central variable.

Quality ofthe Relationship. The proposed model and path coefficients are as

follows (Figure 5, see Appendix F for high and low levels of autonomy and

interdependence):
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Figge 5. Path Coefficients for Model with Relational Quality as Central Variable

The model without the moderator variables met the goodness of fit requirements and was

significant (x2=127.98, df=66, p=.0001). However, when the model was tested at high

and low levels of autonomy and interdependence, it did not meet the requirements for

goodness of fit. Table 9 includes the chi square and significance levels for each

moderator test of the model.
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Table 9.

Test th uali of the Relationshi Modeli Path

 

 

Model x p

Low Autonomy 62.38 .60

High Autonomy 85.23 .06

Low Interdependence 65.95 .48

High Interdependence 71.39 .30

 

For the regression analysis, the R2 for all of the antecedent variables on trust was

.68. Table 10 illustrates the variance explained for each of the moderator analyses.

Table 10.

Tegl Variance Explained by Models When Looking at Moderaior Variablee

 

 

Moderator R2

Low Autonomy .77

High Autonomy .56

Low Interdependence .76

High Interdependence .80

 

All but one (high autonomy) of the regressions with the split moderators demonstrated

the ability to explain more of the variance than the original model.

The following responses to the hypotheses and research questions were based on

the coefficients in the model and the regression analysis of all of the antecedents.
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11% The hypothesis that organizational trust would be positively related to the

relationship with a superior was supported by regression analysis (B=.24, p=.005).

Further, path analysis demonstrated that the relationship was moderated by the level of

autonomy. At higher levels of autonomy, organizational trust had a more positive

influence on the quality of the relationship.

M The size of the organization was believed to be negatively related to the

quality of the relationship. The relationship was insignificant (B=.11, p=.25) and

therefore, the hypothesis was not supported.

H_1_1; The complexity of the organization was also believed to be negatively

related to the quality of the relationship. Although a negative relationship was found, it

was not significant (B=-. l 3, p=.l3), demonstrating the hypothesis to be false.

fl1_2_:_ A subordinate’s other-focused impression management behaviors were

believed to be positively related to the quality of the relationship. The relationship was

not significant ((5:06, p=.47) and thus, the hypothesis was not supported.

fill; A superior’s other-focused impression management behaviors was believed

to influence the quality of the relationship. The hypothesis was supported in that the

relationship between the two variables was significant (13:.33, p=.0001). Also, the path

analysis demonstrated no moderating effect from high or low levels of autonomy.

_l$ Ascendancy desires, or ambition, were believed to demonstrate a positive

effect on a subordinate’s other-focused impression management behaviors. The path

correlation again was low between the two variables (.12), thus again refuting the

relationship between the two variables.

m A high quality relationship was believed to positively influence truthful

message selection and decrease deceptive message selection. The following table (Table
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11) illustrates the standardized beta weights for each of the likelihood ofuse messages on

the quality of the relationship.

Table 11.

Regieeeiop Apalysie of the Qualiiy of the Relationship on Message Selection

 

 

Message 13 P R2

Ambiguous -.13 .20 .02

Change Subject -.06 .59 -.01

Distortion -. 17 .1 l .02

Truth . 19 .06 .04

Withholding .12 .25 .01

 

None of the relationships between the quality of the relationship and the selection of

messages were significant. Therefore the hypothesis was not supported.

HE The hypothesis that distortions would be used more than other deceptive

messages in low quality relationships was not supported due to lack of significance.

fl; Research question one explored the role of autonomy in moderating the

relationship between the antecedent variables and the quality of the relationship with a

superior. Ofthe two variables found to have a significant influence on the relationship,

organizational trust was moderated by the level of autonomy. At high levels of

autonomy, organizational trust demonstrated a stronger positive relationship with

relational quality.

RZ_:_ The question ofthe role of interdependence on the relationship between the

quality ofthe relationship and message selection was found to be irrelevant due to the
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fact that the quality of the relationship showed no significant effect on message selection.

Although all of the results indicated no influence from the quality of the

relationship, yet, there were still questions regarding the one variable that should have

some influence, ambition. To better understand the effects of ambition, post hoc analyses

were conducted.

Post Hec Anaylses

Several analyses were conducted on ambition to determine its influence. First,

regression and path analysis were employed to determine the influence of ambition on the

selection ofmessages. Figures 6 illustrates the path coefficients that were found.
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Figme 6. Ambition as Antecedent to Message Selection

The coefficients were not very high for any of the relationships between ambition and

message selection. The model, however, did meet the goodness of fit requirements

08:51.09, df=10, p=.0001).



Regression analysis for each of the messages on ambition, or ascendancy desires,

was also completed. Table 12 contains the results of the analysis.

Table 12.

Reggession Analysis ofAmbition’s Relationehip with Message Selection

 

 

Message B P

Ambiguous -.01 .91

Change Subject .10 .35

Distortion -.001 1 .00

Truth -. 14 . l 8

Withholding -.08 .45

 

Ambition demonstrated very little effect on message selection. Yet, there may be

confounds that could influence message selection.

&elysis 9f. Eotentiel Confounds

Four potential confounds were analyzed in the current research — lie acceptability,

restructuring of the organization, years with a superior, and managerial status. One

additional potential confound —the company an individual works in - emerged during the

research and was examined as well.

The analysis of the potential confounds began by looking at their correlations with

all of the relevant variables. If uncorrelated with any of the variables, the confound was

considered unimportant. If correlated with any of the variables, the confound was firrther

tested.

Three organizational variables and lie acceptability were examples of variables
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that were correlated with significant variables and thus, received “further testing. Years

with a superior, management position, the company variable, and lie acceptability were

all added into a regression equation to test for their potential effects. To test these three

potential confounds, first, the company variable was added to the original set of

antecedent variables, then years with a superior was added, followed by whether an

individual was a manager in the company. Trust was the dependent variable in the

regression equations used for the first set of analyses. When the company variable was

added to the regression on trust, the R2 increased from .63 to .64. Overall, the company

variable did not demonstrate a significant effect (B=-.47, p=.10). Then, when the years

with a superior was added to the new regression equation, the R2 was unchanged (.64)

and years with a superior did not demonstrate much effect on trust (B=-.02, p=.80). An

individual’s status with the company (whether .he/she was a manager or not) also did not

effect the R2 (.64) and did not have a significant influence on trust (B=.006, p=.94).

Finally, when lie acceptability was added to the regression equation, the R2 was again

virtually unchanged (.66) and the effect on trust was insignificant (B=.12, p=.14).

The second set of regression analyses were utilizing the quality of the

relationship. When the company variable was added to the regression on the relationship,

the R2 went from .68 to .69 and yet again, the company variable did not demonstrate

significance (B=-.l9, p=.48). Then, years with a superior was added to the equation,

increasing the R2 to .72. Also, the years with a superior demonstrated a significant effect

on the quality of the relationship with a superior (B=.20, p=.004). Based on these

analyses, there appears to be a relationship between the years an individual has been with

a manager and the quality of the relationship with that manager. Whether an individual

was a manager or not, however, did not seem to influence the quality of the relationship
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with a direct superior. The R2 when an individual’s status was added to the equation was

virtually unchanged (.73) and the relationship proved to be insignificant (B=.06, p=.35).

The effect when lie acceptability was added to the equation also demonstrated no effect

on the R2 (.73) and the effect of lie acceptability was insignificant (B=.04, p=.61).

The effect of lie acceptability, however, was still unclear. Therefore, correlations

between lie acceptability and the selected messages were calculated. Two of the

messages were related with lie acceptability — ambiguous messages (r=-.27, p=.05) and

distortion messages (r=-.20, p=.05). Although significant, only two of the selected

messages demonstrated any important relationship with lie acceptability. The potential

confounding effect of lie acceptability was thus believed to not be systematic.

The final potential confound was company restructuring. The variable was

uncorrelated with all of the relevant variables. It was thus dismissed due to having no

potential influence on the results.

Analysis of the Manipulation Check

Two questions asked respondents if they had a difficult time placing themselves

in the situation. The mean for both questions was slightly above the mid-point of three

(3.13 and 3.27). The respondents, then had a slightly difficult time placing themselves in

the situation. The primary researcher talked with several ofthe respondents when they

were having trouble with the hypothetical situation. Often it was the generality of the

situation that posed a problem. Individuals wanted more information about the co-

worker they could potentially tell on. They also wanted more information about the

relationship with the superior and the importance of the supplies to the company. Such

suggestions may indicate that individuals may require more information regarding a

situation. Also, many individuals had a difficult time creating a message, yet, could
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easily pick messages out when presented with them. So, when they responded to the

plausibility of the situation, they may have been responding with their frustration over the

difficulty of creating a message.

The implications of these results will be the subject of the following chapter.
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Chapter 5

DISCUSSION AND‘IMPLICATIONS OF FINDINGS

There are four main contributions that this study makes to the literature on

organizational deception. First, it demonstrates that the quality of the relationship does

not influence message selection as well as does trust in a superior. Second, the

significant effects of trust in a superior support its importance in the study of

organizational relations. The third contribution is the initial development of a valid

measure of trust. The fourth contribution is the discovery of significant antecedent

variables for both relational quality and trust in a superior. Each of the contributions will

be discussed within this section. This will be followed by a discussion of the moderator

variables, the emergent role of ambition, and the role of theory. Finally, the major

limitations of the research will be explored and implications for future research

examined.

Contribpiiene ef the Current Research

First, it had been initially proposed that trust could be one element ofthe quality

of the relationship and that relational quality may have a more pronounced effect on

message selection than would trust alone. Such is not the case. Trust appears to have

some influence on message selection and the quality of the relationship demonstrates no

significant effect. This is an important contribution because organizations often focus on

the quality of the relationship and not on the specific underlying dimensions. If the

quality ofthe information communicated is crucial for an organization, the current

research indicates that it needs to address a specific element of a relationship and not try

72



to influence all of the dimensions.

The specific element, and second main contribution, indicated in the current

research is trust in a superior. The potential influence of trust in a superior makes it

important to the study of organizations (see Jones and George, 1998). Whitener et al.

(1998) argue that there is a resurgence of interest in trust within organizations — primarily

from an interpersonal level. Trust can influence the “quality of communication,

performance, citizenship behavior, problem solving, and cooperation” (Whittier et al.,

1998, p. 513). It could be argued that the current findings demonstrate support for the

effect of trust on the quality of communication, citizenship, and cooperation. Deceptive

behavior is not usually considered to be cooperative or to demonstrate good citizenship

within a corporation. It also represents low quality communication. If trust interacts with

the level of interdependence between individuals to influence increases in their deceptive

behavior, it is demonstrating a significant effect on these important organizational

variables. Thus, showing support for the potentially significant role of trust in

organizational research.

The measurement of trust is the third contribution of the current research.

Although an important construct, it has not been well or consistently measured. The

current measurement contains three of the dimensions (communication, behavioral

integrity, and demonstration of concern) proposed by Whitener et al. (1998) and three

additional dimensions (explains decisions, openness, and not hurting the subordinate).

Tests of internal consistency and validity demonstrate that the measurement too] well

represents the construct of trust in a superior. They also support the predicted second

order unidimensional solution for the measurement tool. Therefore, although the

dimensions require further exploration with multiple methods, this initial test
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demonstrates that the measure is a solid and much needed tool for assessing trust.

The fourth contribution of the current research is the discovery of significant

antecedents to trust and relational quality. Although the quality ofthe relationship and

trust demonstrated different effects on the messages, they are both influenced by two of

the same antecedent variables — organizational trust and a superior’s use of impression

management behaviors. Organizational trust is positively related to both the quality of

the relationship and the level of trust in a superior. Further, it is moderated by the level

ofautonomy a subordinate experiences. At high levels of autonomy, organizational trust

becomes more positively related to trust in a superior and the relationship with the

superior. At low levels of autonomy, the positive relationship will decrease. It appears

that when subordinates have a lot of autonomy, their feelings of trust in their superior and

the relationship with the superior are strongly effected by the trust they have in their

organization. Thus, if organizations are moving to more autonomous work environments

they may be wish to consider ways to increase employee trust from an organizational

level. This could mean an increase in the development ofpolicies that demonstrate

concern for the employee and increased communication. Such changes may prompt

individuals to be more honest and straightforward in their communication with

immediate supervisors.

In terms of the influence of a superior’s other—focused impression management

behaviors, they are highly correlated with trust and the quality ofthe relationship and are

not moderated by autonomy. Such a finding makes sense because other-focused

behaviors have been found to be associated with increases in liking. It seems likely that

when impression management behaviors are used, the quality of the relationship should

increase. For the link with trust, trust is measured in part by behaviors that are beneficial
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to the subordinate’s welfare. The impression management behaviors are ones that could

make the subordinate feel that the superior is concerned for his/her welfare, leading to an

increase in trust.

A third antecedent had been found to influence trust but not relational quality -

organizational complexity. As organizations increase in size, subordinates demonstrate

less trust in immediate superiors. Also, the relationship is moderated by autonomy such

that more autonomy leads to a stronger negative relationship between organizational

complexity and trust in a superior. This may be because with increasing autonomy and

complexity, individuals have less interaction with their superiors and as discussed in

Chapter 2, individuals tend to gravitate toward individuals who they interact with more

often. Also, if there is more interaction, there may be more opportunity for superiors to

enact behaviors that will elicit trust from subordinates.

Other antecedent variables did not demonstrate the effects hypothesized, yet, the

failure of the other antecedents provides useful information as well. First, organizational

size failed to demonstrate a significant influence on trust and relational quality. Yet,

there is organizational size only reached 115 people in the largest company. As

discussed previously, this may be considered to be a small company, not a large

company, therefore there was not a large enough company for comparison among the

organizations used here.

The impression management behaviors of a subordinate also did not demonstrate

any effect on the two major variables — trust and quality of the relationship. The path

coefficients between subordinate impression management behaviors and trust and the

quality ofthe relationship are among the lowest. It is then hard to believe that the

variable could be improved so that it would make a significant contribution. Simply put,
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the behaviors of the subordinate does not increase trust or relational quality — in the mind

of the subordinate. Because of the reciprocal nature of the trust and the quality of the

relationship, future research could include these behaviors, but measure them from the

perspective of the superior. It may be that they influence the superior’s behavior which,

in turn, influences the level of trust in that superior and the quality ofthe relationship

with him/her.

This leads to the next topic for discussion, the moderators of the relationships

among variables.

Moderator Variables

Autonomy was believed to influence the relationships between the antecedents

and organizational trust and the quality ofthe relationship. A significant moderating

effect was found only for the relationships between organizational trust and

organizational complexity and trust and relational quality. But, such findings are

important because they demonstrate that giving individuals more freedom to interpret

their work makes their trust in the organization more important. Also, with more

autonomy, the negative influence of organizational complexity on trust in a superior

becomes more pronounced. Such variables deserve future research because they may

have important implications to organizations. With the increase of individuals working

in their homes or outside of the traditional office environment, such an issue may become

more relevant to organizations. If individuals do not have strong trust in their

organization, their trust in their superior may decrease. If they exist in a complex

organization and have high autonomy, their trust in their superior will further decrease.

Thus, future research should continue to explore the effect of autonomy on organizational

trust and organizational complexity’s relationship with trust in a superior.

76



Interdependence also was found to be an important moderator variable. It

demonstrates a negative effect on the selection of the most deceptive message

(distortions). At low levels of interdependence, trust is more negatively associated with

the selection of distortion messages. Thus, their use increases when trust and

interdependence are low. When trust and interdependence are at high levels, it becomes

less likely that a distortion will be selected. Such findings indicate that if organizations

work to increase the amount of trust and interdependence between superiors and

subordinates, complete distortions will be chosen less by subordinates talking to their

superiors. Future research can seek to better explain the relationships because by

understanding how interdependence influences the relationship between trust and

deception, ways to increase interdependency’s influence can be found.

Post Hoc Analysis ofAscendancy Desire, er Ambition

Further exploration of one of the other variables also was performed in the current

research. Ascendancy desire, or ambition, had been believed to be antecedent to a

subordinate’s other-focused impression management behaviors. Such is not the case in

the current research. So, ambition’s influence on message selection received post hoc

analyses. The findings demonstrate that ambition has little influence on the selection of

messages. Although it is still unclear why such effects were found, the findings actually

may help clear up some ofthe debate on the influence of ambition. Athanassiades (1973,

1974) and Read (1962) argue that ascendency is a strong predictor ofthe distortion of

information, while Gaines (1980), Roberts and O’Reilly (1974a), and O’Reilly (1978)

believe it to have little effect. The more current research coupled with findings here and

by Hubbell — ambition not having a strong influence on message creation (1999b) -

illustrate that perhaps ambition does not influence the distortion ofmessages to superior
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and firrther exploration of its effects may not be necessary.

Theoreiical Explanations

Although several contributions of future research have been explored, there is one

large implication that still needs to be addressed —- the link to theory. A very important

element ofthe current research is the application of theory. Theory is noticeably missing

in deception research in both the interpersonal and organizational deception literature.

The application oftwo theories — Social Exchange Theory and Agency Theory - helps to

explain the links in the current model as well as to provide empirical support for further

exploration of these theoretical frameworks in organizational deception research.

According to Whitener et al. (1998), Social Exchange Theory explains the

reciprocal nature of trust in that if a superior enacts trustworthy behaviors, a subordinate

will respond with trustworthy behaviors. Although truthful messages are not

significantly linked to trust, when trust increased, ambiguous and avoidant messages

decreased. Also, when interdependence is low and trust in a superior is high, individuals

are less likely to choose complete lies, or distortions. Such findings appear to support the

use of Social Exchange Theory for explaining the effect of trust on message selection.

When individuals trust their managers they tend to decrease their preference for deceptive

messages, thereby reciprocating with trustworthy behaviors.

Social Exchange Theory seems to well explain the influence of trust on message

selection, Agency Theory helps explain the antecedents to trust. Agency Theory is based

on the premise that individuals work to serve their own purposes — to maximize their gain

and minimize their loss — in every interaction (Whitener et al., 1998). The strong

relationship between a the impression management behaviors of a superior and trust in

the superior demonstrate that subordinates like receiving flattery and their manager doing
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favors for them. Such behaviors benefit the subordinate and maximize their gain in the

relationship. They respond by increasing their trust in the giver of the flattery and favors

— the superior.

The strong role of autonomy in the influence of organizational trust and

organizational complexity demonstrate that subordinates are strongly influenced by their

ability to make choices about their work. Those with high autonomy, or those with a

choice in how they do their work, may be considered to have already received a great

benefit. They have their independence. As discussed earlier, individuals who are more

autonomous may be so because others have trusted them to be successful on their own.

They reciprocate by trusting in the organization and their superiors more. In terms of

complexity, autonomy also influences its effect on trust in a superior. When individuals

are more autonomous, organizational complexity demonstrates an increasingly negative

relationship with trust in a superior. This may be because individuals who are highly

autonomous benefit from membership in smaller organizations. They may have more

freedom and less supervision when there are less levels and managers. For example,

individuals within the credit unions (the companies with two levels), individuals

considered themselves to be highly interdependent and they had high levels of trust in

their superiors. Yet, the companies were very small (less than 20 people). Therefore,

there may be more opportunity for independence (a perceived benefit) in an organization

with fewer levels. With increased independence and decreased size, trust in a superior

will still be negatively related to complexity, but much less so.

The importance oftheory cannot be overlooked, however, there are some

limitations that cause us to interpret the findings with caution. Limitations of the

research will be the subject of the following section.
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Limiietions ef the Current Research

The use of survey data in organizational research is controversial. Self-report

measures like this have often “been used too frequently to address research questions that

they are unable to answer” (Spector, 1994, p. 385). However, there has been support for '

the use of self-reports when explaining perceptions of individuals (Schmitt, 1994;

Spector, 1994), creating other hypotheses that can be further tested in the field (Spector,

1994), and delving into new areas ofresearch (Schmitt, 1994). Elaborating on the last

point, according to Schmitt (1994), it is appropriate to use self-report data in new area of

research simply to determine “what is worthwhile bothering with” (p. 395). Therefore, it

is reasonable to use surveys as the primary source of data in these particular situations.

However, the results must be interpreted with care. Support for the hypotheses indicate

areas of future study, they do not represent complete acceptance ofthe relationships. To

demonstrate if the relationships are valid, they must be researched further within the field

with other data sources.

A second limitation to this study concerns the specific hypothetical situations

used in the survey. Individuals knew little about the co-worker they were to talk to the

manager about. Several of the individuals asked for more information about the co-

worker. They wanted to know about the relationship with that person and if the person

had stolen from the company before. Without knoWing more about the person, it appears

that some individuals find it difficult to assess whether they would turn the co-worker in

or not. To address this in future research, individuals could be given more details

regarding the situation and the co-worker.

This leads to a third limitation of the hypothetical situation — context. It is very

likely that context can alter how we chose to manipulate information. Tests of similar
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messages in interpersonal research have demonstrated that what is more appropriate in

one situation, is considered inapprOpriate in another (see Hubbell, 1999a; McComack et

al., 1992). Thus, more testing using different hypothetical situations may alter the use of

certain message types. Such testing is an example of an implication for future reseach.

One final limitation that can be addressed by further research is the sample size.

Although 99 individuals participated, when testing moderators in path analysis, the

sample had to be split. This resulted in difficulty in finding significant effects. Future

research using significantly more participants (200 or more) could better test the

moderators and demonstrate significance.

Fridge Direetions

The current research demonstrates the importance of theory in organizational

deception research in terms of explaining effects. It also illustrates the variables that

could and should be tested using different situations and different methods. The

following section will describe how future research can build on and address these issues.

The first suggestion for future research is to expand the theoretical underpinnings

of the current research. Future research in organizational deception could attempt to link

other theories to the current model to determine if they better explain the effects of trust.

For example, Negotiated Order Theory (Donohue & Roberto, 1993) posits that the type

of a relationship which exists between individuals will influence whether they are able to

resolve difficult situations (such as hostage negotiation). Perhaps if subordinates and

superiors have certain types of relationships they may be more or less likely resolve a

difficult situation through open and honest communication. They may not feel as

compelled to lie. Such issues could be answered with future research.

A second direction for future research is to more closely explore the link between
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trust and the veracity of communication. Because trust is believed to be constructed over

time, longitudinal analyses would also be appropriate. Such research could examine how

trust changes over time and if such changes alter the veracity ofcommunication from

subordinates to superiors. Other future directions with testing of trust and the honesty, or

dishonesty, of messages, could explore the role of trust in a subordinate and its influence

on how honest a superior is to a subordinate. Superior and co-worker honesty and its

relationship to trust could also be examined because if communication is reciprocal, those

who communicate more truthful information should receive more truthful information in

return.

Third and finally, another direction for future research resulting from this work is

to continue to validate and refine the measure of trust used in the study. The most logical

next step for testing the validity of the measurement tool is to test it using multiple

methods. Focus group research and structured interviews could be conducted.

Participants could be asked about the dimensions found here to determine if they

represent the construct of trust in their minds. Longitudinal analysis also could help test

the trust measurement. If it alters over time and does so in relation to similar variables, it

would be acting as predicted. Further, common method variance could be avoided by

testing different parts of the scale in separate surveys. If the surveys are given to an

individual within a couple days of each other and the items on the two surveys do not

correlate, they may not be representing the same variable. Instead, the high correlations

found here could be attributed to common method variance instead of to a highly reliable

second order unidimensional scale.

By better understanding the conditions leading to truthful and deceitful

communication, organizations will be better able to understand how to confront and
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reduce situations that result in the communication of distorted information. Also, if

organizations are shown the importance of variables such as trust, perhaps the way they

relate to their associates will change. With a change focused on increasing trust, perhaps

other beneficial effects will occur, other than decreasing deceptive communication or

behavior. So, understanding why subordinates tell the truth or lie is a relevant and

important task for research in organizational deception.
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APPENDIX A

INSTRUMENTS

Scales for Trust in a Superior:

Behavioral Consietency:

My manager’s behavior is very predictable

My manager’s behavior is consistent

I usually know what my manager will do next

My manager behaves reliably

Behavieral Integp'g (keeping pgomises and telling ibe gm):

Promises:

I think that my manager does what he/she says they will do

I think my manager is fair

My superior keeps his/her word

My manager keeps his/her promises

I can rely on my supervisor to keep his/her promises

Honesty:

I trust my manager to be honest with me

My manager is sincere in his/her dealings with me

I believe my superior is straight-forward

I believe my manager tells the truth

Dmenetration ef Concepp:

Genuine interest in the welfare of the subordinate:

My manager is genuinely interested in my welfare

I know my manager cares about me

My manager makes me feel that things I tell him/her are really important

My manager is interested in helping me in any way possible

I think my manager tries to help me when he/she can

My manager listens to me

Protection of the subordinate’s interests:

My superior will always make efforts to protect my interests

My manager works to firrther my interests

I believe my manager is interested in me doing well

I believe my manager does things that will further my interests

I know that my manager will work to protect me

Not Hurt the Subordinate:

I feel free to discuss with my manager any difficulties I may have in my job, without it
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being held against me later

I know that my manager will not tell others information that could be harmful to me

My manager does not claim my ideas as his/her own

My manager would not sacrifice me to benefit his/herself

My manager would “stab me in the back”

I think my manager would communicate harmful information about me if he/she would

benefit from it

ommunication:

Accuracy of information:

I believe my superior is very precise in his/her communication with me

I believe my manager communicates accurately with me

Usually, my superior clearly communicates what he/she wants

I usually understand what my manager wants

My superior’s communication is usually accurate

Explanation of decisions:

My superior always explains his/her reasons for making decisions

I am usually told why things are done the way they are in my department

I usually understand why things are done the way they are in my department

My superior talks to me about why some decisions are made

Openness:

I can tell my manager anything

I can freely discuss job-related ideas and feelings with my manager

My manager listens to me when I tell him/her about things that are bothering me

It is “safe” to say what I am really thinking to my manager

Additional Ceneral Trust Measure:

I trust my manager

I have confidence in my manager

I believe in my manager

I believe my manager has integrity

Quality of the Relationship with a Superior Scale:

Leader-Member Exchange Scale:

Do you usually feel that you know where you stand, that is, do you usually know how

satisfied your immediate supervisor is with what you do?

How well do you feel that your immediate supervisor understands your problems and

needs?

How well do you feel that your immediate supervisor recognizes your potential?

Regardless ofhow much formal authority your immediate supervisor has built into his or

her position, what are the chances that he or she would be personally inclined to

use power to help you solve problems in your work?
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Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority your immediate supervisor has, to

what extent can you count on him or her to “bail you out” at his or her expense

when you really need it?

I have enough confidence in my immediate supervisor that I would defend and justify his

or her decision if he or she were not present to do so.

How would you characterize your working relationship with your supervisor?

Antecedents to Trust in a Superior and Relational Quality Scales:

annizational Trust:

People in this organization will do things behind your back

When top management here says something you can really believe it is true

Actions taken by upper management are in my best interest

In my organization, upper management follows through on commitments

Upper management is fair with employees

Upper management makes good decisions

I feel quite confident that the firm will always try to treat me fairly

Upper management at my firm is sincere in its attempts to meet the workers’ point of

vrew

Upper management can be trusted to make sensible decisions for the firrn’s future

_A_ipbition:

I would like to be promoted

I consider myself to be ambitious

I try to perform better than my co-workers

I try very hard to improve on my past performance at work

I try to avoid any added responsibilities on my work

Impression-Management Behaviors of Subordinate Toward Superior:

How often do you compliment your supervisor on the quality of his/her work?

How often do you do favors for your manager?

How often do you compliment your supervisor?

How often do you do something nice for your supervisor without being asked to?

How often do you go out of your way to say something nice to your manager?

Impression Management Behaviors ef Superior Toward Subordinate:

How often does your manager compliment you?

How often does your supervisor compliment you on the quality of your work?

How often does your manager do favors for you?

How often does your supervisor do something nice for you without being asked to?

How often does your manager go out of his/her way to say something nice to you?
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Moderator Variable Scales:

Interdependence:

My manager and I often share resources in order to accomplish tasks

My manager and I depend on each other

I believe that my manager and I influence each other when making decisions

I think that my manager and I cooperate with each other

My superior and I often pool resources on projects

When accomplishing a task, I believe my superior’s opinions influence me and my

opinions influence him/her

Autonomy:

I have a lot of autonomy in my job, that is, myjob permits me to decide on my own how

to go about the work

The job denies me any chance to use my personal judgement in carrying out the work

The job gives me considerable opportunity for independence in how I do the work

I have independence from other people’s control

I am able to do my job without constant supervision
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APPENDIX B

LH<ELIHOOD OF USE MESSAGE QUESTIONS

Ambiguous Messages:

“Things always seem to come up missing around here. They tend to turn up eventually.”

“I am not sure who is taking the supplies.”

“I am not sure who took the supplies.”

“I think you may be right but I am unsure who may be taking the supplies.”

“I am not certain who is responsible, I will look into it.”

Avoiding/Changing the Subject Messages:

“That reminds me, I was just reading an article about how to keep an office supply

inventory. Do you want to see it?”

“Why don’t we bring the matter up at a staff meeting and talk about the issue?”

“If things are missing, maybe we should put a lock on the supply closet to prevent more

thefts.”

“Maybe we should investigate this further.”

“Perhaps we should send a letter to everyone and let them come forward.”

Distortion Messages:

“1 am sorry, I haven’t noticed anything missing at all. I don’t know what could be

happening.”

“I have no idea what is happening with the supplies.”

“I am unaware of the cause of the missing supplies.”

“I don’t know who is taking the supplies, I will look into it.”

“I don’t know anything about the missing supplies.”

Honest Messages:

“Yes, things are missing and I know who took them, let me tell you all about it.”

“I saw_ take the office supplies.”

“ took the supplies, He/she plans on retuming them after payday.”

took the supplies and I have been waiting to see if he/she returns them.”

“I saw take some supplies and he/she told me that they were going to return

them.”

‘6
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Withholding Messages:

“You are right, I have noticed some things are missing.”

“I have some first-hand knowledge about what is going on and I will handle it.”

“I think you are right, someone here is taking the supplies.”

“I agree, things have been coming up missing lately.”

“Yes, things are being taken from the office.”
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CORRELATIONS OF ALL VARIABLES

APPENDIX C

Correlations of All Variables
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Ambiguous

Messages 83

Ambition -.01 .67

Autonomy -.ll .16 .78

Avoidance

Messages .47 .IO -.10 .79

Company .18 .29 -.06 .00 1.00

Distortion Messages .52 .00 - 13 .14 .15 .87

General Trust -.26 .19 .46 -.23 -.24 -. 16 .98

Interdependence -.24 .46 .46 -.20 -.14 -. I4 .54 .89

Levels .14 .21 -.01 -.02 .96 .12 -.l7 -.14 1.00

Lie Acceptability -.22 .10 .21 .01 -.25 -.20 .35 .28 -.23 .79

Organizational

anst -.13 . 18 .35 .05 -.18 -. 18 .47 .25 -. 11 .29 .90

Relational Quality -. l 3 .20 .54 ~06 -.23 -. l 7 .71 .66 -. l 7 .34 .48 .90

Subordinate Im -.13 .09 .26 -.07 -.08 -. l 7 .37 .40 .00 .20 .25 .45 .78

SuperiorIM -.I4 .11 .19 -.02 -.18 -.01 .52 .42 -.12 .24 .29 .61 .53 .90

Tmst -.32 .18 .47 -.21 ~32 -.23 .89 .61 -.25 .44 .50 .80 .43 .59 .98

Truthful Messages -.27 - I4 .14 -.I7 -.28 -.33 .20 .20 - 19 .07 .28 .19 .23 .09 .17 .92

Withholding

Messages .19 -.08 -.05 .38 -.15 -.10 -.05 -.04 -.10 -.06 .10 .20 .18 .10 -.05 .37 .76
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APPENDIX D

HYPOTHETICAL SITUATION

One aftemoon when coming into the office after lunch, you ran into a co-worker putting

some office supplies into his/her car. You asked the co-worker what he/she was doing

and the co-worker said, “I really need this stuff and I plan on replacing it after payday.”

You are upset by what the co-worker had done and doubt that he/she will buy new

materials. '

Later that day, your manager comes up to you and says:

“I’ve noticed that office supplies seem to be disappearing at an alarming rate. I am pretty

concerned about this. Do you know what could be happening to them?”
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APPENDIX E

HIGH AND LOW LEVELS OF AUTONOMY AND INTERDEPENDENCE AND

THEIR INFLUENCE ON TRUST AND MESSAGE SELECTION
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APPENDIX F

HIGH AND LOW LEVELS OF AUTONOMY AND INTERDEPENDENCE AND

THEIR INFLUENCE ON RELATIONAL QUALITY AND MESSAGE SELECTION
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