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Abstract 
 

 

Forms of trust reciprocity and change in established 

relationships: A dyadic and longitudinal study 

 

Colette Real 

 

 

Trust is generally recognised as a reciprocal process between two parties leading to mutually 

beneficial outcomes and is critical to the success of organisations. However, theoretical 

detail on trust reciprocity is sparse and the examination of both parties in a trust relationship 

is uncommon in empirical studies. Ignoring this relational context can lead to an incomplete 

understanding of the nature of interpersonal trust, including the reciprocal patterns of 

influence, trust change over time, and the impact of trust incongruence within a dyad. 

Drawing on social exchange theory and interdependence theory, this study carries out a 

longitudinal examination of 230 dyadic workplace relationships involving five waves of 

data. Structural equation modelling examines three key areas. First, the actor-partner 

interdependence model provides evidence for reciprocal influences between the two parties. 

These results highlight that the more relational aspects of trustworthiness (benevolence) 

reciprocally influence the more affective forms of trust (disclosure), and that the more 

cognitive forms of trust (reliance) reciprocally influence interpersonal helping. Second, 

latent growth modelling shows that trust (reliance) is relatively stable whereas trust 

(disclosure) shows more change over time. Third, moderation analysis demonstrates that the 

impact of dyadic trust incongruence is detrimental to dyadic helping behaviours only when 

reliance forms of trust are unbalanced. The results confirm that trust is fundamentally a 

reciprocal and dynamic phenomenon and highlight different patterns of influence for 

reliance and disclosure forms of trust within work relationships.  
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1.  Introduction and Overview 

 
 

1.1  Introduction  

 

The fundamental role of interpersonal relationships within organisations has long 

been recognised by organisational and management theorists (e.g., Colbert et al., 2016; 

Ferris et al., 2009; Ragins & Dutton, 2007). Relationships are composed of reciprocal 

interactions and exchanges between two people and are dynamic in nature, shaped by the 

quality of these experiences and by contemporary work contexts (Heaphy et al., 2018). 

Organisational relationship researchers have examined how people interact with each other, 

and how these workplace interpersonal exchanges influence individual and organisational 

outcomes.  

Since the mid 1990s trust been identified as playing an essential role in effective 

workplace relationships (Kramer & Tyler, 1996; Mayer et al., 1995; McAllister, 1995; 

Rousseau et al., 1998). Trust is often referred to as the social glue that keeps organisations 

running smoothly and enables cooperative and supportive relationships between employees. 

Trust is essential to enable discretionary cooperative exchanges between two parties within 

a trusting relationship where there is no guarantee of reciprocation and, thus, an element of 

vulnerability and risk. Over the last three decades many empirical studies and meta-analyses 

have demonstrated the positive influence of trust on a variety of performance, behavioural, 

and attitudinal outcomes in the workplace (Colquitt et al., 2007; Dirks & de Jong; 2022).  

Interpersonal trust, by definition, involves two or more parties, and while this concept 

is inherent in most trust theory, the reciprocal nature of both parties trusting each other in an 

exchange cycle is rarely distinguished explicitly. The concept of reciprocal trust is an 

essential component of social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), but much trust theory takes a 

unilateral perspective and assigns the roles of trustor (the person who trusts) and trustee (the 
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person who is trusted) exclusively to each party. Likewise, empirical trust research is usually 

single-sided and focuses on the trustor’s perspective (Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012; Krasikova 

& LeBreton, 2012). In contrast, some trust theorists are more explicit in their descriptions of 

the reciprocal nature of trust (e.g., Jones & George, 1998; Lewis & Weigert, 1985). In 

particular, Ferrin et al. (2007) take an explicitly bilateral perspective and theorise that each 

party is at once both a trustor and a trustee within a relationship dyad. However, empirical 

examination of both parties in a trusting relationship dyad is less common (Korsgaard et al., 

2015; 2018).  

Single-sided approaches to trust research can provide useful information about 

individual-level phenomenon, but they do not adequately reflect the dyadic nature of trust or 

give a complete representation of the entire relationship. This misalignment between 

inherently multilevel dyadic trust theory and individual-level methodological design and 

statistical analysis can lead to theoretically deficient studies and biased results (Krasikova & 

LeBreton, 2012). Recent reviews of organisational trust have called for more examination 

of the relationship between two parties simultaneously (de Jong et al., 2017; Dirks & de 

Jong, 2022; Möllering, 2019). Several areas have been highlighted where current 

understanding is lacking. How do both parties influence each other in an interactive way? 

What is the trajectory of trust over time within the context of a bilateral relationship? Is trust 

balanced within a relationship, and what are the implications if both parties differ in their 

level of trust for each other? A dyadic level of analysis which examines both parties in a 

relationship can offer deeper insight into the nature of interpersonal trust and the 

fundamentally reciprocal and dynamic character of it (Korsgaard, 2018; Korsgaard et al., 

2015, 2018; Krasikova & LeBreton, 2012). 

This research study seeks to contribute to the understanding of dyadic trust by 

examining the characteristics of both parties in a trusting workplace relationship. In doing 

so, it aims to overcome the limitations of previous single-sided trust research and to provide 
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a more complete picture of trust in three key areas. First, it aims to examine the reciprocal 

patterns of influence of each party on the other. Second, it aims to examine the dynamic 

nature of dyadic trust over time. Third, it aims to examine the level and impact of trust 

congruence and incongruence within a dyad. In addition, it aims to situate these findings 

firmly within the context of interdependent work relationships and contribute to field of work 

relationship theory. 

This introductory chapter provides the background and context of this dissertation. 

It begins with outlining the significance of research into interpersonal trust in an 

organisational setting. It then presents the aims and objectives of the study and how it will 

contribute to furthering trust knowledge and to the theoretical understanding of trust. This is 

followed by an overview of the research questions of the study and the specific hypotheses 

proposed. The chapter concludes with an outline of the structure of the thesis which is 

intended to guide the reader through the rest of the dissertation.  

 

1.2 Research Significance 

 

Interpersonal trust is widely accepted as an important predictor of key performance, 

behavioural, and attitudinal outcomes in the workplace (Colquitt et al., 2007; Dirks & de 

Jong, 2022). Although a strong theoretical foundation has been developed over the last three 

decades, supported by an extensive body of empirical research, several aspects of the trust 

process remain unclear (Dirks & de Jong, 2022). The fundamental premise of this study is 

that in order to fully understand the multidimensional and dynamic phenomenon of 

interpersonal trust, both sides of the relationship must be examined (Ferrin et al., 2007; 

Korsgaard et al., 2015). This implies that the perspectives of both the trustor and the trustee 

must be considered. It also implies that each party is at once both a trustor and a trustee, 

intertwined in a reciprocal pattern of trusting the other and being trusted by the other. 
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Accordingly, this study advances previous trust theory and empirical research by capturing 

the perceptions of both parties in a trust relationship. It aims to provide a deeper 

understanding of the dyadic and dynamic nature of interpersonal trust, and to bring unique 

insights into specific forms trust and their relational patterns of influence within a 

relationship. This research study is important because it seeks to address gaps in the 

understanding of interpersonal workplace trust in a number of key areas. 

First, this study integrates the trustor and trustee perspective by investigating, 

simultaneously, both parties in a relationship dyad. It adopts the definition of trust as a 

psychological state (Rousseau et al., 1998) and also as an emergent property of a dyad 

(Korsgaard et al., 2015). It moves beyond single-sided unilateral studies of trust which assign 

roles of trustor and trustee exclusively to each party. Instead, this study conceptualises both 

of these roles as interchangeable, fluidly moving from one party to the other in a reciprocal 

exchange cycle. It develops a dyadic process model to understand the dyadic structure of 

trust and the reciprocal patterns of influence between the two parties. This dyadic level of 

analysis provides a more complete picture of the nature of interpersonal trust and offers new 

insights into the factors that foster the reciprocity between two people in the workplace that 

contribute to individual and organisational effectiveness. 

Second, this study takes a longitudinal approach in order to extend the current 

understanding of trust development over time. Although growing in recent years, 

longitudinal trust studies are relatively uncommon in organisational research and there is 

much to learn about the trajectory of trust over time (Korsgaard et al., 2018). Additionally, 

the combination of dyadic and longitudinal design of the current study allows the 

examination of the temporal aspects of trust within the context of a two-way relationship, 

which is an even more infrequent perspective in organisational trust research. Furthermore, 

many empirical longitudinal trust studies examine new relationships where the level of 

change is more evident in short spaces of time. The context of the current study offers an 
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opportunity to examine the trajectory of trust in established relationships. Specifically, it 

provides evidence of the evolving nature of trust over time in more mature workplace 

relationships and distinguishes different growth patterns for different forms of trust. 

Third, this study addresses deficiencies that have been highlighted in the more 

commonly employed conceptualisations of trust and adopts a more granular measure of trust 

(Gillespie, 2003) which has been recommended by trust researchers (Dirks & de Jong, 2022; 

McEvily & Tortoriello, 2011). It includes reliance-based trust, which is more cognitive in 

nature and can be considered as a form of professional trust, and disclosure-based trust, 

which is more affective in nature and can be considered as a form of personal trust 

(Alexopolous & Buckley, 2013). The conceptual clarity of this measure, and the distinction 

it provides between reliance forms of trust and disclosure forms of trust can offer new 

insights into the antecedents and outcomes of trust and its development over time.  

Fourth, the context of this study offers an opportunity to broaden the range of 

organisational settings and trust referents studied empirically and provides an opportunity to 

demonstrate the application of trust theory to this setting. The sample of top management 

team relationship dyads from small and medium-sized enterprise firms is a relatively 

understudied area in organisational research and offers significant potential for trust 

research, as team members can display a range of interdependence levels. In addition, 

relationships in small firms can be unconstrained by formal organisational roles and 

structures and offer the opportunity to examine peer (coworker) relationships. Given the 

growing prevalence of flatter organisational structures in contemporary work settings, the 

examination of coworker relationship dynamics is increasingly valuable. 

Finally, this study is important in that it allows the integration of theory from other 

disciplines. In addition to the more commonly invoked theory of social exchange (Blau, 

1964), this research draws on the social psychology and personal relationship literature and 

identifies interdependence theory (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Van Lange & Balliet, 2015) as 
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a meaningful foundation for extending our understanding of trust dynamics beyond current 

unilateral perspectives. Interdependence theory suggests that relationships are 

fundamentally defined by the level of dependence each party has on the other. 

Interdependence theory offers a more comprehensive framework for understanding trust as 

it addresses the dyadic nature of relationships and the structures and processes that guide 

how two people influence each other. Trust theory has recognised that variations in 

interdependence and risk, which are necessary conditions for trust, can influence the level 

and form of trust between two parties (Rousseau et al., 1998). Thus, the application of 

interdependence theory to the examination of trust can provide significant insights into a 

fundamental aspect of trust relationships. 

 

1.3  Research Aims and Contribution  

 

Trust is widely recognised as a reciprocal process between two parties leading to 

mutually beneficial outcomes such as interpersonal cooperation and is critical to the success 

of organisations. However, the examination of both parties in a work relationship is 

uncommon in organisational research in general (Gooty & Yammarino, 2011; Tse & 

Ashkanasy, 2015) and in trust research (Korsgaard et al., 2015; Krasikova & Le Breton, 

2012). Furthermore, while it has long been acknowledged that trust elicits trust reciprocity 

and that trust can change over time (e.g., Lewicki et al., 2006), the longitudinal patterns of 

reciprocity and change are not well understood. This research study has four key areas of 

contribution which are: (1) trust reciprocity; (2) trust development trajectories; (3) trust 

congruence and incongruence; and (4) trust and work relationships. Each of these 

contributions is discussed in detail in the following sections. 
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1.3.1 Trust Reciprocity    

 

This study is founded on trust theory that recognises the relational aspect of trust 

(Rousseau et al., 1998). It specifically recognises the two-way direction of trust where each 

party in a relationship is both a trustor and trustee in a reciprocal exchange pattern (Ferrin et 

al., 2007). It aims to provide empirical evidence to support and extend dyadic trust theory 

where many questions remain unanswered (Korsgaard, 2018). It builds on previous 

empirical evidence, in particular the work of Yakovleva et al. (2010), to examine how the 

trustworthiness perceptions and trust intentions of each party influences the other. It extends 

this research by employing the behavioural trust inventory (Gillespie, 2003) to measure the 

reciprocal patterns of influence involving two distinct aspects of trust intentions: reliance-

based trust and disclosure-based trust. This distinction is likely to helpful as willingness to 

rely on another is considered to be primarily a rational choice driven by individual needs, 

whereas willingness to disclose information to another may be more influenced by affective 

relational bonds.  

This study aims to identify the key factors that influence reciprocity within trust 

relationships, and to ascertain the unique role of both trust reliance and trust disclosure in 

the reciprocal process. The influence of all three trustworthiness factors on reliance forms of 

trust is well established in empirical research (Baer & Colquitt, 2018; Colquitt et al., 2007). 

Their influence on disclosure forms of trust, and their reciprocal influence on both forms of 

trust, are less understood. In addition, the influence of trust on both the giving and receiving 

of help has been established in empirical research, but not both in the same study, not at a 

dyadic level of analysis, and not with disclosure forms of trust. This study aims to address 

these gaps in order to shed light on how and where in the trust process each party influences 

the other. Specifically, the study investigates the distinct influences of each of the three 

factors of trustworthiness (ability, benevolence, integrity) on the reciprocity of trust between 

two people. Trustworthiness invokes trust from others, but does it also influence the trust of 
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the trustor? In addition, the study examines the distinct influence of each form of trust on 

the reciprocity of interpersonal citizenship behaviours within the relationship. Does each 

form of trust influence both the giving and the receiving of help within a relationship? In 

this way, this study addresses the gaps in understanding of reciprocal trust that have been 

highlighted by trust researchers (de Jong et al., 2017; Dirks & de Jong, 2022; Möllering, 

2019). 

 

1.3.2 Trust Development Trajectories 

 

This study provides a significant advance in the understanding of trust by examining 

in detail, for the first time, the stability and change in dyadic-level trust in established 

interpersonal work relationships in an organisational field setting. Trust development in the 

early stages of relationships is well theorised (e.g., McKnight et al., 1998; Meyerson et al., 

1996), but the theoretical understanding of ongoing maintenance in mature relationships is 

less defined. Trust theory recognises that mature levels of trust can fluctuate depending on 

the quality of social exchanges and relationship experiences (Rousseau at al., 1998). 

However, the timing of trust stability, and reasons for individual differences in levels of 

stable trust, are less understood (Korsgaard et al., 2018; van der Werff et al., 2019a). 

Likewise, empirical longitudinal trust research tends to focus on new relationships (e.g., 

Dirks et al., 2021; van der Werff & Buckley, 2017). Furthermore, very few studies examine 

trust both dyadically and longitudinally, and those that do tend to use experimental designs 

(e.g., Alarcon et al., 2018; Ferrin et al., 2008) or student samples (e.g., Jones & Shah, 2016; 

Methot & Cole, 2021). The examination of dyadic trust in an organisational setting involving 

mature relationships can extend our understanding of trust to include a longer relationship 

life cycle in a real-life work setting.  
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In contrast to much empirical dyadic longitudinal trust research which employ time-

lagged designs to examine between-subject influences (e.g., Ferrin et al., 2008; Halbesleben 

& Wheeler, 2015), this study employs latent growth modelling techniques to examine 

within-dyad changes in trust over time. The aim is to provide insights into individual 

(dyadic) trajectories of trust, an area that is of increasing interest to trust researchers (Dirks 

& de Jong, 2022; Fulmer & Dirks, 2018). Furthermore, this study endeavours to explain why 

different dyads experience different patterns of stability and change in their levels of 

reliance-based trust and disclosure-based trust. As trust theory proposes that trust increases 

over time as relationships mature (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996), this study contributes to the 

debate regarding the factors that influence trust development. In particular, it examines the 

impact of relationship duration (a proxy for relationship maturity) and communication 

frequency (a proxy for depth of knowledge of one another) on trust development patterns. 

In this way, this study seeks to provide a deeper understanding of both stability and change 

in different forms of trust within established relationships.  

 

1.3.3 Trust Congruence and Incongruence  

 

 This study contributes to the debate regarding levels of trust congruence or 

incongruence within established relationships. Early theorists proposed that trust reaches 

similar levels between both parties in mature relationships (e.g., Deutsch, 1958; Zand, 1972). 

Most trust theories imply that a shared context leads to mutual levels of trust, but it has been 

pointed out that academic literature in this area lacks theoretical and methodological 

precision (Korsgaard et al., 2015). Other theorists suggest that trust in mature relationships 

can be characterised by a range of incongruence levels between the two parties, depending 

on the context (Brower et al., 2000; Schoorman at al., 2007; Tomlinson et al., 2009). Trust 

incongruence is generally considered to have a negative impact on the benefits of trust within 
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relationships. The need for a greater understanding of the levels of trust incongruence that 

exist, and of the antecedents and consequences of trust incongruence, have been highlighted 

by trust researchers (Korsgaard & Bliese, 2021). 

 This study proposes that levels of trust incongruence will be found within established 

work relationships and considers their impact on helping behaviours between the two parties. 

In doing so, this study aims to show how unbalanced forms of trust (reliance and disclosure) 

can illustrate different levels of dependence between two parties, and how this imbalance 

impacts the joint outcomes of the dyad. By doing so, this study aims to add to the academic 

knowledge regarding the occurrence of trust dispersion with a dyadic workplace relationship 

and the impact of that dispersion on the benefits that trust brings to the relationship. 

 

1.3.4 Trust and Work Relationships  

 

 The final contribution of this research is the work setting of this study, which 

contributes to our understanding of trust in different contexts, and to our theoretical 

understanding of work relationships. Trust processes can apply universally but trust itself 

can differ across contexts depending on situational factors (Colquitt et al., 2011; Dietz, 

2011). Trust theory acknowledges the relational context of trust, and that interdependence is 

a necessary condition for trust (Rousseau et al., 1998; Sheppard & Sherman, 1998). The 

context of this study, which is relationships between top management team members in small 

and medium-sized enterprises, allows the examination of trust in established work 

relationships with different levels of interdependence and risk (Li, 2012, 2013). 

  From a theoretical viewpoint, in addition to social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and 

the norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960), this study uses interdependence theory (Kelley & 

Thibaut, 1978; Van Lange & Balliet, 2015) as a central organising principle to study various 

aspects of dyadic trust. Interdependence theory focuses more on ongoing relationships than 
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on the transactional exchange focus of social exchange theory (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 

2005; Cropanzano et al., 2017). It emphasises the psychological dynamics of 

interdependence, and how the characteristics of two people interact in a given situation and 

influence the outcomes of both parties. Interdependence theory provides a framework for 

analysing relationships and organises relational dynamics within four key principles of 

interdependence (structure, process, interaction, adaptation). Taking a dyadic approach and 

applying interdependence theory contributes to the extension of trust theory beyond 

unilateral trustor centric approaches and ensures that the relational context of trust is fully 

understood. 

 

1.4 Research Questions and Hypotheses  

 

The objective of this study is to provide a dyadic perspective on the process of 

interpersonal trust and its development over time. In order to do this, the study seeks to 

examine both parties in established workplace relationships and address three research 

questions which are essential to furthering the understanding of dyadic trust. First, what are 

the reciprocal patterns of influence between two parties in a trusting relationship? Second, 

what is the trajectory of trust within a relationship over time? Third, what is the impact of 

trust incongruence within a relationship? Drawing on literature from the fields of trust and 

workplace relationships, this study proposes four hypotheses which are presented in Table 

1.1 below.  

Hypothesis 1 (H1) and hypothesis 2 (H2) are developed based on trust theory (Ferrin 

et al., 2007) and previous empirical research (Yakovleva et al., 2010) in relation to reciprocal 

patterns of influence between two parties. The research model for H1 and H2 is shown in 

Figure 1.1 Hypothesis 3 (H3) examines the trajectory of trust change over time (Korsgaard 

et al., 2018). The research model for H3 is shown in Figure 1.2. Hypothesis 4 (H4) examines 
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the negative impact of trust incongruence within a dyad (Tomlinson et al., 2009). The 

research model for H4 is shown in Figure 1.3. 

 

Table 1.1  

Research Questions and Hypotheses  

RQ1 

 

What are the reciprocal 

patterns of influence 

between two parties in 

a trusting relationship? 

 

 

Hypothesis 1 

 

An actor’s perception of a partner’s trustworthiness (ability, 

benevolence, integrity) influences both actor and partner trust 

intentions (reliance, disclosure). 

Hypothesis 2 

 

An actor’s trust intentions (reliance, disclosure) towards a partner 

influence both actor and partner perceptions of interpersonal 

citizenship behaviour received (task-focused ICB and person-

focused ICB).  

RQ2 

 

What is the trajectory 

of trust within a 

relationship over time? 

Hypothesis 3 

 

Changes in trust intentions (reliance and disclosure) are influenced 

by initial starting levels of trust, length of the dyadic relationship, 

and communication frequency within the dyad. 

RQ3 

 

What is the impact of 

trust incongruence 

within a relationship? 

Hypothesis 4 

 

The level and incongruence of dyadic trust intentions interact such 

that the positive relationship of trust (reliance and disclosure) with 

interpersonal citizenship behaviours (task-focused ICB and 

person-focused ICB) is stronger at lower levels of trust 

incongruence than at higher levels of trust incongruence. 
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Figure 1.1  

Research Model for Reciprocal Patterns of Influence 

 

Figure 1.2  

Research Model for Trust Change over Time 

 

 

Figure 1.3  

Research Model for Impact of Trust Incongruence 
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1.5  Thesis Structure and Outline 

 

This thesis contains seven chapters. Chapter 2 reviews theories of workplace 

relationships and describes the organisational context in which the research was conducted 

which was top management team coworkers in small and medium-sized enterprises. Chapter 

3 describes the key components of individual-level (single-sided or unilateral) trust which 

are the building blocks of dyadic trust. The academic literature is reviewed in order to 

provide a basis for subsequent discussion of dyadic-level (two-sided or bilateral) trust. 

Chapter 4 becomes more specifically focused on dyadic trust and reviews what is currently 

known in the academic literature about the trust of both parties in a relationship. This chapter 

includes systematic reviews of the empirical research that has been conducted on dyadic 

trust and also on longitudinal trust. Hypotheses are developed and presented in three key 

areas: reciprocal patterns of influence between the two parties; the trajectory of trust over 

time; and the impact of trust incongruence within the dyad. Chapter 5 details the 

methodological approach to the study, including the research design and implementation, 

the sample characteristics, and the data analysis strategy. Chapter 6 presents the results of 

the data analysis and hypothesis testing including the measurement model and structural 

models. Chapter 7 discusses the research findings and contributions, the practical 

implications of the research, limitations, and future research directions.  

 

1.6  Chapter Summary 

 

This introductory chapter presented an overview of this research dissertation and 

introduced the background and context of the research study. It identified the significance of 

the research and the importance of interpersonal trust in an organisational setting. It 

subsequently described the aims and objectives of the study and how these contribute to 

furthering the theoretical understanding of trust and its application in an organisational 



15 

context. The research questions addressed by the study and the specific hypotheses proposed 

were then provided. The chapter concluded with an outline of the structure of the thesis in 

order to assist further reading of this dissertation.  

The ultimate purpose of interpersonal trust research is to understand what makes 

people work together collaboratively, and to highlight the benefits that trust brings to both 

individuals and to organisations. The objective of this research dissertation is to address 

some of the shortcomings in the current understanding of interpersonal trust in the workplace 

by carrying out an in-depth study of dyadic trust over time in mature relationships. It also 

aims to provide a practical contribution to organisations and individuals who wish to exploit 

the benefits of trust and gain a deeper understanding of the factors contributing to ongoing 

trust development and maintenance. 
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2.  Work Relationships - The Research Context 

 

2.1  Introduction 

 

Many human experiences are fundamentally interpersonal. Individual cognitive and 

affective experiences are profoundly shaped by the social context and by relations with close 

others. While the focus of this research is trust development patterns in dyadic work 

relationships, the aim of this chapter is to first provide an overview of the literature on work 

relationships as the research context. In addition, it aims to illustrate the application of this 

context to the empirical setting of this field study, which is coworkers in top management 

teams (TMTs) in small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs).  

The importance of contextualisation in contemporary organisational behaviour 

research has been highlighted (Johns, 2006; 2017; 2018; Rousseau & Fried, 2001). 

Situational opportunities and constraints have the potential to shape the meaning underlying 

organisational behaviour, and researchers have been encouraged to incorporate a better 

appreciation of context into their organisational behaviour research (Johns, 2006). Increased 

diversity in contemporary organisational settings and cultural perspectives means that an 

appropriate understanding of context is needed to bring greater accuracy to models and to 

enable more robust interpretation of results (Rousseau & Fried, 2001). A contextual 

approach enables the recognition of what is distinctive or unique about situations, while also 

enabling the integration and consolidation of apparently disparate phenomena (Johns, 2017; 

2018). 

Work relationships form the very foundation of organisations, and as contextual 

background, they frame and influence organisational phenomena (Ferris et al., 2009). Work 

relationships are, in turn, influenced by the broader organisational context (Heaphy et al., 

2018). Flatter organisational structures and increased team-based work emphasise the 

increasing importance of coworker interactions (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008; Grant & 
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Parker, 2009). The crucial need to consider context for the advancement of trust research has 

also been highlighted, covering situations of varying uncertainty, vulnerability, risk, and 

interdependence (Li, 2012). While trust processes can be considered to have universal 

application, actual trust decisions and trust behaviours depend on many situational factors 

including organisational types, roles, and cultural norms (Dietz, 2011). The context of 

entrepreneurship has been highlighted as a fruitful area for trust research, given the 

conditions of uncertainty common to both entrepreneurship and to trust (Li, 2013).  

This chapter begins by discussing the nature of work relationships and their 

importance in organisational behaviour research. Two key theories of work relationships 

(social exchange theory and interdependence theory) and empirical research in this area are 

then described. The characteristics and dynamics of work relationships in the context of top 

management teams in small and medium-sized enterprises are also examined.  

 

2.2 The Nature of Work Relationships   

 

The importance of interpersonal relationships in all aspects of life has long been 

recognised by relationship science scholars (e.g., Reis et al., 2000). The essence of all types 

of relationships is “the oscillating rhythm of influence observed in the interactions of two 

people” (Berscheid, 1999, p. 261), with interaction patterns developing over time. A 

pervasive concept that characterises most definitions of dyadic close relationships is the 

dependence one partner has on the other to achieve important needs and goals (Finkel & 

Simpson, 2015). Close relationships can further be understood by three characteristics: 

uniqueness; integration; and trajectory (Finkel et al., 2017). The uniqueness principle refers 

to the concept that a relationship becomes more than the sum of its parts, arising from not 

only the specific qualities of each partner, but also on the unique patterns that emerge when 

the partners’ qualities intersect. The integration principle demonstrates that interdependence 



18 

can facilitate cognitive, affective, motivational, or behavioural merging of two partners into 

a single psychological entity. The trajectory principle indicates that relationships change 

over time, and that long-term relationship dynamics are affected by each partner’s 

continually updated perceptions of the relationship experience. 

The centrality of relationships has also been recognised in organisational behaviour 

research which examines how work relationships form and develop over time, the reciprocity 

inherent in them, the effects they may have, and how they are shaped by contemporary work 

contexts and settings (Heaphy et al., 2018; Liden et al., 2016). Work relationships have been 

defined as “patterns of exchanges between two interacting members or partners, whether 

individuals, groups, or organizations, typically directed at the accomplishment of some 

common objectives or goals” (Ferris et al., 2009, p. 1379). Work relationships share many 

common characteristics with non-work relationships, but the organisational setting brings 

unique aspects to workplace interactions. Organisational relationships are characterised by 

formal roles, involuntary constraints, exchange norms and instrumental goals, whereas non-

work relationships are generally characterised by informality, voluntariness, communal 

norms, and socio-emotional goals (Pillemer & Rothbard, 2018). Notwithstanding this 

uniqueness, work and personal relationships can often coincide in the form of multiplex 

business friendships (Ingram & Zou, 2008). Furthermore, relationships in work and personal 

lives can be intertwined, each with the capacity to affect the other (Blustein, 2011).  

Types of work relationships include leader-follower, coworker-coworker, mentor-

protégé, and so forth (Liden et al., 2016). In the large body of leadership research, a 

relationship-based perspective is increasingly common (Martin et al., 2019; Thomas et al., 

2013). Leadership in organisations has long been treated as a dyadic relational construct, and 

one of the most influential approaches to understanding organisational leadership is leader–

member exchange theory (Liden et al., 2016). Coworker relationships have received less 

attention in workplace relationship research, but they have been identified as a critical 
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element of contemporary work and shown to influence individual employee attitudes and 

outcomes (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008; Sherony & Green, 2002). The characteristics and 

benefits of mentoring relationships have also been explored, although most commonly from 

a mentor or protégé viewpoint, rather than a relational perspective (Eby & Robertson, 2020).  

Organisational behaviour studies have highlighted both positive and negative 

benefits of workplace relationships for individuals and organisations. Positive work 

relationships can be considered as high-quality connections that are mutually beneficial to 

both parties (Ragins & Dutton, 2007). Work relationships serve a broad range of functions 

(Colbert et al., 2016), including both instrumental support (such as task assistance, career 

advancement and emotional support), and individual satisfaction and flourishing (through 

personal growth, friendship, and the opportunity to give to others). Rather than simply 

instrumental exchange, positive work relationships can be goals in their own right, driven 

by a need for human connection and social support (e.g., Gersick et al., 2000). In contrast, 

although workplace relationships are a vital “life giving” aspect of social and organisation 

life, they can also have negative impacts and be “life depleting” (Dutton & Heaphy, 2003, 

p. 263). Rather than offering support, negative relationships are characterised by antagonism, 

ranging from low severity (e.g., unhelpfulness, incivility, social undermining) to high 

severity (e.g., conflict, aggression), and are dysfunctional rather than beneficial to the 

relationship partners (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008).  

However, work relationships are often more complex than either positive or negative 

and can be ambivalent, having both positive and negative aspects simultaneously (Methot et 

al., 2017). For example, self-disclosure is thought to contribute to relationship development 

in the workplace but can have positive or negative effects depending on the context (Gibson, 

2018). Mutual self-disclosure can deepen workplace relationships but can also lead to 

distraction from instrumental goals, emotional depletion, and interpersonal distance if it 

emphasises dissimilarity between the relationship partners (Pillemer & Rothbard, 2018). In 
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practice, workplace relationships have been shown to contribute to individual performance 

through trust, but the effort involved in relationship maintenance also has the potential to 

deplete personal resources (Methot et al., 2016). Positive relationships meet individual needs 

and create a beneficial form of relational attachment to the workplace, but individuals have 

boundaries and differ in respect of the amount of attachment and closeness they desire 

(Ehrhardt & Ragins, 2019).  

Understanding organisational behaviour from a relational perspective is critical for 

extending the field of knowledge and for providing actionable guidance on how to nurture 

positive workplace relationships in order to maximise the benefits for individuals and 

organisations. This corresponds to a broader call in the social sciences to understand 

phenomena as relational rather than independent (Berscheid, 1999). While organisational 

behaviour is undoubtedly influenced at the team, leadership, and organisational level, much 

organisational functioning takes place within pervasive dyadic interactions occurring at all 

levels of the organisation (Liden et al., 2016). In reality, “the dyad is arguably the 

fundamental unit of interpersonal interaction and interpersonal relations” (Kenny et al., 

2006, p. 1). The focus of this research is dyadic entities, that is, the relationships between 

two individuals in the workplace.  

The next section gives an overview of the major theories in relationship science, with 

an emphasis on those deriving from social and organisational psychology. It aims to identify 

the core principles for understanding the characteristics and dynamics of positive workplace 

relationships in which trust is an essential component. 

 

2.3  Theories of Work Relationships 

 

While work relationships have long been one of the central themes in organisational 

behaviour studies, theories and research have developed is a somewhat fragmented manner 
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across many different research disciplines. Berscheid (1999) drew attention to the emergence 

of relationship science, emphasising the need for a multidisciplinary understanding of the 

impact of interpersonal relationship dynamics on individual cognition and affect, rather than 

studying individual phenomena in isolation. A number of calls have been made to integrate 

theories and bring more emphasis to work relationships in order to focus scholarly attention 

on the dynamics that occur between two entities, rather than on the properties of the entities 

themselves (Dutton & Ragins, 2007; Ferris et al., 2009). Relationship science does not at 

present have a single, unified theory of relationships (Finkel et al., 2017).  

  In order to provide insight into the psychology of workplace relationships, two 

established theories of close relationships (social exchange theory and interdependence 

theory) have been chosen for analysis, drawing from the organisational behaviour and 

management literatures as well as social psychology and the broader relationship science 

field. These theories were selected based on their dominance in one or more of these 

domains, their strong relational focus, and their relevance to the workplace and to close trust-

based work relationships. Each of these theories will be described below and discussed in 

relation to the current research context.  

 

2.3.1 Social Exchange Theory 

 

Social exchange theory is one of the most widely used conceptual frameworks to 

explain work relationship dynamics and outcomes (Cropanzano et al., 2017; Cropanzano & 

Mitchell, 2005). While it has origins in anthropology, sociology, and economics, it has 

become widely used in the fields of management (Colquitt & Zapata-Phelan, 2007) and 

organisational psychology (Colquitt et al., 2014). Contemporary social exchange theory is 

not a single theory, but a family of conceptual models based on the foundational works of 

Homans, Gouldner, Blau, and Emerson, among others (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; 
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Emerson, 1976). While differing at a detail level, most theorists agree that social exchange 

involves a series of interpersonal interactions between two people that generate obligations 

and interdependence, creating the potential to evolve over time into lasting high-quality 

relationships.  

In the first coining of the term social exchange, Homans (1958) explained 

interpersonal behaviour as an exchange or transfer of goods (material and non-material, such 

as symbols of approval or prestige) between two individuals motivated to maximise rewards 

and minimise costs compared to others in a group. Taking a sociological perspective, the 

focus of this theory was to explain how enduring social structures arise from the actions of 

individuals. This conceptualisation of social exchange integrated theories of economic 

science and psychology. Strongly influenced by the dominant behavioural psychology 

tradition of the time, the psychological bases within this theory of social exchange were 

restricted to operant conditioning, reinforcement and learned behaviour, placing little 

emphasis on mental states. Furthermore, it took a top-down reductionist perspective, moving 

from knowledge of group-level processes to explanation of individual interactions 

(Emerson, 1976).  

Essential to the concept of social exchange is the norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 

1960) where the giving of a benefit by one party creates an obligation in the receiving party 

to respond in kind, which drives a cycle of mutual exchanges and allows the relationship to 

develop. This theory proposes the norm of reciprocity as one of the principal components 

universally present in all value systems and moral codes, an “all-purpose moral cement” 

(Gouldner, 1960, p. 175). Motivation to reciprocate can be conceptualised as an internalised 

moral norm, a mechanism that regulates reciprocity as an exchange pattern, regardless of 

any power or status differentials between individuals. It discourages exploitation from 

unequal exchanges and contributes to a stable social system. Reciprocation is not guaranteed, 

but failure to reciprocate may result in repercussions such as distrust, damaged reputation, 
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loss of future benefits, and other sanctions. In addition to the encouragement of mutual 

positive exchanges, the negative norm of reciprocity can encourage individuals to respond 

in a negative exchange pattern. Whether positive or negative, the concept of equivalence 

applies in the exchange: the things exchanged can be identical or alike (homeomorphic 

reciprocity, or “tat for tat”) or concretely different (heteromorphic reciprocity, or “tit for 

tat”), but they should be equal in value, as perceived by the two exchange partners. While 

this theory suggests that extremes of either identical reciprocity or instances of no reciprocity 

at all are rare, perfect equivalence is thought to be less common than some amount of unequal 

exchange in practice. In addition, obligations of reciprocity can only apply where the 

individual has the ability to reciprocate.  

Peter Blau (1964) was one of first theorists to differentiate between economic 

exchange, consisting of well defined, explicit obligations, and social exchange, consisting 

of unspecified obligations and more discretionary responsibilities. As the nature of the 

obligation or exchange is unspecified, it cannot be negotiated, guaranteed, or controlled. In 

this conceptualisation, social exchange takes time to develop, as repeated voluntary 

exchanges are needed to contribute to the growth of obligation, gratitude, and trust, which 

are necessary for social exchange but not essential for the more specified economic 

exchange. A level of imbalance between exchanges can exist at any given time, passing from 

partner to partner, which signals a willingness to remain indebted for a length of time, 

positive expectation of future reciprocity, and a long-term relationship orientation. This 

theory was the first to explicitly identify trust and trustworthiness as essential elements of 

social exchange, ‘‘since there is no way to assure an appropriate return for a favor, social 

exchange requires trusting others to discharge their obligations’’ (Blau, 1964, p. 94), and 

‘‘since social exchange requires trusting others to reciprocate, the initial problem is to prove 

oneself trustworthy’’ (Blau, 1964, p. 98). However, while Blau acknowledged the 

psychological aspects of social exchange, this theory placed more emphasis on economic 
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analysis and provided less detail on the psychological components of the exchange process 

(Emerson, 1976). 

Moving beyond the behavioural reinforcement perspective of Homans and the 

rational choice perspective of Blau, an affective theory of social exchange (Lawler, 2001; 

Lawler & Thye, 1999) can explain how motivation to continue positive emotions (or avoid 

negative emotions) produced by the exchange process influences subsequent exchanges and 

generates stronger (or weaker) ties to the relationship over time. In a similar vein, Ballinger 

and Rockman (2010) propose that emotion and memory associated with important 

exchanges (anchoring events) are critical to the ongoing exchange process. These anchoring 

events, marked by extreme emotions, can change the relationship rules from reciprocity to 

nonreciprocity suddenly (via a “chute”) or gradually (via a “ladder”). This “punctuated-

equilibrium” can explain nonreciprocal exchanges such as those based on altruism, 

competition, and revenge. Asymmetric relationships can endure over time in a nonreciprocal 

state because of the strength of memory of the initial affective response.  

Social exchange theory has been operationalised using a wide variety of indicators 

to capture the linkage between some benefit (such as justice) and some reciprocating 

behaviour (such as citizenship). These exchange indicators include: fairness perceptions 

(Colquitt et al., 2013; Rupp et al., 2014); perceived organisational support (Kurtessis et al., 

2017; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002); psychological contract fulfilment (Bal et al., 2008; 

Coyle-Shapiro et al., 2019; Zhao et al., 2007); and trust (Coyle-Shapiro & Diehl, 2018; 

Nienaber et al., 2015b). Organisational citizenship behaviour and motivation to be a “good 

soldier” (Organ, 1988) was one of the first phenomena to be considered from the perspective 

of social exchange theory. It has since been examined extensively as an outcome of social 

exchange relationships (Ilies et al., 2007), at both the organisational level (e.g., Konovsky & 

Pugh, 1994) and the dyadic level (e.g., Settoon & Mossholder, 2002). As well as explaining 
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positive exchange patterns evident in most employees, social exchange theory has also been 

used to explain negative workplace behaviours (see meta-analysis from Greco et al., 2019). 

Despite the popularity of social exchange theory in management and organisational 

psychology fields, it has been criticised for conceptual ambiguity and lack of sufficient 

theoretical precision (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). As an extremely broad conceptual 

framework, it can be applied to almost any pattern of social behaviour, but several issues 

have been identified (Cropanzano et al., 2017). First, the lack of detail in social exchange 

theory has led to the development of a myriad of constructs that often conceptually and 

empirically overlap. The wide range of exchange indicators has been interpreted as a lack of 

consensus about how to measure social exchange relationships, and many of the scales used 

have been criticised for not capturing the relational and reciprocal essence of social exchange 

(Bernerth et al., 2007; Colquitt et al., 2014). In contrast, scales which emphasise the original 

characteristics described by Blau (1964) such as mutual obligation, mutual trust, mutual 

commitment, and mutual significance have been shown to be the most content-valid 

indicators of social exchange (Colquitt at al., 2014).  

Second, many of the constructs operationalised within a social exchange framework 

have been conceptualised as exclusively positive (e.g., organisational citizenship behaviour) 

or exclusively negative (e.g., counterproductive work behaviour), which can be over 

simplistic (Cropanzano et al., 2017). The possibility of dual positive and negative behaviour, 

as opposed to a single continuum from positive to negative, has been highlighted. Many 

constructs have both positive and negative manifestations, which tend to be negatively 

correlated to some degree but remain distinguishable from one another, where the absence 

of a positive construct does not necessarily imply the presence of a negative construct (e.g., 

justice and injustice, trust and distrust). In addition, the evaluation of positive or negative 

valence can vary depending on the viewpoint taken (e.g., what a supervisor might classify 

as undesirable counterproductive work behaviour could be the best response from an 
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employee self-interest perspective). Similar to the need to recognise the complex and 

ambivalent nature of relationships (Methot et al., 2017), social exchange research should 

attempt to capture the perspectives of all the exchange participants as well as the 

complexities of dual behaviours (Cropanzano et al., 2017). 

Third, it has been pointed out that much social exchange theory emphasises 

transactions rather than relationships (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Furthermore, social 

exchange theory does not adequately distinguish between initiating actions and relational 

and behavioural reciprocating responses (Cropanzano et al., 2017). An exception is the work 

of Clark and Mills (1979, 1993), which emphasised social exchange relationships, 

distinguishing between exchange relationships involving economic exchanges that are 

motivated by personal self-interest, and communal relationships involving socioemotional 

exchanges, motivated by responding to the needs of the other party. While exchange 

relationships could be considered more applicable to a business context, and communal 

relationships more applicable to a family or friendship context, the distinction is not explicit, 

as one can develop into or coexist with the other (e.g., Methot at al., 2016).  

Despite the issues and gaps in social exchange theory, it remains a useful and popular 

theoretical framework to examine workplace relationship dynamics. However, it has been 

suggested that organisational behaviour literature is over-reliant on social exchange theory 

(e.g., trust literature, Nienaber et al., 2015b), and that other theories should be considered 

which may address some of its limitations. Interdependence theory (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; 

Thibaut & Kelley, 1959) is a more developed theory that conceptualises interpersonal 

interactions as social exchange in a similar manner to the theories of Homans and Blau, but 

in contrast, has a stronger psychological foundation (Emerson, 1976). By developing the 

psychological bases of social exchange, with a core focus lasting dyadic relationships 

characterised by interdependence between the parties, interdependence theory has developed 
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into one of the most influential theories of close relationships (Finkel et al., 2017), and is 

covered in the next section. 

 

2.3.2 Interdependence Theory 

 

Interdependence theory (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959) is 

recognised as one of the major relationship theories within social psychology (Finkel et al., 

2017). Interdependence theory is very broad, incorporating many of the classic theories in 

social psychology that address how social interactions shape both interpersonal and 

intrapersonal processes (Van Lange & Balliet, 2015). As one of the oldest relationship 

theories, with origins in the close relationship literature, interdependence theory was heavily 

influenced by early social psychology research on group dynamics (Lewin, 1936; 1948), 

game theory (Luce & Raiffa, 1957) and by social exchange theory (Homans, 1958). Over 

time it has developed into a comprehensive theory of social interaction (Kelley et al., 1983, 

2003; Van Lange & Balliet, 2015), and is recognised as a major overarching theory in 

relationship science (Finkel & Simpson, 2015). Although not commonly applied in 

organisational research, it has been proposed as a key theory of context which can explain 

in a systematic way how the interpersonal context affects social behaviour within 

organisations (Johns, 2017; 2018). In recent times, attention has been drawn to the potential 

for interdependence theory to extend understanding of a variety of workplace relationships 

(e.g., Eby & Robertson, 2020; Thomas et al., 2013). 

Interdependence theory suggests that the nature of a relationship between two people, 

and the interactions they experience, can be explained by the extent of their dependence on 

one another, and the ways in which the individual characteristics of each relationship partner 

interact within that social context. Thus, the extent to which one person’s outcomes 

(including their experiences, thoughts, emotions, motives, behaviour) are influenced not 
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only by themselves but also by another person in a specific context, is at the core of 

interdependence theory. Interdependence theory recognises actor effects (the effect of party 

A’s attributes on their own outcomes, partner effects (the effect of party B’s attributes on 

party A’s outcomes), and joint effects (the interaction of party A and party B attributes on 

party A’s outcomes). Most psychological theories adopt a within-person perspective, 

whereas interdependence theory offers “an important antidote to this actor-focused bias” 

(Rusbult & Van Lange, 2008, p. 2049). 

Interdependence theory analyses relationships within four primary principles 

covering structure, transformation, interaction, and adaptation (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978). 

The first principle of interdependence (structure) refers to the importance of understanding 

six situational dimensions of the relationship: the degree of dependence; mutuality of 

dependence; basis of dependence; covariation of interests; temporal structure; and 

information availability (Kelley et al., 2003; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978). Firstly, the degree of 

dependence refers to the level of reliance on a relationship partner. The extent to which one 

partner’s outcomes are influenced by the other partner’s actions can range from high actor 

control (where a partner can independently obtain good outcomes irrespective of the other’s 

actions) to partner control (where a partner’s outcomes are fully or partially determined by 

the actions of the other partner). Secondly, mutuality of dependence refers to the degree to 

which two partners are equally dependent on one another. The theory suggests that 

relationships with mutual levels of dependence are more stable and less demanding on 

partners. Nonmutual dependence can lead to different power levels, with the more 

independent partner having more responsibility and control in the relationship, and the more 

dependent partner having to make more accommodations and being more vulnerable in the 

relationship. Thirdly, basis of dependence refers to the ways in which each partner influences 

the other, ranging from unilateral action to shared coordination, and is influenced by the 

balance of dependence between the partners. The fourth dimension, covariation of interests, 
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refers to the degree to which individual partner outcomes correspond or conflict. Interactions 

leading to good outcomes for both partners are characterised by positive cognitions and 

emotions, cooperation and trust, whereas interactions with conflicting interests are 

characterised by negative cognitions and emotions, competition and distrust.  

The final two dimensions of situational structure were added to interdependence 

theory at a later stage (Kelley et al., 2003). The fifth dimension, temporal structure, 

highlights the changing nature of interaction over time which can unfold somewhat passively 

as the relationship develops or can be the result of active choices made by each partner. 

Temporal structure is also a key influence on motivation to cooperate or persist, which is 

more likely in a long-term high-dependence relationship than in a short-term low-

dependence relationship (Van Lange & Balliet, 2015). The final structural dimension refers 

to the level of information available to each partner in the relationship concerning the 

motivations and goals of both parties, and the behavioural impact on the outcomes for each 

party. This can be based on information exchange between partners, or on prior relationship 

experiences and individual dispositions. These six structural or situational dimensions 

influence and constrain the behaviour of partners in an interdependent relationship. They can 

be combined to explain common or prototypical relationships and situations (Kelley et al., 

2003).  

The second principle of interdependence (transformation) addresses individual 

affective and cognitive processes, driven by interaction goals. It emphasises the 

psychological process of transformation, whereby relationship partners consider behavioural 

choices and consequences for themselves and their partner. Psychological transformation is 

a form of motivational change or self-regulation, moving from immediate self-interest to 

concern for a partner’s welfare and longer-term relationship goals. The process of 

transformation is driven by individual cognition and affect, and influenced by the first 

principle of situation structure, in addition to individual dispositions, values, goals, and prior 
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experiences. In familiar or low-risk situations, transformation can be habitual and 

unconscious, whereas in unfamiliar or high-risk situations it can be a more conscious and 

explicit process. Transformation relies on self-presentation processes, involving the 

communication by each partner of their goals, values, motives, and dispositions, and 

attribution processes, involving the interpretation of these signals and an assessment of their 

implications (Kelley et al., 2003; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978).  

 The third principle of interdependence (interaction) ascertains that social interaction 

patterns are a function or consequence of both the situation and the two individual partners 

within the relationship. In other words, interaction is unique to each relationship arising from 

the situational context and the individual profile of each party. In interdependence theory, 

interpersonal orientations are considered to be as meaningful as intrapersonal orientations 

(Rusbult & van Lange, 2003). Interpersonal preferences include prosocial orientations 

benefitting others such as altruism and cooperation, and antisocial orientations such as 

individualism, competition, and aggression, driven by self-interest.  

The final principle of interdependence (adaptation) proposes that repeated 

interactions result in stable patterns within a relationship. Repeated experience in similar 

situations results in habitual response tendencies. Adaptation arises from a social learning 

process, with experience promoting longer term orientations in relationships that provide 

desired outcomes. The theory proposes that adaptation is influenced by individual stable 

dispositions, individual relationship-specific orientations, and social norms (Rusbult & Van 

Lange, 2003).  

Strengths of interdependence theory include the provision of a taxonomic framework 

for the analysis of social interactions between two people, the inclusion of the psychological 

transformation concept which contrasts with models of rational self-interest, and the 

acknowledgement of the long-term nature of relationships (Rusbult & Van Lange, 2003). 

However, interdependence theory does not identify an overarching need that drives 
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behaviour, as it assumes that these are diverse and unique to individuals and situations. It 

does recognise that some needs and outcomes are pervasive and universally desired (material 

outcomes) reflecting similarity between people, while others are more particular to 

individuals (personal outcomes) reflecting dissimilarity between people (Rusbult & Van 

Lange, 2003; Van Lange and Balliet, 2015). It also acknowledges that reliance on another 

presents positive or negative “affordances”, features of a situation that interact with personal 

dispositions to motivate behaviour (Gibson, 1977; Holmes, 2002). Affordances include 

levels of comfort or discomfort with dependence or independence, preferences for leading 

or following, and levels of self-interest versus prosocial motives.  

Other theories have theoretically extended and complemented interdependence 

theory, bringing more focus on the motivational processes that explain why people actively 

choose interaction and develop interdependent relationships. For example, the investment 

model of interdependence (Rusbult, 1980; Rusbult & Buunk, 1993) focusses on commitment 

within a relationship which is influenced by three key features: relationship satisfaction 

level, availability of alternatives, and level of investment. Although initially developed in 

the context of close personal relationships, it was also applied to workplace commitment 

(Rusbult & Farrell, 1983). The risk regulation model (Murray & Holmes, 2009; Murray et 

al., 2006) has also been influenced by interdependence theory and advocates trust as the 

psychological precondition for commitment within a relationship. Central to this theory is 

the principle of perceived partner responsiveness (Reis, 2007; Reis & Gable, 2015), defined 

as the belief that relationship partners understand and behaviourally support each other. 

Perceptions of partner responsiveness is thought to be a precondition for self-disclosure, 

which can develop close bonds between partners in a mutual and reciprocal process 

(Laurenceau et al., 1998; Reis & Shaver, 1988).  

Although interdependence theory has been used to explain a wide variety of 

relationship phenomena, few studies directly test the theory. Evidence for the theory’s 
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propositions often draws on research conducted for other purposes (e.g., the prototypical 

situations covered by Kelley et al., 2003). Furthermore, most empirical research utilising 

interdependence theory comes from studies of close personal relationships, and its 

application to organisational research is relatively uncommon at present. The most common 

aspect of the theory used in empirical studies is the investment model (Rusbult, 1980). Meta-

analytic research has found the three features of this model (relationship satisfaction, 

availability of alternatives, level of investment) to be strong predictors of relationship 

commitment, although more so in close personal relationships than in job or organisational 

commitment (Le & Agnew, 2003). Subsequent studies have used the principles of the 

investment model to understand employee attitudes to organisational change (van Dam, 

2005), supervisor incivility (Madlock & Dillow, 2012); and high-quality leader–member 

exchange relationships (Loignon et al., 2019; Radulovic et al., 2019).  

One possible explanation for this lack of empirical application of interdependence 

theory could be methodological limitations, as statistical techniques for testing aspects of 

interdependence have been slow to develop. These methods are described in detail in the 

methodology section of this thesis. One dominant method is the actor-partner 

interdependence mode (Kenny, 1996; Kenny et al., 2006), which, although not directly based 

on interdependence theory, has many commonalities and has become synonymous with 

dyadic analysis in which statistical interdependence is fundamental. As a result of the 

immaturity of the statistical methods, much research examining aspects of relationship 

interdependence has utilised a piecemeal approach, testing only some components of 

interdependence (Wickham & Knee, 2012). Furthermore, the comprehensiveness of 

interdependence theory brings with it an amount of complexity, and much empirical work 

utilises sub-theories of relationships rather than interdependence theory itself (Reis & 

Arriaga, 2015).  



33 

The potential of interdependence theory to provide a deeper understanding of trust 

has been highlighted (Rusbult & Van Lange, 2008). From this perspective, trust is a 

relationship-specific adaptation based on the responsiveness and concern demonstrated by a 

partner. Interdependence variables such as commitment, pro-relationship acts, and trust have 

been found to interact in a model of mutual cyclical growth in which, firstly, dependence 

promotes commitment to the relationship, which in turn promotes pro-relationship acts, 

which are subsequently perceived favourably by the partner leading to enhanced trust and 

fostering further dependence in the relationship (Wieselquist et al., 1999). Interdependence 

theory has also been used in a meta-analysis by Balliet and Van Lange (2013) to explain the 

relationships between trust, conflict, and cooperation. Trust can be considered as an 

interpersonal mechanism or process which can explain how interdependence functions 

within a relationship and how it influences the behaviours and outcomes of both parties.  

The fact that interdependence theory focuses less on the specifics of a situation and 

instead emphasises the underlying abstract situational structures and processes has been 

proposed as one the key reasons it has become an overarching model of relationships, 

integrating and complementing many more specific sub-theories (Rusbult & van Lange, 

2003). A unique aspect of interdependence theory is that it addresses how two interacting 

people influence each other. Interdependence theory has endured, growing in scope and 

influence, and has become one of social psychology’s most comprehensive theories (Reis & 

Arriaga, 2015). It has been suggested that a more theoretically integrated approach to 

research in personal relationships could result in interdependence theory becoming the 

unifying theory of personal relationships (Reis, 2007). Interdependence theory is a very 

flexible framework for analysing interpersonal interactions and can be combined with other 

theoretical perspectives.  

An application of interdependence theory to the study of trust can provide a superior 

framework to understand the interactive influence of both parties within a relationship and 
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can offer a deeper understanding of the situational aspects of the trust process. Trust is 

fundamentally dyadic, reciprocal, contextual, and dynamic, in that Party A trusts Party B 

(and vice versa) to do X in a specific situational context, and trust can change over time 

(Mayer et al., 1995; Rousseau et al., 1998). Interdependence theory provides a 

comprehensive taxonomic framework that includes the interaction of both parties within a 

given situation and over time within an ongoing relationship. This framework offers a way 

to analyse and understand the underlying psychological factors that influence interpersonal 

interactions and is thus exceedingly suited to the analysis of interpersonal trust dynamics.  

 

2.3.3 Summary of Work Relationship Theories  

 

This section presented two major theories to explain the nature of workplace 

relationships. These theories were selected based on their dominance in the organisational 

behaviour and management literature as well as social psychology and the broader 

relationship science field. They each have deep interpersonal roots and have been shown to 

be relevant to close trust-based relationships within organisations.  

Firstly, drawing from the applied psychology literature, social exchange theory 

(Blau, 1964; Gouldner, 1960; Homans, 1958) was explored. This is one of the most widely 

used theories in organisational behaviour research and has been the dominant theory in trust 

research to date. It focuses on the nature of social exchange transactions. Secondly, drawing 

from the field of social psychology, interdependence theory (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978) was 

reviewed. This is a comprehensive theory of social interaction describing the structure, 

transformation, interaction, and adaptation aspects of relationships.  

Several other theoretical perspectives have been influential in relationship science. 

For example, attachment theory (Ainsworth et al., 1978; Bowlby, 1982) is an influential 
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theory of personality and relationships, but psychodynamic models are not popular in 

organisational behaviour studies, where the five-factor trait model of personality is 

predominant (Harms, 2011). In addition, several major trust reviews did not identify 

attachment styles as antecedents to trust (Baer & Colquitt, 2018; Colquitt et al., 2007; Dirks 

& Ferrin, 2002), and it is not used in the current study. The desire for social connections and 

relationships is considered a basic human need (Baumeister & Leary, 1995), and various 

evolutionary theories have been used to examine close relationships (Finkel & Simpson, 

2015). However, evolutionary psychology is not commonly applied in the organisational 

behaviour setting. Equally, many more specific mid-level theories can be applied to the 

examination of relationships, but they can fit within and extend both social exchange theory 

and interdependence theory.  

   While there is no single overarching theory of relationships, several common themes 

have been identified, and social exchange theory and interdependence theory can be 

considered complementary rather than conflicting (Finkel et al., 2017). Taken together, these 

theories explain how individuals interact with others, which results in unique patterns of 

thought, feeling, and behaviours. The dispositions of both partners (such as their traits, 

motives and needs) and their perceptions about each other influence the dynamics of the 

overall relationship. Each theoretical perspective offers insight on the dynamics of 

interpersonal interactions in the context of this research and highlights areas of potential 

interest for studying the role of trust within dyadic workplace relationships. Together, these 

theories can extend our understanding of the depth and complexity of relationships in general 

and of workplace relationships.  

That said, a greater integration across theories in relationship science would be 

desirable (Finkel et al., 2017). While dyadic work relationships are gaining the attention of 

both organisations and researchers (e.g., Korsgaard et al., 2015), conceptual and 

methodological challenges have hampered theoretical integration and empirical dyadic 
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research (e.g., Gooty & Yammarino, 2011; Krasikova & LeBreton, 2012; Tse & Ashkanasy, 

2015). Finkel et al. (2017) call for theoretical integration to reduce redundancy and for 

clearer identification of conflicts across theories to drive relationship science forward. 

Extending this to the field of organisational psychology, as the field matures an integration 

of theories should deepen theoretical and practical understanding of workplace relationships 

and help bring about more fulfilling and effective relationships within organisations. The 

adoption of interdependence theory in this study, in addition to social exchange theory, also 

answers the call from trust researchers to integrate theory from other disciplines into trust 

research (Dirks et al., 2022). 

 

2.4  Work Relationships in Top Management Teams  

 

A team can be defined as “an arrangement of people brought together to accomplish 

one or more common goals, are interdependent, and function in organizational contexts” 

(Mathieu et al., 2017, p. 461). In a more extended definition (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006, p. 

79), a team can be defined as “(a) two or more individuals who (b) socially interact (face-to-

face or, increasingly, virtually); (c) possess one or more common goals; (d) are brought 

together to perform organisationally relevant tasks; (e) exhibit interdependencies with 

respect to workflow, goals, and outcomes; (f) have different roles and responsibilities; and 

(g) are together embedded in an encompassing organisational system, with boundaries and 

linkages to the broader system context and task environment”. More particularly, definitions 

and characteristics of top management teams (TMTs) vary widely (Krause et al., 2022). 

TMTs have commonly been described as the top tier of an organisation (Chair, CEO, CFO, 

COO, etc.), but can also include the second tier (senior VPs), the third tier (other VPs), and 

the board of directors (Certo et al., 2006). While TMT membership is often indicated by title 

or position, in practice it can include any senior manager who has an influence on 



37 

organisational decisions that are strategic in nature (Carpenter et al., 2004; Krause et al., 

2022).  

Although interactions within top management teams are considered of critical 

importance, most research conceptualises the TMT as an aggregate entity, and research on 

the relationships between TMT members is still relatively sparse (Menz, 2012; Krause et al., 

2022). The majority of the TMT research literature has been limited to the examinations of 

TMT composition, especially the relationship between heterogeneity of member 

demographic attributes and organisation performance, but findings have been mixed or 

inconsistent (Bell et al., 2011; Carpenter et al., 2004; Certo et al., 2006; Nielson, 2010). The 

perspective that TMT member characteristics (such as background, experience, personality, 

and values) are positively and significantly associated with strategic decisions and firm 

performance is largely based on the theory of upper echelons (Hambrick, 2007; Hambrick 

& Mason, 1984). This theory argues that strategic leadership is a key function of the TMT 

as a whole rather than the individual CEO, propelling the team to be the dominant level of 

analysis in TMT research. Although some leadership research has examined the role of the 

CEO as an individual leader interacting with the TMT (e.g., Carmeli et al., 2011; Colbert et 

al., 2014; Lin & Rababah, 2014; Ling et al., 2008), many leadership scholars have argued 

that traditional, top-down models of leadership are no longer adequate in the context of 

TMTs, emphasising models of shared leadership (Pearce & Manz, 2005). Similarly, strategic 

leadership has been defined as “the functions performed by individuals at the top levels of 

an organization (CEOs, TMT members, Directors, General Managers) that are intended to 

have strategic consequences for the firm” (Samimi et al., 2022).  

Core to upper echelons theory is the concept of behavioural integration, the degree 

to which a TMT interacts collaboratively, sharing information, resources, and decisions. A 

small number of studies have shown that behavioural integration is positively associated 

with organisational performance (e.g., Boone & Hendriks, 2009; Carmeli, 2008; Carmeli & 
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Schaubroeck, 2006; Carmeli et al., 2011), but empirical research on behavioural integration 

within TMTs is relatively scarce (Simsek et al., 2005). In fact, practitioners seem to have 

significantly more insight into TMT behavioural integration patterns than academic 

researchers (Krause et al., 2022). Challenges with access to TMT members, combined with 

lack of integration with the broader team literature, have been suggested as reasons why 

researchers have not gained a good understanding of TMT processes and evidence has been 

“slow to accumulate” (Barrick et al., 2007, p. 544). While the ease of access to demographic 

indicators has generated substantial evidence that they are highly related to TMT 

performance, they do not give a deep understanding of the psychological and social 

processes that are driving TMT behaviour (Hambrick, 2007). Demographic indicators can 

be considered as methodologically convenient proxies representing more complex, 

inaccessible constructs, but have inherent limitations (Carpenter et al., 2004; Priem et al., 

1999). Deeper investigation of the “relational black box” of top management teams (Neeley 

et al., 2020) is required in order to gain a richer understanding of how interpersonal dynamics 

operate and contribute to successful individual and organisational outcomes. 

In contrast to upper echelons theory, the macro-level institutional theory (DiMaggio 

& Powell, 1983) suggests that TMTs have little differentiating effect because organisations 

are subject to isomorphic pressures, drawing on the same resource pools which results in 

increasing similarity among peer organisations over time. However, it has been argued that 

isomorphic pressure has reduced in recent times, that organisations are increasingly 

heterogeneous and can be differentiated by an effective TMT which has strong intra-team 

relationships supported by collaborative behaviours (Hambrick, 2007; Hambrick et al., 

2004). 

Top management teams are a good source to examine dyadic relationships, as they 

vary widely in terms of interdependence between members. In some TMTs members are 

highly interdependent, whereas in others, members operate largely independently (Barrick 
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et al., 2007; Hambrick et al., 2015). Within some TMTs, older and more experienced 

members can be more involved in decision-making, acting as “counselors” 

(Eisenhardt,1989). TMTs can consist of a “stable core group” combined with a “dynamic 

periphery”, where some members interact more frequently and are more involved in strategic 

decision making, although this can vary depending on the decision subject matter (Roberto, 

2003). 

 Interdependence in the team literature has been conceptualised in a variety of ways. 

A recent meta-analysis (Courtright et al., 2015)  has identified two broad forms of structural 

interdependence within teams: task interdependence, the degree to which task work is 

designed so that members depend upon one another for access to critical resources and create 

workflows that require coordinated action; and outcome interdependence, which refers to 

the degree to which the outcomes of task work are measured, rewarded, and communicated 

at the group level so as to emphasise collective outputs rather than individual contributions. 

In a TMT context, Hambrick et al. (2015) identified three facets of structural 

interdependence:  horizontal interdependence (the degree to which members’ tasks and 

responsibilities bear on each other); vertical interdependence (the degree to which members 

are hierarchical peers, recognising that some TMTs include individuals of varying ranks); 

and reward interdependence (the degree to which members receive payoffs for collective 

accomplishment).  

In the broader team literature, interdependence has been found to positively relate to 

performance, evidenced by several meta-analyses. Task interdependence primarily impacts 

team performance through task-focused team functioning involving transition/action 

processes and collective efficacy, whereas outcome interdependence primarily influences 

team performance through relationship-focused team functioning involving interpersonal 

processes and cohesion (Courtright et al., 2015). Interdependence has also been identified as 

a significant moderator of key relationships between team performance and a number of 
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team constructs such as team efficacy (Gully et al., 2002), team cohesion (Beal et al., 2003), 

teamwork processes (LePine et al., 2008), team cognition (DeChurch & Mesmer-Magnus, 

2010) and intra-team trust (de Jong et al., 2016). Goal interdependence and team cohesion 

have been found to relate positively to team innovation (Hülsheger et al., 2009). 

Similarly, in the TMT literature, structural interdependence between TMT members 

has been linked to higher firm performance, indicating that TMT members who interact 

extensively with each other and have joint outcomes achieve optimal firm performance 

(Barrick et al., 2007). However, while the most effective TMT relationships are highly 

interdependent, low interdependence between members can also be effective in certain 

contexts, depending on the amount of commonality in tasks, goals, and rewards (Barrick et 

al., 2007). Structural interdependence has been found to moderate the positive relationship 

between TMT tenure heterogeneity and TMT turnover as well as firm performance 

(Hambrick et al., 2015). In other words, diversity in TMT tenure is positively associated 

with both TMT departures (as a result of dislike, distrust, etc.) and with high firm 

performance (as a result of diversity driving increased innovation), even more so in both 

cases when structural interdependence is higher. The general theme in the TMT literature is 

that interdependence between team members is critical to the success of the firm.  

In contrast to structural interdependence, the conceptualisation of interdependence 

as a psychological phenomenon (similar to that of Thibaut and Kelley discussed in a previous 

section) is rare in the TMT literature. Studies of intra-TMT interactions have generally 

focussed on collective team processes such as communication and conflict (Bromiley & Rau, 

2016), and on team emergent states such as group potency (e.g., Clark & Maggitti, 2012), 

team cohesion (e.g., Ensley et al., 2002), and team resilience (e.g., Carmeli et al., 2013).  

A small number of TMT studies have taken a relational perspective and highlighted 

trust as an important emergent state in TMTs that are characterised by high levels of 

interdependence between members. Trust within TMTs has been shown to enable learning 



41 

from failures, leading to higher strategic decision quality (Carmeli et al., 2013). Relational 

behaviours including collaboration, information sharing, and displays of mutual respect 

foster a climate of psychological safety (a concept closely related to trust) which is necessary 

for learning. CEO relational leadership nurtures trust among TMT members, cultivating an 

environment of reciprocity, and increases the probability that members will engage in and 

form quality relationships among themselves. Intragroup trust within TMTs has been found 

to improve the positive affect of TMT cognitive diversity and task conflict on strategic 

decision making (Olson et al., 2007). Furthermore, TMT trust has been shown to prevent 

task (cognitive) conflict from escalating into relationship (affective) conflict (Simons & 

Peterson, 2000). This is an important outcome of trust between TMT members, because 

while cognitive conflict has been found to be associated with good decision making, TMT 

affective conflict has been associated with poor decision making (Amason, 1996; De Wit et 

al., 2012). 

A recent review of team effectiveness research has called for the increased 

consideration of the dynamic features of teams, including the exploration of how emergent 

states (such as trust) form and develop over time (Mathieu et al., 2019; Mathieu et al., 2017). 

Team emergent states unfold across levels (individual to dyadic to team) over time 

(Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). While researchers are increasingly examining work teams using 

a social network perspective, it is recognised that dyadic relations are the building blocks of 

team interactions (Park et al., 2020). Humphrey and Aime (2014) argue for an increased 

emphasis on microdynamics in team research, suggesting that the predominantly static and 

collectivist approach to team research does not adequately consider the essentially relational 

and dynamic nature of teams. A multilevel, multi-theoretical, and multiperiod framework 

(such as that provided in the current study) may provide new insights into workplace 

behaviours.  

 



42 

2.5  Work Relationships in Small and Medium-sized Enterprises 

 

TMT research has been conducted mainly on large firms, which has led to a limited 

understanding about TMT processes in smaller organisational settings. Small and medium-

sized enterprises (SMEs) are typically classified as privately held firms with no more than 

250 employees (OECD, 2023). While TMT processes in larger firms can be additionally 

influenced by more complex organisational systems and governance mechanisms, TMTs in 

SMEs can provide a less complicated setting for the examination of interpersonal dynamics. 

Similar to the role of TMTs in larger firms, the importance of TMT behavioural integration 

in an SME context has been demonstrated (Simsek et al., 2005). The influence of behavioural 

integration on SME TMT behaviours such as ambidexterity (exploration of new 

opportunities as well as exploitation of existing competencies) and its impact on firm 

performance have also been supported (Lubatkin et al., 2006). In addition, external prestige 

perceptions have been found to be positively associated with TMT collective identification 

and behavioural integration in SMEs (Carmeli & Shteigman, 2010).  

Entrepreneurship research can be a valuable source of evidence on SME dynamics, 

where, similar to the general strategic management literature, the trend has moved from 

studying individual entrepreneurs to team-based entrepreneurship (new venture teams) and 

shared leadership. Even more than SMEs, new venture TMTs offer great potential to 

examine the development of interpersonal dynamics, as they can be less constrained by 

organisational influences, have less established social norms, and have high levels of 

managerial discretion and wide latitudes of action (Ensley et al., 2006). However, most 

entrepreneurship research on TMTs has followed the lead of upper echelons research and 

has been overly dependent on publicly available demographic data to measure differences 

in the characteristics and composition of new venture teams (Klotz et al., 2014). Some 

progress has been made, particularly in the areas of team conflict, team cohesion, and shared 

cognition (e.g., Ensley & Pearce, 2001; Ensley et al., 2002). However, while the new venture 
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team literature has progressed in understanding collective cognitions, affective emergent 

states (such as trust) in new venture TMTs remain understudied (Klotz et al., 2014). 

Difficulties with access to TMTs in both established SMEs and new venture firms is 

undoubtedly a constraining factor for researchers, but in consequence most research to date 

is subject to the same limitations as the broader TMT literature (Priem et al., 1999). 

Understanding the role of trust in TMT work relationships is valuable to both 

established SMEs and entrepreneurial new venture firms who would like to foster trust as a 

way of bringing about behavioural integration, cooperation, information sharing, and joint 

decision making amongst TMT members. The trustworthiness signals displayed by 

entrepreneurs have been connected with the level of investment they receive (Maxwell & 

Lévesque, 2014), but interpersonal trust processes within new venture TMTs is less 

understood. Entrepreneurship contexts present a promising area for trust research, as both 

concepts share a common theme of uncertainty and ambiguity (Li, 2013).  

Finally, there are also important practical reasons to study SME top management 

teams. SMEs are a vital component of most economies, driving job creation and economic 

growth. Across the European Union there are 25 million SMEs providing 95 million jobs, 

accounting for 99.8% of all business enterprises, and providing 66% of all jobs in the non-

financial business economy (European Commission, 2019a, p. 8). In Ireland, the setting for 

this research, SMEs play a particularly important role in terms of employment, where 

263,000 SMEs provide over 1 million jobs, accounting for 70% of all jobs in the non-

financial business economy (European Commission, 2019b, p. 2). Despite their importance, 

SMEs tend to be overlooked by management scholars because they are so difficult to access. 

Research on SME top management team relationships will contribute to reducing the 

significant gap in understanding of this important sector.  
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2.6  Chapter summary 

 

This chapter provided a discussion of work relationships as the context of this 

research. In particular, the core concept of reciprocity at the heart of relationships was 

highlighted, and attention was drawn to interpersonal trust as a key influence in relationship 

development and maintenance. The chapter presented two dominant theories of work 

relationships (social exchange theory and interdependence theory) which aim to describe 

and explain the dynamics and outcomes of interpersonal interactions in the workplace. In 

addition, empirical evidence from existing work relationship literature was explored. 

Finally, the application of relationship theory to the current research sample, which is top 

management teams in small and medium-sized enterprises, was examined, along with 

empirical research in these settings. This chapter provides an insight into the setting of the 

current research with the aim of contextualising the theoretical contributions to the trust 

literature, which is covered in the next chapter. 

 

 
 

 

  



45 

3.  Interpersonal Trust 

 

3.1  Introduction 

 

Trust within a relationship is based on the trust one partner has in another. This 

individual-level, interpersonal construct is the building block of dyadic trust, which is the 

focus of this research. For this reason, the key components of interpersonal trust at the 

individual level will first be reviewed in this chapter before taking a two-sided dyadic 

perspective in the next chapter. This chapter reviews the literature relating to interpersonal 

trust with a concentration on the relational nature of trust between two people within the 

workplace, and more specifically, in coworker relationships within organisations. 

The concept of interpersonal trust has its roots in classical philosophy and “the 

phenomenon of trust is probably as old as the earliest forms of human association” 

(Möllering et al., 2004, p. 557). In more recent times, social scientists, psychologists, and 

management scholars have identified trust as a key part of social relationships (e.g., Deutsch, 

1960, Rotter, 1967, Zand, 1972). Seminal publications in the field of management in the mid 

1990s (e.g., Kramer & Tyler, 1996; Mayer et al., 1995, McAllister, 1995, Rousseau et al., 

1998) laid the foundation for the study of trust within organisations as a central topic of 

interest. Since then, trust has become established as a core concept in the study of 

organisational behaviour and interpersonal relationships within organisations, and numerous 

theoretical and empirical studies have been published (Dirks & de Jong, 2022). 

The growth of interest in interpersonal trust within organisations can be explained to 

some extent by the changing nature of work in recent times. Modern work design has moved 

from predominantly task-based, independent, stable job roles within organisational 

hierarchies to more rapidly changing, knowledge-based, interdependent work within flatter 

organisational structures (Grant & Parker, 2009). Thus, the increasing levels of role 

interdependence between workers has led to a greater emphasis on the importance of high-
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quality work relationships. Trust has been identified as a common work relationship 

dimension in several work relationship theories and the role of trust as a social mechanism 

to facilitate good interpersonal interactions has increasingly been recognised (Ferris et al., 

2009). 

The growth of interest in the study of trust within organisational contexts can 

additionally be explained by the mounting evidence that higher levels of trust have important 

benefits for both organisations and individuals. Several meta-analyses have provided 

evidence regarding the relationship between trust and a wide variety of desirable work 

outcomes across a range of organisational settings (for a review, see Dirks & de Jong, 2022). 

Trust has been linked to higher performance (at both individual and team level), to increases 

in desirable work behaviours (organisational citizenship, knowledge sharing and learning, 

employee retention), and to key work attitudes (job satisfaction, affective commitment, 

organisational identification). While most meta-analytic studies address trust at the 

individual and the team level, one meta-analysis (Kong et al., 2014) examined dyadic trust 

outcomes. Specifically, Kong and colleagues reviewed trust research within a negotiation 

context and found that trust increased integrative behaviours that benefited joint outcomes 

and decreased distributive behaviours that prioritised self-interest. Empirical dyadic trust 

studies have mainly focused on relationship quality and cooperative behaviour outcomes 

arising from trust between two parties in a work relationship (Korsgaard et al., 2015; 

Korsgaard, 2018). 

Trust has been found to be essential for all types of work relationships, including 

leaders and followers (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002), team workers (de Jong et al., 2016), negotiators 

(Kong et al., 2014), mentors and proteges (Ghosh, 2014), job applicants and recruiters (Klotz 

et al., 2013), and organisational newcomers (Schaubroeck et al., 2013; van der Werff & 

Buckley, 2017). In the era of flatter organisational structures and increasing role 

interdependence, several studies have highlighted the importance of trust between 
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coworkers, both in general as a group (e.g., Chughtai & Buckley, 2013; Colquitt et al., 2011; 

Ferres et al., 2004; Settoon & Mossholder, 2002; Tan & Lim, 2009; van der Werff & 

Buckley, 2017) and trust in a specific coworker (e.g., Alexopoulous & Buckley, 2013; 

Chung & Jackson, 2011; Dirks & Skarlicki, 2009; Ferrin et al., 2006; Lau & Liden, 2008; 

McAllister, 1995). These studies highlight both the increasingly important role of coworker 

relationships for organisations and the importance of dyadic trust as a feature of effective 

coworker relationships. 

This chapter aims to provide an overview of the theoretical foundations of 

interpersonal trust and the supporting evidence from empirical studies. It begins by defining 

interpersonal trust and its key features. It then identifies and discusses the key antecedents 

of interpersonal trust. The final sections of this chapter discuss key outcomes of trust, with 

a particular emphasis on relational outcomes directed at the other party.  

 

3.2 Interpersonal Trust Definition 

 

Several conceptualisations and definitions of interpersonal trust have emerged in the 

management and organisational literatures (reviewed by Dietz & Den Hartog, 2006). While 

the social and behavioural science disciplines continue to employ an array of trust 

definitions, two influential and comparable definitions are adopted within this research. 

Mayer et al. (1995, p. 712) defined trust as “the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the 

actions of another party based on the expectation that the other will perform a particular 

action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other 

party”. Similarly, in a cross-discipline review, Rousseau et al. (1998, p. 395) defined trust as 

“a psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive 

expectations of the intentions or behavior of another”. Both definitions share two primary 

components with most other definitions: a willingness to accept vulnerability and exposure 
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to risk based on beliefs and positive expectations about the intentions of another party 

(Colquitt et al., 2007; Lewicki & Brinsfield, 2012). 

Interdependence, where the interests of one person cannot be achieved without 

reliance upon another person, is an essential condition for trust (Rousseau et al., 1998; 

Sheppard & Sherman, 1998). Trust is not needed in situations of complete certainty which 

involve no risk (Lewis & Weigert, 1985). It is both dependence on and lack of control over 

the actions of another person that creates potential doubt and risk, giving rise to the need for 

trust, and a “leap of faith” (Möllering, 2001) regarding positive expectations. In addition, 

trust is also situation specific, where the trustor’s ongoing assessment of both the quality of 

the relationship and the immediate context can make trust a dynamic and fluctuating concept 

over time (Mayer et al., 1995). Thus, trust can be considered a psychological state held by 

one party (the trustor) regarding another party (the trustee), relating to interdependence 

involving some form of vulnerability or risk to the trustor. 

 

3.3 Vulnerability and Exposure to Risk 

 

Essential to the trusting process is the concept of vulnerability, which involves 

exposure to risk (Mayer et al., 1995, Rousseau et al., 1998). Dependence on the actions of 

another in whom one has confidence, but without the ability to monitor or control those 

actions, comes with the risk of negative outcomes. Theorists have distinguished between 

trust as a willingness to be vulnerable (or an intention to take a risk) and actually becoming 

vulnerable, which involves risk-taking behaviour (Colquitt et al., 2007; Mayer et al., 1995). 

Trust has been described as involving a mental leap of faith (Möllering, 2001) where risk of 

the unknowable is suspended or accepted in order to benefit from the advantages dependence 

has to offer. Despite being recognised as a core element of the trust process, very little 

theoretical or empirical research has explicitly examined vulnerability itself, which is a 
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somewhat vague concept subject to different understandings and interpretations (Misztal, 

2011; Nienaber et al., 2015a). 

The specific nature of the vulnerability and the particular risk characteristics depend 

on each unique relationship and situational context. There is no need for trust if the situation 

does not involve risk or vulnerability. Vulnerability has been classified as active or passive 

(Mayer & Gavin, 2005). Active vulnerability can include behaviours that increase risk and 

vulnerability (e.g., the sharing of sensitive information), and behaviours that reduce risk and 

vulnerability (e.g., monitoring or gathering of self-protective evidence). Passive 

vulnerability arises from the lack of engagement in self-protective behaviours, which 

increases vulnerability but can have other advantages such as freeing up time and cognitive 

resources. In a slightly different emphasis, Nienaber et al. (2015a) proposed that passive 

vulnerability consists of reliance, whereas active vulnerability involves disclosure of 

sensitive information. Most research has focused on passive vulnerability in the form of 

reliance (Nienaber et al., 2015a). In recent years, an operationalisation of trust intentions and 

vulnerability consisting of two dimensions (reliance intentions and disclosure intentions) has 

become increasingly popular in empirical trust research (Behavioural Trust Inventory; BTI; 

Gillespie, 2003). Trust reliance intentions are considered to be more cognitive in nature, 

reflecting a rational decision to depend on another, whereas trust disclosure intentions are 

more affective, driven by interpersonal closeness and bonds of attachment. 

It is unclear how much trustor vulnerability is required to engender trustee 

reciprocity. The norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960) suggests that initial trusting acts, 

whatever their magnitude, will be reciprocated because of a felt obligation to return any help 

received. Most models of trust development (e.g., Lewicki & Bunker, 1996; Rempel et al., 

1985) propose that trustors take relatively small risks initially, which increase gradually as 

the relationship develops. However, experimental trust research has shown initial cautious 

behaviour can be viewed as negative, or not recognised as vulnerability at all, while higher 
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initial risk-taking or expressions of vulnerability result in higher levels of reciprocity 

(Pillutla et al., 2003). 

Paradoxically, trust can both produce and reduce vulnerability (Misztal, 2011, pp. 

120–122). Trust is a willingness to be vulnerable, but secure established relationships 

engender confidence and reduce vulnerability through reciprocity and mutual trust. In 

contrast, imbalanced relationships of dependency can increase trustor vulnerability. 

Furthermore, while vulnerability creates the opportunity for trust development, it can also 

increase the risk of trust erosion, which has been explained by self-regulatory theory 

(Lapidot et al., 2007). More vulnerable situations can activate a trustor’s prevention focus, 

which may result in more attentiveness to negative trustee behaviours that can erode trust. 

Conversely, less vulnerable situations can activate a trustor’s promotion focus, giving 

emphasis to growth and development needs, which may result in more attentiveness to 

positive trustee behaviours. Relationships are complex and may exhibit ambivalent 

characteristics as a result of the coexistence of these positive and negative aspects of 

vulnerability and trust (Methot et al., 2017).  

Although rarely explored, vulnerability occurs for both parties in a dyadic trust-based 

relationship. When a trustor trusts a trustee, they have an expectation that their vulnerability 

will not be exploited. In exchange, the trustee feels an obligation to meet that expectation 

and to avoid exploiting or disappointing the trustee (Mayer et al., 1995; Rousseau et al., 

1998). However, trust can also bring about vulnerability for the trustee, as while feeling 

trusted can be beneficial to job performance, it can also result in increased responsibility, 

workload, stress, and risk of exploitation (Baer et al., 2015). 

The review by Nienaber et al. (2015a) proposes that positive expectations are more 

strongly related to cognition-based trust, whereas willingness to be vulnerable is more 

strongly related to affect-based trust. In this respect, risk-taking behaviour arising from 

positive expectations may be more transactional, whereas acceptance of vulnerability may 
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arise from the development of emotional bonds and personal interactions between two 

parties. In this sense, the essence of willingness to be vulnerable may be one of the more 

fundamentally relational and reciprocal elements of the trust process. 

 

3.4 Affect-based Relational Trust 

 

Many scholars have proposed that trust involves emotional bonds and attachment 

between the trustor and the trustee. Sociological literature has highlighted trust based on 

emotion in addition to trust based on rational cognition, with emotions more applicable to 

close personal relationships than to social systems (Lewis & Weigert, 1985). Trust in close 

relationships can involve emotional support, emotional intimacy, emotional security, and 

emotional risk (Rempel et al., 1985). 

Building on this earlier research, McAllister (1995) extended the concept of affect-

based trust to workplace relationships. This research involved peer-to-peer professional 

relationships and showed the presence of affect-based trust (based on interpersonal 

emotional bonds) which is highly correlated with but differentiated from cognition-based 

trust (based on trustworthiness assessments of reliability and dependability). Affect-based 

trust was found to grow from cognition-based trust, from repeated interactions, and from 

reciprocal helping behaviours. Webber (2008) demonstrated that cognition-based trust 

(arising from trustworthiness assessments of reliability, dependability, and competence) and 

affect-based trust (arising from interpersonal care, concern, and emotional bonds) emerge as 

separate components in work teams over time. Schaubroeck et al. (2013) showed that affect-

based trust develops from cognition-based trust and later influences performance and 

organisational identification. Similarities exist between affect-based trust (McAllister, 1995) 

and the benevolence facet of trustworthiness (Mayer et al., 1995), although the former places 

more emphasis on emotion and on the dyadic nature of trust. In this respect, affect-based 

trust can be a valuable indicator of the quality of a dyadic relationship (Colquitt et al., 2014). 
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While some conceptualisations of affect-based trust include only affective reactions 

of the trustor (e.g., Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005), most conceptualisations include both 

affective responses and affect-based attachments. For example, Williams (2001) proposed 

an affective-cognitive model of trust development involving cognition-based trustworthiness 

assessment, affective attachment via social group membership, and affective responses 

arising from social categorisations processes. Van Knippenberg (2018) has argued that the 

concept of affect-based trust has confounded the affective basis of trust with the relationship 

basis of trust. He proposes that cognition-based trust is a form of person-based trust built 

from trustworthiness perceptions, whereas affect-based trust is a form of relationship-based 

trust influenced by the quality of the relationship between parties. This is akin to the 

character-based and relationship-based trust perspectives identified by Dirks and Ferrin 

(2002). Similarly, a recent critical review and meta-analysis (Legood et al., 2023) argues 

that the current conceptualisation of affect-based trust (McAllister, 1995) is really a 

cognitive assessment of relational trust, and the influence of affective states require more 

research attention. While affective states such as mood and emotions undoubtedly influence 

the process of trust (e.g., Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005), there is a strong case to conceptually 

distinguish this line of research from affect-based relational trust (Legood et al., 2023; van 

Knippenberg, 2018). In this vein, Lee et al. (2023) have recently proposed a conceptual 

model that distinguishes the role emotions play in the trust process, while recognising it 

occurs within a relational context. 

Affect-based trust can be considered a form of relational trust (Rousseau et al., 1998) 

based on repeated interactions and emotional reciprocal attachment. It is closely related to 

identification-based trust (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996; Shapiro et al., 1992), growing from 

more cognition-based processes of calculus-based and knowledge-based trust (Lewicki & 

Bunker, 1996), or deterrence-based and knowledge-based trust (Shapiro et al., 1992). A 

comparable trust conceptualisation from Jones and George (1998) differentiated between 
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conditional trust, which is transactional in nature and based on positive expectations, and 

unconditional trust, which is influenced over time by mutual identification and positive 

affect. Trust has been conceptualised as an emotional phenomenon, generated within the 

context of enduring relationships (Flores & Solomon, 1998). Although consensus on the role 

of affect in relation to trustworthiness assessments and trust has not been reached in the 

current literature, there is general agreement that affect-based relational perspectives on trust 

extend and supplement more transactional cognition-based perspectives (Colquitt et al., 

2014; Dietz & Den Hartog, 2006; Lewicki & Bunker, 1996; McAllister, 1995; Rousseau et 

al., 1998; van Knippenberg, 2018; Williams, 2001). However, even though named relational 

trust, the perspective taken in most of the trust research to date is that of the trustor, 

examining bonds that the trustor has towards the trustee, and not a two-way relational 

process. 

 

3.5 Antecedents of Trust 

 

This section reviews two key antecedents which explain why one individual decides 

to trust another. Trust propensity and trustworthiness assessments were highlighted in the 

integrative model of trust provided by Mayer et al. (1995). This influential model clearly 

delineated these two antecedents from the concept of trust itself and has been widely adopted 

in the trust literature since that date (Baer & Colquitt, 2018; Colquitt et al., 2007; Lu et al., 

2017). In this model, trust propensity is positioned as a dispositional characteristic of the 

trustor, and trustworthiness is a characteristic of the trustee, as perceived by the trustor. Each 

of these antecedents is explored in further detail in the following sections. 
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3.5.1 Trust Propensity 

 

Research has established that trust is influenced by the personality of the trustor in 

terms of trust propensity (Colquitt et al., 2007). In one of the first conceptualisations of trust 

as a dispositional factor, Rotter (1967, p. 651) defined interpersonal trust as “an expectancy 

held by an individual or a group that the word, promise, verbal or written statement of 

another individual or group can be relied upon”. This generalised expectation about the 

reliability of others is thought to develop from early life experiences and becomes a belief 

about other people in general, across situations and contexts. In a similar vein, Mayer et al. 

(1995, p. 715) defined trust propensity as a “general willingness to trust others”, which 

independently influences the effect of trustworthiness assessments on the formation of trust. 

Other definitions similarly regard trust propensity as a general positive belief in human 

nature, although individual definitions differ somewhat in their specific emphases (for a 

summary of definitions see Patent & Searle, 2019, p. 3). Limitations in the measurement 

scales available in terms of reliability and multidimensionality have been highlighted 

(Schoorman et al., 2007). In addition, the measurement of trust propensity as a general 

within-person tendency has often been biased by the inclusion of specific referents (Frazier 

et al., 2013). 

Trust propensity is generally considered as a narrow personality facet belonging to 

the broader personality domain of agreeableness within the Big Five model (Costa & 

McCrae, 1992). Both agreeableness and trust propensity have been linked to interpersonal 

trust and to knowledge sharing (Mooradian et al., 2006). However, this may be overly 

simplistic as trust propensity may comprise multiple dimensions of personality. For 

example, a cross-discipline literature review (Thielman & Hilbig, 2015) found that trait 

anxiety and fear (within the neuroticism personality domain) can explain individual 

differences in risk aversion which is related to trust propensity. A recent study by Alarcon 

et al. (2022) found evidence that trust propensity has a three-factor structure (trust, distrust, 
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and suspicion) within the overall personality domain of agreeableness. Optimism has been 

examined as a similar but distinct dispositional construct, related to trust propensity, and 

significantly related to trustworthiness benevolence perceptions (Frazier et al., 2013). 

Attachment styles have also been associated with trustworthiness perceptions and with trust 

(Frazier et al., 2015). However, the research on other trait-like antecedents to trust has been 

infrequent, and trust propensity has been the most commonly studied dispositional 

antecedent to trust (Colquitt et al. 2007). 

Trust propensity is typically conceptualised as a stable, trait-like variable across 

contexts and situations, although two recent study have suggested it may be situationally 

specific and can have unstable state-like components during periods of change such as career 

transitions (van der Werff et al., 2019a) or even daily based on positive or negative 

interactions with coworkers (Baer et al., 2018). Trust propensity plays a particularly relevant 

role in the early stages of relationships where there is a lack of prior experience with the 

trustee (McKnight, et al., 1998). It also plays a strong role when information is limited, such 

as a lack of social cues in virtual interactions (Yakovleva et al., 2010). The influence of trust 

propensity has been shown to decline in relationships over time, as situational trust cues 

develop and the relationship becomes established (Colquitt et al., 2007; van der Werff & 

Buckley, 2017). Thus, trust propensity can be considered as a proximal antecedent in newer 

relationships or unfamiliar situations, but a more distal antecedent of declining influence in 

established relationships and familiar settings.  

 

3.5.2 Trustworthiness Perceptions 

 

The concept of trustworthiness is fundamental to understanding the formation of 

interpersonal trust. Trust involves positive expectations of the intentions or behaviour of 

another which requires an evaluation of the competence and character of the trustee by the 
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trustor. While the two terms are sometimes used interchangeably, trustworthiness is a 

distinct and separate construct from trust. One of the most influential conceptualisations of 

trustworthiness is that of Mayer et al. (1995) which defines trustworthiness as a perception 

by the trustor of three independent but interrelated characteristics of the trustee. Firstly, 

ability is “that group of skills, competencies, and characteristics that enable a party to have 

influence within some specific domain” (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 717). Ability refers to the 

perceived expertise, knowledge, and capability of the trustee. Secondly, benevolence is “the 

extent to which the trustee is believed to want to do good to the trustor, aside from an 

egocentric profit motive” (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 718). Benevolence involves an interpersonal 

orientation, including care, concern, loyalty, altruism, and general goodwill towards others 

in general and the trustor in particular. Integrity is “the perception that the trustee adheres to 

a set of principles that the trustor finds acceptable” and “the extent to which the party’s 

actions are congruent with his or her words” (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 719). Integrity involves 

value congruence (with the trustor), consistency, reliability, fairness, honesty, openness, 

discretion, and promise fulfilment. 

While a broad range of trustworthiness components has been examined within the 

literature, most factors can be incorporated within the parsimonious “ABI” model of ability, 

benevolence, and integrity (Mayer et al., 1995). Subsequent theoretical and empirical 

research has provided considerable support for this integrative model of trustworthiness. In 

a meta-analysis of extant trust research, Colquitt et al. (2007) found that while the three 

trustworthiness dimensions are highly correlated with each other, each has a unique, 

significant relationship with trust. While a high level of all three factors is an ideal 

environment for trust, each of the three factors can vary along a continuum (Mayer et al., 

1995). 

Perceptions of ability and integrity are considered to be more cognitive in nature 

(Schoorman et al., 2007), whereas perceptions of benevolence are judged to be more 
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affective in nature (Colquitt et al., 2007; 2011). However, integrity may also have an 

affective element as it may inspire an emotional response in the trustor (Dietz & Den Hartog, 

2006). Empirical evidence shows that ability has stronger associations with the more 

cognitive reliance trust intentions, whereas benevolence has stronger associations with the 

more affective disclosure trust intentions (Tomlinson et al., 2020; van der Werff & Buckley, 

2017). The evidence on integrity is mixed, as Tomlinson et al. (2020) reported links between 

elements of integrity and both reliance and disclosure, whereas van der Werff & Buckley 

(2017) found no links between integrity and either reliance or disclosure. 

While all three trustworthiness factors are not always required to engender trust, a 

perceived lack of any of the three factors can undermine trust, depending on the context. For 

example, as predictors of trust, ability may play a more significant role in manufacturing 

jobs than in managerial jobs, benevolence may play a more significant role in manufacturing 

and service jobs than in managerial jobs, and integrity may play a more significant role in 

managerial and service jobs than in manufacturing jobs (Colquitt et al., 2007). Furthermore, 

the importance of individual factors may vary depending on the referent. Knoll and Gill 

(2011) found that while benevolence and integrity were significantly more important than 

ability in relation to trust in a supervisor, all three factors were equally important in relation 

to trust in a peer. Werbel and Henriques (2009) found that follower trust in leaders was 

predicted by perceptions of their competence and integrity, driven by resource allocation and 

fairness concerns, whereas leader trust in followers was predicted by perceptions of their  

receptivity, driven by delegation needs.  

Higher degrees of vulnerability and risk increase the importance of perceived 

trustworthiness. However, the relative importance of specific trustworthiness dimensions 

can depend on the nature and degree of situational vulnerability. In a study of army cadets, 

ability was found to be more salient in more vulnerable and risky situations, whereas 

benevolence was found to be more salient in less vulnerable and safer situations (Lapidot et 



58 

al., 2007). In a similar study of firefighters, Colquitt et al. (2011) found that integrity was 

most salient in highly vulnerable and non-routine situations, whereas benevolence and 

identification-based trust were most salient in less vulnerable and more routine situations. 

The implications seem to be that ability and integrity become more pertinent in highly 

vulnerable situations, whereas benevolence and identification (the value and emotional 

significance attached to the relationship) becomes more pertinent in less vulnerable 

situations. This was the case in a study of insurance agents (Tan & Lim, 2009) where only 

benevolence and integrity were found to influence trust in coworkers. A similar study of 

financial service coworkers demonstrated interactive effects of ability and integrity (Dirks 

& Skarlicki, 2009). However, studies regarding which trustworthiness facets matter more in 

which situations and how they interact remain uncommon (Baer & Colquitt, 2018; Dietz & 

Den Hartog, 2006). 

Some researchers have advocated for a distinction between two aspects of integrity, 

word-action consistency (behavioural integrity; Simons, 2002; Simons et al., 2022) and 

congruence between the values of the trustor and the trustee (values congruence). A 

fundamental characteristic of the broader concept of integrity is that enacted values by the 

trustee conform to a set of principles that the trustor finds acceptable, in addition to 

consistency between words and actions (Mayer et al. 1995). In contrast, the narrower concept 

of behavioural integrity focuses solely on perceived alignment between the words and 

actions of the trustee, regardless of their moral characteristics or acceptability by the trustor 

(Simons, 2002). In a meta-analysis, Simons et al. (2015) found that behavioural integrity has 

stronger associations with trust, performance, and citizenship behaviour than the effects of 

the broader integrity concept. Moorman et al. (2018) found that behavioural integrity was 

associated with cognition-based trust (reliance trust) but not with affect-based trust 

(disclosure trust). Similarly, Tomlinson et al. (2020) found that behavioural integrity and 

ability had stronger associations with cognition-based trust (reliance trust), whereas values 
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congruence and benevolence had stronger associations with affect-based trust (disclosure 

trust). However, despite the conceptual distinction between behavioural integrity and values 

congruence, the broader concept of integrity as proposed by Mayer at al. (1995) and the scale 

developed by Mayer and Davis (1999) remains the dominant measure of integrity in trust 

research (Baer & Colquitt, 2018; Colquitt et al., 2007; McEvily & Tortoriello, 2011). 

While most research has concentrated on trustworthiness as a perception by a trustor, 

a small amount of research has examined trustworthiness as an active process of trust seeking 

by a trustee. For example, Whitener et al. (1998) proposed several ways in which trustees 

could influence the trustworthiness perceptions of a trustor including behavioural 

consistency, behavioural integrity, delegation, communication, and demonstration of 

concern. In addition, some research has highlighted the potential tension and conflict 

between benevolence and integrity on the part of the trustee. Conceptualising trustworthiness 

as the trustee’s motivation to act, Moore et al. (2019) suggest that benevolence motivations 

differ from integrity motivations. Trustee behavioural choices driven by benevolence could 

primarily stem from relationships with specific individuals, involve emotional responses, 

and are highly contextual and relatively easy to evaluate in isolation on a case-by-case basis. 

In contrast, trustee behavioural choices driven by integrity might be guided by the trustee’s 

values and standards that apply to all individuals, arise more from cognitive processing and 

reason-based principles, and are harder to evaluate in isolation as they require consistent 

adherence to principles and becomes more relevant within a larger number of similar cases. 

Recent experimental work (Levine & Schweitzer, 2014; 2015) has illustrated a complex 

relationship between benevolence and integrity, demonstrating that prosocial lies from the 

trustee lead to both benevolence and integrity attributions by the trustor, and that benevolent 

behaviour may be more important than honesty to promote trust. 

The main criticism of the ABI model is that its predominance has led to a narrow 

focus in trust research, and the ignoring of other antecedents to trust, such as individual 
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differences and situational context (Baer & Colquitt, 2018). Furthermore, the ABI model is 

acknowledged as being mainly cognition-based, reflecting a rational evaluation by the 

trustor, and ignoring the less rational foundations of trust such as affect and swift trust 

heuristics, albeit that some form of emotional attachment is included in the benevolence facet 

of trustworthiness (Baer et al., 2018b). Much empirical work on trust has focussed on 

cognition-based trust (e.g., Dirks & Ferrin, 2002), and the role of affect in trust is under-

investigated (Legood et al., 2023; van Knippenberg, 2018). Despite these criticisms, use of 

the ABI model of trustworthiness has endured over time and it remains one of the most 

effective proximal predictors of trust across situations and contexts (Dirks & de Jong, 2022). 

 

3.6 Trust and Interpersonal Citizenship Behaviour  

 

Trust has been linked with a range of beneficial work outcomes including 

performance, behaviours, and attitudes (for a review, see Dirks & de Jong, 2022). One of the 

most studied outcomes of trust is that of organisational citizenship behaviour (Colquitt et al., 

2007; Dirk & Ferrin, 2002; Legood et al., 2020). Given that the focus of this study is on 

dyadic interpersonal relationships, this section concentrates on interpersonal behavioural 

outcomes that are directly related to the other party in the trust relationship. As the most 

common interpersonal behavioural outcome of trust explored in empirical dyadic trust 

research is that of cooperation and helping (Korsgaard et al., 2015; Korsgaard, 2018), this 

section concentrates on behaviours that fall into this category. 

Organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB; Organ, 1988) refers to helpful behaviour 

that is outside an individual's work role, not directly rewarded, and conducive to effective 

organisational processes and outcomes. Examples of OCB include organisational loyalty, 

civic virtue, sportsmanship, individual initiative, and self-development (Podsakoff et al., 

2000). Helping behaviour, which involves voluntarily helping others, has long been 

identified as an important form of citizenship. Interpersonal citizenship behaviour (ICB) 
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refers to a specific type of OCB that directly helps another person, including helping others 

with work-related problems and helping others by taking steps to prevent the creation of 

problems (Podsakoff et al., 2000). ICB is closely related to the earlier concept of OCB-I 

(Williams & Anderson, 1991), and is similar to the concepts of altruism, courtesy, 

facilitation, and to helping workplace behaviours in general. It can be considered to belong 

to a broader category of prosocial behaviour which includes knowledge sharing and 

mentoring (Bolino & Grant, 2016). ICB directly helps a specific relational partner or a group 

of partners, and indirectly helps the organisation. Meta-analysis has found that ICB is 

beneficial to both individual and organisational performance (Podsakoff et al., 2009). 

Settoon and Mossholder (2002) conceptualised and operationalised two 

complementary but distinct types of interpersonal helping behaviour: task-focused ICB and 

person-focused ICB. Task-focused ICB refers to discretionary behaviour that provides 

assistance to others related to the job at hand and solves task-related difficulties or problems. 

Although still involving interpersonal connection, task-focused ICB is often more 

instrumental than personal in nature, motivated primarily by task-performance 

considerations. Examples include providing work-related information and advice, sharing 

work-related expertise, and providing direct task assistance. In contrast, person-focused ICB 

refers to discretionary behaviour that provides assistance of a more personal nature to others, 

motivated by friendship and social support. Examples include listening, demonstrating care 

and concern, and providing emotional support and advice. Both forms of ICB uniquely 

contribute to optimal organisational performance through productivity (task-focused ICB) 

and effective interpersonal relationships (person-focused ICB). 

Motivation to engage in interpersonal helping behaviour has been explained by 

individual factors and relationship factors. Individual factors include a dispositional concern 

for others (Lester et al., 2008) and prosocial motivation (Grant & Sumanth, 2009). 

Motivation to help may also be explained by the quality of the relationship. Bowler and 
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Brass (2006) shifted the focus of ICB motivation from individual dispositional and 

attitudinal variables to relationship variables by demonstrating that both the performance 

and receipt of ICB between workers was related to the strength of their relationship. 

Reciprocal effects have also been demonstrated in social network studies such that the 

receipt of interpersonal help behaviour is related to the giving of help to others (e.g., Lyons 

& Scott, 2012). However, other research suggests that help might not be reciprocated if the 

recipient interprets helping as a status threat or experiences envy (Tai et al., 2023). 

ICB is generally considered to be positive, bringing benefits to organisations and 

individuals, but there is some evidence that giving help can result in negative outcomes for 

the individual helper. On the positive side, helping can increase positive affect for the helper 

and fulfil basic human needs such as competence and relatedness (Koopman et al., 2016), 

especially when helping is voluntary (Lin et al., 2019). However, helpers can experience 

negative consequences and be vulnerable to exploitation as a result of helping. Good citizens 

can suffer from resource depletion (Lanaj et al., 2016; Lin et al., 2020), negative affect when 

the impact of helping is perceived as low (Lanaj & Jennings, 2020), lack of personal work 

goal progress (Koopman et al., 2016), and slower career progression in organisations that 

primarily reward individual performance (Bergeron et al., 2013). Ultimately, the burden of 

helping can result in self-serving and destructive interpersonal acts from the helper (Gabriel 

et al., 2018), as well as psychological entitlement and workplace deviance behaviours (Yam 

et al., 2017). When trust is high, giving help can result in positive feelings of pride, but when 

trust is low, giving help can result in irritation (Watkins et al., 2022). 

As both task-focused ICB and person-focused ICB are fundamentally relational and 

discretionary, they are particularly relevant to the examination of interpersonal trust. Indeed, 

the association between trust and ICB has long been recognised, both explicitly (McAllister, 

1995) and within the broader concept of OCB (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994). Since then, 

numerous studies have demonstrated a link between trust and ICB in a range of 
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organisational settings and relationships. ICB can be an antecedent of trust (e.g., de Jong et 

al., 2007; Ferrin et al., 2006; Parker et al., 2023; Settoon & Mossholder, 2002; Yang & 

Mossholder, 2010; Zhu & Achtar, 2014), an outcome of trust (e.g., Brower et al., 2009; 

Gabriel et al., 2020; Kacmar et al., 2012; Yang et al., 2009), and both an antecedent and an 

outcome in a reciprocal process (Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2015). Furthermore, trust is 

associated with both the receipt of help (e.g., de Jong et al., 2007; Ferrin et al., 2006; 

Yakovleva et al., 2010) and the provision of help (e.g., Brower et al., 2009; Kacmar et al., 

2012; McAllister, 1995), depending on the context. The first meta-analysis on trust and 

leadership found associations between trust in leadership and specific relational forms of 

OCB, namely altruism and courtesy (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). Subsequent meta-analyses on 

trust in leadership (Legood et al., 2020) and trust in both leaders and coworkers (Colquitt et 

al., 2007) have shown a relationship between trust and the broader factor of OCB, but they 

have not explicitly isolated or reported the interpersonal citizenship element. 

In recognition of the threats as well as the benefits of cooperation and helping to both 

parties, Williams (2007) has proposed a threat regulation model of trust and cooperation. In 

this model, trustees are not passive recipients of trustworthiness assessments, rather they are 

active seekers of the trust and cooperation necessary for the goals of both parties in a trust 

relationship. Although this model is specified at an individual level, it explicitly 

acknowledges the dyadic nature of trust in that both parties in a relationship engage in threat 

regulation simultaneously. Potential threats are actively anticipated by each party through 

the trust building mechanisms of perspective taking, threat reducing behaviour, and self-

reflection, thereby reducing obstacles to collaboration. 

In summary, interpersonal helping is recognised as a key feature of trust-based 

relationships (Korsgaard et al., 2015; Korsgaard, 2018). Helping behaviours within a 

relationship are generally considered to be desirable and have been positively associated 

with relationship quality (Bowler & Brass, 2006) and with trust (e.g., Brower et al., 2009; 
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McAllister, 1995; Settoon & Mossholder, 2002). However, as helping behaviours can both 

support and hinder each party in a relationship, good citizens must find a balance between 

focusing on their own goals and wellbeing, while also maintaining good relationships with 

others and recognising their needs and concerns. 

 

3.7 Downsides to Interpersonal Trust 

 

While trust is generally considered to be beneficial to both parties in a trust 

relationship, trust can also have detrimental effects for either party in certain circumstances, 

arising from unintended consequences or deliberate exploitation (Skinner et al., 2014). Of 

course, vulnerability and risk, as outlined in section 3.3, are fundamental aspects of trust and 

the possibility of disappointment or betrayal arising from mistaken judgement or misplaced 

trust is inherent to the trust experience. Trust given must be matched to trust warranted in 

order to avoid negative outcomes, but the nature of trust means that this cannot be 

guaranteed. However, aside from the regrettable but necessary risks associated with trust, 

researchers have highlighted the darker side of high-trust relationships, where extreme trust 

levels can result in negative outcomes for one or both parties (Gargiulo & Ertug, 2006; Wicks 

et al., 1999). 

Gargiulo and Ertug (2006) highlight three ways in which high-trust relationships are 

prone to detrimental outcomes for one or both parties when trust moves beyond some critical 

threshold. Firstly, less monitoring and less vigilance which brings the benefit of lower 

information processing costs can move trust from a reasonable ‘leap of faith’ situation to an 

ill-judged ‘blind faith’ situation with loss of oversight and risk of wrongdoing or error, 

resulting in unmet expectations (of the trustor) and unfulfilled obligations (of the trustee). 

Secondly, greater satisfaction and commitment in a relationship which is usually beneficial 

can, at very high levels, lead to dysfunctional complacency and lack of action by both parties 
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regarding inadequate relationship outcomes. Thirdly, trust building exchanges and 

communication can lead to excessive obligations and interdependence in relationships. The 

idea of an optimal level of trust matched to the context has been proposed (Wicks et al., 

1999). In this conceptualisation, trust is optimal when trust and interdependence levels are 

matched, such that relationships of high interdependence benefit from high trust, but 

relationships of low interdependence do not warrant an investment in trust building. 

Evidence exists for an inverted U-shaped relationship on the benefits of trust, such 

that there is a point at which the benefits of high trust are offset by dysfunctional behaviours 

such as lack of objectivity, lack of questioning, lower monitoring, and overcommitment to 

the relationship (Villena et al., 2019). Empirical research has also shown that while a high 

level of trust can contribute to performance by reducing monitoring effort, it can also be a 

liability in situations where there is a high level of individual autonomy (Langfred, 2004). 

High trust levels can result in parties being reluctant to monitor each other, but some 

monitoring may be advisable for quality control and avoidance of errors. Lack of monitoring 

can be foolish in situations of high risk, even when there is high trust, and especially when 

there is high individual autonomy. Furthermore, while low levels of trust are generally 

considered undesirable, they may be appropriate if the recipient does not want the workload 

or responsibility that comes with higher levels of trust (Baer et al., 2015; 2021). 

Given the double-edged nature of trust, the challenge within workplace relationships 

is to strike a balance between too little and too much trust, depending on the context, in order 

to gain the optimal benefits from trust. 

 

3.8 Chapter Summary 

 

This chapter has given an overview of the theoretical foundations of interpersonal 

trust and the supporting empirical research. Key components of the trust process have been 
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described, including vulnerability and risk, trust propensity, trustworthiness assessments, 

affect-based relational trust, and trust-based interpersonal helping behaviours. The negative 

outcomes of excessive trust have also been highlighted. While trust theory has implicitly 

focused on the relational nature of the phenomenon, empirical research has mainly been one-

sided, measuring one person’s attitude towards the other (Fulmer & Gefland, 2012), with 

less focus on reciprocal influences. The next chapter addresses the two-sided nature of trust 

in more detail. 
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4.  Dyadic Trust 

 

4.1 Introduction 

 

Interpersonal trust as defined in the previous chapter is a psychological state within 

an individual directed at a specific trust referent (Rousseau et al., 1998). It is mostly 

examined as a unidirectional phenomenon, yet it is generally accepted that interpersonal trust 

occurs within a relationship where two people have repeated interactions leading to mutually 

beneficial outcomes. Thus, each individual in the relationship is both a trustor, making 

decisions to trust to the other party, and a trustee, signalling their own trustworthiness in 

order to encourage reciprocation of trust from the other party. By recognising this relational 

context, dyadic trust can be considered a dynamic bidirectional phenomenon between two 

individuals where both parties engage in an ongoing interactive process of trusting and being 

trusted. Most trust research has been one-sided, focussing on the trust one party has in the 

other (Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012; Krasikova & LeBreton, 2012). Adopting a dyadic 

bidirectional viewpoint can provide a more complete picture of the nature of trust and its 

role in effective work relationships. 

This chapter aims to review in detail the theory and empirical evidence explaining 

dyadic trust development and dyadic trust patterns in interpersonal relationships within 

organisations. It begins with a definition of dyadic trust and then reviews the empirical 

evidence that examines trust as a dyadic phenomenon by observing both sides of a trust 

relationship. It then focuses on three key aspects of dyadic trust and presents a series of 

hypotheses. First, it examines reciprocal patterns of influence and presents a set of 

hypotheses in relation to bilateral influence within the dyad. It then moves on to explore the 

development of trust over time and presents a set of hypotheses in relation to longitudinal 

and dyadic trust development. The final part of this chapter examines dyadic trust levels and 

presents a set of hypotheses in relation to trust convergence/divergence within the dyad. 
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4.2 Dyadic Trust Definition 

 

Even though the relational context of trust is inherent in the definition of 

interpersonal trust adopted in this research, the conceptualisation of trust as a psychological 

state has meant that the two-sided nature of trust as a process is not called out explicitly in 

this perspective. For example, a limitation of the trustworthiness model of interpersonal trust 

from Mayer et al. (1995) is that it conceptualises trust as unidirectional and does not illustrate 

the interactive and reciprocal role of the two parties in the trust process (Schoorman et al., 

2007). Furthermore, as the amount of theory and research explicitly addressing both sides of 

a trust relationship is small, definitions explicitly highlighting the bilateral nature of trust are 

uncommon. 

To reciprocate means ‘to give and take mutually; to return in kind or degree’ 

(Merrion-Webster, n.d.). Indeed, there is some overlap between the use of ‘reciprocal’ and 

‘mutual’ in the literature. An early definition of mutual trust described it as “complementary 

social trust with regard to each other's behavior” and where “each perceives that the other 

person is aware of his intent and his trust” (Deutsch, 1958, p. 267). In this respect, mutual 

trust is understood as an equal or shared level of trust between two parties. A subsequent 

study of reciprocal trust defined it as “the trust that results when a party observes the actions 

of another and reconsiders one’s attitudes and subsequent behaviors based on those 

observations” (Serva et al., 2005, p. 627). Although this definition recognises the dynamic 

aspect of trust development based on reciprocal responses from the other party, it does not 

explicitly incorporate the role of both parties as mutual trustors and trustees simultaneously 

(although the empirical analysis in this study does address it). This study also distinguishes 

reciprocal trust from mutual trust, as it highlights that trust equivalence is not essential to the 

process of reciprocal trust. Other researchers have examined dyadic trust congruence which 

has been defined as “a bilateral indicator of the extent to which two individuals trust each 
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other” (Tomlinson et al., 2009, p.174). This definition includes consideration of both the 

level of trust itself (low to high) and the level of similarity between the two parties. 

In a broader and more comprehensive definition, dyadic trust has been defined as “an 

emergent property of the dyad representing the pattern of trust between two parties” 

(Korsgaard et al., 2015, p.49). Emergent constructs arise from the characteristics, cognitions, 

affect, behaviours, and interactions among individuals and the social context (Kozlowskki 

& Klein, 2000). This definition of dyadic trust successfully captures the nature of trust as a 

dynamic bilateral process between two people, both involved in trusting each other. It does 

not replace the concept of trust as a psychological state residing in the individual, rather it 

can be used alongside this definition to additionally reflect the bilateral nature of the process 

of trust. Within this definition, Korsgaard et al. (2015) expand on the concept of “the pattern 

of trust” to incorporate patterns of bilateral influence between individuals (reciprocal trust), 

and degrees of convergence or divergence of trust levels between the two parties (mutual 

trust versus asymmetric trust). These categorisations are summarised in Table 4.1. 

Dyadic trust can be related to team trust, depending on the conceptualisation of team 

trust and the level of analysis employed (Costa et al., 2018, Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012). Dyadic 

trust is the building block of more finely grained studies of team trust which collect measures 

of dyadic trust between every pair of team members. However, the level of analysis of these 

types of social network studies is generally at team level or individual level rather than at a 

dyadic level, that is, it is the team or the individual that is the focus of interest rather than 

the dyadic relationships.  

This study adopts the definition of dyadic trust provided by Korsgaard et al. (2015). 

It examines trust at the dyad level while retaining individual measures of trust. It examines 

dyadic trust in three ways: reciprocal patterns of influence; trust development over time; and 

patterns of trust incongruence or asymmetry.  
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Table 4.1  

Dyadic Trust Conceptualisations 

Dyadic  

Trust  

Category 

 

Level  

of Analysis 

Description Trust 

Operationalisation 

Typical  

Research  

Focus 

Reciprocal 

trust 

Individual 

within a 

dyad 

Exchange patterns of 

influence of two parties 

on each other 

Individual measures 

of trust of both 

parties 

Causal links between 

the trust of one party 

on the trust of the 

other party 

Mutual trust 

Dyad 

Assumption of shared 

trust between two parties 

Aggregate or average 

level of two 

individual trust 

measures 

The antecedents and 

outcomes of mutual 

low/medium/high trust 

Asymmetric 

trust 

The degree of trust 

divergence between two 

parties 

Dispersion 

calculation between 

two individual trust 

measures 

The moderating effect 

of trust asymmetry on 

trust processes 

Developed from Korsgaard et al. (2015) and Tomlinson et al. (2009) 

 

 

4.3 Dyadic Trust – Empirical Research Review 

 

Given the less common dyadic perspective of this research study, a detailed 

presentation of empirical dyadic trust research is considered useful. This section presents the 

results of a systematic review of empirical trust research that examines the dyadic context of 

trust (Table 4.2). Best practice recommendations for conducting systematic empirical 

literature reviews were followed (e.g., Kim et al., 2020; Siddaway et al., 2019). As an earlier 

review was provided by Korsgaard et al. (2015), this review examined articles published 

since that date. To identify studies for inclusion, online database searches were conducted 

using PsycINFO, Web of Science, Scopus, Business Source Complete and Google Scholar. 

Title search keywords included “trust*” with “dyad*”, “reciproc*”, “*symmetr*”, and 
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“*congruen*”. Supplementing this, a review of recent and forthcoming articles of the most 

relevant top-tier management and psychology journals was conducted, namely Academic of 

Management Journal, Journal of Applied Psychology, Journal of Management, and Journal 

of Organizational Behavior. Also, a forward search on the review article by Korsgaard et al. 

(2015) was conducted on Google Scholar.  

To ensure quality control search results were limited to peer-reviewed academic 

articles from journals with a listed impact factor. To be included, an article must have 

empirically examined a trust variable (trust propensity, trustworthiness, or trusting 

intentions) from both sides of a dyad. The same measure must have been obtained from both 

parties. Where both parties were included but different trust measures were obtained from 

each party, (e.g., trust from one party & felt trust from the other party), the article was 

excluded. Articles with a single-source assessment of mutual trust with a dyadic referent 

were excluded. The primary focus was on interpersonal trust, but interorganisational trust 

was also included where it was examined on a two-sided basis. Team trust studies using 

dyadic measures and social relations modelling were included, but studies with a team trust 

referent and a team level of analysis were excluded (e.g., de Jong & Dirks, 2012; de Jong et 

al., 2021). Studies with a dyad trust referent but an individual level of analysis were also 

excluded (e.g., Baer et al., 2018a; Baer et al., 2022). Articles based on both quantitative and 

qualitative methods were included. Field studies and experimental studies were both 

included. A final list of 34 relevant studies was obtained following examination for inclusion 

criteria. The results are summarised in Table 4.2.  
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Table 4.2  

Dyadic Trust Empirical Studies since 2014* 

Author(s) 
Dyadic 

Approach 
Sample Trust Conceptualisation Analysis #Dyads 

Timeframe 

(Timepoints) 

       

Alarcon et al. 

(2018) 
Reciprocal 

General population 

(experimental) 

Relationship between 

individual-level trust 

and trustworthiness 

SEM, 

MMSA 
300 

Longitudinal 

(5) 

Campagna et 

al (2016) 
Reciprocal 

Undergraduate 

students 

(experimental) 

Relationship between 

individual-level 

trustworthiness 

Effect sizes 

(Cohen’s d) 

71 

87 

81 

Cross-

sectional 

Cheung et al. 

(2017) 
Reciprocal 

Service industries 

(supervisors and 

subordinates) 

Relationship between 

individual-level trust  

SEM, 

Hierarchical 

regression 

182 
Cross-

sectional 

Fitzpatrick & 

Lafontaine 

(2017) 

Reciprocal Romantic couples 
Relationship between 

individual-level trust 
SEM, APIM 199 

Cross-

sectional 

Halbesleben & 

Wheeler  

(2015) 

Reciprocal 

Corporate Service 

Industries 

(coworkers) 

Relationship between 

individual-level trust 

SEM, Latent 

change score 
177 

Longitudinal 

(5) 

Jones & Shah 

(2016) 
Reciprocal 

Undergraduate 

students 

Relationship between 

individual-level 

trustworthiness 

SRM, 

LMEM 
499 

Longitudinal 

(3) 

Martínez-Tur 

et al. (2020) 
Reciprocal 

NGOs (supervisors 

and subordinates) 

Relationship between 

individual-level trust 
SEM 95 

Cross-

sectional 

McEvily et al. 

(2017) 
Reciprocal 

Interorganisational 

(buyers and 

suppliers) 

Relationship between 

individual-level trust 
SUR 82 

Cross-

Sectional 

Naber et al. 

(2018) 
Reciprocal 

Undergraduate 

students 

Relationship between 

individual-level trust 

APIM  

(Group) 
216 

Longitudinal 

(2) 

Tasselli & 

Kilduff (2018) 
Reciprocal 

1. Masters students 

2. Hospital critical 

care 

Relationship between 

individual-level trust 

Linear 

regression  

692 

418 

Cross-

sectional 

Wilson et al. 

(2022) 
Reciprocal 

High-tech start-ups 

Leaders(founders) 

and followers 

(newcomers) 

Relationship between 

individual-level trust 

and trustworthiness 

Qualitative 12 
Longitudinal 

(5) 

(continued) 
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Table 4.2  

Dyadic Trust Empirical Studies since 2014* (continued) 

Author(s) 
Dyadic 

Approach 
Sample 

Trust 

Conceptualisation 
Analysis #Dyads 

Timeframe 

(Timepoints) 

       

Yao et al. 

(2017) 
Reciprocal 

1. Undergraduate 

students 

2. Executive 

education students 

(experimental) 

 

Relationship between 

individual-level trust 
APIM 

98  

50 

Cross-

sectional 

Yao et al. 

(2021) 

1. Reciprocal  

 

 

2. Mutual  

1. Negotiator 

managers  

 

2. Undergraduate 

students 

(experimental) 

1. Relationship 

between individual-

level trust propensity 

 

2. Dyad level trust 

(aggregate)  

APIM 

 

OLS 

Regression 

48 

69 

Cross-

sectional 

Yao & 

Storme 

(2021) 

Reciprocal 

Undergraduate 

students 

(experimental) 

Relationship between 

individual-level trust 

propensity and trust 

APIM 

SEM 
130 

Longitudinal 

(2) 

Ahmed et al. 

(2021) 
Mutual 

Interorganisational 

(importers and 

exporters) 

Dyad level trust  

(level x difference)  
SEM 125 

Cross-

sectional 

Bstieler et al. 

(2017) 

Mutual  

(trust) 

Reciprocal 

(antecedents) 

Interorganisational 

(university-industry 

research 

collaborations) 

Dyad level trust  

(calculation not 

reported)  

APIM 98 
Cross-

sectional 

Cuevas et al. 

(2015) 
Mutual 

Interorganisational  

(Retailer & Outlets) 

(Aerospace & 

Supplier) 

 

Dyad level trust Qualitative 2 
Cross-

sectional 

Gupta et al. 

(2016) 
Mutual 

Interorganisational 

(small business 

owners) 

Dyad level trust  

(lowest individual 

value) 

HLM  1302 
Cross-

sectional 

Kung et al. 

(2018) 
Mutual 

Undergraduate 

students 

(experimental) 

Dyad level trust 

(average) 

OLS 

regression 
90 

Cross-

sectional 

Ko (2014) Mutual 

Interorganisational 

(businesses and 

consultants) 

Dyad level trust  

(aggregate x 

difference) 

OLS 

regression 
80 

Cross-

sectional 

Olekalns et 

al. 

(2014) 

Mutual 

Undergraduate 

students 

(experimental) 

Dyad level 

trustworthiness 

 (average) 

HLM 60 
Cross-

sectional 

Stevens et al. 

(2015) 
Mutual 

Interorganisational 

(Car manufacturers & 

suppliers) 

Dyad level trust Qualitative 2 
Longitudinal 

(12) 

Wang et al. 

(2022) 
Mutual 

Interorganisational 

(buyers and 

suppliers)  

Dyad level trust 

 (average) 

OLS 

regression 
239 

Longitudinal 

(2)  

(continued) 
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Table 4.2  

Dyadic Trust Empirical Studies since 2014* (continued) 

Author(s) 
Dyadic 

Approach 
Sample Trust Conceptualisation Analysis #Dyads 

Timeframe 

(Timepoints) 

       

Ahmad et al. 

(2022) 
Asymmetry 

Mergers & 

Acquisitions 

Generalised trust (by 

country) 

OLS 

regression 
21,468 

Cross-

sectional 

Brattstrom et 

al. (2019) 
Asymmetry 

Interorganisational 

(multinational) 

Trustworthiness  

(integrity) 
Qualitative 1 

Longitudinal 

(12) 

Carter & 

Mossholder 

(2015) 

Asymmetry 

Hospitality 

organization 

(supervisors and 

subordinates) 

Relationship between 

individual-level trust 

Polynomial 

regression  
96 

Cross-

sectional 

Kim et al. 

(2018) 
Asymmetry 

Restaurant 

(supervisors and 

subordinates) 

Relationship between 

individual-level trust 

HLM, 

Polynomial 

regression 

247 
Cross-

sectional 

Methot & 

Cole  

(2021) 

Asymmetry 
Undergraduate 

students 

Dyad level trust  

(difference score) 
SRM 930 

Longitudinal 

(3) 

Panda et al., 

2020 
Asymmetry 

Venture Capitalists 

and Entrepreneurs 

Dyad level trust and 

trustworthiness 

(comparison) 

Qualitative 10 
Cross-

sectional 

Vanpoucke 

et al. (2022) 
Asymmetry 

Interorganisational 

(buyers and 

suppliers) 

Dyad level trust  

(average, difference 

score)  

Post hoc relationship 

between individual-

level trust 

  

Hierarchical 

regression, 

Polynomial 

regression 

(post hoc) 

103 
Cross-

sectional 

Villena & 

Craighead 

(2017) 

Asymmetry 

Interorganisational 

(buyers and 

suppliers) 

Dyad level trust item 

within relational capital 

factor 

(average, difference 

score) 

 Post hoc relationship 

between individual-

level trust  

Hierarchical 

regression, 

Polynomial 

regression 

(post hoc) 

106 
Cross-

sectional 

Wang et al. 

(2015) 
Asymmetry 

Interorganisational 

(Large organisations 

and SMEs) 

Dyad level trust  

(comparison) 
Qualitative 5 

Cross-

sectional 

Wang et al. 

(2023) 
Asymmetry 

Interorganisational 

(buyers and 

suppliers) 

Relationship between 

individual-level trust 

Polynomial 

regression 
162 

Cross-

sectional 

Wang et al. 

(2020)  
Asymmetry 

Interorganisational 

(buyers and 

suppliers) 

Dyad level trust  

(difference score) 
SUR 134 

Cross-

sectional 

Note: APIM = actor-partner interdependence model; HLM = hierarchical linear modelling; LMEM = linear mixed-effects 

model;  MMSA = multivariate multilevel survival analysis; OLS = ordinary least squares; SEM = structural equation 

modelling; SRM = social relations model;  SUR = seemingly unrelated regression.  

* Dyadic trust articles prior to 2014 can be found in Korsgaard et al. (2015) 
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As can be seen in Table 4.1, the conceptualisation and analysis of dyadic trust varies. 

Following the method of classification adopted by Korsgaard et al. (2015) and Tomlinson et 

al. (2009), studies are categorised as reciprocal, mutual, or asymmetric. Reciprocal trust 

studies examine the individual-level trust of both parties within a dyad, where each party is 

both a trustor and a trustee, and both parties have iterative influence on each other (Serva et 

al., 2005). These studies do not assume that trust is reciprocated at equal levels or converges 

within the dyad, and they retain individual-level measures of trust. In contrast, mutual trust 

studies treat trust as an emergent property of the dyad, where both parties are presumed to 

have a shared perception of the trust they have in each other. The focus of mutual trust studies 

is not the degree of trust convergence within the dyad, but rather the antecedents and 

outcomes of shared trust. In these studies, a single dyadic-level measure of trust is typically 

operationalised as an aggregation of the two individual measures. Finally, asymmetric trust 

studies examine the degree to which the trust both parties have in each converges (Tomlinson 

et al., 2009). Unlike mutual trust which presumes a shared level of trust, asymmetric trust 

studies examine the dispersion of trust within the dyad, ranging from high levels of 

convergence to low levels of convergence. This is typically examined in conjunction with 

the mean level of trust itself, as a high level of trust convergence can occur on a range of 

high to low mean levels of trust. In asymmetric trust studies, the dispersion of trust in a dyad 

can be analysed using a variety of methods, typically creating difference scores or statistical 

measures of dispersion, or using polynomial regression and response surface analysis. 

Several research trends are illustrated by Table 4.2. Firstly, the amount of dyadic 

trust studies remains at a low level but is increasing. The systematic review by Korsgaard et 

al. (2015) found 35 articles on dyadic trust spanning a 32-year period between 1983 and 

2014 (one additional article was dated 1958). This review found 34 additional studies in the 

intervening 10 years (2014-2023). This reflects a modest growing interest in conceptualising 

and examining trust from a relational and dyadic perspective. The growth could also be 
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enabled by advances in statistical tools and techniques for dyadic data analysis. Secondly, a 

substantial number of dyadic trust studies continue to examine trust on a reciprocal basis at 

the individual level of analysis. Korsgaard et al. (2015) found 13 reciprocal trust studies. 

This review found an additional 14 reciprocal trust studies, providing evidence that this 

analytical approach continues to be useful to the field of trust research. Third, the trend 

towards longitudinal trust analysis is emerging slowly in dyadic trust studies. Three studies 

prior to 2015 studied dyadic trust longitudinally. This review found an additional 10 studies 

examining trust both dyadically and longitudinally. Finally, the number of dyadic studies 

assuming a mutual level of trust has dropped somewhat, with this review finding nine 

additional studies to add to the 15 found prior to 2015. In contrast, studies of trust asymmetry 

continue, with an additional 11 studies found since 2014 to add to the seven studies found 

prior to this. The relative increase in studies of trust asymmetry rather than studies of mutual 

trust may reflect an emerging consensus in the trust literature that relationship parties can 

differ in their levels of trust (Dirks & de Jong, 2022). In the current study, trust is 

conceptualised as asymmetric rather than mutual. 

In the following sections, the theory and empirical research on each of these three 

major approaches to dyadic trust analysis (reciprocal, longitudinal, asymmetry) are reviewed 

and discussed in detail.  

 

4.4 Reciprocal Trust – Dyadic Patterns of Influence  

 

A fundamental feature of the concept of reciprocal trust is that within a relationship, 

the trust of party A towards party B influences in turn the trust of party B towards party A. 

In this conceptualisation, trust is a dynamic and iterative process between two people. It 

implies that each party is at once both a trustor and a trustee, and through a series of two-

way exchanges, they have an iterative influence on each other.  
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Empirical studies have demonstrated a modest but significant positive association 

between the trust each party has for the other party in the relationship dyad. For example, a 

study on trust within intimate relationships found significant positive correlations between 

the trust male and female partners have for each other (Fitzpatrick & Lafontaine, 2017; r = 

.20). In organisational settings, studies have found trust between managers/supervisors and 

subordinates to be significantly correlated (Brower et al., 2009; r = .16; Martinez-Tur et al., 

2020; r = .35; Seppälä et al., 2011; r = .22). Trust between organisational coworkers has also 

been found to have significant positive correlations (Ferrin et al., 2006; r =.25; Yakovleva 

et al., 2010; r = .24). At interorganisational level, trust between buyers and suppliers has 

been shown to have a significant positive correlation (McEvily et al., 2017; r = .35). Thus, 

correlation analysis from studies conducted in a variety of settings provides preliminary 

evidence that the influence of one party’s trust on the other exists at modest levels and to 

varying degrees depending on the situation and the context. However, the intricacies 

involved in how these bilateral patterns of influence come about remain relatively 

unexplored, and this study aims to shed some light on these dyadic processes. 

Trust theory and empirical research into this aspect of dyadic trust concentrates on 

examining the antecedents and consequences of these two-way exchanges and the impact on 

each party in the trusting relationship. This section reviews the theory and empirical research 

related to reciprocal trust and develops a set of hypotheses regarding reciprocal trust to be 

examined in the current study. 

 

4.4.1 Reciprocal Trust Theory 

 

One of the earliest theorists to explicitly identify this dyadic reciprocity was Morton 

Deutsch (1958), who described it as a “complementary social trust” where each party is 

aware of the intent and the trust of the other, and each party is concerned for the welfare of 
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the other. Social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) is the most frequently proposed theory to 

explain the need for trust and its development over time. According to social exchange 

theory, inexact discretionary obligations between two people are reinforced by repeated 

voluntary exchanges, but carry the risk of non-reciprocation and cannot be guaranteed, 

leading to the need for trust (social exchange theory is described in more detail in section 

2.3.1 of Chapter 2). In this theory, equivalence of trust between the two parties is not a 

requirement. Indeed, a level of imbalance can be interpreted as a desirable signal of 

commitment to a long-term relationship, and a willingness to remain indebted for a period 

of time in the positive expectation of future reciprocity to address the imbalance. In any case, 

the focus of reciprocal trust enquiry is on the process of dyadic influence rather than the 

specific levels of trust in each party, which will be covered later in section 4.6.  

Subsequent developmental models of trust provided more detail than social exchange 

theory by expanding on the reciprocal nature of trust. The dynamic spiral model of trust 

reinforcement proposed by Zand (1972) shows the interaction of two people with similar 

intentions and expectations regarding trust. This model proposes that trust between two 

individuals develops through an iterative give-and-take process involving trustworthiness 

expectations and trust behaviours (information disclosure, acceptance of influence, 

reduction in controls) of both parties in relation to each other. In this model, high-trust 

reinforces high-trust among partners, and low-trust reinforces low-trust among partners. 

Reciprocal cycles of cooperation have also been explained by experimental game theory 

whereby anticipation of future interactions and the continuance of a relationship encourages 

higher levels of cooperation (Axelrod, 1984). 

Stage models of trust development (Lewicki et al., 2006) can also explain the dyadic 

nature of trust. The stage model of interorganisational trust proposed by Shapiro et al. (1992) 

emphasises that trust and risk exist for both parties simultaneously. In this model, repeated 

interactions between the parties move both of them through stages of deterrence-based trust 
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(based on individual costs of discontinuing the relationship), knowledge-based trust (based 

on predictability of reciprocation) and identification-based trust (based on joint interests and 

understanding). Similarly, in the stages of trust development outlined by Lewicki and 

Bunker (1996), both parties move from calculus-based trust (based on individual costs and 

benefits) to knowledge-based trust (based on familiarity and predictability) and on to 

identification-based trust (based on deep connection and shared values). In this model, as 

each party gets to know each other better through repeated interactions, their connection 

become more established, and they learn to trust each other. These deeper forms of trust are 

similar to the concept of relational trust proposed by Rousseau et al. (1998). Relational trust 

moves beyond matters of reliability and dependability into closer emotional attachments 

based upon reciprocated care and concern (McAllister, 1995). In this conceptualisation, 

interdependence between the parties increases and the relationship is characterised by a 

sense of shared identity and the trust of each party in the other. 

Finally, reciprocal trust can be considered within the broader relationship theory of 

interdependence (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). This theory proposes 

reciprocal interdependence as the defining feature of a relationship and comprehensively 

describes how individual, dyadic, and situational characteristics and interactions influence 

the development of the relationship. At its heart, interdependence theory explains how the 

two people in a relationship influence each other’s experiences and outcomes. It has been 

used in a meta-analysis to explain the fundamentally dyadic nature of the relationship 

between trust and cooperation (Balliet & Van Lange, 2013). Interdependence theory 

highlights that trust is not simply a unidimensional phenomenon in the mind of the trustor, 

but a bidimensional phenomenon where the trustee’s trust perceptions and trust behaviours 

play a vital role. Interdependence theory is described in more detail in section 2.3.2 of 

Chapter 2. 
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4.4.2 Individual Differences and Reciprocal Trust  

 

Early trust theory (Rotter, 1967) suggested that those high in trust propensity would 

not only trust others but would also be viewed as trustworthy by others. However, the results 

of a limited number of investigations into the reciprocal effects of trust propensity are mixed. 

In a study of colocated and virtual coworkers, Yakovleva et al. (2010) found that the trust 

propensity of the trustor was not only related to the trust of the trustor but also to the trust of 

the trustee, that is, the other party in the dyadic relationship. However, in a two-study 

experimental negotiation exercise, Yao et al. (2017) found conflicting evidence for the 

dyadic effects of trust propensity. In their first study with students using a context-specific 

measure of trust propensity, both the negotiator’s trust propensity and the counterparty’s 

trust propensity influenced the negotiator’s trust development, indicating reciprocal effects. 

In contrast, in their second study with business executives and a context-free measure of 

trust propensity, the counterparty’s trust propensity did not influence the negotiators trust 

development, indicating no reciprocal effects for trust propensity.  

A subsequent experimental negotiation study with senior managers (Yao et al., 2021) 

confirmed that a negotiator’s own trust propensity but not the counterparty’s trust propensity 

predicts the negotiator’s subsequent negotiation behaviours focused on joint gains, thus 

revealing no dyadic effect of trust propensity. In a similar dyadic study, Yao & Storme 

(2021) showed that trust propensity influenced only the initial trust of the trustor, not the 

trustee, and did not influence trust over time. These temporal findings are supported by the 

findings of one-sided empirical trust research where the influence of trust propensity reduces 

over time as the parties get to know each other and the situational context (Colquitt et al., 

2007; van der Werff & Buckley, 2017). The results of empirical research do not provide 

robust evidence that trust propensity plays a significant role in reciprocal trust dynamics. 
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A small number of studies have explored other individual difference antecedents to 

reciprocal trust. A dyadic study on attachment orientation and trust in intimate interpersonal 

relationships (Fitzpatrick & Lafointaine, 2017) showed reciprocal effects between partners, 

where female trust was influenced by both their own attachment avoidance orientation and 

that of their partner. An experimental dyadic study of negotiation (Campagna et al., 2016) 

found that a negotiator’s emotional misrepresentation (i.e., feigned anger in order to gain 

advantage) backfires and results in genuine anger and reduced trust in both the negotiator 

and their counterpart. A dyadic study of student project teams (Naber et al., 2018) showed 

that individual differences (including general mental ability, knowledge, agreeableness, 

conscientiousness, and openness to experience) influence both trusting others and being 

trusted. Accordingly, there is some limited evidence that reciprocal trust can be influenced 

by the individual characteristics of the two parties, although theory and research is 

underdeveloped in this area.  

 

4.4.3 Relational Dimensions of Reciprocal Trust  

 

In empirical studies, reciprocation of trust is often operationalised as cooperative 

behaviour (Lewicki et al., 2006). For example, in a business simulation study involving five 

exchange cycles, Ferrin et al. (2008) demonstrated that trustworthiness perceptions of one 

party in one round predicted the trustworthiness perceptions of the other party in the next 

round, both directly and indirectly through cooperative behaviour. Furthermore, this study 

found that the cooperative behaviour of one party in one round predicted the cooperative 

behaviour of the other party in the next round, both directly and indirectly through 

trustworthiness perceptions. Similarly, in a computer-mediated trust game involving five 

exchange rounds, Alarcon et al. (2018) found that trustworthiness perceptions predicted 

reciprocated cooperative trust behaviours, which subsequently resulted in higher 
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trustworthiness perceptions in a reciprocal gain spiral pattern. In a negotiation simulation 

with business executives, Yao et al. (2017) provided evidence for dyadic effects of 

cooperative negotiation behaviour where both the negotiator’s behaviour and the behaviour 

of the counterparty influenced the negotiator’s trust development. Reciprocal and spiral 

models of trust have also been illustrated in field studies. For example, in a daily study of 

established coworkers over five days, Halbesleben and Wheeler (2015) found that 

cooperation received predicted perceptions of support and trust, and that these perceptions 

and behaviours increased over time based on the unique reciprocal patterns within each 

dyadic relationship. These examples of the trust-cooperation spiral model illustrate the 

intricate reciprocal process of trust over time that is fundamentally affected by the 

perceptions and behaviour of both parties.  

In a difference approach to the spiral model over time, a dyadic study of coworkers 

in a large, geographically distributed product development team by Yakovleva et al. (2010) 

examined the reciprocal influences of trustor’s variables on themselves (actor effect) and on 

the trustee (partner effect) simultaneously in a dyadic analysis model (Kenny et al., 2006). 

In relation to the effects of trustworthiness on trust, this study found direct actor effects for 

all three trustworthiness perceptions (ability, benevolence, integrity) but found partner 

effects for only benevolence and integrity. This can be explained by the strong interpersonal 

attributes of benevolence and integrity, whereas ability is thought to be less interpersonal 

and more individual in nature, thus less likely to demonstrate reciprocal effects. However, 

due to the small sample size of this study, the reciprocal effects of the three factors of 

trustworthiness on trust were estimated separately rather than simultaneously, so they may 

have been over estimated.  

The same study (Yakovleva et al., 2010) also examined the reciprocal effects of trust 

on interpersonal citizenship behaviours received and found actor effects but not partner 

effects, which was unexpected. Previous studies, while not dyadic, have demonstrated the 
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reciprocal nature of trust and ICB. For example, perceptions of manager trustworthiness 

have been found to be positively related to employee ICBs (Chiaburu & Lim, 2008; 

Korsgaard et al., 2002).  

Other behaviours besides cooperation influence reciprocal trust. For example, in a 

study of newly formed interacting student project teams observed at four timepoints (Serva 

et al., 2005), a range of risk-taking behaviours exhibited by one team were found to predict 

the partner team’s trustworthiness perceptions and subsequent trust and risk-taking 

behaviours. In this study, manager risk-taking behaviours included monitoring progress and 

delegating tasks, whereas team risk-taking behaviours included formalising communications 

and change management. In a similar supervisor-subordinate context, Seppälä et al. (2011) 

found that supervisor trust in a subordinate influences subordinate trust in the supervisor 

through supervisor trust behaviours (granting increased autonomy to the subordinate) and a 

resulting heightened sense of power in the subordinate.  

Reciprocal trust has also been studied in relation to attitudinal outcomes. For 

example, a study by Fitzpatrick and Lafointaine (2017) showed that female relationship 

satisfaction in intimate relationships is influenced by both their trust in their partner and their 

partner’s trust in them. In an organisational context, Cheung at al. (2017) found that 

subordinate perceptions of psychological contract fulfilment are influenced not only by their 

own trust in their supervisor, but also by their supervisor’s trust in them.  

In summary, cooperative behaviours are the most frequently studied outcomes of 

trust across a variety of situations, and there is general agreement that reciprocal trust is 

grounded in the iterative influence of trust on cooperation and the influence of cooperation 

on trust, across two parties in a dyadic relationship (Korsgaard, 2018). However, the need 

for research to explicitly distinguish between the trust and cooperation of each party in a 

relationship in order to better understand the development of trust has been highlighted 

(Ferrin et al., 2007). In addition, dyadic empirical analysis remains uncommon in this area 
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(Korsgaard, 2018; Korsgaard et al., 2015) and has been hampered by small sample sizes and 

methodological limitations (e.g., Yakovleva et al., 2010). 

 

4.4.4 Reciprocal Trust Hypotheses  

 

Hypothesis 1 considers the reciprocal effects of trustworthiness on trust. In a dyadic 

extension of the integrative ABI model of organisational trust (Mayer et al., 1995; 

Schoorman et al., 2007), it is proposed that the trustworthiness perceptions of a dyadic 

member influence both their own trust intentions (actor effect) and the trust intentions of 

their partner the trustee (partner effect). This builds on the work of early trust theorists 

(Deutsch, 1958; Zand, 1972) and on theories of social exchange (Blau, 1964) and the norm 

of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960) which conceptualised trust as inherently a two-way process, 

reinforced by reciprocal patterns of influence. It proposes a process model of trust that 

applies key components of interdependence theory (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Van Lange & 

Balliet, 2015) by covering the interaction of both people in a given situation and emphasising 

the psychological basis of these interactions. The specific context of this study is two 

interdependent top management team members who are in a trusting relationship with each 

other. It expands the empirical work of Yakovleva et al., 2010) by defining the contextual 

and situational aspect of relational interdependence as two forms of trust, reliance-based 

trust and disclosure-based trust (Gillespie, 2003). By examining the interactive influences of 

both parties on each other, it gives prominence to trust as a relational construct (Rousseau et 

al., 1998) that grows from two-way relational bonds over time (McAllister, 1995).  

The effect of an actor’s perception of a partner’s trustworthiness on the actor’s trust 

in the partner (actor effect) is well established by trust theory (Mayer et al., 1995; 

Schoorman et al., 2007) and by extensive empirical research (Colquitt et al., 2007). 

However, the mechanisms by which an actor’s perception of a partner’s trustworthiness 
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leads to the partner’s trust in the actor (partner effect) are less examined. Trust theory can 

offer several explanations for how this effect comes about, which are illustrated in Figure 

4.1 below.  

 

Figure 4.1 

Potential Mediators between Trustworthiness and Trust (Partner)  
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Firstly, trustworthiness perceptions of the partner by the actor could be considered 

as a proxy for the actual trustworthiness of the partner. Trust theory suggests that the 

influence of the trustee on trustor perceptions of trustworthiness increases over time as the 

relationship develops and the trustee has opportunities to demonstrate their trustworthiness 

(Lewicki & Bunker, 1995; Rousseau et al., 1998). According, this should be especially true 

in established relationships such as the current sample, as trustworthiness perceptions have 

been shown to become increasingly accurate over time, arising from a high degree of 

certainly on the part of the trustor who has been able to gather evidence of trustworthiness 

(Holtz et al., 2020). Jones & Shah (2016) also provide empirical support for this view by 

showing that initial trustworthiness perceptions are primarily influenced by the trustor 

themselves, but this influence declines over time as the relationship becomes established 

and the influence of the trustee grows stronger. Furthermore, this proxy measurement of 

actual trustworthiness should have a direct influence on the trust intentions of the trustee, 

as trust theory suggests that trustworthy people are not only trusted by others, they also are 

more trusting themselves (Deutsch, 1958; Whitener et al., 1998). Trustworthy individuals 

value and prioritise relationships and have high expectations of reciprocity, hence they 

tend to trust others as well as being trusted themselves (Rotter, 1967, 1971).  

 Secondly, perceptions of trustworthiness by the actor of the partner could lead the 

partner to feeling evaluated as trustworthy by the actor. Felt trustworthiness (Lester & 

Brower, 2003) refers to the extent to which a trustee perceives that a trustor evaluates them 

as trustworthy. The trustee makes favourable attributions about the trustor’s 

trustworthiness evaluations as the relationship develops. Felt trustworthiness, similar to the 

concept of felt trust (Baer et al., 2015, 2021; Brower et al., 2009; Lau et al., 2014) can lead 

to positive self-evaluations and a sense of duty to fulfil the ability, benevolence, and 

integrity expectations of the trustor, resulting in an internalisation of these ethical 

principles and standards of behaviour. In this sense, social exchange is not simply a pattern 
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of behaviour, but also a moral obligation to respond to the reasonable expectations of 

another, even if no exchange has taken place (Gouldner, 1960). In other words, felt 

trustworthiness can trigger sense of responsibility to live up to the trustor’s interpersonal 

confidence. Experimental research has shown that a sense of interpersonal responsibility 

can motivate trustworthiness, especially benevolence and integrity forms of trustworthiness 

(Levine et al., 2018).  

Thirdly, perceptions of trustworthiness by the actor of the partner could lead to the 

establishment of a norm of trustworthiness evaluations within the dyad. Early trust theory 

suggested that cooperative social exchanges produce both trusting and trustworthy 

behaviour in both parties (Deutsch, 1958). Relational trust theory (Rousseau et al., 1998) 

suggests that established relationships are characterised by a shared sense of identity. This 

shared identity can extend to a shared sense of trustworthiness, where the trustworthiness 

evaluation by one party influences the evaluation by the other party and a shared norm of 

trustworthiness emerges, in particular common values and mutual care and concern. While 

empirical analysis on shared influences within a dyad is uncommon, Jones and Shah 

(2016) have shown that benevolence and integrity perceptions become modestly but 

increasingly influenced by the joint and shared effects of both the trustor and the trustee. 

Trustworthiness has been proposed as an underlying assumption and general moral 

expectation of all normal situations, and the platform from which a cognitive leap of faith 

is launched, beyond the trustworthiness expectations themselves (Lewis & Weigert, 1985; 

Möllering, 2001). Furthermore, positive anchoring events early in a relationship can inspire 

strong identification with a trust partner and lead to positive nonreciprocal exchange 

relationships, based more on the norms of trustworthiness evaluations and future 

expectations than on actual exchange behaviour (Ballinger & Rockman, 2010).  

Although an empirical examination of these mediating variables is outside the 

scope of the current study, they can explain in more detail the actual mechanism by which 
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an individual actor’s perception of a partner’s trustworthiness can lead to the trust 

intentions of their dyad partner towards them. Thus, the current study hypothesises that 

perceptions of trustworthiness will influence both own trust intentions (actor effect) and 

the trust intentions of the other party (partner effect).  

 

Hypothesis 1. An actor’s perception of a partner’s trustworthiness (ability, 

benevolence, integrity) influences both actor and partner trust intentions (reliance, 

disclosure). 

 

As trust theory suggests that some aspects of trustworthiness and trust are more 

relational and reciprocal than others (Colquitt et al., 2011; Gillespie, 2003; Schoorman et al., 

2007), the detailed patterns of influence between the sub-factors of trustworthiness and trust 

may differ. Consequently, sub-hypotheses are developed to estimate the effects of each of 

the three trustworthiness factors (ability, benevolence, integrity) on each of the two forms of 

trust, reliance and disclosure (Gillespie, 2003).  

Firstly, the reciprocal influence of trustworthiness ability perceptions on trust is 

considered. Trustworthiness ability perceptions and trust reliance intentions are both 

considered strongly cognitive in nature (Gillespie, 2003; Schoorman et al., 2007) and the 

link between the two has been demonstrated empirically (Tomlinson et al., 2020; van der 

Werff & Buckley, 2017). Thus, an actor effect is expected for trustworthiness ability 

perceptions and trust reliance (H1a). However, previous empirical research has found no 

reciprocal effects for ability (Yakovleva et al., 2010). Ability is not strongly relational, as 

the ability of one partner is not necessarily related to the ability of another partner. This may 

be especially true in non-voluntary work situations, where individuals with different types 

and levels of competence can be assigned to work together. The expertise of party A 
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influences the willingness of party B to reply upon them, but does not necessarily influence 

the willingness of party A to rely on party B which depends predominantly on the expertise 

of party B. For this reason, no reciprocal partner effects are expected for trustworthiness 

ability perceptions and trust reliance.  

In contrast to trust reliance, trust disclosure is considered more affective and 

relational in nature (Gillespie, 2003). Previous empirical research has found ability to have 

a weaker influence on trust disclosure than that of benevolence or integrity (Tomlinson et 

al., 2020) or no significant relationship at all (van der Werff & Buckley, 2017). Thus, the 

expertise of party A should not significantly influence the willingness of party B to disclose 

sensitive information to them. Furthermore, there is no theoretical or practical reason to think 

that the expertise of party A would influence the willingness of party A to disclose sensitive 

information to party B. Thus, neither actor nor partner effects are expected for 

trustworthiness ability perceptions and trust disclosure intentions.   

 

Hypothesis 1a. An actor’s perception of a partner’s trustworthiness (ability) 

influences actor trust (reliance). 

 

Secondly, the reciprocal influence of trustworthiness benevolence perceptions on 

trust is explored. Trustworthiness benevolence perceptions are considered to be more 

affective in nature (Colquitt et al., 2011). However, empirical research has found 

benevolence influences both trust reliance and trust disclosure, although the link to trust 

disclosure appears to be stronger (Tomlinson et al., 2020; van der Werff & Buckley, 2017). 

Benevolence is also considered strongly relational, and empirical research has found 

reciprocal effects for benevolence (Yakovleva et al., 2010). Trust theory suggests that 

concern for others is an antecedent to both the receipt of trust (Mayer et al., 1995; McAllister, 
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1995) and to the initiation of trust (Whitener et al., 1998). Benevolent individuals can be less 

focused on self-interest and more focused on relationships which encourages them to both 

communicate their own trustworthy character and also to trust others (Whitener et al., 1998). 

Thus, actor and reciprocal partner effects are expected for the influence of trustworthiness 

benevolence perceptions on both trust reliance (H1b) and trust disclosure intentions (H1c).  

 

Hypothesis 1b. An actor’s perception of a partner’s trustworthiness (benevolence) 

influences both actor trust (reliance) and partner trust (reliance). 

 

Hypothesis 1c. An actor’s perception of a partner’s trustworthiness (benevolence) 

influences both actor trust (disclosure) and partner trust (disclosure). 

 

Thirdly, the reciprocal influence of trustworthiness integrity perceptions on trust is 

examined. Trustworthiness integrity perceptions are considered to be more cognitive in 

nature (Colquitt et al., 2011; Schoorman et al., 2007). However, recent research suggests 

that integrity has both cognitive elements (behavioural integrity) and affective elements 

(values congruence) (Tomlinson et al., 2020). The concept of integrity from Mayer et al. 

(1995) adopted in this research encompasses both of these in a unidimensional measure.  

Empirical research on the influence of integrity on trust reliance and trust disclosure 

is mixed. For example, Tomlinson et al. (2020) found that behavioural integrity and values 

congruence both influenced reliance and disclosure, whereas Moorman et al. (2018) reported 

that behavioural integrity influenced reliance solely and values congruence influenced 

disclosure solely. In contrast, van der Werff & Buckley (2017) found weak evidence for the 

impact of the broader concept of integrity on reliance and no impact on disclosure. Previous 
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empirical research has found reciprocal effects for the broader concept of integrity on a 

single measure of trust (Yakovleva et al., 2010).  

Trust theory suggests that trustworthy people are not only trusted by others, but also 

inclined to trust others more, as they have strong expectations of reciprocity (Rotter, 1967, 

1971). This may be especially true for integrity, as an individual’s ethical values and 

promise-keeping behaviours may not only elicit trust from others, but also encourage the 

initiation of trust by the trustworthy person themselves (Whitener et al., 1998). It is thus 

anticipated that integrity perceptions will demonstrate actor effects and partner effects for 

both trust reliance (H1d) and trust disclosure (H1e). 

 

Hypothesis 1d. An actor’s perception of a partner’s trustworthiness (integrity) 

influences both actor trust (reliance) and partner trust (reliance). 

 

Hypothesis 1e. An actor’s perception of a partner’s trustworthiness (integrity) 

influences both actor trust (disclosure) and partner trust (disclosure).  

 

Next, hypothesis 2 considers the reciprocal effects of trust intentions on trust 

behaviour, specifically interpersonal citizenship behaviour (ICB) which is a commonly 

studied outcome of interpersonal trust (Korsgaard et al., 2015; Korsgaard, 2018). Trust has 

been associated with both the giving of help (e.g., McAllister, 1995; Brower et al., 2009) 

and the receipt of help (e.g., de Jong et al., 2007; Ferrin et al., 2006), depending on the 

context. Both the giving of help and the receipt of help constitute reciprocal collaborative 

behaviours which form the foundation of social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), the norm of 

reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960), and interdependence theory (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Van 
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Lange & Balliet, 2015). Furthermore, motivation to reciprocate in the form of ICB is 

considered to be based more on relational factors than on dispositional factors (Bowler & 

Brass, 2006).  

Trust theory explicitly proposes that own (actor) and other (partner) trust influences 

own cooperation (Ferrin et al., 2007). However, these reciprocal effects are rarely tested 

empirically in a simultaneous dyadic context. One study (Yakovleva et al., 2010) did not 

find evidence of partner effects between a one-factor conceptualisation of trust and a one-

factor conceptualisation of ICB. However, the current study anticipates a bidirectional 

influence of trust on ICB based on interpersonal relationship theory (Blau, 1964; Gouldner, 

1960; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978) and trust theory (Ferrin et al., 2007). If a trustor is willing to 

make themselves vulnerable to a trustee in the expectation of a collaborative response, it is 

expected that they would feel an obligation to respond in a similar manner to the trustee. 

Accordingly, it is expected that the trust intentions of a trustor influence both the help they 

receive from the trustee (actor effect) and the help the trustee receives from them (partner 

effect). The hypotheses reflect the two-factor concept of trust intentions (Behavioural Trust 

Inventory; BTI; Gillespie, 2003) and the two-factor concept of interpersonal citizenship 

behaviour (ICB; Settoon & Mossholder, 2002) which have been described in detail in 

Chapter 3.  

 

Hypothesis 2. An actor’s trust intentions (reliance, disclosure) towards a partner 

influence both actor and partner perceptions of interpersonal citizenship behaviour 

received (task-focused ICB and person-focused ICB). 

 

Sub-hypotheses are proposed to estimate the effect of each element of trust on each 

element of ICB. As task-focused ICB and person-focused ICB are considered 
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complementary forms of ICB and have been found to have similar antecedents (Settoon & 

Mossholder, 2002), actor and partner effects for both trust reliance and trust disclosure are 

expected for both task-focused and person-focused ICB.  

 

Hypothesis 2a. An actor’s trust (reliance) towards a partner influences both actor 

and partner perceptions of interpersonal citizenship behaviour received (task-

focused) 

 

Hypothesis 2b. An actor’s trust (reliance) towards a partner influences both actor 

and partner perceptions of interpersonal citizenship behaviour received (person-

focused) 

 

Hypothesis 2c. An actor’s trust (disclosure) towards a partner influences both actor 

and partner perceptions of interpersonal citizenship behaviour received (task-

focused) 

 

Hypothesis 2d. An actor’s trust (disclosure) towards a partner influences both actor 

and partner perceptions of interpersonal citizenship behaviour received (person-

focused) 

 

4.5 Trust Development Over Time 

 

Trust as an ongoing dynamic process of development over time is an inherent feature 

of most trust conceptualisations (e.g., Kramer & Lewicki, 2010; Lewicki & Bunker, 1996; 

Lewicki et al., 2006; Mayer et al., 1995; McAllister, 1995; Rousseau et al., 1998). Trust can 
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grow, stabilise, fluctuate, or decline over time within a relationship, influenced by individual, 

relational, and situational factors (Korsgaard et al., 2018). Yet empirical longitudinal trust 

research is uncommon, although the number of studies has grown over the last decade. 

Empirical longitudinal trust studies that also undertake a dyadic level of analysis are even 

less common, most likely due to the practical difficulties of collecting data both dyadically 

and at repeated timepoints.  

This section reviews the theory and empirical research related to trust development 

and change over time. As an explicit dyadic perspective in this area is limited, the section 

draws heavily on studies of single-sided trust development, although it emphasises the 

relational features as much as possible. The section concludes with developing a set of 

hypotheses regarding dyadic trust change to be examined in the current study. 

 

 

4.5.1 Models of Trust Development  

 

Transformational models of trust development explain the development of trust over 

time through a series of three stages (Lewicki et al., 2006). These theories were introduced 

in section 4.4.1 to explain the dyadic nature of trust which is fundamentally an emergent 

process between two people. Early stages are thought to be motivated by cost-benefit 

calculations, mid stages by deeper knowledge of the trustee, and final stages by a shared 

sense of identification between the parties. Stage models imply that the concept of trust itself 

is transformed in some way over time, and in a particular sequence (Lewicki et al., 2006). 

While some empirical research has shown that the bases of trust change over time, the 

fundamental components of the trust process seem to remain applicable across contexts 

(Dietz, 2011). Furthermore, the order of the stages does not seem to be applicable in all cases 

(e.g., van der Werff & Buckley, 2017). Nevertheless, stage models of trust development have 
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helped to bring an understanding of the dynamic nature of trust development over time and 

the gradual development of a deeper form of trust in stable relationships of long duration.  

In contrast to stage models of trust development, an interactionist model of trust 

development proposed by Jones and George (1998) focuses less on the determinants that 

lead to different types of trust, and more on trust as a dynamic and relational experience 

evolving over time. In this model, trust can fluctuate between states of conditional trust and 

unconditional trust, influenced as much by values, attitudes, moods and emotions as by more 

cognitive knowledge-based calculations. Conditional trust involves a suspension of distrust 

beliefs in order to reap the likely benefits of trust and is predominantly based on individual 

knowledge. In contrast, the dyadic nature of trust is emphasised in this model as it highlights 

that unconditional trust emerges through shared interpretive schemes and reciprocity 

between the parties over time. However, rather than representing incremental stages, this 

model proposes that it is possible for unconditional trust to change into conditional trust or 

even distrust over time. While unconditional trust represents a deeper form of trust, it takes 

time and effort to develop and maintain, and many individuals and organisations may be 

content to operate at a level of unconditional trust. 

 

4.5.2 Initial Levels of Trust 

 

While many theories suggest that trust starts from a zero basis and develops gradually 

over time, empirical field research has shown than initial levels of trust can have a higher 

starting baseline (e.g., Jarvenpaa et al., 1998). In addition, it has been demonstrated that trust 

development is not linear, with faster rates of development in the initial stages (e.g., van der 

Werff et al., 2017). In explanation, some theorists have described how people in new 

organisational situations can start relationships with some preliminary levels of trust in each 

other, despite not yet knowing each other (Lewicki et al., 2006).  
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Meyerson et al. (1996) proposed that ‘swift trust’ can already be in place at the very 

start of temporary work teams which have specific goals and limited timeframes. Temporary 

work teams have become common in the world of work today as a result of sub-contracting, 

flexible workforces, and rising interdependence and teamwork within organisations. In these 

cases, arising from a necessity to develop working relationships very quickly, individuals 

can presume a form of trust in advance of meeting their new colleagues. Swift trust is a form 

of cognitive trust influenced by the social environment of a specific organisation which can 

include the structures, rules, procedures, role descriptions, and prior reputations of both the 

organisation and specific individuals. It has similarities with the concept of presumptive trust 

(Kramer & Lewicki, 2010) which is founded on shared understanding of what membership 

of an organisation means and on generalised social expectations.  

More recently, Wildman et al. (2012) proposed an integrated theoretical framework 

to describe how trust develops in swift starting actions teams based on cognitive, affective, 

behavioural, and contextual perspectives. In particular, this framework emphasises the 

influence of affective processes and explicitly proposes stages of trust development over 

time in even the short duration of temporary teams. Rapid formation of teams has become a 

feature of many knowledge-based organisations today, and in consequence situations of 

swift trust may be increasingly applicable in comparison to more gradual trust development 

in more stable and structured organisational settings (Blomqvist & Cook, 2018).  

In a similar conceptualisation but not limited to temporary teams, McKnight et al. 

(1998) proposed that initial trust within organisations is not based on any perceptions of the 

specific trustee but on individual trust propensity and perceptions of institutional cues. This 

form of institution-based trust is similar to the concept of deterrence-based trust (Shapiro et 

al., 1992). It includes trust based on structural assurances such as promises, contracts, 

regulations, and guarantees, and trust based on beliefs of situational normality, that is, 

perceptions that everything appears to be in proper order and appropriate to the context.  
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More recently, researchers have suggested that heuristic processing can play a 

important part in the formation of initial trust (Baer & Colquitt, 2018; Lewicki & Brinsfield, 

2011; McEvily, 2011). Heuristics describe the activation of judgmental rules that have been 

learned in prior experiences (Tversky & Kahneman, 1973). Unlike swift trust (Meyerson et 

al., 1996) or presumptive trust (Kramer & Lewicki, 2010) which both arise from calculative, 

cognitive processing, heuristic-based trust is a less conscious form of evaluation that has 

more in common with situational normality beliefs proposed by McKnight et al. (1998). For 

example, experimental research has shown that heuristic processing of facial features can 

influence initial trustworthiness perceptions and trust levels (e.g., Holtz, 2015; Kong, 2018; 

Stirrat & Perrett, 2010). However, empirical research into the influence of heuristic 

processing on trust, in particular interpersonal trust, has been quite limited to date (Baer & 

Colquitt, 2018; Dirks & de Jong, 2022).  

 

4.5.3 Trustworthiness Perceptions Over Time 

 

When examining established relationships such as those in the current study, an 

appreciation of the changing bases of trust can be useful. Models of trust development imply 

that the bases of trust shift over time (Lewicki et al., 2006, Mayer et al., 1995). Stage models 

(Lewicki & Bunker, 1996; Rousseau et al., 1998) describe initial trust as a cognitive process 

influenced strongly by the trustors’ limited situational perceptions and individual trust 

propensity, but which moves to more specific trustee influences (trustworthiness perceptions 

by the trustor) as the relationship develops. Mayer et al. (1995) suggested that the effect of 

integrity would be most salient early in a relationship, with the effect of benevolence gaining 

more prominence at later stages. 

In recognition of the changing bases of trust, a longitudinal study of newly formed 

student project teams by Jones and Shah (2016) examined the separate and relative influence 



98 

of the trustor, the trustee, and the dyadic relationship on trustworthiness perceptions. The 

results found the trustor to be the dominant influence at the initial stage of trust formation. 

While this influence decreased over time, the trustor remained the dominant influence for 

benevolence perceptions at the later stages. In contrast, the results indicated a significant 

increase in the influence of the trustee over time, particularly for perceived ability and 

integrity where the trustee becomes the dominant influence. The results also indicate that the 

trustee becomes the dominant influence quickest for ability perceptions, followed by 

integrity perceptions, with benevolence perceptions taking the longest to develop. Compared 

to the influence of the trustor or the trustee, the influence of the dyad (based on mutual 

affinity or shared characteristics) is low at both initial and later stages, although it does grow 

modestly over time. More specifically, while the dyad has very little influence on ability 

perceptions at any time, the dyad seems to have a growing influence on benevolence and 

integrity perceptions over time. 

Other researchers have examined the changing influence of trustworthiness 

assessments over time, but results are mixed. Levin et al. (2006) found that trustworthiness 

assessments were not of significant influence in early or late stages of relationships but were 

influential in relationships of intermediate duration, whereas a sense of shared perspective 

became influential in the later stages. In contrast, in a study of temporary virtual teams, initial 

trusting beliefs have been found to influence trusting beliefs eight weeks later (Crisp & 

Jarvenpaa, 2013). An earlier study of global virtual teams (Jarvenpaa et al., 1998) found that 

integrity perceptions were most important and benevolence perceptions were least important 

in early-stage relationships, but over time, the influence of integrity perceptions continued, 

the influence of benevolence perceptions grew, and the influence of ability perceptions 

decreased. However, other research (van der Werff & Buckley, 2017) found ability and 

benevolence perceptions to be more influential than integrity perceptions at both early and 

subsequent stages of relationships. Frazier et al. (2016) found ability perceptions to be 
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important at all relationship stages, but while both benevolence and integrity were important 

in early relationships, established relationships required only one of them to be present to 

maintain trust. Campagna et al. (2022) found that initial trustworthiness assessments 

generally persist overtime although they can be revised in the face of belief-challenging data.  

As can be seen, the complexity of the influence of trustworthiness perceptions over 

time is illustrated by trust theory and empirical research studies. Trustworthiness patterns of 

influence may vary depending on the maturity and depth of the relationship and are likely to 

be context specific. 

 

4.5.4 Longitudinal Trust - Empirical Research Review 

 

While empirical research studies that take a longitudinal approach are relatively 

uncommon, recent years have seen a growing body of evidence in this area, hence there is 

value in reviewing these studies in detail. This section presents the results of a systematic 

review of longitudinal trust research (Table 4.3). A similar approach was adopted to that 

taken for the systematic empirical dyadic trust review that was previously outlined in section 

4.3. Title search keywords included “trust*” with “longitudinal”, “time”, “spiral*”, 

“develop*”, and “change”.  

To be included, an article must have empirically examined a trust variable at three or 

more time points. In quantitative studies, longitudinal research to effectively study change 

requires a minimum of three waves of data (Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010; Ployhart & Ward, 

2011). Trust research involving two time points, such as before and after training, is 

considered insufficient for examining the overall trajectory of change. It cannot reveal non-

linear patterns including change plateaus and speed of change (Chan, 1998; Singer & Willett, 

2003), although it can give good insights into the impact of interventions and a deeper 
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understanding of reciprocal trust patterns. Increasing, qualitative studies are also examining 

trust dynamics at three or more time points.  

Studies at all levels of analysis were included (individual, dyad, group, or 

organisation). Both field studies and experimental studies were included. This search was 

not constrained in terms of starting year. The earliest paper found to meet the inclusion 

criteria was Serva et al. (2005). A final list of 31 relevant studies was obtained following 

examination for inclusion criteria. The results are summarised in Table 4.3.  
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Table 4.3  

Longitudinal Trust Empirical Studies 

Author Sample 
Level of 

Analysis 
Analytic Approach #Sample Size 

#Time 

Points  
Notes  

       

Alarcon et al. 

(2018) 

General 

population 

(experimental) 

Individual & 

Dyad 

SEM  

(MMSA) 

189 individuals 

300 dyads 
5 

Dyadic 

(Reciproc

al) 

Alarcon et al. 

(2019) 

Students  

(experimental) 

Individual & 

Team 

SEM 

 (panel analysis) 

195 individuals 

39 teams 
3  

Baer et al. 

(2018a) 
MBA students Individual MLM 

109 individuals (S1) 

119 individuals (S2) 

17 (S1) 

12 (S2) 
 

Baer et al. 

(2022) 

MBA alumni 

 (employees) 
Individual MLM 103 individuals 12  

Beggiato et 

al. (2015) 
Car test drivers Individual 

Analysis of variance  

(mean score over 

time) 

15 individuals 10  

Brattstrom et 

al. (2019) 

Multinational 

organisation and 

partner 

Dyad Qualitative 1 case study 12 

Dyadic 

(Mutual) 

 

Buvik et al. 

(2015) 

Construction 

Industry 
Individual Qualitative 1 case study 12  

Cheng et al. 

(2016) 

Undergraduate 

students 
Individual 

Analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) 

46 individuals(S1) 

Not specified (S2) 

7 (S1) 

9 (S2) 
 

Dirks et al. 

(2021) 
Army cadets Individual MLM 534 individuals 3  

Dresher et al. 

(2014) 

General 

population 

(experimental) 

Team 
HLM  

(change over time) 
142 teams 3  

Ferrin et al. 

(2008) 

Undergraduate 

students 

(experimental) 

Individual & 

Dyad 

APIM  

(panel analysis) 

68 individuals (S1) 

204 individuals (S2) 
6 

Dyadic 

(Reciproc

al) 

Halbesleben 

& Wheeler 

(2015) 

Variety of 

industries 

(coworkers) 

Individual & 

Dyad 

SEM 

(latent change 

score) 

354 individuals 

177 dyads 
5 

Dyadic 

(Reciproc

al) 

Hill et al. 

(2009) 

Undergraduate 

students 

(experimental) 

Individual HLM   208 individuals 3  

Högberg et 

al. (2018) 

Interorganisational 

(Public homecare 

organisation and 

private providers) 

Individual Qualitative 1 case study 7 years   

Jones & Shah 

(2016) 

Undergraduate 

students  

Individual & 

Dyad 
SRM 241 individuals 3  

Kaltiainen et 

al. (2017) 

Organisational 

merger (Civil 

Service) 

Individual 
SEM 

 (panel analysis) 
622 individuals 3  

     continued  
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Table 4.3  

Longitudinal Trust Empirical Studies (continued) 

Author Sample Level of Analysis 
Analytic 

Approach 
#Sample Size 

#Time 

Points  
Notes  

 

Karhapää and 

Savolainen 

(2018)  

Organisational 

merger (University) 
Individual Qualitative 1 case study 17 years  

Lagenkamp 

(2022) 
General population Individual 

 

Linear dynamic 

panel analysis  

9954 individuals 12  

Lipponen et al. 

(2020) 

Organisational 

Merger (Civil 

Service) 

Individual 

SEM 

(change over 

time) 

546 individuals 3  

Methot & Cole 

(2021) 

Undergraduate 

students 

Individual & 

Dyad 
SRM 33 individuals 3 

Dyadic 

(Asymmetry) 

PytlikZillig et 

al. (2017) 

Undergraduate 

students 

(experimental) 

Individual 

MLM 

(change over 

time) 

185 individuals 6  

Schaubroeck et 

al. (2013) 

Organisational 

newcomers (army) 
Individual 

SEM  

(panel analysis) 
512 individuals 3  

Serva et al. 

(2005) 

Undergraduate 

students 
Team 

Multiple 

regression 
24 teams  4  

Stevens et al. 

(2015) 

Interorganisational 

(Car manufacturers 

and suppliers) 

Dyad Qualitative 
2 organisations  

16 suppliers 
12 

Dyadic 

(Mutual) 

van Berkel et 

al. (2019) 

Interorganisational 

(Infrastructure 

project) 

Individual Qualitative 1 case study 1  

van der Werff 

& Buckley 

(2017) 

Organisational 

newcomers 

(Professional 

Services) 

Individual 

SEM 

(change over 

time) 

193 individuals 4  

van der Werff 

et al. (2019a) 

Organisational 

newcomers 

(study 1) 

Returnees from 

maternity leave 

(study 2) 

Individual 

SEM 

(change over 

time) 

195 individuals 

(S1) 

247 individuals 

(S2) 

3 (S1) 

3 (S2) 
 

Varoutsa & 

Scapens, 2015 

Interorganisational 

(Aerospace 

industry) 

Individual Qualitiative 1 case study 1  

Vogelgesang et 

al. (2021) 
General population  Individual 

HLM 

 (change over 

time) 

108 individuals 4  

Wilson et al. 

(2006) 

Undergraduate 

Students 

(experimental) 

Team 

Repeated 

measures 

analysis of 

variance 

52 teams 3   

Wilson et al. 

(2022) 

High-tech start-ups 

Leaders(founders) 

and followers 

(newcomers) 

Individual and 

Dyad 
Qualitative 

8 firms 

12 dyads 
5 

Dyadic 

(Reciprocal) 

Note: APIM = actor-partner interdependence model; ; HLM = hierarchical linear modelling; MLM = Multilevel 

modelling; MMSA = Multivariate multilevel survival analysis; SEM = structural equation modelling; SRM = 

social relations model.  

 



103 

Several experimental research studies have examined trust change over time. For 

example, an online strategy simulation study (Dresher et al., 2014) involving three rounds 

showed that growth in shared leadership is associated with growth in team trust. In a three-

week study on the development of trust and cooperation in virtual versus face-to-face teams, 

Wilson et al. (2006) found that while trust starts at higher levels in face-to-face teams, virtual 

teams reach the same levels of trust over time. A computer-mediated strategic decision-

making study (Hill et al., 2009) over three timepoints showed that a context of competition 

(rather than collaboration) combined with electronic communications (rather than face-to-

face) leads to lower growth of trust. A computer mediated experimental study of team trust 

(Alarcon et al., 2019) found that trustworthiness perceptions grew over time and state 

suspicion declined over time. 

A number of field studies have examined change in trust over time using qualitative 

methods. A longitudinal qualitative study of leader/newcomer pairs in high-tech start-ups 

(Wilson et al., 2022) highlighted the dyadic and emergent nature of trust over time. A 

qualitative longitudinal study of interorganisational trust (Stevens et al., 2015) has shown 

the risks of excessive or insufficient trust, which can become optimal over time through 

relationship reorientation and recalibration efforts by both parties. Several other case studies 

examine the changing relationship between interorganisational trust and control mechanisms 

over time (e.g., Högberg et al., 2018; van Berkel et al., 2019; Varoutsa & Scapens, 2018). 

Organisational mergers are the subject of several longitudinal studies of trust. In a 

qualitative study of a merger between two universities spanning 17 years, Karhapää and 

Savolainen (2018) demonstrated that trust moves in stages from calculation-based trust to 

identity-based trust and permeates the organisation at multiple levels including top 

management, individual, group, and the organisation. A three-wave quantitative study of an 

organisational merger (Kaltaiinen et al., 2017) showed the reciprocal influence between 

cognitive trust in the top management team and justice perceptions of the merger process. In 
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a related merger study, Lipponen et al. (2019) found that while development of post-merger 

trust in a new supervisor was negatively influenced when the new supervisor originated from 

the other pre-merger organisation, it was nevertheless positively influenced by favourable 

attitudes towards the pre-merger organisation and perceptions of top management reliability. 

Field studies can also examine changes in trust over short time frames. For example, 

a 12-day experience sampling study of coworker trust (Baer et al., 2022) found that 

employees daily motives (daily strivings for achievement, affiliation, stimulation, and 

security) influence their willingness to take risks and their subsequent reliance and disclosure 

behaviour towards their coworker. A 4-wave weekly study of the impact of psychological 

breach on trust and integrity perceptions (Vogelgesang et al., 2020) showed that the 

magnitude of the change in trust influenced perceptions of behavioural integrity. 

A number of other quantitative field studies have shown that it is important to 

understand not only the absolute level of trust at a given timepoint, but also the amount of 

change in trust over time. Newcomer studies have been used to illustrate this point, as most 

change is thought to occur early in relationships. For example, in a study on coworker trust 

among organisational newcomers, van der Werff and Buckley (2017) showed that trust 

increased over time. As the coworkers got to know each other during the socialisation period, 

the influence of the general context and social environment declined, and the influence of 

more personal trustworthiness assessments increased. Another study with newcomer army 

cadets (Dirks et al., 2021) showed that increases in trust were associated with higher ratings 

of leader effectiveness and unit performance compared to stable levels of trust. In this study, 

higher initial expectations of a leader were associated with a decline in trust over time, 

whereas lower initial expectations were associated with an increase in trust over time. 

However, the study showed that displays of transformational leadership can help both 

maintain high initial trust and can also overcome low initial trust, but lows levels of 

transformational leadership behaviours lead to both a decline in high initial levels of trust 
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and inability to grow trust form low initial levels. Interestingly, while both initial levels of 

trust and growth in trust over time were associated with leadership effectiveness, this study 

suggests that starting at moderate levels of trust and growing over time may be more 

effective than starting at a high level of trust, which can tend to drop as expectations are not 

met. These studies (Dirks et al., 2021; van der Werff & Buckley, 2017) highlight the need 

to consider both the level of trust at a given point in time and also the trajectory of trust over 

time. 

Finally, it is interesting to note that a small number of studies examine trust both 

dyadically and longitudinally. Five studies examine reciprocal trust over time (Alarcon et 

al., 2018; Ferrin et al., 2008; Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2015; Jones & Shah, 2016; Wilson et 

al., 2022). One study examines mutual trust over time (Stevens et al., 2015). Two studies 

examine trust asymmetry over time (Brattstrom et al., 2019; Methot & Cole, 2021). Unlike 

the current study which adopts a quantitative within-subjects design to examine trust change 

over time in established workplace relationships, these previous studies employ 

experimental designs (Alarcon et al., 2018; Ferrin et al., 2008), examine new student 

relationships (Jones & Shah, 2016; Methot & Cole, 2021), adopt between-subjects time-

lagged models (Alarcon et al., 2018; Ferrin et al., 2008; Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2015), or 

carry out qualitative investigations (Brattstrom et al., 2019; Stevens et al., 2015; Wilson et 

al., 2022).  

 

4.5.5 Trust Change Hypotheses 

 

Trust theory advocates that trust is a dynamic construct that can grow, stabilise, and 

decline over time (e.g., Lewicki et al., 2006; Mayer et al., 1995). Although trust can grow 

quickly in new relationships (McKnight et al., 1998; Meyerson et al., 1996), most trust 

theorists suggest that trust grows gradually based on repeated exchanges (Blau, 1964; 
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Lewicki et al., 2006). In addition, interdependence theory (Kelley et al., 2003) suggests that 

interdependent relationships such as those based on trust change over time as a relationship 

develops following reciprocal interactions and influences. Theorist have suggested that 

interdependence is a necessary condition for trust (Rousseau et al., 1998), and that trust is a 

necessary condition for interdependence (Balliet & Van Lange, 2013). Consequently, the 

current study expects that changes in trust levels will be related to three key factors that 

represent levels of interdependence and capture the concept of repeated interactions between 

two parties: initial starting levels of trust, the length of time the relationship has existed 

(relationship duration), and how frequently the parties interact with each other 

(communication frequency). The hypothesis reflects the two-factor concept of trust 

intentions (Behavioural Trust Inventory; BTI; Gillespie, 2003) which has been described in 

detail in Chapter 3. 

 

Hypothesis 3. Changes in trust (reliance and disclosure) are influenced by initial 

starting levels of trust, length of relationship, and communication frequency. 

 

Three sub-hypotheses are proposed for each of the three influencing factors. Firstly, 

it is anticipated that changes in both trust reliance and trust disclosure will be greater for 

those individuals and dyads who start at lower levels of trust. Trust theory (Lewicki et al., 

2006) suggests that trust grows over time as a relationship develops, reaching a stable level 

in mature relationships. Interdependence theory (Kelley et al., 2003) also suggests dynamic 

interaction patterns within relationships which result in stable psychological states in the 

longer-term following adaptation processes by both parties. Thus, it is expected that those 

relationships at lower initial levels of trust have more scope to grow their trust, whereas those 

relationships at higher levels of trust are closer to or at stable levels.  
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Hypothesis 3a. Changes in trust (reliance and disclosure) are influenced by 

initial starting levels such that trust at lower initial levels increases more 

over time. 

 

Secondly, it is hypothesised that changes in both trust reliance and trust disclosure 

will be greater for dyadic partners in newer relationships. Since trust theory suggests that 

trust grows over time as a relationship develops (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996; Shapiro et al., 

1992), trust growth should be positively related to the duration of a relationship. The length 

of a relationship can be considered as a proxy for relationship maturity and familiarity 

between the parties (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). Trust can, of course, decline if the norm of 

reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960) is not upheld, or if there are breaches of trust in a relationship 

(Lewicki & Brinsfield, 2017). Furthermore, trust can start at high levels and reduce over 

time when optimistic expectations are not met (McKnight et al., 1998; Meyerson et al., 

1996). In general, however, individuals are disposed to develop trust-based relationships 

over time and to exit relationships where trust is low (Korsgaard, 2018). In addition, in the 

workplace context, people are usually inclined to maintain good relations with their 

colleagues (Colbert et al., 2016; Heaphy et al., 2018; Ragins & Dutton, 2007). 

However, empirical evidence on the link between relationship duration and trust is 

mixed. An earlier meta-analysis on trust in leadership identified no link between relationship 

duration and trust, although the number of studies available for analysis at the time was 

limited to five (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). A more recent meta-analysis of 39 studies covering 

both interpersonal and interorganisational trust (Vanneste et al., 2014) found a small positive 

correlation between relationship duration and trust but noted significant variance depending 

on the context. A recent meta-analysis on interorganisational trust (Zhong et al., 2017) found 

an inverted U-shaped relationship between relationship duration and trust, possibly 
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reflecting the risk of complacency and opportunism in prolonged relationships leading to a 

decrease in trust.  

Rather than a direct effect, some studies examine the indirect effects of relationship 

duration and trust. For example, a study of knowledge-based workers (Levin et al., 2006) 

found that gender similarity is important in newer relationships, whereas shared perspectives 

become more important in longer relationships. Similarly, a dyadic study of trust between 

research collaborating firms (Bstieler et al., 2017) found that communication quality was the 

most influential factor on trust in the early to intermediate stages of a relationship, whereas 

decision process similarity was most influential in the later stages. Expectations of 

relationship continuity have also been found to have a stronger influence on trust in more 

established interorganisational relationships (Poppo et al., 2008). In contrast, other studies 

have found no indirect effect of relationship duration on trust. For example, Baer et al. 

(2018a) found the influence of coworker citizenship behaviours on coworker trust was not 

influenced by coworker relationship duration. Campagna et al. (2020) found the accuracy of 

a leader’s felt trust was not influenced by leader-employee relationship tenure. Nienaber et 

al. (2022) found the trickle-down effect of organisational trust to coworker trust was not 

influenced by employee tenure. However, a study on knowledge sharing among coworkers 

which distinguished between the reliance and disclosure elements of trust (Alexopoulos & 

Buckley, 2013) found that trust reliance was more influential in relationships of shorter 

duration, whereas trust disclosure was more influential in relationships of longer duration. 

In the context of the current study, coworkers get a chance to know one another better 

over the course of the development programme, which should have greater trust growth 

potential for less developed relationships than mature relationships. Based on trust 

development theory and empirical research, it is expected that newer relationships should 

start at lower levels of trust and increase to a greater extent. 
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Hypothesis 3b. Changes in trust (reliance and disclosure) are influenced by length 

of relationship such that trust within newer relationships starts at lower levels and 

increases more over time. 

 

Third, it is hypothesised that changes in both trust reliance and trust disclosure will 

be greater for dyadic partners who communicate more frequently with each other. Trust 

theory suggests that regular communication allows the exchange of information about 

individual preferences and shared values, leading to deeper levels of knowledge-based trust 

(Lewicki & Bunker, 1996). Interdependence theory (Kelley et al., 2003) also suggests that 

information availability is a key element of trust-based interdependent relationships. 

However, a more detailed examination of the association between communication frequency 

and trust change over time has not received much theoretical attention. Empirical research 

with senior manager coworkers has shown that the frequency of communication has a 

positive influence on levels of trust (Becerra & Gupta, 2003). Similarly, a study of 

multinational company coworkers (Nienaber et al., 2022) found that frequency of 

communication positively influenced coworker trust. A study of supervisor-subordinate 

dyads (Miller et al., 2019) found that more frequent communication is associated with less 

relationship conflict and higher trust. McAllister (1995) found that interaction frequency had 

a significant link with affect-based trust, although subsequent research did not support this 

finding (Webber, 2008). However, these empirical studies are cross-sectional snapshots 

which measure trust at a single point in time, therefore while they do confirm that 

communication frequency is associated with higher levels of trust, they do not provide 

evidence of communication frequency being associated with changes in trust levels over 

time.  

Most influential trust theorists agree that regular communication facilitates 

individuals getting to know each the other and making more informed trustworthiness 
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assessments (Lewicki et al., 2006). The deepest forms of trust (identification-based trust) are 

thought to exist in only a small number of close relationships between people (Lewicki & 

Bunker, 1996). Perhaps more importantly, as individuals can all start and stabilise at 

different levels of trust, changes in trust rather than solely the level of trust can be a more 

powerful explanatory construct (e.g., Dirks et al., 2021; Drescher et al., 2014; Lipponen et 

al., 2019; Vogelgesang et al., 2020). Thus, the idea that communication frequency may be 

associated with a change in trust levels in addition to higher absolute levels of trust could be 

a valuable extension of trust theory. Therefore, it is hypothesised that individuals who 

communicate more frequently with each other will have higher levels of trust in each other 

and higher levels of positive change in trust. 

 

Hypothesis 3c. Changes in trust (reliance and disclosure) are influenced by 

communication frequency such that more frequent communication is associated with 

higher levels of trust and higher levels of positive change. 

 

4.6 Trust Congruence 

 

Trust congruence has been defined as ‘a bilateral indicator of the extent to which two 

individuals trust each other’ (Tomlinson et al., 2009, p.174). Thus, trust congruence reflects 

the degree of symmetry between the trust levels that two individuals have for each other. 

Trust congruence is analysed on an objective dyadic level by collecting the trust levels of 

each party and calculating the actual difference between trust given and trust received. Trust 

congruence can also be analysed subjectively by collecting trust felt and trust given from 

one party in a relationship, but this individual-level construct is not the focus of the current 

study. Trust congruence can range from highly congruent (or symmetric) to highly 

incongruent (or asymmetric). 
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Trust congruence has been shown to significantly influence dyadic outcomes above 

and beyond absolute levels of trust. This section reviews the theory and empirical research 

related to trust congruence. Following the categorisation introduced by Korsgaard et al. 

(2015), in this study highly congruent trust is labelled mutual trust, and incongruent trust is 

labelled asymmetric trust. Mutual trust and asymmetric trust are examined in turn, and the 

section concludes with a set of hypotheses regarding trust congruence which will be 

examined in the current study. 

 

4.6.1 Mutual Trust 

 

Mutual trust is an emergent property of the dyad where both parties are presumed to 

have a shared perception of the trust each has in the other (Korsgaard et al., 2015). Mutual 

trust implies that both parties trust each other to the same extent, more or less, and that each 

party is aware of the level of trust they give and receive (Deutsch, 1958). This concept of 

evenly balanced trust based on shared understanding is implicit in much of the early trust 

literature. For example, the dynamic spiral model of trust reinforcement from Zand (1972) 

proposed that trust reaches an equilibrium level in a dyad after a series of exchanges. 

Until recently, mutual trust has been the dominant assumption in trust research (Dirks 

& de Jong, 2022). Single-sided trust research at an individual-level is often presented as 

representative of trust at a relationship level. In addition, single-sided trust research 

sometimes uses a shared referent to capture mutual trust. Dyadic trust studies taking a mutual 

perspective measure trust on both sides of the relationship but presume a shared level of 

trust. In quantitative studies this is usually justified by using statistical indices such as the 

intraclass correlation coefficient to demonstrate the levels of similarity within the dyad 

before proceeding to use an aggregated measure of trust in the research analysis. The focus 
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of mutual trust studies is generally not the level of agreement within the dyad but rather the 

antecedents and consequences of shared levels of trust. 

Nearly all of the mutual trust studies identified in the last decade (Table 4.2) are 

studies of interorganisational trust. For example, in study of dyadic relationships between 

small businesses, Gupta et al. (2016) found that mutual trust influenced the referral income 

received by the individual firms from their partners. A study of university-industry research 

collaborations (Bstieler et al., 2017) found that antecedents of mutual trust included 

reciprocal communication and decision process similarity, which varied depending on 

relationship maturity, with reciprocal communication more effective in early stages of a 

relationship and decision process similarity more effective in later stages. A qualitative case 

study of two car manufacturers and their suppliers (Stevens et al., 2015) charts the 

progression of mutual trust over time through relationship reorientation and recalibration 

behaviours by both parties. Empirical research generally supports the idea that shared 

context and exchanges promote mutual trust, which in turn leads to high quality cooperative 

relationships. 

What is less clear, however, is how different levels of mutual trust emerge and the 

consequences of different levels of mutual trust (Korsgaard et al., 2015). One experimental 

study of negotiation (Yao et al., 2021) addressed this issue. The study showed that both high-

trust negotiating dyads and low-trust negotiating dyads can generate joint gains. Consistent 

with previous meta-analysis on trust negotiation (Kong et al. 2014), this study found that 

high-trust negotiating dyads generate joint gains directly through information sharing and 

insight into each other’s interests and needs. However, it also showed that low-trust 

negotiating dyads have the potential to generate joint gains indirectly, by greater use of 

multi-issue offers, by processing information holistically rather than analytically, and by 

generating more accurate insight into mutually beneficial tradeoffs and the relative priorities 

of each party. 
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In contrast to a mutual trust perspective, there is a growing view in the trust literature 

that trust is not necessarily shared at equal levels between partners or within groups. This is 

especially evident in the team trust literature where there is an emerging trend to examine 

team trust as a dispersion-based construct rather than a shared group construct (e.g., de Jong 

& Dirks 2012). This form of incongruent or asymmetric trust within interpersonal 

relationships is discussed in the following section. 

 

4.6.2 Asymmetric Trust 

 

Theorists have highlighted that trust is not necessarily mutual between parties 

(Brower et al., 2000; Korsgaard & Bliese, 2021; Schoorman at al., 2007; Tomlinson et al., 

2009). Individual differences in trust propensity, trustworthiness perceptions, attitudes to 

risk, and interpretations of situational and relational factors (Mayer et al., 1995) imply that 

trust is unique to an individual, even in the context of a relationship. Taking an asymmetric 

or incongruence perspective, two parties in a relationship can have different levels of trust 

in each other (Tomlinson et al., 2009). The degree of dyadic trust differences can range from 

high incongruence (very different) through moderate incongruence (a little different) to 

congruence (quite similar). In addition, congruence/incongruence can occur at low, 

moderate, or high levels of trust. It has been proposed that trust incongruence negatively 

affects joint behavioural outcomes, and that trust congruence, even at low levels of trust, is 

preferable to trust incongruence at higher levels of trust (Tomlinson et al., 2009). This is 

explained by the idea that even at low trust levels, congruence promotes a degree of mutual 

understanding, whereas trust incongruence, even at higher levels of trust, runs the risk of 

misunderstanding and exploitation in the relationship. As high-quality relationships depend 

on shared understanding and mutual concern, a high degree of trust congruence at a high 

level of trust would appear to be the optimum trust profile. 



114 

Empirical research, although limited in this area, supports the view that trust 

incongruence is detrimental to dyadic relationships. For example, a study of managers and 

subordinates (Brower et al., 2009) demonstrated that helping behaviours were highest when 

both the manager and the subordinate had high levels of trust in one another. A study of 

cognitive and affective trust between supervisors and their work group (Carter & 

Mossholder, 2015) demonstrated the positive effects of trust congruence on performance and 

the positive effects of congruence occurring at higher rather than lower levels of trust. A 

longitudinal study of undergraduate students taking a leadership development class over 18 

months (Methot & Cole, 2021) found that trust congruence at an early period positively 

influenced the development of supportive peer mentor relationships over time. A study of 

team trust using dyadic measurements (de Jong & Dirks, 2012) found that dyadic trust 

congruence within the team strengthened the positive relationship between intrateam trust 

and team performance. 

Yet most interpersonal trust research assumes a level of mutuality and very little 

attention has been paid to alternative perspectives (Korsgaard et al., 2015). Likewise, a 

recent review of interorganisational trust research (Graebner et al., 2020) concluded that 

mutual trust may not be as prevalent as the mostly single-sided literature suggests and 

recommended more attention to the perspective of trust incongruence or asymmetry. The 

current study adopts the view that trust levels can be incongruent and develops a set of 

hypotheses regarding the negative impact of trust incongruence on dyadic collaboration and 

helping behaviours which are presented in the next section. 

 

4.6.3 Trust Congruence Hypotheses 

 

The current study explores the influence of trust incongruence within interpersonal 

dyadic work relationships. It draws on previous trust theory which suggests that trust is not 
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necessarily mutual between parties (Mayer et al., 1995; Schoorman et al., 2007) and can 

display levels of incongruence which are detrimental to joint outcomes (Tomlinson et al., 

2009). It also draws on interdependence theory (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978) which suggests 

that nonmutual dependence can be detrimental to both parties in a relationship and proposes 

that trust can be considered a proxy for assessing subjective dependence perceptions. It tests 

a set of hypotheses in relation to the influence of trust incongruence within interpersonal 

dyadic work relationships, specifically on interpersonal citizenship behaviours (ICBs) 

performed by one member of an SME top management team towards another. Previous 

empirical research has demonstrated the detrimental effect of trust incongruence on ICB 

using one-factor measures for both trust and ICB (Brower et al., 2009). The hypotheses of 

the current study reflect the two-factor concept of trust intentions (Behavioural Trust 

Inventory; BTI; Gillespie, 2003) and the two-factor concept of ICB (Settoon & Mossholder, 

2002) which have been described in detail in Chapter 3. Thus, a more fine-grained 

examination of the impact of dyadic trust incongruence is presented.  

 

Hypothesis 4. The level and incongruence of dyadic trust intentions interact such that 

the positive relationship of trust (reliance and disclosure) with interpersonal 

citizenship behaviours (task-focused ICB and person-focused ICB) is stronger at 

lower levels of trust incongruence than at higher levels of trust incongruence. 

 

Four sub-hypotheses are proposed to reflect the impact of each element of trust on 

each element of ICB. Similar to hypothesis 2, as task-focused ICB and person-focused ICB 

are considered complementary forms of ICB (Settoon & Mossholder, 2002), similar effects 

are proposed for each.  
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Hypothesis 4a. The positive influence of trust (reliance) on task-focused ICB is 

stronger at lower levels of trust (reliance) incongruence 

Hypothesis 4b. The positive influence of trust (reliance) on person-focused ICB is 

stronger at lower levels of trust (reliance) incongruence 

Hypothesis 4c. The positive influence of trust (disclosure) on task-focused ICB is 

stronger at lower levels of trust (disclosure) incongruence 

Hypothesis 4d. The positive influence of trust (disclosure) on person-focused ICB is 

stronger at lower levels of trust (disclosure) incongruence 

 

4.7 Chapter Summary 

 

This chapter discussed the theoretical basis for this research and reviewed the recent 

empirical research relating to dyadic trust. It presented the case for several hypotheses 

concerning the patterns of dyadic trust within the context of reciprocal work relationships. 

The chapter began with a definition of dyadic trust and presented a review of empirical 

research in this area. Based on the literature a series of hypotheses were proposed regarding 

the reciprocal patterns of dyadic trust, the dyadic development of trust over time, and patterns 

of trust congruence within the dyad. In the following chapter the methodology employed to 

test these hypotheses will be presented. 
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5.  Research Methodology 

 

5.1  Introduction 

 

This chapter introduces the methodology employed to examine the hypotheses 

developed in the previous chapter. The chapter has nine main sections. First, it outlines and 

justifies the positivist philosophical perspective underpinning the research approach. 

Second, it discusses the key elements of the research design: a quantitative field study using 

self-reports; a dyadic level of analysis; and a repeated measures design facilitating 

longitudinal analysis of change over time. Third, it explains the appropriateness of the 

population chosen for the research and describes the key demographics of the final sample 

collected. Fourth, it outlines the design and pretesting of the survey questionnaire. Fifth, it 

specifies the detailed procedure for the administration of the surveys and data collection. 

Sixth, it provides a description of the efforts made to maximise the survey response rates 

and evaluates the impact of the actual response rates achieved. Seventh, it provides a detailed 

description of the measures used for each construct under examination. It then outlines the 

steps taken to prepare the data for analysis and concludes with an overview of the data 

analysis strategy. 

 

5.2 Research Philosophy 

 

All social science research, including organisational research, is conducted on the 

basis of specific beliefs and assumptions about the nature of reality (ontology), how 

knowledge can be obtained (epistemology), and the relationship between theory and practice 

(praxeology) (Burrell & Morgan, 1979; Tsoukas & Chia, 2011). These three dimensions of 

philosophical enquiry have a fundamental influence on theoretical approaches, research 

questions, and research methodology. There are many different schools of thought which 
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have been classified into four mutually exclusive frameworks or paradigms for 

organisational analysis: functionalism, interpretivism, radical structuralism and radical 

humanism (Burrell & Morgan 1979). Positivism, within the functionalist paradigm, is 

generally acknowledged as the current dominant philosophy in the social sciences and in 

organisational science. 

Positivism (Auguste Comte, 1798-1857) is a realist ontology and objectivist 

epistemology which assumes there is an objective, generalisable, universal reality which can 

be examined through empirical research methods. These methods of scientific enquiry 

involve rigorous and controlled observation, experimentation, and replication. They are 

designed to ensure that the researcher’s role in the research process (axiology) is minimised 

and seek to prevent the values of the researcher having an influence on the observations. 

While early positivism focussed mainly on observation and description, neo-positivism 

utilises the hypothetico-deductive model to explain and predict phenomena (Hempel, 1966; 

Popper, 1963). Positivists generate theoretical models of behaviour from which hypotheses 

of relationships between constructs are developed and empirically tested. The hypothetico-

deductive model has become the dominant research model in the fields of management 

(Colquitt & Zapata-Phelan, 2007) and organisational psychology (Cortina et al., 2017). 

Empirical methods include quantitative analysis, qualitative analysis, laboratory 

experimentation, meta-analysis, and mixed methods. However, most empirical research in 

management and organisational behaviour adopts a quantitative approach. For example, 

83% of articles published over the last twenty years in the journal “Organizational Research 

Methods” were quantitative (Aguinis et al., 2019). Quantitative research translates 

observations into numerical quantities which are then analysed using a variety of statistical 

methods, including factor analysis, multiple regression, multilevel modelling, and structural 

equation modelling. This enables correlational or causal inferences to be drawn about 
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relationships between theoretical constructs. Observations are drawn from samples which 

correspond to larger populations through probability-based inferences. 

Although early positivist research was limited to observable behaviour, modern 

positivism examines unobservable mental processes, mainly through the employment of 

field-based self-report questionnaires or surveys. Multiple item scales are developed to 

capture a wide variety of variables including personality traits, values, beliefs, perceptions, 

attitudes, affect, and behaviours. These observed variables are analysed via statistical models 

in order to estimate latent variables, that is, abstract variables that are inferred rather than 

directly observed. Although self-report methods are not error free and have been criticised 

for their validity, they have been defended as the best available method of gathering 

information about inner psychological processes (Chan, 2009). 

Positivism is also acknowledged as the most common research orientation in trust 

research. In a recent examination of the most cited journal articles on the topic of employee 

trust in their organisations, Siebert et al. (2016) illustrated that the majority were positioned 

in the functionalist paradigm, written from a psychological perspective, and characterised 

by positivistic methodologies and quantitative data collection methods. Similarly, Isaeva et 

al. (2015) found that the self-perceptions of leading trust researchers regarding their own 

epistemologies were predominantly positivist. The literature review in the previous chapter 

also illustrates the predominance of positivistic epistemology and quantitative research 

design in trust research. As trust is generally agreed to be a psychological state (Rousseau et 

al., 1998), it is not surprising that quantitative measurement via self-report questionnaires is 

the most common empirical approach. Trust within this study is also conceptualised as a 

psychological state within an individual and a positivist epistemological method of scientific 

enquiry is adopted which employs a quantitative research design approach. 

Proponents of positivism have been criticised for a lack of self-reflection regarding 

their epistemological philosophy and assumptions (Tsoukas & Chia, 2011). Explicit 
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articulation of a positivist research philosophy is rare in academic journal articles. A 

significant proportion of leading trust researchers have been found to lack explicit awareness 

of their own research epistemology, which could be interpreted as a form of implicit 

positivism as a result of unquestioningly belonging to the dominant positivist mainstream 

(Isaeva et al., 2015). In addition, it has been suggested that many organisational trust studies 

which have adopted a positivist approach have a distinctly managerialist tone and are not 

truly objective or value free (Siebert at al., 2016). Calls have been made for a more pluralistic 

approach to include consideration of other philosophical perspectives (such as interpretivism 

or social constructionism) in order to reach a richer understanding of the ambiguous concept 

of trust from the viewpoints of all parties involved, and how it is influenced by time and 

context (Isaeva et al., 2015; Siebert et al., 2016). The trust research community has 

recognised the risk of the positivism dominance and is actively encouraging methodological 

openness to balance the “prevailing bias toward quantitative methods” (Li, 2011, p. 17). In 

addition, the contribution of different perspectives to providing deeper understanding of the 

multi-faceted nature of trust has been recognised (Lyon et al., 2015). 

Nevertheless, positivist researchers and methodologists in the organisational and 

social sciences would contend that there is continuous self-scrutiny of methodological 

assumptions and established practices within the field. For example, two volumes have been 

published in recent years which challenge some common methodological and statistical 

practices for their lack of scientific rationale (Lance & Vandenberg, 2009, 2015). Best 

practice recommendations and directions for methodological improvements are a regular 

feature in top academic journals of organisational science (e.g., Aguinis & Edwards, 2014; 

Aguinis et al., 2018, 2021; Heggestad et al., 2019). Debates and challenges within the 

positivist research community regarding epistemological concerns are alive and well (e.g., 

Cortina, 2020; Edwards, 2020; Powell, 2020; Zyphur, 2017, 2020). Positivism in the 
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organisational sciences is a dynamic epistemology and its dominance shows no signs of 

declining in the near future. 

Finally, the importance of methodological fit (internal consistency between the 

research question, prior work, research design, and theoretical contribution) in organisational 

research studies has been highlighted (Edmondson & McManus, 2007). This proposes that 

research in less mature fields with undefined constructs suits qualitative designs and 

exploratory analysis such as thematic content analysis. In contrast, mature theory 

characterised by well-developed constructs and more precise models are suited to 

quantitative designs and deductive analysis. In the last twenty years, trust research has 

moved from being heavily conceptual to being predominantly empirical (Mollering et al., 

2004). A degree of agreement is emerging in theoretical conceptualisations of trust and 

several well-validated measures of trust have been developed (Dietz & Den Hartog, 2006; 

Gillespie, 2012, 2015; McEvily & Tortoriello, 2011). As a result, the field of trust research 

is very suited to quantitative research methods. 

In conclusion, the current research design adopts the predominant paradigm in the 

study of psychological phenomena within organisations today and takes a positivist 

philosophical perspective. The methodological choice influenced by this epistemology 

comprises a quantitative research design which uses self-report questionnaires, predefined 

constructs, and hypothesised causal relationships. As the field of interpersonal trust is 

reasonably mature, the current research avails of established measures and advanced 

statistical analysis techniques. The next section explains in detail the research design 

characteristics (dyadic, longitudinal, repeated self-report measures), and is then followed by 

a description of the sample, measures, and the data analysis approach. 
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5.3  Research Design 

 

This study can be characterised as a quantitative field study of self-reported 

measures. Two key features of the study provide a more robust design than the more 

commonly employed method of cross-sectional “one-shot” data from single participants. 

Firstly, the research design is dyadic, that is, it examines data from pairs of people interacting 

within a relationship. This provides a more complete picture of a trust relationship and 

reduces the risk of single source bias. Secondly, the research design is also longitudinal, that 

is, it observes repeated measures of the same variables over time. Five waves of data were 

collected over a 6-month period, for five cohorts spanning a total elapsed data collection 

period of 3 years. This allows the examination of stability and change in trust levels and 

provides a more complete understanding of the temporal nature of trust. This combination 

of dyadic and longitudinal design is reasonably rare in trust research and presents specific 

design considerations and methodological complexity. The following sub-sections describe 

the key design features and choices, including self-report methods, the issue of common 

method variance and how it is managed, dyadic design considerations, and longitudinal 

design considerations.  

 

5.3.1 Quantitative Research via Self-Report 

 

This study employed a quantitative approach with self-report questionnaires 

whereby participants were asked about their own individual characteristics and their 

perceptions of their relationship partner. Quantitative studies using self-report instruments 

are arguably the dominant method for assessing trust in the organisational sciences. A review 

of employee trust research by Siebert et al. (2016) found that most studies used quantitative 

survey data collection methods. Several meta-analytic studies have been carried out which 

indicate a strong body of quantitative trust research and illustrate the emerging maturity of 
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the field (Balliet & Van Lange, 2013; Breuer et al., 2016; Colquitt et al., 2007; de Jong et 

al., 2016; Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Feitosa et al., 2020; Legood et al., 2020). Furthermore, 

quantitative research approaches used to test precise models and hypotheses such as those in 

the current study are characteristic of effective field research in areas of mature theory 

(Edmondson & McManus, 2007). 

Self-report measures were considered appropriate for the perceptual and subjective 

nature of the constructs used within this research. As the current study adopts the definition 

of trust as a psychological state (Rousseau et al., 1998), self-reports are considered an 

appropriate method to capture individual trust perceptions and behavioural intentions. It has 

been argued that self-reports are the best and even the only method by which to capture 

psychological constructs and internal states (Chan, 2009). Self-reports were also well suited 

to the classroom research setting of the current study.  

The most common criticism levelled against the self-report method is the 

fundamental question of construct validity, that is, the extent to which the operationalisation 

of a construct measures the concept it is attempting to measure (Bagozzi et al., 1991; 

Campbell & Fiske, 1959). In order to maximise construct validity, the current study utilised 

well-validated scales which were selected to be clearly aligned with the theoretical 

foundations and referents of trust. Another advantage of using well established scales is that 

they contain parsimonious, readily comprehensible questions that have been tested 

rigorously to avoid leading questions and value-laden terms, which should reduce response 

biases (Hinkin, 1995; 1998).  
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5.3.2 Common Method Variance 

 

Common method variance is a frequently mentioned methodological concern raised 

by organisational psychologists and management researchers (e.g., Aguinis et al., 2018; 

Brannick et al., 2010; Conway & Lance, 2010; Fuller et al., 2016; Podsakoff et al., 2012; 

Spector & Brannick, 2010; Spector et al., 2019). Common method variance (also known as 

common method bias, mono-method bias, or just method variance) is the variance 

attributable to the measurement method rather than to the constructs themselves which are 

being measured (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). It is a form of bias or systematic measurement 

error which provides an alternative explanation for an observed relationship between 

measures of different constructs that is independent of the one hypothesised (Podsakoff et 

al., 2003). In other words, the shared variance between constructs may be attributable to 

using the same data collection method rather than to a true relationship between the 

constructs of interest. Common method variance has the potential to generate both Type I 

errors (false positives where a significant relationship detected when there is not one) and 

Type II errors (false negatives where a a non-significant relationship detected when there is 

one). Studies have indicated that 18% to 32% of the total variance of items used was due to 

common method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2012). However, some scholars have suggested 

that the problem is exaggerated or oversimplified (Brannick et al., 2010; Chan, 2009; 

Spector, 1994; 2006). 

Several procedural remedies been suggested to control the occurrence of common 

method variance (Brannick et al., 2010; Podsakoff et al., 2003; Podsakoff et al., 2012). Many 

of these techniques were incorporated into the design of the current study. When the survey 

was first introduced to participants, an oral briefing outlined the research programme 

objectives and the value of their input. This aimed to motivate participants to expend the 

required amount of cognitive effort to generate accurate answers and to discourage 

acquiescent response tendencies. Assurances of anonymity and confidentiality were also 
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given in order to reduce social desirability response tendencies and to encourage honest 

answers. In addition, it was emphasised that there was no right or wrong answer, reducing 

evaluation apprehension. Procedural remedies were also taken into consideration in the 

design of the surveys. Validated scales and measures were chosen for their clear and concise 

language. The survey was separated into sections with clear instructions to encourage an 

optimum level of cognitive processing and to maximise the salience of the survey content. 

All scale points (rather than just the end points) were clearly labelled to encourage the full 

range of responses. Varied scale anchors appropriate to the specific measure reduced the 

possibility that some of the covariation observed among the constructs was as a result of the 

consistency in the scale properties rather than true relationships between the constructs. In 

addition, the order of variables was changed between time points, limiting question order 

effects. The longitudinal nature of the research also reduced the potential for common 

method bias by controlling for temporal influences and participant temporary states. 

Common method variance is inherently unobservable and its occurrence can only be 

inferred methodologically. The data collected in the current study show non-significant 

correlations both within and between time points which can be interpreted as an indication 

that a baseline level of measurement error does not occur between all constructs (Spector, 

2006). The widely used Harman’s single-factor test involving a principal components factor 

analysis extracted 18 factors which accounted for 81.0% of the total variance. The first factor 

explained only 34.6.% of the variance, indicating that no one general factor in the unrotated 

factor structure emerged to account for the majority of the variance. This provides evidence 

that common method variance is not a concern in the present study, although the limitations 

of Harman's single-factor test have been highlighted (Fuller et al., 2016; Podsakoff et al., 

2003). Further support from confirmatory factor analysis is provided in the results chapter. 

In conclusion, the risk of common method variance was considered in the research 

design of the current study. The constructs under study are psychological states which 
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provide limited options for capture other than the single method of self-report. Procedural 

remedies covering survey administration and survey design were added to reduce the 

occurrence and impact of common method bias. The dyadic and longitudinal nature of the 

study also reduced the potential for common method bias. As a result, common method 

variance is not a concern in the present study. 

 

5.3.3 Dyadic Level of Analysis 

 

Dyadic research examines “relationships, interactions, and exchanges that occur 

between two entities” (Krasikova & LeBreton, 2012, p. 739) and how two partners in a dyad 

each contribute to the relationship (Gooty & Yammarino, 2011; Kenny et al., 2006). 

Although many social and organisational interactions involve groups, relationship theory 

suggests that all human interactions can be broken down into exchanges between two people 

(Berscheid, 1999). Indeed, it has been proposed that “the dyad is arguably the fundamental 

unit of interpersonal interaction” (Kenny et al., 2006, p.1). The present study conceptualises 

trust as inherently reciprocal whereby two parties engage in an ongoing interactive process 

of trusting and being trusted, and thus adopts a dyadic level of analysis.  

A core feature of dyadic research is that both parties in a dyad are observed and the 

same variables are examined from each party (Kenny et al., 2006). The current study meets 

this definition of dyadic research in that the key variables were gathered from each of the 

two parties in a dyadic work relationship, and the hypotheses are focused on the two-sided 

relationship. The variables gathered from each party are outlined in section 5.8 of this 

chapter. 

An important consideration in the design of dyadic data research is whether the dyad 

members are distinguishable or indistinguishable (Kenny et al., 2006) as this has 

implications for hypotheses development and statistical analysis choices. Dyads are 

categorised as distinguishable when there is something common to all dyads that 
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differentiates the two members (e.g., gender in heterosexual couples or leader-follower roles 

in organisations), and when this distinguishing feature is hypothesised to make some sort of 

empirical difference. The current study is examining coworker relationships and does not 

hypothesise in relation to any distinguishing features to categorise coworkers, therefore the 

research design is categorised as indistinguishable. The statistical methods chosen to analyse 

indistinguishable dyads are covered in the final section of this chapter. 

 

5.3.4 Longitudinal Study with Repeated Observations 

 

Organisational research is very much concerned with the temporal sequence by 

which phenomena under examination evolve and develop (George & Jones, 2000; Mitchell 

& James, 2001). However, until recently, change over time has received little research 

attention. Calls for more frequent use of longitudinal research designs to examine the 

temporal aspect of behaviour are now common (e.g., Ancona et al., 2001; Shipp & Cole, 

2015; Sonnentag, 2012). This is particularly relevant to the study of trust, which has long 

been conceptualised as a dynamic construct that changes over time (Kramer & Lewicki, 

2010; Lewicki & Bunker, 1996; Lewicki et al., 2006; Rousseau et al., 1998). Trust can 

develop, stabilise, and decline over the course of a relationship, at varying speed depending 

on individual differences, relationship events and contextual factors (Korsgaard et al., 2018).  

Longitudinal research is defined as that using at least three waves of data for the same 

construct, although more than three waves is preferable as this can reveal non-linear patterns 

including change plateaus and speed of change (Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010). 

Longitudinal research also requires a sensible metric for tracking time suited to the 

constructs being studied and the research question (Singer & Willett, 2003). The number of 

time points and the length of the interval between time points depends on the specific 

phenomenon under examination and should be guided by theory. When data collection time 
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point intervals are sub-optimal (too frequent or too infrequent), the true pattern of change 

will not be observed.  

The metric for time used in the current research study was constrained by the field 

setting in that it was shaped by the schedule of the executive development programme where 

the data collection took place. Participants attended classroom events at five time points, at 

intervals of approximately 6 weeks over the course of 6 months. Most participants in the 

current sample were in established work relationships. A consideration of relationship length 

is relevant when examining trust dynamics and selecting the appropriate time intervals to 

study trust change. Trust theory suggests that trust develops rapidly at the start of 

relationships, then stabilises, punctuated by specific events (Korsgaard et al., 2018). Existing 

relationships have been found to show changes in trust levels, ranging from daily 

fluctuations based on daily reciprocity (Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2015), monthly changes in 

organisational returnees (van der Werff et al., 2019a), to yearly changes influenced by 

organisational change events (Lipponen et al., 2019). Two-wave studies of established 

relationships have also shown changes in trust levels over several months (Colquitt & 

Rodell, 2011; Naber et al., 2018). Based on trust theory and empirical evidence from trust 

studies, time intervals of approximately 6 weeks were considered adequate to capture trust 

trajectories in the current sample. 

 

5.4  Research Sample 

 

Participants in this study were members of the top management team of Irish small 

and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) who attended a government development programme 

run by Enterprise Ireland which is the government organisation responsible for the 

development and growth of Irish enterprises in world markets. The programme was 

delivered by the Centre for Executive and International Education of Dublin City University 
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Business School. Top management teams offer an ideal context for the examination of 

dyadic relationships as team members are usually highly interdependent and need high levels 

of cooperation and trust (Barrick et al., 2007; Hambrick et al., 2015). Furthermore, SMEs 

can provide a promising setting for the examination of interpersonal dynamics as they can 

be less constrained by complex organisational systems and governance mechanisms (Simsek 

et al., 2005). Difficulties with access to TMTs in general, and to SMEs in particular, have 

resulted in this being an understudied research setting (Priem et al., 1999). 

Five programmes were run over a 3-year period, starting in May 2017 and 

completing in September 2020. The number of attendees at each programme can be seen in 

Table 5.1. Three individuals attended from each firm, and in a small number of cases, more 

than three attended. Each individual was asked to rate two colleagues. An initial response 

rate of almost 100% of programme attendees at Time 1 chose to participate. This high 

response rate can be attributed to the classroom data collection setting. Responses that were 

unusable (due to significant missing data or inability to match to a dyad partner) were 

eliminated. The final sample for Time 1 consisted of 90 firms and N=266 individuals, giving 

an overall participant response rate of 91.4%. The 266 responses were matched into 230 

dyads.  

The average age of the final sample was 43.83 years (SD 8.99), with ages ranging 

from 24 to 70 years. 78.2% of participants were male (N=208). Nearly all (95%) of the 

participants reported as having attended third level education, with 21.7% completing at 

certificate/diploma level, 35.8% at bachelor’s degree level, and 38.2% completing masters 

level courses or higher. Length of working relationships ranged from brand new to 

established of up to 30 years (mean = 6.1 years, SD = 6.1). The sample contained leader-

follower relationships (Dyad N=72, 31.3%), peer relationships (Dyad N=63, 27.4%), and 

unclassified relationships (Dyad N= 95, 41.3%). 
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Table 5.1 

 Sample Size Time 1 

Cohort 
Start  

date 

Finish 

date 

# 

Firms 

#  

Participants 

Usable data 

 # firms 

Usable data  

# participants 

#  

Dyads 

1 May-17 Dec-17 19 53 15 45 42 

2 Oct-17 Apr-18 19 64 19 56 48 

3 May-18 Dec-18 23 77 23 74 63 

4 May-19 Dec-19 16 47 16 45 40 

5 Oct-19 Sep-20 17 50 17 46 37 

Total   94 291 90 266 230 

        100%   91.41%   

 

 

5.5  Survey Design and Testing 

 

 

The validity of the survey questionnaire and its suitability for the research setting 

was considered in advance of data collection. Firstly, all the measures chosen were pre-

existing scales which were well-established in the research literature. They were reviewed 

by the Head of Programme Development of the Centre for Executive and International 

Education and another experienced researcher in Dublin City University Business School. 

This ensured that the scales and items were theoretically relevant and would have an 

acceptable level of face validity for the participants. This also ensured that the structure and 

lay-out of the questionnaire adhered to good methodological practice. Next, the 

questionnaire was administered to two graduate students to test both the clarity of the 

instructions and the timing estimates for completion. These reviews resulted in some minor 

adjustments to the survey titles and instructions for completion. The wording of all items 

remained unchanged from the original scales, other than the referent which was changed to 

“colleague”.  

 The surveys gathered both individual data (demographical information plus 

individual difference self-assessments) and dyadic data (assessments of coworkers). At time 

point 1, these were separated for clarity and timing considerations into two survey 
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instruments and administered at two separate occasions during the day. Surveys at 

subsequent time points involved a much shorter amount of individual data, thus it was 

integrated with the dyadic data and collected at the same time in one instrument. This 

decision was influenced by the design of the programme, the time available for data 

collection, the length of each survey, and the increasing familiarity of the participants with 

the process as time progressed.  

Significant consideration was given to the method by which each response could be 

matched to form a complete view for each participant of their total responses across data 

collection time points, and also to the matching of each response with its dyadic partner. 

Participant names and company names were not used in this study for data privacy reasons. 

In addition to legal risks, the use of names can give rise to social desirability bias and the 

misreporting of information by participants (e.g., Richmann et al., 1999; Tourangeau & Yan, 

2007). Pre-coded forms were not considered because of logistical difficulties with 

administration in the classroom, as well as the lack of anonymity they would convey to 

participants. Instead, following the advice of Kulik (2011), each questionnaire asked for a 

respondent-generated code, whereby a unique but easily recalled code could be created by 

each participant at each time point. Code design must be simple enough to facilitate easy 

replication by the participant in the context, but complex enough to ensure uniqueness and 

to meet ethical standards of confidentiality. The code designed for this programme consisted 

of the initials of the participant, along with the initials of each of their two colleagues 

attending the programme, resulting in a unique code for every individual, and allowing the 

subsequent matching of both dyadic and longitudinal responses. Once the data were 

matched, all identifiers were removed as they were no longer required, and the data became 

fully anonymous.  

The research design was submitted for approval to the Dublin City University 

Research Ethics Committee in advance of data collection. The letter of approval can be seen 
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in Appendix A. Data collection procedures and data storage met the requirements of the 

European Union General Data Protection Regulation 2016/679/EU legislation (GDPR, 

2016).  

 

5.6  Procedure 

 

  The research was introduced to participants by the researcher during the programme 

workshop session at Time 1. This introduction covered an outline of the research objectives 

and rationale, and the self-report nature of the study. Attendees were advised that 

participation was voluntary and that withdrawal from the study was possible at any time. 

Elaboration of the longitudinal design was left to subsequent time points in order not to 

overburden the participant at Time 1 and to address respondent fatigue at the time point it 

was most likely to arise. A research outline written in plain language was also made available 

to participants. This plain language statement can be seen in Appendix B.  

Participants were advised of the confidentiality of individual responses. A key part 

of this included an explanation of the need for a personal identifier and reassurances on the 

confidentiality of this process. It was acknowledged that true anonymity could not be 

guaranteed, but by explaining the purpose of the identification procedures and the steps taken 

to protect the confidentiality of the information, the concerns of the participants were 

alleviated.  

All surveys were administered in the classroom via paper-and-pencil questionnaires. 

The use of personal electronic devices for online collection within the classroom was not 

considered for practical connectively reasons and also to encourage responses. COVID-19 

occurred in the middle of the programme for Cohort 5. As a result, the classes at time point 

4 and 5 for this cohort were delivered online. Data collection at these two time points for 

this cohort was also transferred online, using the Qualtrics online survey platform.  
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Questionnaires were administered immediately before a planned break, usually the 

lunch break. This meant that participants could complete the questionnaire at their own 

speed, and on completion, could leave the room for their break. In this way the pressure on 

slower participants to complete the questionnaire was lessened, and potential frustration for 

faster participants as result of making them wait for others to finish was avoided. 

Questionnaires were administered in the classroom using coloured paper as this enabled the 

researcher to see very clearly if they had all been completed and collected. This also reduced 

the risk of a participant inadvertently leaving with their questionnaire along with their other 

take-away course material. This practice contributed to good response rates in the study. 

Questionnaires were collected promptly by the researcher in order to emphasise the 

confidentiality of the survey and the care taken with the information. 

Dyadic and longitudinal matching and data entry were completed as quickly as 

possible thereafter in order to address any issues as they arose. The data used in this study 

were collected in conjunction with another research programme with the same sample. All 

data included in the current study were collected solely for the purposes of this research and 

were held separately to the data of the second research programme.  

 

5.7  Responses 

 

It is important to encourage high response rates in quantitative field studies because 

non-response bias can undermine the generalisability of the findings (Rogelberg & Stanton, 

2007) and also because larger samples increase statistical power (Baruch & Holtom, 2008). 

Efforts to maximise survey response rates were considered in the research design of the 

current study and fall into four categories.  

Firstly, the classroom scenario offered a very promising way to mitigate the risk of 

non-response as attendees were committed for the duration of the programme. Secondly, the 
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salience of the research and the sponsorship by both Dublin City University and Enterprise 

Ireland were emphasised in the introduction of the research to the participants. Topic 

salience has consistently been found to relate positively to survey response rates in general 

and is especially important to research involving top management teams (Anseel et al., 2010; 

Cycyota & Harrison, 2006). Participants were reminded at subsequent time points of the 

overall importance of the research to the sponsoring organisations and to the SME industry 

sector in order to encourage response motivation over time.  

Thirdly, the research was introduced by the Head of Programme Development of the 

Centre for Executive and International Education at every occasion, adding to the authority 

of the study. The questionnaires were distributed by the researcher in person at every time 

point. The interaction between the survey researcher and the participant has long been 

proposed as a factor influencing survey participation rates (Groves et al., 1992, 2000). This 

becomes even more important in longitudinal research, where multiple data collection time 

points mean that researchers develop medium-term relationships with the respondents. 

Finally, much attention was given to the design of visually appealing surveys, a response 

facilitation technique recommended by many researchers (e.g., Rogelberg & Stanton, 2007). 

The provision of the plain language statement (Appendix B), and the emphasis placed on 

confidentiality also contributed to the credibility of the research programme. This 

confidentiality was reinforced by the use of a respondent generated code to link responses 

across time points and into dyads, rather than the provision of any identifying information, 

thus alleviating any concerns regarding individual or firm privacy.  

Efforts to maximise survey responses in the current study resulted in participation 

rates at Time 1 of close to 100% (only 1 participant over the course of the five cohorts 

explicitly declined to take part in the research). Attrition of participants occurred in this study 

over subsequent time points for two main reasons. Firstly, some participants stepped out of 

the classroom for business purposes at the time of survey administration. Secondly, there 
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was some non-attendance by participants due to company exits, vacation time, and so forth,  

and two firms left the entire programme after Time 1. Following dyad matching, the response 

rates at each time point in the final sample can be seen in Table 5.2. Response rates dropped 

to approximately 60% by Time 3 and remained close to that level for T4 and T5. This is in 

line with attrition rates reported in previous longitudinal and dyadic research, which vary 

widely. For example, in a dyadic 5-day diary study of coworkers, Halbesleben et al. (2015) 

reported an initial response rate after matching of 78%, which dropped to 60% at the end of 

the study. Similarly, in a 10-week study of army cadets, Dirks et al. (2021) reported an initial 

response rate of 76%, which dropped to 47% at the end of the study. Ployhart and 

Vandenberg (2010) advised researchers to prepare for up to 50% drop between the first and 

last measurement occasion. The response rates of this study also compare very favourably 

with current response rates trends in social science research in general (Holtom et al., 2022).  

 

Table 5.2  

Sample Response Rates at each Time Point  

Time 

Survey 

Response 

(Individual)  

# 

Survey 

Response 

Rate 

% 

Dyads  

2 members 

# 

Dyads  

1 member 

# 

Dyads  

0 Members 

# 

Dyads 

Total 

1 266 91.4 230 0 0 230 

2 227 78.0 163 39 28 230 

3 173 59.5 114 42 74 230 

4 175 60.1 117 44 69 230 

5 170 58.4 110 50 70 230 

 

 

A wave level response rate analysis can be seen in Table 5.3. 82.7% of participants 

provided responses at three or more time points, and 35.3% of participants responded at all 

five time points. This is in line with previous longitudinal studies, for example, in a 3-wave 

study, Chen et al. (2011) reported response rates as low as 30% for all three waves. 
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Following the recommendations of several methodologists (e.g., Goodman & Blum, 1996; 

Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010), demographics and mean trends at Time 1 were compared 

for those who responded at subsequent time points and those who did not, and no significant 

differences were found.  

 

Table 5.3  

Wave Level Response Rate 

 Participants Cohort 

# of Waves 

Completed 

 

 # 

 

% 

Cumulative 

% 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

5 time points 94 35.3 35.3 17 18 24 20 15 

4 time points 85 32.0 67.3 10 16 28 16 15 

3 time points 41 15.4 82.7 6 14 13 2 6 

2 time points 37 13.9 96.6 9 7 9 3 9 

1 time point (T1) 9 3.4 100.0 3 1 0 4 1 

Total 266 100.0   45 56 74 45 46 
 

  
 

5.8  Measures 

 

All items employed in the current study were sourced from previously published and 

validated scales. Participants were requested to answer questions in relation to each top 

management team coworker who was attending the executive education programme with 

them. For most participants, this involved completing the survey twice, that is, once in 

relation to each of their two colleagues attending the programme. Item wording was adapted 

slightly to reflect coworker as the relevant referent. As the context was a top management 

team, the term “colleague” was chosen as the most appropriate coworker description.  

Demographics and propensity to trust were measured at Time 1 and dyadic variables 

were measured at all five time points. A summary of the data collection time points is shown 

in Table 5.4. The order of scales within each survey was randomised at each time point to 
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help control for common method variance, including counterbalancing the order of the 

predictor and criterion variables (Podsakoff et al., 2003). All measures used a 5-point Likert 

scale which ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), except for trust 

intentions which had a different anchor description (not at all willing, very willing). The full 

survey instrument for Time 1 can be found in Appendix C.  

 

Table 5.4  

Summary of Data Collection Time Points 

Variable T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 

Trust Intentions      

Trustworthiness Perceptions      

Interpersonal Citizen Behaviours      

Relationship Length      

Communication Frequency      

Trust Propensity       

Reporting Relationship      

Demographics      

      

 

The internal consistency of each of the study variables was assessed using 

Cronbach’s alpha (Cronbach, 1951). All reliabilities exceeded the commonly accepted lower 

threshold of .70, and in most cases they were found to be greater than the recommended 

standard of .85 suggested by Nunnally (1978). 

 

5.8.1 Trusting Intentions 

 

Trusting intentions were measured using the 10-item Behavioural Trust Inventory 

(BTI; Gillespie, 2003). This measure of trust captures the willingness of the trustor to 

undertake trusting behaviours in relation to the trustee. While this scale is a behaviourally 



138 

orientated conceptualisation, it specifically captures trust as a psychological construct and a 

willingness to be vulnerable, in line with previous theoretical trust conceptualisations (Lewis 

& Weigert, 1985; Rousseau et al., 1998; Zand, 1972). The Behavioural Trust Inventory has 

shown strong measurement properties, is a highly proximal indicator of actual trust 

behaviour, and is generalisable to a wide variety of organisational settings (Dietz & Den 

Hartog, 2006; McEvily & Tortoriello, 2011). It was specifically developed to “measure trust 

sensitively in leader–member and peer relationships in a team setting” and “to capture the 

essential features of these typically complex and highly interdependent work relationships” 

(Gillespie, 2012, p. 183). In respect of peer relationships which are the focus of this study, 

the BTI has been used in previous empirical research to capture the vulnerability associated 

with trusting behaviours both at a group referent level (e.g., de Jong et al., 2021; Lee et al., 

2010; van der Werff & Buckley, 2017), and at an individual coworker referent level (e.g., 

Alexopoulos & Buckley, 2013; Tomlinson et al., 2020). For these reasons, it was considered 

a robust and appropriate measure for this study of trust within top management team peer 

relationships. 

The BTI measures two dimensions of trust intentions: the willingness to rely on the 

work-related skills, abilities, and knowledge of another (reliance); and the willingness to 

disclose sensitive work or personal information to another (disclosure). The full scale is 

available in Dietz and Den Hartog (2006), and in McEvily and Tortoriello (2011). The item 

response scale was changed from 1 to 7 to 1 to 5 to be consistent with how other survey 

items were measured. The 5-point rating scale ranged from 1 (not at all willing) to 5 

(completely willing). The wording was adapted slightly to reflect TMT colleague as the 

relevant referent. Each sub-scale (reliance and disclosure) consists of five items. A sample 

item for reliance is: “How willing are you to rely on your colleague’s task-related skills and 

abilities?”. A sample item for disclosure item is: “How willing are you to confide in your 

colleague about personal issues that are affecting your work?”. Both scales demonstrated 
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good internal consistency across all five time points in the current study showing alpha 

ranges for reliance (α = .85 to .91) and disclosure (α = .88 to .92).  

5.8.2 Trustworthiness Perceptions 

 

Trustworthiness was measured using the well-established scale from Mayer and 

Davis (1999) which assesses the trustworthiness perceptions of a trusting party for a specific 

referent. This trustworthiness scale was designed to be relevant to a variety of organisational 

relationships. Mayer and Davis (1999) utilised it in the context of employee trust in top 

management. It has since been used in many other settings with several diverse trust 

referents, including perceptions of leader trustworthiness (e.g., Chiaburu & Lim, 2008; 

Colquitt & Rodell, 2011; Lau & Liden, 2008), employee trustworthiness (e.g., Zapata et al., 

2013), team trustworthiness (e.g., Serva et al., 2005), organisation trustworthiness (e.g., Baer 

et al., 2018), and interorganisational trustworthiness (e.g., Becerra et al., 2008). With specific 

relevance for the current study, it has also been previously used to examine assessments of 

coworker trustworthiness (e.g., Dirks & Skarlicki, 2009; Tomlinson et al., 2020).  

This scale contains 17 items which capture three dimensions of trustworthiness: 

ability, benevolence, and integrity. Each item was rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Ability refers to “that group of skills, competencies, 

and characteristics that enable a party to have influence within some specific domain” 

(Mayer et al., 1995, p. 717). Perceived ability was measured by six items, including “My 

colleague is very capable of performing his/her job”. This scale demonstrated a coefficient 

alpha in the range of .88 to .94 over the five time points. Benevolence refers to “the extent 

to which the trustee is believed to want to do good to the trustor, aside from an egocentric 

profit motive” (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 718). Perceived benevolence was measured by five 

items, including “My colleague would not knowingly do anything to hurt me”. This scale 

demonstrated a coefficient alpha in the range of .87 to .92 over the five time points. Integrity 

refers to “the perception that the trustee adheres to a set of principles that the trustor finds 
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acceptable” (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 719). Perceived integrity was measured by six items, 

including “Sound principles seem to guide my colleague's behavior”. This scale 

demonstrated a coefficient alpha in the range of .76 to .86 over the five time points. The 

reliability of the integrity subscale was lowered by the presence of one negatively worded 

item (“My colleague's actions and behaviors are not very consistent”). When this item was 

removed, the scale showed improved coefficient alphas ranging from .83 to .92 over the five 

time points. Previous research has demonstrated that reverse scored items can negatively 

influence scale reliability and are often not necessary (Dalal & Carter, 2015). There is 

precedence for dropping this specific item in previous research due to its negative impact on 

scale internal consistency (e.g., Frazier et al., 2010). In practice, many studies using this 

scale report the use of a sub-set of items without inclusion of this negative item (e.g., Dirks 

& Skarlicki, 2009; Serva et al., 2005). Consequently, this reverse score item was dropped 

from the trustworthiness integrity sub-scale for all subsequent analyses in the present study. 

 

5.8.3 Interpersonal Citizenship Behaviour 

 

Interpersonal citizenship behaviour (ICB) was measured at all five time points using 

the scale developed by Settoon and Mossholder (2002). This scale measures two dimensions 

of ICB: task-focused ICB and person-focused ICB. Participants rated the support they 

received from their coworker on a 5-point rating scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 

5 (strongly agree). Each sub-scale consists of three items. A sample item for task-focused 

ICB is: “My colleague helps me with difficult assignments, even when assistance is not 

directly requested.”. A sample item for person-focused ICB is: “My colleague takes time to 

listen to my problems and worries.”. Both scales demonstrated good internal consistency in 

the current study with  alphas across the five time points ranging from .87 to .92 (task-

focused ICB) and from .83 to .88 (person-focused ICB).  
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5.8.4 Moderator Variables  

 

Similar to previous trust studies, relationship length was operationalised as the 

number of years the parties had worked together, and collected by a single item measure 

(e.g., Levin et al., 2006; Nienaber et al., 2022). Relationship length was collected at Time 2 

by the following question: ‘How long have you worked with this person in the current firm 

(years)? The sample contained a range of relationship lengths from brand new to established 

of up to 30 years (mean = 6.1 years, SD = 6.1). Relationship length was found to correlate 

with trusting intentions at each of the five points.  

Communication frequency was collected at Time 3 by the following question: ‘How 

often do you interact with this colleague in relation to work (face-to-face, email, 

telephone)?’. This was similar to the single item measure used in previous trust studies (e.g., 

Chua et al., 2008; Miller et al., 2019). Four response choices were offered: less than once a 

month; monthly; weekly; and daily. Over 80% of participants reported daily interactions. 

Communication frequency was found to correlate with trusting intentions at each of the five 

points.  

 

5.8.5 Control Variables 

 

A control variable is an extraneous variable that is not linked to the hypotheses being 

tested but could influence the outcomes (Spector & Brannick, 2011). A control variable is 

not the focal point of the research but is included into order to statistically highlight or 

remove any impact it has on the relationship between the focal variables. A cautious 

approach is advised to the inclusion of control variables in empirical research studies (Becker 

et al., 2016; Spector & Brannick, 2011). When there is no theoretical or empirical basis for 

assuming potential control variables have a particular connection to other variables, 

methodologists advise against their inclusion in the analysis, as it can lead to a 

misinterpretation of the results. The use of control variables must be justified and appropriate 
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for the research subject topic and research context (e.g., Bernerth & Aguinis, 2016; Carlson 

& Wu, 2012).  

In line with the integrative model of trust (Mayer et al., 1995), trust propensity was 

included as a control item to confirm that it did not have an influence on dyadic trust patterns. 

Early trust theory (Rotter, 1967, 1971) suggested that those high in trust propensity would 

also be viewed as trustworthy by others. However, the results of investigations into the 

reciprocal effects of trust propensity are mixed, with some studies finding reciprocal effects 

(e.g., Yakovleva et al., 2010), but other studies finding inconsistent reciprocal effects or none 

(e.g., Yao et al., 2017, 2021). Furthermore, one-sided empirical trust research has 

demonstrated that the influence of trust propensity reduces over time as the parties get to 

know each other and the situational context (Colquitt et al., 2007; van der Werff & Buckley, 

2017). For these reasons, trust propensity was not included in any hypothesis. Trust 

propensity was measured using the 4-item scale from Frazier et al. (2013), which was 

developed based on the definition of trust propensity proposed by Mayer et al. (1995). Each 

item was rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 

agree). A sample item is “I usually trust people until they give me a reason not to trust them”. 

Empirical research has shown that this scale possesses good psychometric properties, with 

acceptable coefficient alphas ranging from .80 to .92 (Chughtai, 2020; Frazier et al., 2013; 

Frazier et al., 2016; Kong, 2018; Uziel et al., 2020). The Cronbach alpha of this scale in the 

current study was acceptable (.83). Trust propensity was not found to influence any results 

in this study. 

Although the study was examining coworker relationships, the sample contained 

some leader-follower relationships (Dyad N=72, 31.3%), as well as peer relationships (Dyad 

N=63, 27.4%), and unclassified relationships (Dyad N= 95, 41.3%) (data collected at T3). 

Trust theory suggests that power and status differences can impact trust, although 

propositions vary as to whether they have positive or negative impact (Blau, 1964; Weber at 
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al., 2004). Reporting relationship was controlled for in the analysis to confirm that it did not 

have an influence on reciprocal trust patterns. 

Demographic information (gender, age, education) was collected from participants 

at Time 1. There is no theoretical reason for these variables to impact levels of trust in this 

context. This was confirmed in the current study by the lack of correlation of these variables 

with trusting intentions at any of the five time points. Accordingly, demographic variables 

were used solely for the purpose of sample description and were excluded from all 

subsequent analyses in the present study. 

 

5.9 Data Preparation 

 

Following data collection, several steps were undertaken to prepare the data for 

statistical analysis and hypothesis testing. First, individual responses were matched into dyad 

pairs, and patterns of missingness were assessed and handled. Second, the raw data were 

screened for minor errors and descriptive statistics were analysed for potential issues with 

multicollinearity or outliers. Third, several data files with different structures were created 

to facilitate the variety of dyadic analytic methods required. Finally, data analysis strategy 

was developed, and specific analytic methods and techniques were chosen. 

 

5.9.1 Missing Data Techniques 

 

Missing data is a feature of most quantitative research (Graham, 2009). Missing data 

is especially prevalent in longitudinal research (Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010) and in dyadic 

research (Kenny et al., 2006). It is recommended that researchers should carefully consider 

how to deal with missing data based on statistical best practice, with the goal of reducing 

missing data bias and error in the analysis (Graham, 2009; Newman, 2014).  
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Missing data can occur at three levels of analysis: item-level missingness, construct-

level missingness, and person-level missingness (Newman, 2014). Person-level missingness 

occurs when a respondent fails to answer the entire survey. Missing data at the person level 

has already been described in section 5.7 and is in line with previous longitudinal studies. 

Missing data at the item level (for those who responded) ranged from 3.5% (Time 1) to 0.4% 

(Time 5). Missing data of less than 3.5% can be considered minimal and does not pose a 

problem for data analysis, regardless of the missing data technique chosen (Newman, 2014).  

Based on the profile of data missingness in the sample and the current advice of 

methodologists, a full information maximum likelihood (FIML) approach is adopted to 

handle missing data in the current study. FIML is a direct estimation technique that preserves 

statistical power by using all available data and generally yields less biased results than other 

methods. This method is now recommended for both relatively small amounts of missing 

data (less than 10%) as well as larger levels of missingness (Newman, 2014). It is also 

recommended for longitudinal analysis (Ployhart &Vandenberg, 2010). This method also 

has advantages for dyadic analysis, in that it can include some cases where one member 

provides limited data and is particularly recommended for the analysis of indistinguishable 

dyads (Ledermann & Kenny, 2017). 

 

5.9.2 Data Screening 

 

The data were examined in advance of the main statistical analysis to understand the 

characteristics of the sample and to verify that the responses were reasonable. Descriptive 

statistics, including the mean, range, and standard deviation of each item were generated to 

ensure that all values were within expected ranges. Most items (other than demographic and 

control variables such as age) were measured using a 5-point Likert scale, thus the detection 

of errors was reasonably easy. A small number of minor data entry errors were found and 
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corrected, most commonly the entry of double-digit values (e.g., ‘55’) rather than single-

digit values (e.g., ‘5’). As a precaution, wherever an item error was found, the data for the 

entire time point was checked for that respondent. As the data was predominantly made up 

of Likert scales, the issue of outliers did not apply.  

Next, the scores for negatively worded items were reversed, and composite mean 

scores for each of the constructs were calculated. The impact of negatively worded items 

was examined through tests of scale reliability. As outlined in section 5.8.2, one reverse 

score item (trustworthiness-integrity) reduced scale reliability and was omitted from 

subsequent analysis.  

Finally, the potential presence of multicollinearity in the data set was considered. 

Multicollinearity refers to the nonindependence of predictor variables, that is, the extent to 

which two or more independent variables are correlated with each other (Cortina, 1993). 

Multicollinearity can cause problems for statistical analysis techniques making it difficult to 

determine the separate effects of individual variables. It is important to note that 

multicollinearity considerations do not include the expected nonindependence of the same 

variables between time points, and the nonindependence of the same variables with a dyad, 

both of which are handled specifically by longitudinal and dyadic analysis techniques. The 

key consideration in multicollinearity is the degree to which it exists in a data set. A common 

and simple approach to the quantification of multicollinearity is correlation analysis, where 

correlations in excess of .75 indicate a potential issue (Ashford & Tsui, 1991). An 

examination of the correlations between the predictor variables of the current study shows 

that they fall below this threshold except on two occasions. Benevolence and integrity 

showed correlation of .76 at Time 3 and .77 at Time 5. High correlations between these two 

factors have been reported by other studies but meta-analysis has confirmed their unique 

effects (Colquitt et al., 2007). Thus, multicollinearity was not considered to be an issue in 

the current study and further multicollinearity analysis was not deemed necessary. 
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5.9.3 Dyadic Data Structuring 

 

Dyadic data requires several different data structures to accommodate specific data 

analysis tools and techniques (Kenny et al., 2006; Lederman & Kenny, 2015). This study 

employed three data structures: data entry structure, individual structure, and dyad structure.  

The data entry structure facilitated data entry in the order the data were presented, 

that is, the full data provided by each participant (self-data and data in relation to each of 

two colleagues). This then allowed the translation of the respondent self-generated 

identifiers into anonymous respondent identifiers, matching partner identifiers, and company 

identifiers.  

Following data cleansing and matching, the data were then restructured manually 

into an individual structure (long format). This involved the allocation of a unique dyad 

identification variable to link the two members of the dyad, and the reordering of the data 

into dyad order rather than data entry order. In this data structure, there is one row for each 

dyad member, thus two rows for each dyad. This data structure was required to carry out 

scale reliabilities, descriptive statistics, and correlations.  

Next, the same data were restructured into a dyad structure (wide format). In this data 

structure, there is one row for each dyad, which contains the data for both dyad members, 

thus the unit for this structure is the dyad, not the individual. This data structure was used to 

carry out intraclass correlations and all SEM analysis. 
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5.10 Data Analysis Strategy 

 

Guided by the evaluation of dyadic data analysis methods carried out by Lederman 

and Kenny (2017), a structural equation modelling approach was chosen for the analysis of 

data within the current study based on the sample characteristics and the nature of the 

hypotheses. Structural equation modelling (SEM) is a multivariate method which blends 

confirmatory factor analysis (the measurement model) and path analysis (the structural 

model), using observed and unmeasured (latent) variables (Williams et al., 2009; Zyphur et 

al., 2023). It evaluates the goodness of fit of an estimated model by comparing estimated 

model parameters (i.e., factor loadings and path coefficients) with values generated from the 

sample. Given the profile of missingness in the data, SEM provides a strong solution, using 

full information maximum likelihood (FIML). SEM offers the advantages of latent variable 

analysis which accounts for measurement error. SEM is also appropriate for the analysis of 

indistinguishable dyad members (Woody & Sadler, 2005).  

The following sections provide additional detail on the key data analysis 

considerations and choices. First, the adequacy of the statistical power of the sample for 

SEM analysis and for dyadic and longitudinal research is confirmed. Second, the importance 

of providing statistical evidence of data nonindependence in dyadic data analysis is 

highlighted. Third, the approach taken to model estimation including the selection of suitable 

model fit indices is described. Fourth, the methodology employed in confirmatory factor 

analysis is presented. Fifth, the approach to the establishment of measurement invariance in 

the longitudinal data is described. The section then concludes with an outline of the specific 

statistical techniques chosen for hypothesis testing.  
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5.10.1 Statistical Power 

 

Statistical power is an important consideration in quantitative data analysis. 

Statistical power refers to the probability of detecting an effect in a sample that indeed exists 

in the population (Cohen, 1988, 1992). Within null hypothesis significance testing, statistical 

power is the probability of correctly rejecting a false null hypothesis, thus avoiding a Type 

II error whereby relationships that exist are not detected. The power of a significance test is 

influenced by the size of the sample (i.e., the greater the sample size, the greater the power), 

the strength of the relationship between variables (i.e., the greater the effect, the greater the 

power), and the statistical threshold chosen for a relationship to be deemed significant. A 

higher significance threshold increases statistical power but also increases the probability of 

a Type I error, whereby effects can be detected in the sample that do not exist in the 

population. In organisational and social sciences, significance thresholds of .01 and .05 are 

usually applied, although less rigorous thresholds such as .10 are sometimes adopted in small 

samples or in exploratory research (Aguinis & Harden, 2009). Significance thresholds of 

both .01 and .05 are reported in the current study.  

It is not possible to be definitive on the sample size requirement in SEM analysis 

because it is influenced by several factors including the complexity of the structural and 

measurement models, the methods used for parameter estimation, the reliability of the 

measures, and the amount of missing data (Kline, 2016; Muthén & Muthén, 2002). Power 

analysis is rarely reported in current relationship and organisational research which 

commonly relies on rules-of-thumb to establish levels of statistical power (Tonidandel et al., 

2015). A typical rule of thumb applied to SEM analysis involving latent variables is 200 

cases, with a minimum of 100 cases involving very simple models, and greater than 200 

cases required for more complex models (Kline, 2016, p. 15). This corresponds to a 

requirement for 200 dyads in dyadic analysis, although 100 dyads could suffice depending 

on the sample and the analysis employed (Lederman & Kenny, 2017). In dyadic data 
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analysis, nonindependence of observations of the two dyad members can decrease statistical 

power, so the number of dyads is the appropriate measure rather than the number of 

individuals. However, research design involving indistinguishable dyads (such as the current 

study) can be beneficial to statistical power as estimates are pooled within dyad members 

which increases precision (Kashy et al., 2008). In addition, longitudinal research adds data 

points to the sample which can increase statistical power (Ployhart & Ward, 2011).  

Statistical power has historically been low in relationship science examining dyadic 

phenomena (Finkel et al., 2015). However, more recent dyadic studies in the fields of both 

relationship science and organisational science which employ structural equation modelling 

have reported sample sizes of close to 200 dyads. For example, in a cross-sectional study of 

relationship closeness in heterosexual couples, Iida et al. (2018) studied a sample of 201 

dyads using the actor-partner interdependence model (APIM; Kenny et al., 2006) and SEM. 

Similarly, a study on attachment and trust within heterosexual couples (Fitzpatrick & 

Lafontaine, 2017) used a sample of 199 dyads and an APIM approach within SEM.  

 In relation to longitudinal research design, recent non-dyadic studies using SEM and 

latent growth modelling (LGM) have utilised sample sizes close to 200 individuals. For 

example, van der Werff and Buckley (2017) employed LGM to study a sample of 193 

organisational newcomers over four time points. Similarly, Vandenberghe et al. (2019) 

applied LGM to a sample of 158 organisational newcomers over four time points. 

Longitudinal dyadic studies are less common. One dyadic five-day study on daily reciprocal 

trust spirals between coworkers (Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2015) used a SEM latent change 

score model with a sample of 177 coworker dyads.  

Thus, the size and profile of the sample in the current study (230 indistinguishable 

coworker dyads across five time points) is in line with general SEM guidelines and recent 

research trends. From a rule-of-thumb perspective, the current sample is considered to 

provide sufficient statistical power for the data analysis techniques employed.  
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5.10.2 Data Nonindependence 

 

The most fundamental consideration in dyadic data analysis is that of 

nonindependence (Kenny et al., 2006; Krasikova & LeBreton, 2012). Conceptually, this 

implies that the relationship between scores from two members within a dyad is likely to be 

stronger than the relationship between scores from two people who are not members of a 

dyad. Dyadic nonindependence arises from the interaction between two individuals which 

generates a reciprocal and shared experience. The nonindependence of the observations in 

dyadic data is further complicated when the dyadic variables are measured repeatedly over 

time. With dyadic longitudinal data, dependence within the repeated measures of each dyad 

partner (i.e., within subject) must be considered in the statistical analysis, in addition to 

dependence within the data of both dyad partners (i.e., within dyad). Nonindependence of 

data has implications for statistical analysis as most common methods (e.g., analysis of 

variance and OLS regression) assume independence between observations. Statistically, the 

consequences of ignoring nonindependence are biased results of significance testing and 

increased Type I and Type II errors (Kenny et al., 2006; Krasikova & LeBreton, 2012). 

Consequently, the methods selected for the data analysis in the current study take the 

nonindependence of observations into account. 

The nonindependence within the data of the current sample is confirmed statistically 

in advance of subsequent dyadic data analysis. For distinguishable dyads, the calculation of 

an interclass (Pearson) correlation coefficient can demonstrate nonindependence. However, 

as the order of the members is assigned randomly for indistinguishable dyads such as those 

of the current sample, an interclass correlation is not appropriate (Kenny et al., 2006). 

Instead, the calculation of an intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) is recommended for 

indistinguishable dyads, as the order of the members does not influence this calculation. The 

current study calculates a one-way random, single score ICC (Kenny et al., 2006, p. 34) for 

each dyadic variable in order to justify a dyadic level of analysis.  
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5.10.3 Model Estimation Parameters and Model Fit Indices  

 

Structural equation modelling (SEM) involves evaluating the goodness of fit of a 

predicted model by comparing estimated model parameters with values generated from the 

sample. Maximum likelihood (ML) describes the statistical principles and methods used to 

derive the parameter estimates which maximise the likelihood that the observed data 

covariances are drawn from the population (Kline, 2016). ML assumes normal distribution 

of data in order to produce the most unbiased and efficient estimates and is the most 

commonly used estimation method in SEM. All the SEM techniques employed in the current 

research use the ML estimation method. 

A large range of fit indices is available for assessing model fit. Kline (2016) 

recommends that a minimum set of four fit statistics should be reported consisting of one 

model test statistic (the chi-square significance test) and three approximate fit indices: the 

root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA; Steiger, 1990), the standardised root 

mean square residual (SRMR), and the comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler, 1990). All four 

are reported in the current study, in addition to the Tucker-Lewis fit index (TLI; Bentler & 

Bonett, 1980) and two predictive fit indices: the Akaike information criterion (AIC; Akaike, 

1974) and the Bayes information criterion (BIC; Raftery, 1995).  

The chi-square statistic (χ2) assesses overall model fit and the discrepancy between 

the sample and predicted covariance matrices. A statistically significant chi-square (p<.05) 

indicates lack of fit meaning that the predicted model is a poor representation of the sample 

data. However, the chi-square is sensitive to sample size such that larger samples (>200) 

have a greater chance of obtaining a statistically significant chi-square. Notwithstanding this 

limitation, the chi-square statistic itself can be a useful measure of model fit as it enables 

comparison between models, where higher values of chi-square indicate relatively poorer 

model fit. Another frequently used measure of model fit is the relative chi-square (or normed 
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chi-square), which is less sensitive to sample size. In recent times this approach has attracted 

criticism and is no longer recommended by many methodologists (e.g., Kline, 2016), thus it 

is not employed in the current study. 

In addition to the model chi-square, several other commonly reported indices are 

employed in the current study, each providing different information about model fit. Some 

of these are “goodness of fit” measures where higher values indicate better fit, whereas 

others are “badness of fit” measures where higher values indicate worse fit (Kline, 2016). 

The CFI is an incremental goodness of fit index which compares the fit of a hypothesised 

model to a baseline null model which assumes zero covariances (i.e., a model with the worst 

fit), and produces values in the range from 0 to 1, where 1 indicates the best possible result. 

CFI values of greater than .95 indicate good model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999) and values 

greater than .90 indicate acceptable model fit (Kline, 2016), such that the hypothesised 

model fits 90% better than the baseline model. Similarly, the TLI is an incremental goodness 

of fit index where threshold values of greater than .95 indicate good model fit (Hu & Bentler, 

1999). Both RMSEA and SRMR are absolute badness of fit indices which assess how far a 

hypothesised model is from a perfect model, where a value of zero indicates the best possible 

result. RMSEA values of less than .06 and SRMR values of less than .08 are generally 

accepted to indicate good model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). AIC and BIC are predictive fit 

indices that combine model chi-square and model complexity parameters. Rather than 

having absolute cut-off values, they are used to compare models where relatively lower 

values indicate better model fit (Kline, 2016).  

There is considerable controversy about the application of model fit indices and cut-

off-values, with some researchers suggesting that they are generally not well understood or 

interpreted correctly (Landis & Cortina, 2015). Structural equation modelling provides great 

flexibility for testing statistical models but consequently brings greater ambiguity in methods 

and rules. Most methodologists support the value of model fit indices but advise against a 
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strict application of thresholds (e.g., Marsh et al., 2004), highlighting the limitations noted 

by Hu and Bentler (1999). Rather than selective reporting of specific indices that meet 

commonly advised thresholds, the general advice is to report the results of several commonly 

used indices. All statistical models are imperfect to some degree, however the use of several 

indices brings transparency and sensitivity to the data analysis, which should be guided more 

by theoretical foundations than by statistical considerations (Kline, 2016).  

 

5.10.4 Confirmatory Factor Analysis Approach  

 

Factor analysis is one of the oldest statistical techniques for investigating the 

relationship between a set of observed variables (i.e., individual scale items or indicators) 

and their underlying unobservable (latent) constructs. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 

plays an essential role in SEM measurement model validation and is the foundation of all 

subsequent hypothesis testing involving latent variables (Brown & Moore, 2012; Jackson et 

al., 2009). CFA shows how individual items relate to one unique latent variable (factor 

loading) in a consistent overall data structure (model fit). CFA entails the specification in 

advance of both the number of latent factors in a data set and the factor loadings (i.e., the 

regression slopes for predicting each indicator from the factor). CFA is suitable when using 

theoretically established concepts and empirically validated measurement scales (Hurley et 

al., 1997). As all the measurement scales used in the current study have been developed and 

validated in prior research studies, CFA is the factor analysis method employed.  

CFA demonstrates both convergent and discriminant validity of theoretical 

constructs (Brown & Moore, 2012). Convergent validity shows that observed variables 

belonging to one unique latent variable (i.e., loading onto the same factor) are highly 

intercorrelated because they are influenced by the same underlying construct. Discriminant 

validity shows that observed variables belonging to different latent variables (i.e., loading 
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onto separate factors) are not highly intercorrelated because they are influenced by distinct 

psychological concepts. CFA has an advantage over traditional analytic methods such as 

correlation and OLS regression in that it accounts for measurement error (Kline, 2016). For 

each indicator, CFA identifies the variance shared with other indicators (common variance) 

and the variance specific to the indicator (unique variance). Unique variance (also called 

error variance) consists of two components: specific variance not explained by any factor in 

the model and random measurement error including common method variance. CFA model 

specifications can allow covariance between error variances (also called correlated residuals 

or correlated errors) to explain shared influences on the indicators other than the latent factor 

and shared measurement error, where they are theoretically justified (Landis et al., 2009). 

CFA models can also specify covariance between the latent factors to acknowledge a 

relationship between the latent dimensions (Jackson et al., 2009).  

CFA involves the specification of three types of parameters: fixed, free, and 

constrained (Brown & Moore, 2012). A fixed parameter is pre-specified (known), most 

commonly as either 1 or 0. For example, factor loadings are set to 1 when specifying that an 

item is an exact indicator of the latent variable and are set to 0 when specifying that there is 

no cross-loading of an item onto additional latent factors. A free parameter is unspecified 

(unknown) and allows the model estimation process to find its optimal value. A constrained 

parameter is also unknown, but restrictions are placed on the value that the estimation 

process may calculate. For example, equality constraints restrict parameters estimates to be 

equal in value. The difference between the number of known parameters (i.e., sample 

variance/covariance matrix) and unknown parameters in a model constitutes the model’s 

degrees of freedom (df). When df are positive, there is enough information in the data to 

estimate the free parameters (model over-identification). Fewer degrees of freedom 

generally result in better model fit results. In contrast, when the df are negative, there is 

insufficient data to estimate the free parameters (model under-identification). In this case, 
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the number of unknown free parameters needs to be reduced by fixing or removing some of 

them.  

 The CFA statistical process attempts to obtain estimates for each parameter of the 

measurement model that produce a predicted variance-covariance matrix that resembles that 

of the sample as closely as possible (Brown & Moore, 2012). This estimation process entails 

a fitting function such as the maximum likelihood (ML) method which is employed in the 

current research and has been outlined in the previous section. Model estimation is an 

iterative process which is carried out until model convergence is reached, whereby the 

optimum set of parameter estimates are produced. In applied research, it is generally advised 

to test and compare several models, and more than one model is usually reported. Several 

measurement models are tested and reported in the next chapter. 

 

5.10.5 Measurement Invariance Approach 

 

Assessment of measurement invariance is an important prerequisite for the analysis 

of change over time in longitudinal research (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). Measurement 

invariance (also known as measurement equivalence) must be examined to ensure that 

respondents have maintained a consistent understanding of a construct across repeated time 

points. Measurement invariance testing ensures that absolute alpha change is identified 

separately from beta and gamma change which are changes in fundamental conceptualisation 

(Chan, 2003; Golembiewski et al., 1976).  

Measurement invariance is tested in the current study using confirmatory factor 

analysis, which is the most frequently employed method in organisational research 

(Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). Within an SEM approach, this involves creating a multiple-

group confirmatory factor analysis model to examine the relations between observed 

indicators (i.e., the items in a scale) and latent constructs, and comparing the model fit of 
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constrained and unconstrained models. Following guidelines proposed by several 

researchers (e.g., Cheung & Lau, 2012; Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010; Vandenberg & 

Lance, 2000), measurement invariance testing in the current study is conducted in three 

steps. Firstly, configural invariance testing is carried out to establish that the same items load 

onto the same factors across every time point. Secondly, metric invariance testing is 

performed to establish that the factor loadings are consistent over time. Finally, scalar 

invariance testing is carried out to demonstrate that the item intercepts are consistent over 

time. In practice, full metric and scalar invariance is not always achieved, and the use of less 

restrictive parameters to establish partial invariance is commonly acceptable (Cheung & 

Lau, 2012; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000), Nevertheless, measurement invariance testing is 

essential in advance of hypothesis testing to ensure that the meanings of the constructs of 

interest are sufficiently stable over time and are suitable for longitudinal data analysis.  

 

5.10.6 Approach to Hypothesis Testing  

 

The actor-partner interdependence model (APIM; Kenny et al., 2006) is used to 

examine reciprocal effects within the dyads. The APIM, which is the most dominant model 

in dyadic research (Iida et al., 2023; Lederman & Kenny, 2017), retains individual measures 

nested within dyads. It examines the effects of a dyad member’s characteristics on both their 

own outcomes and on the outcomes of the other dyad member. The potential of this model 

for the study of reciprocal trust has been highlighted by trust researchers (Ferrin et al., 2007, 

2012; Lee et al., 2023).  

A dyadic latent growth model approach is employed to examine changes in trust over 

time. Growth curve models simultaneously analyse both within-person effects (i.e., 

individual change trajectories over time) and between-person effects (i.e., comparing 

differences in the change trajectories across people) (Singer & Willett, 2003). In SEM, the 
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latent growth model approach (Bollen & Curran, 2006; Meredith & Tisak, 1990; Singer & 

Willett, 2003) has several advantages (Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010). It combines the 

measurement model of confirmatory factor analysis and structural model testing, allowing 

model constraints to be carried into the actual LGM estimates of latent intercept (initial 

status) and latent slope (change) variables. In addition, it accounts for measurement error in 

the estimation process. As well as estimating linear change, latent growth curve models can 

also estimate non-linear turning points. Latent growth models can be applied to dyadic data 

(Iida et al., 2023; Kenny et al., 2006; Lederman & Kenny, 2017). In the broader psychology 

literature, several empirical studies have examined change over time in indistinguishable 

dyads using LGM (e.g., Kashy et al., 2008; Peugh et al., 2013). Due to the advantages and 

flexibility of a SEM CFA approach using latent variables, dyadic latent growth modelling 

was selected as the most appropriate method to test the hypotheses that are proposed in the 

current study which examine change over time. 

Finally, the impact of trust incongruence is analysed using a combination of dyadic 

latent variables and difference scores (absolute differences). By including both dyadic trust 

level and trust difference score, the problems of bias that can occur when using difference 

scores alone are avoided. Using latent variables with multiple items for each construct within 

a SEM framework addresses the problem of measurement error.  

 

5.11 Chapter Summary 

 

This chapter presented the philosophical foundations of this research and detailed the 

methodological techniques that were used to analyse the data. The core components of the 

research design were specified, including details of the survey instrument employed. The 

characteristics of the research sample were described. The data collection procedures were 

documented in detail and the data preparation and data analysis strategies were outlined. The 

next chapter covers the detailed data analysis undertaken and the outcomes of this analysis. 
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6.  Results 

 

6.1  Introduction 

 

The purpose of this chapter is to present a detailed description of the execution and 

results of the data analysis strategy outlined in the previous chapter. It begins with a 

quantification of the level of nonindependence in the data sample in order to justify a dyadic 

data analysis approach. It then presents the results of measurement model estimation and 

confirmatory factor analysis. The results of measurement invariance testing are then 

reported. This is followed by a descriptive statistics section where the characteristics of the 

sample including correlation analyses of the relationships between the study variables are 

reported and discussed. The final section then reports the results of the hypothesis testing 

with three sub-sections: dyadic trust reciprocity (actor-partner interdependence model); 

dyadic longitudinal trust development (dyadic latent growth model); and dyadic trust 

congruence (moderation analysis). 

Descriptive statistics and preliminary analyses were performed using IBM SPSS 

Statistics for Windows, Version 27. Structural equation modelling, dyadic data analysis and 

hypothesis testing were carried out using Mplus software version 8.4 (Muthén & Muthén). 

 

6.2 Evidence of Data Nonindependence  

 

In individual-level analysis the scores from each individual are assumed to be 

independent from other individual observations. However, in dyadic data, the scores from 

two individuals in a dyad are likely to be more correlated with each other than with scores 

from individuals in other dyads. Thus, dyadic data has a level of nonindependence between 

the observations of the two individuals within the dyad. The level of nonindependence 
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between the individual observations in the current data sample was examined in order to 

justify a dyadic level of analysis and the selection of dyadic statistical techniques. 

A one-way random, single score ICC (Kenny et al., 2006, p. 34) was calculated for 

each dyadic variable in the dyad at Time 1. This calculation is equivalent to the ICC(1) 

calculation specified by Bliese (1998, 2000), among others. It measures the degree of 

similarity between the dyad members by providing an estimate of the shared variance that 

can be attributed to membership of the dyad. It is calculated using an ANOVA technique 

where the higher-level grouping variable (the dyad) is the independent variable, and the 

dyadic construct is the dependent variable. ICC(1) values greater than zero indicate that there 

is similarity in responses among members of the same group (dyad) which might be 

nonignorable, thus group (dyad) membership might be relevant to the data analysis 

(Krasikova & LeBreton, 2019; LeBreton & Senter, 2008). The dispositional variable 

(propensity to trust) was excluded from this analysis as there is no theoretical reason that 

this should demonstrate nonindependence. The results of the ICC(1) calculations are shown 

in Table 6.1.  

The dyadic ICC(1) estimates all differed significantly from zero, confirming a dyadic 

structure to the data. The dyadic ICC(1) estimates (ranging from .14 to .34 for all the 

variables) were high enough to justify a dyadic level of analysis. ICC(1) values of .01 can 

be considered as a ‘‘small’’ effect, values of .10 as a ‘‘medium’’ effect, and values of .25 as 

a ‘‘large’’ effect (Le Breton & Senter, 2008). For example, in the current sample, 34% of 

the variability in trust (disclosure) individual responses can be explained by membership of 

the dyad, which can be considered as a large effect. In contrast, 17% of the variability in 

trust (reliance) individual responses can be explained by membership of the dyad, which can 

be considered as a medium effect.  
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Table 6.1  

Intraclass Correlations 

Variable ICC(1) 

Trustworthiness (ability) .20** 

Trustworthiness (benevolence) .33** 

Trustworthiness (integrity) .14* 

Trust (reliance) .17** 

Trust (disclosure) .34** 

ICB (task-focused) .17** 

ICB (person-focused) .28** 

** p < .01,. * p < .05  

  

 

Dyadic ICC results at Time 1 provided some preliminary evidence of reciprocity and 

symmetry within dyads. Trust disclosure intentions (r = .34) showed higher intraclass 

correlations than trust reliance intentions (r = .17). This suggests that disclosure intentions 

within the sample dyads are at more mutual levels than reliance intentions. Trustworthiness 

benevolence assessments (r = .33) showed higher intraclass correlations than ability (r =.20) 

or integrity assessments (r =.14), suggesting that benevolence assessments are more mutual 

than ability or integrity assessments. In addition, interpersonal citizenship behaviours within 

the dyad showed higher intraclass correlations for person-oriented behaviours (r =.28) than 

for task-oriented behaviours (r =.17).  

 

6.3  Measurement Model Estimation and CFA Results  

 

A series of CFA models were performed using Time 1 data to further examine the 

validity of the scales employed and to determine the optimal model fit. Section 5.10.3 of the 

previous chapter described in detail the range of test statistics employed in the current study 

to assess model fit, including the chi-square significance test, RMSEA, SRMR, CFI, TLI, 

AIC, and BIC. The hypothesised model in this study contains eight factors: propensity to 

trust, trustworthiness (ability, benevolence, integrity), trust (reliance and disclosure), and 
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interpersonal citizenship behaviours (task-focused and person-focused). This eight-factor 

model is based on established measurement scales and previous theoretical and empirical 

research. It was compared to more constrained models with fewer factors, enabled by 

combining some of the scales, with the results shown in Table 6.2. 

 

Table 6.2  

Model Fit Statistics for CFA Model Comparisons 

 Model  2 df RMSEA SRMR CFI  TLI AIC BIC 

1. 8 Factor  

-Trust x 2 

-Trustw x 3 

-ICB x 2 

-PTT   

1293.96*** 566 .05 .05 .92 .91 30352.49 30914.34 

2. 7 Factor  

-Trust 

-Trustw x 3 

-ICB x 2 

-PTT   

2179.52*** 573 .08 .07 .83 .81 31224.05 31756.98 

3. 5 Factor 

-Trust 

-Trustw  

-ICB x 2 

-PTT   

3040.02*** 584 .08 .10 .74 .72 32062.55 32550.04 

4. 4 Factor  

-Trust 

-Trustw 

-ICB 

-PTT   

3486.08*** 588 .08 .11 .69 .67 32500.61 32971.57 

5. 1 Factor 

All scales 

combined 

4815.02*** 594 .11 .12 .55 .52 33817.56 24263.73 

 ***p < .001.          

 

The eight-factor target model achieved optimal model fit compared to the alternative 

models tested. While the chi-square was significant (p<.01), this was attributed to sample 

size. Chi-square, AIC and BIC were all comparatively better in the target 10-factor model. 

Other indices of the eight-factor model indicated good model fit according to accepted cut-

off values (RMSEA <.06 ; CFI/TLI > .90; SRMR <.08), all of which deteriorated in the 

alternative models tested. Similar results were found across all subsequent data collection 

time points, shown in Table 6.3. This provides further evidence for the validity of the 
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measurement model and the independence of all the measurement scales and related 

constructs used in the study.  

 

Table 6.3  

Model Fit Statistics for all Time Points 

 Model N  2 df RMSEA SRMR CFI  TLI AIC BIC 

1. 8 Factor  

Time 1 

  

460 1293.96*** 566 .05 .04 .92 .91 30352.49 30914.34 

2. 8 Factor  

Time 2  

  

421 1400.32*** 566 .06 .05 .91 .90 23360.29 23910.09 

3. 8 Factor  

Time 3  

  

323 1282.67*** 566 .06 .06 .90 .89 16511.86 17025.62 

4. 8 Factor  

Time 4  

  

314 1281.78*** 566 .06 .05 .92 .91 15789.24 16299.15 

5. 8 Factor  

Time 5 

  

314 1266.08*** 566 .06 .05 .93 .92 15041.46 15551.38 

 ***p < .001.           

 

The modification indices of the eight-factor target model suggested that several 

correlated residuals could be specified to improve model fit. Allowing the correlation of 

residual items implies shared influences on the indicators other than the latent factors 

specified. However, this practice has been criticised as being post-hoc and data driven, 

leading to capitalisation on chance of sample-specific characteristics that are not 

representative of the population (Landis et al., 2009). Taking these criticisms into account, 

the original predicted CFA model without modification was adopted.   
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6.4 Measurement Invariance Testing 

 

The establishment of the presence of measurement invariance (or measurement 

equivalence) is necessary before longitudinal change over time can be analysed (Vandenberg 

& Lance, 2000). This is to ensure that there has been a consistent understanding of a 

construct across all time points, and that meaningful and genuine change can be measured. 

In the current study, longitudinal trust (reliance and disclosure) is examined over five time 

points, thus the presence of measurement invariance is necessary to confirm that the 

understanding of trust by the participants remains the same over the course of the study.  

Measurement invariance was evaluated in the current study in a CFA framework. 

Statistical tests of invariance followed a sequence of increasingly stringent tests as outlined 

in a landmark study by Vandenberg and Lance (2000). This involved a series of nested 

models and tests of configural invariance, metric invariance, and scalar invariance, which 

are the three most commonly applied steps in practice (Putnick & Bornstein, 2016; Schmitt 

& Ali, 2015; Schmitt & Kuljanin, 2008). Model fit results of each step are shown in Table 

6.4. In addition to assessing overall goodness-of-fit indices for each test, incremental 

goodness-of-fit indices were compared between nested models. A significant change in chi-

square (∆χ2), also known as the likelihood ratio test (LRT; Bollen, 1989), is a commonly 

used test to indicate measurement invariance. A change in the comparative fit index (∆CFI) 

of greater than .01 (Chen, 2007; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002) is also frequently examined to 

indicate lack of measurement invariance in a nested model. Chen (2007) also recommended 

examination of change in RMSEA (cut-off greater than .015) and change in SRMR (cut-off 

greater than .030 for metric invariance and greater than .010 for scalar invariance). Table 6.4 

also specifies each of these change indices.  
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Table 6.4  

Measurement Invariance Tests for Longitudinal Trust 

  

Model 

 

2 

 

df 

 

RMSEA 

 

SRMR 

 

CFI  

 

TLI 

 

AIC 

 

BIC 

∆ 

2  

∆ 

 df 

∆ 

CFI 

∆ 

RMSEA 

∆ 

SRMR 

1. 
Configural 

Invariance  
2267.90*** 1030 .051 .061 .909 .891 30284.79 31503.50 - - - - - 

2. 
Metric 

Invariance  
2311.42*** 1062 .051 .064 .908 .893 30264.32 31350.83 +43.52 +32 -.001 .000 +.003 

3. 
Scalar 

Invariance  
2355.29*** 1094 .050 .065 .907 .896 30244.18 31198.49 +43.87 +32 -.001 -.001 +.001 

 ***p < .001.              

 

 

Firstly, a test of configural invariance examined if the two-factor structure of trust 

existed consistently over time. A multi time point CFA was conducted with freely estimated 

factor loadings which were not constrained to be equal across occasions. Also, covariance 

of error residuals was estimated for items across time points to allow for common influences. 

This produced an acceptable model fit (χ2 (1030) = 2267.90, p < .001, RMSEA = .05, SRMR 

= .06, CFI = .91, TLI = .89, AIC = 30284.79, BIC = 31503.50) which indicated that the basic 

organisation of the two constructs (i.e., 5 loadings on each of the two latent factors) exists at 

every time point, thus configural invariance was established.  

Secondly, a test of metric invariance was examined by constraining factor loadings 

for each indicator to be equal across time points. Model fit was acceptable (χ2 (1062) = 

2311.42, p < .001, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .06, CFI = .91, TLI = .89, AIC = 30264.32, BIC 

= 31350.83) and was compared to the configural invariance model. The decrease in chi-

square was 43.52(df=32) which was not significant (p>.05). A change of .001 was observed 

in the CFI, which was below the .010 cut-off (Chen, 2007; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). No 

change was observed in the RMSEA. A change of .003 was observed in the SRMR which 

was below the .030 cut-off for metric invariance (Chen, 2007). Both the AIC and BIC were 

slightly better in the more restricted metric model (AIC = 30264.32; BIC = 31350.83) than 
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the configural model (AIC = 30284.79; BIC = 31503.50). These comparisons can be taken 

as evidence of the presence of metric invariance in the measurement of trust across all time 

points in the current sample.  

Finally, a test of scalar invariance was examined by constraining the intercept for 

each indicator to be equal across time points. Model fit was acceptable (χ2 (1094) = 2355.29, 

p < .001, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .07, CFI = .91, TLI = .90, AIC = 30244.18, BIC = 

31198.49) and was compared to the metric invariance model. The decrease in chi-square was 

43.87 which was not significant (p>.05). A decrease of .001 was observed in the CFI, which 

was below the .010 cut-off (Chen, 2007; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). A change of .001 was 

observed in the RMSEA, which was below the .015 cut-off (Chen, 2007). A change of .001 

was observed in the SRMR which was below the .010 cut-off for scalar invariance (Chen, 

2007). Both the AIC and BIC were slightly better in the more restricted scalar model (AIC 

= 30244.18; BIC = 31198.49) than the metric model (AIC = 30264.32; BIC = 31350.83). 

These comparisons can be taken as evidence of the presence of scalar invariance in the 

measurement of trust across all time points in the current sample.  

In summary, the results of configural, metric, and scalar invariance tests provided 

evidence that the scales used to measure trust (reliance and disclosure) in the current research 

were sufficiently stable over time and suitable for longitudinal data analysis.  
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6.5 Descriptive Statistics  

 

The means, standard deviations, and internal consistencies of all the study variables, 

along with the correlations between variables are reported in Table 6.5. The mean for trust 

reliance at Time 1 (4.29) is slightly higher than results from previous studies and the mean 

for trust disclosure at Time 1 (3.54) is in line with results from previous studies (shown in 

Table 6.6). Previous studies have generally found means for trust disclosure to be less than 

means for trust reliance, and this was also the case in the current study. The means of most 

variables in the current study were generally stable over time, exhibiting relatively small 

fluctuations across the time points. The largest mean change was displayed in trust disclosure 

which grew from 3.54 to 3.78 over the course of the study. The means of trust (reliance and 

disclosure) over time are illustrated graphically in Figure 6.1. 

Correlation analysis demonstrates a significant positive relationship between each 

variable at Time 1 and its repeated measure at every subsequent time point, with values 

ranging from .51 to .76. The sub-scales of trust (reliance and disclosure) show significant 

intercorrelation at every time point, and this grows stronger over time, ranging from .42 

(Time 1) to .44 (Time 2), .51 (Time 3), .55 (Time 4), and .59 (Time 5). Similarly, 

trustworthiness dimensions (ability, benevolence, integrity) also show significant 

intercorrelations at every time point which grow stronger over time, ranging from .45 to .77. 

Intercorrelations between ICB (task-focused and person-focused) are also significant at 

every time point and grow from .46 (T1) to .70 (T5).  
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Table 6.5  

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations among Variables 
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Table 6.5  

Descriptive Statistics (Continued) 
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The correlations between trustworthiness dimensions and trust intentions are 

significant at every time point, and grow stronger over time, ranging from .22 (ability and 

disclosure T1) to .82 (ability and reliance T5). The correlations between trust intentions and 

interpersonal citizenship behaviours are also significant at every time point, with trust 

reliance showing slightly stronger correlations with task-focused ICB (increasing from .49 

at T1) to .65 at T5), and with trust disclosure showing slightly stronger correlations with 

person-focused ICB (increasing from .43 at T1 to .82 at T5). The results also show that 

propensity to trust has weak significant correlations with trust (reliance and disclosure) at 

Time 1, but no significant correlations with these variables at Time 5.  

The reliability of each scale is shown in parentheses in the diagonal of Table 6.5. 

Internal consistency was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha. Most scales reported alphas 

greater than the recommended standard of .85 (Nunnally, 1978). The lowest alpha reported 

was .82, well exceeding the commonly accepted lower threshold of .70.  

 

Table 6.6  

Means for Trust (Reliance and Disclosure) in Previous Studies  

Study Referent Trust Reliance 
Trust 

Disclosure 

Baer et al., 2021* Coworker 3.61 3.26 

Gillespie, 2003* 

Supervisor 

Subordinate 

Peers 

3.99 

4.13 

3.91 

3.54 

3.70 

3.46 

Holtz et al., 2020* Supervisor 3.02 2.30 

Lau et al., 2014 Supervisor (felt trust) 3.52 2.82 

Lam et al., 2013 Supervisor 4.06 3.76 

Qiu et al., 2022* 
Coworker 

PhD Advisor 

3.96 

4.24 

3.40 

3.34 

Tomlinson et al., 2020  
Manager 

Peers 

4.01 

3.83 

3.46 

3.58 

van der Werff & Buckley, 

2017* 

Coworkers – initial 

Coworkers – over time 

3.46 

3.92 

2.94 

3.55 

Current Study 
Coworkers – initial 

Coworkers – over time 

4.29 

4.36 

3.54 

3.78 

* Rescaled from 7-point scale to 5-point scale for comparison purposes  
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Figure 6.1  

Means for Trust (Reliance and Disclosure) Over Time  

 

 

 

 

6.6 Structural Model and Hypothesis Testing 

 

This section reports the analysis and results of the hypothesis testing carried out in 

the current study. The research hypotheses were proposed and discussed Chapter 4. The data 

analysis strategy and statistical methods chosen to analyse the data were outlined in Chapter 

5. The results of the hypothesis testing are reported in three sub-sections. The first sub-

section (6.6.1) examines trust reciprocity within the dyad (hypothesis 1 and 2) utilising the 

actor-partner interdependence model. The second sub-section (6.6.2) examines trust 

development over time within the dyad (hypothesis 3) utilising the dyadic latent growth 

model. The third sub-section (6.6.3) examines trust congruence within the dyad (hypothesis 

4) employing moderation analysis.  
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 6.6.1 Dyadic Trust Reciprocity  

 

Reciprocity within the dyad was examined using the actor-partner interdependence 

model (Kenny et al., 2006), which was described in detail in section 5.10.6 of Chapter 5. 

Hypothesis 1 assessed the actor and partner effects of trustworthiness (ability, benevolence, 

integrity) on trust (reliance, disclosure). The effects of all three facets of trustworthiness 

(ability, benevolence, integrity) were estimated simultaneously, first on trust reliance, and 

then on trust disclosure. In line with previous APIM research (Kim & Kim, 2022), composite 

scores were used in this analysis to manage the number of parameters to be estimated.  

For indistinguishable dyads, estimating the APIM requires imposing six equality 

constraints on the model parameters (Olsen & Kenny, 2006): equal means and variances of 

the causal variables, equal intercepts of the outcome variables, equal error variances, equal 

actor effects, and equal partner effects. This reflects the fact that the order of allocation of 

person 1 (actor) and person 2 (partner) is arbitrary, therefore it would be meaningless to 

estimate different actor and partner effects. This model with six equality constraints is called 

the “interchangeable and saturated” model (ISAT: Olsen & Kenny, 2006). The specified 

model is compared against this model rather than against the standard saturated model with 

zero degrees of freedom. Thus, the adjusted chi-square value is the difference between the 

chi square of the specified model and the chi square of the ISAT.  

The results for hypothesis 1 are shown in Table 6.7. The results for trustworthiness 

(ability) showed actor but not partner effects for trust reliance, supporting hypothesis 1a. The 

results for trustworthiness (ability) showed neither actor nor partner effects for trust 

disclosure, as expected. The results for trustworthiness (benevolence) showed actor but not 

partner effects for trust reliance, partially supporting hypothesis 1b. The results for 

trustworthiness (benevolence) showed both actor and partner effects for trust disclosure, 

supporting hypothesis 1c. The results for trustworthiness (integrity) showed actor but not 
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partner effects for trust reliance, partially supporting hypothesis 1d. The results for 

trustworthiness (integrity) showed actor but not partner effects for trust disclosure, partially 

supporting hypothesis 1e. 

 

Table 6.7  

Influence of Trustworthiness on Dyadic Trust (Hypothesis 1)  

Trustworthiness Effects Trust Reliance Trust Disclosure 

  Estimate Significance  Estimate Significance 

Ability Actor .355 .000 -.112 .236 

Ability Partner -.001 .989 .115 .222 

Benevolence Actor .246 .000 .679 .000 

Benevolence Partner .006 .916 .171 .047 

Integrity Actor .306 .000 .062 .510 

Integrity Partner -.026 .653 .056 .553 

 

In summary (Table 6.8), the results show that the impact of all three trustworthiness 

assessments (ability, benevolence, integrity) on trust reliance demonstrate significant actor 

effects but no reciprocal partner effects. With respect to trust disclosure, two trustworthiness 

assessments (benevolence and integrity) demonstrate significant actor effects (ability shows 

no actor effect), while reciprocal partner effects are found for trustworthiness benevolence 

(ability and integrity show no partner effect). 

 

Table 6.8  

Summary of Hypothesis 1 Testing (Influence of Trustworthiness on Trust) 

Trustworthiness Effects Trust Reliance Trust Disclosure 

  Expected Results Supported Expected Results Supported 

Ability Actor Y Y H1a  N N - 

Ability Partner N N -      N N - 

Benevolence Actor Y Y H1b  Y Y H1c 

Benevolence Partner Y N H1b X Y Y H1c 

Integrity Actor Y Y H1d  Y Y H1e  

Integrity Partner Y N H1d X Y N H1e X 
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Hypothesis 2 assessed the actor and partner effects of trust (reliance, disclosure) on 

perceptions of interpersonal citizenship behaviour received (task-focused and person-

focused ICB). The effects of both trust (reliance) and trust (disclosure) were estimated 

simultaneously, first on task-focused ICB, and subsequently on person-focused ICB. The 

results for hypothesis 2 are shown in Table 6.9 

 

Table 6.9  

Influence of Trust on ICB (Hypothesis 2)  

Trustworthiness Effects Task-focused ICB Person-focused ICB 

  Estimate Significance  Estimate Significance 

Trust Reliance Actor .475 .000 .210 .000 

Trust Reliance Partner .107 .047 .095 .025 

Trust Disclosure Actor .164 .000 .400 .000 

Trust Disclosure Partner .030 .451 .015 .638 

 

The results for perceived task-focused ICB received from a partner show significant 

actor and partner effects from trust reliance, supporting hypothesis 2a. The results for 

perceived task-focused ICB received from a partner show significant actor effects from trust 

disclosure, and no significant partner effects, providing partial support of hypothesis 2b. 

Similarly, the results for perceived person-focused ICB received from a partner show 

significant actor and partner effects from trust reliance, supporting hypothesis 2c. The results 

for perceived person-focu ICB received from a partner show significant actor effects from 

trust disclosure, and no significant partner effects, providing partial support of hypothesis 

2d. In summary (Table 6.10), the results show that both task-focused ICB and person-

focused ICB behaviours are reciprocal as a result of trust reliance but not reciprocal as a 

result of trust disclosure.  
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Table 6.10  

Summary of Hypothesis 2 Testing (Influence of Trust on Dyadic ICB)  

Trust Effects Task-focused ICB  Person-focused ICB  

  Expected Results Supported Expected Results Supported 

Reliance Actor Y Y H2a  Y Y H2b  

Reliance Partner Y Y H2a  Y Y H2b 

Disclosure Actor Y Y H2c  Y Y H2d  

Disclosure Partner Y N H2c X Y N H2d X 

 

 

6.6.2 Dyadic Trust Change Over Time  

 

Trust change over time was examined using a dyadic latent growth model approach 

which was introduced in Chapter 5. Hypothesis 3 proposed that changes in trust (reliance 

and disclosure) would be greater when initial trust was lower (3a), when relationships were 

newer (3b) and when communication was more frequent (3c). To examine trust change over 

time, latent growth models were fitted to trust (reliance) and trust (disclosure) in turn. Non-

linear change was estimated by fixing the first two slope factor loadings to 0 and 1, but 

leaving the loadings for time 3,4, and 5 to be freely estimated (Biesanz et al., 2004). The 

parameter estimates for hypothesis 3a (change is greater when trust starting levels are lower) 

are shown in Table 6.11. Overall, these results can be interpreted as partial support for 

hypothesis 3a and show differences between trust reliance change and trust disclosure 

change.  

While trust (reliance) showed no significant change over time, dyad initial levels 

varied significantly within the sample, and rate of change also varied significantly, that is, 

some dyads changed faster than others. The rate of change for trust (reliance) was 

significantly related to initial status, that is, those dyads at lower initial levels of trust 

(reliance) increased more over time. In contrast, trust (disclosure) showed significant change 

over time. However, while dyad initial levels varied significantly within the sample, the rate 

of change did not vary significantly, that is, dyads changed at the same rate regardless of 
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initial levels. Thus, the rate of change for trust (disclosure) was not significantly related to 

initial levels of trust. 

 

Table 6.11  

Dyadic Latent Growth Model Parameter Estimates (Hypothesis 3a)  

  Effects Trust Reliance Trust Disclosure 

  Estimate Significance  Estimate Significance 

 Mean Intercept 4.317 .000 3.614 .000 

 Mean Slope -.004 .315 .022 .000 

 Variance Intercept .262 .000 .503 .000 

 Variance Slope .003 .000 .000 .661 

 Mean Intercept with Mean 

Slope  

-.008 .008 -.001 .741 

 

No support for found for hypothesis 3b or hypothesis 3c. Within this sample, trust 

change in newer relationships did not vary significantly from trust change in relationships 

of longer duration. In addition, communication frequency was not found to influence rates 

of trust change within this sample.  

 

6.6.3 Dyadic Trust Congruence 

 

Dyadic level means and mean differences for trust and interpersonal citizenship 

behaviour at Time 1 are shown in Table 6.12 below. The mean difference (incongruence) is 

calculated based on the absolute difference between the two dyad scores divided by 2. For 

example, the mean dyad level of trust (reliance) was 4.29, with a mean dyad difference of 

.31, indicating that within the sample, the mean of the higher scoring partner was 4.60 

(4.29+.31), and the mean of the lower scoring partner was 3.98 (4.29-.31).  
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Table 6.12  

Dyad Level Mean and Difference for Trust and ICB (Time 1)  

Variable Mean Standard 

Deviation 

Mean 

Difference* 

Standard 

Deviation 

Trust Reliance 4.29 .48 .31 .27 

Trust Disclosure 3.54 .74 .42 .31 

ICB Task 3.78 .59 .40 .31 

ICB Person 3.91 .55 .32 .26 

*Absolute difference divided by 2 

 

To test the hypotheses that the influence of trust on ICB is stronger at lower levels 

of trust incongruence, a simple moderation analysis based on observed variables was carried 

out. The results are shown in table 6.13. Significant main effects (p<.000) were found for 

trust reliance and trust disclosure on both task-focused ICB and person-focused ICB. 

Moderating effects of trust incongruence were found only for trust reliance and person-

focused ICB, supporting hypothesis 4b. These moderating effects for trust reliance and 

person-focused ICB are shown graphically in Figure 6.2. These results suggest that the 

influence of dyadic trust reliance on dyadic person-focused helping behaviour is stronger at 

higher levels of trust reliance incongruence. Results did not support hypotheses 4a (trust 

reliance incongruence and task-focused ICB), 4c (trust disclosure incongruence and task-

focused ICB), or 4d (trust disclosure incongruence and person-focused ICB).  
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Table 6.13  

Moderation Results for Trust Incongruence 

Variables  Estimate Significance  

Trust Reliance -> ICB Task  .827 .000 

Trust Reliance Incongruence -> ICB Task  1.168 .111 

Trust Reliance * Incongruence -> ICB Task  -.290 .133 

    

Trust Reliance -> ICB Person  .821 .000 

Trust Reliance Incongruence -> ICB Person  2.018 .006 

Trust Reliance * Incongruence -> ICB Person  -.461 .013 

    

Trust Disclosure -> ICB Task  .327 .000 

Trust Disclosure Incongruence -> ICB Task  -.561 .258 

Trust Disclosure * Incongruence -> ICB Task  -.147 .307 

    

Trust Disclosure -> ICB Person  .547 .000 

Trust Disclosure Incongruence -> ICB Person  .303 .431 

Trust Disclosure * Incongruence -> ICB Person  -.089 .427 

    

 

 

Figure 6.2  

Moderation Effects for Trust (Reliance) Incongruence and ICB Person
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6.7 Chapter Summary 

 

This chapter detailed the data analysis techniques executed in the current study and 

the results of the hypothesis testing that was carried out. It began with a estimate of the level 

of nonindependence within the data which provided statistical justification for a dyadic data 

analysis approach. It then presented the measurement model estimation and confirmatory 

factor analysis which provided confirmation of the stability of the factor structure of the 

sample. It also confirmed the stability of the factor structure over all time points and 

established the presence of measurement invariance for the variables of interest (trust 

reliance and trust disclosure). Following reporting and discussion of the descriptive statistics 

of the sample, the results of hypothesis testing were reported, providing evidence that trust 

is inherently dyadic and dynamic. The strongest reciprocal elements are the benevolence of 

both parties (influencing disclosure-based trust) and the reliance-based trust of both parties 

(influencing interpersonal helping). Trust can change in established relationships, especially 

disclosure-based trust. Trust is not necessarily balanced between the two parties, which can 

negatively impact the benefits of trust. These findings are discussed in further detail in 

Chapter 7. 
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7.  Discussion 

 

7.1  Introduction  

 

The objective of this study was to examine the two-way nature of interpersonal trust 

and its development over time. Firstly, the study investigated the patterns of influence 

between the two parties in an exchange relationship. Drawing on theories of interpersonal 

relationships and trust, it was hypothesised that reciprocal influences would be evident 

between the trustworthiness (ability, benevolence, integrity), trust (reliance and disclosure) 

and interpersonal citizenship behaviours (task-focused and person-focused) of both parties. 

Secondly, the study examined changes in trust levels over time. It was hypothesised that 

more change would happen when trust started at lower levels, in newer relationships, and 

when there was more communication between the parties. Thirdly, the study analysed the 

impact of dyadic trust incongruence on dyadic interpersonal helping behaviours. It was 

hypothesised that higher levels of incongruence would have negative effects on the positive 

relationship between trust and helping. The findings of each of these hypothesis tests are 

discussed in the first section of this chapter. 

Following the discussion of the research findings, the second section of this chapter 

discusses the contributions of this research. This includes contributions to understanding 

which aspects of trust are reciprocal, to identifying stability and change in forms of trust 

over time, and to estimating the impact of trust incongruence within a relationship. This 

second section concludes with a discussion of the overall contribution of the research to the 

field of organisational trust knowledge.  

Finally, the concluding sections of this chapter identify implications for practice, 

acknowledge the limitations of this study, and offer recommendations for future research. 
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7.2  Research Findings 

 

The results of this study have been presented in Chapter 6. This section discusses the 

results from each of the three categories of hypothesis testing: patterns of reciprocal trust 

(hypothesis 1 and 2), trust change over time (hypothesis 3), and trust incongruence 

(hypothesis 4). 

 

7.2.1 Reciprocal Trustworthiness and Trust 

 

Hypothesis 1 examined the reciprocal influences of each party in a relationship on 

the other (actor and partner effects; Kelley & Thibaut; 1978; Kenny et al., 2006). As each 

person is at once both a trustor and trustee, the terms actor and partner are used instead, 

following the tradition in dyadic theory and research studies. Actor effects describe how a 

single dyad member’s outcomes depend on their own characteristics or psychological 

processes, in this instance, how each person’s self-reported trustworthiness perceptions of 

another influence their trust intentions. This is what is examined in most single-sided 

individual-level trust research. Partner effects describe how the same characteristics 

(trustworthiness perceptions) reported by the other person (the partner) influence the 

outcomes (trust intentions) of the actor. These are the reciprocal effects that can be illustrated 

by two-sided dyadic trust research where both parties report on the same relationship 

variables in respect of each other.  

As this research study did not differentiate between relationship members (treating 

them as theoretically and statistically indistinguishable), in each dyad there is just one actor 

effect and one partner effect for each variable. Taking an interdependence theory 

perspective, hypothesis 1 is examining the structure of the relationship and the basis of 

dependence, that is, how each member influences the other, and also the psychological 
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condition of transformation, that is, how much each member is concerned about the welfare 

and interests of the other member.  

Hypothesis 1 examined the individual (actor) and reciprocal (partner) effects of 

trustworthiness on trust. It proposed that an actor’s perception of a partner’s trustworthiness 

(ability, benevolence, integrity) influences both their own and their partner’s trust intentions 

(reliance, disclosure). Trust theory suggests that trustworthy people, in addition to being 

trusted, are also more trusting as they have strong expectations of reciprocity (Rotter, 1967, 

1971; Whitener et al., 1998). However, five sub-hypotheses were specified in order to 

distinguish the influence of each sub-factor of trustworthiness on each sub-factor of trust. 

The significant effect pathways found are illustrated in Figure 7.1 and discussed in detail in 

the following paragraphs. 

 

Figure 7.1  

Dyadic Patterns of Influence (Trustworthiness Perceptions and Trust)  
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The first sub-hypothesis examined the effects of ability on trust reliance. Hypothesis 

1a expected actor effects for ability on trust reliance. Partner effects for ability on trust 

reliance were not expected, and neither actor nor partner effects were expected of ability on 

trust disclosure. Hypothesis 1a was fully supported. Considering actor effects, the findings 

show that ability perceptions of a trustee by a trustor significantly influence trustor reliance 

intentions towards a trustee, but do not influence trustor disclosure intentions towards a 

trustee. Trust theory suggests that perceptions of ability influence trust and are largely 

cognitive in nature (Mayer et al., 1995; Schoorman et al., 2007). Previous single-sided 

empirical research has demonstrated that ability perceptions have a strong influence on trust 

reliance but a weaker influence on trust disclosure (Tomlinson et al., 2020; van der Werff & 

Buckley, 2017). The findings show no reciprocal partner effects for ability perceptions on 

either reliance or disclosure. This supports the findings of Yakovleva et al. (2010) who found 

no reciprocal partner effects for ability on trust. This study confirms that ability does not 

play a reciprocal role within a relationship, as while the ability of a trustee evokes trust from 

a trustor, it does not influence an exchange of trust by the trustee.  

The next two sub-hypotheses examined the effects of benevolence on trust reliance 

and on trust disclosure. Hypothesis 1b anticipated actor and partner effects for benevolence 

on trust reliance. Hypothesis 1c anticipated actor and partner effects for benevolence on trust 

disclosure. Hypothesis 1b was partially supported by the results, as actor effects were found 

for benevolence on trust reliance, but not partner effects. Hypothesis 1c was fully supported, 

as both actor and partner effects were found for benevolence on trust disclosure.  

Considering first the actor effects of benevolence, the findings show that 

benevolence perceptions of a trustee by a trustor have a significant influence on trustor 

reliance intentions and an even stronger influence on trustor disclosure intentions towards a 

trustee. Trust theory suggests that benevolence perceptions influence trust (Mayer et al., 

1995) and previous empirical research has shown similar effects of benevolence perceptions 
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on both trust reliance and trust disclosure (Tomlinson et al., 2020; van der Werff & Buckley, 

2017).  

Considering next the reciprocal partner effects of benevolence, the findings show 

that benevolence perceptions have reciprocal partner effects on trust disclosure but not on 

trust reliance. Trust theory can explain this finding, as benevolence is deemed to be 

essentially affective and relational in nature (Colquitt et al., 2011), thus it would be expected 

to have reciprocal effects. However, the findings show that this reciprocity is evident in trust 

disclosure only and not trust reliance. This suggests that the benevolence of a trustee not 

only evokes trust disclosure from a trustor, but it also evokes a reciprocation of disclosure 

from the trustee.  

In contrast, while the benevolence of a trustee evokes trust reliance from a trustor, it 

does not evoke a reciprocation of reliance from the trustee. These findings are at odds with 

previous empirical research that found reciprocal partner effects for benevolence on a single 

measure of trust that was close to reliance in concept (Yakovleva et al., 2010). They are, 

however, somewhat more in line with empirical research from Naber et al. (2018) who found 

that agreeableness (Costa & McCrae, 1992), a personality trait driving consideration and 

cooperation and which closely aligns with benevolence, influenced more affective forms of 

trust (McAllister, 1995). While the current study does confirm that benevolence is a strongly 

relational variable, it shows that benevolence influences a return of trust through trust 

disclosure rather than trust reliance. Benevolent individuals generate reciprocal trust 

exchanges by being both receivers and sharers of sensitive information. In contrast, while 

benevolent individuals are relied upon in terms of their expertise and judgement, their 

benevolence does not influence them to rely on those who rely upon them.  

The final two sub-hypotheses examined the effects of integrity on trust reliance and 

on trust disclosure. Hypothesis 1d expected actor and partner effects for integrity on trust 

reliance. Hypothesis 1e expected actor and partner effects for integrity on trust disclosure. 
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Hypothesis 1d was partially supported, as significant actor effects but not partner effects 

were found for integrity on trust reliance. As neither actor nor partner effects were found for 

the influence of integrity on trust disclosure, hypothesis 1e was not supported.  

Considering first the actor effects of integrity, the findings show that integrity 

perceptions of a trustee by a trustor have a significant influence on trustor reliance intentions 

but no influence on trustor disclosure intentions towards a trustee. The link between integrity 

and trust reliance provides support for trust theory that suggests integrity perceptions are 

largely cognitive in nature (Mayer et al., 1995; Colquitt et al., 2011), and that trust reliance 

is also cognitive in nature (Gillespie, 2003). It also supports the empirical work of van der 

Werff and Buckley (2017) who similarly found no links between integrity perceptions and 

trust disclosure, which is considered to be largely an affective construct (Gillespie, 2003).  

Looking next at reciprocal partner effects of integrity, the findings show that integrity 

perceptions do not have reciprocal partner effects on either trust reliance or trust disclosure. 

This suggests that while the integrity of a trustee evokes trust reliance from a trustor, it does 

not evoke a reciprocation of reliance from the trustee. This is at odds with the theoretical 

proposals of Whitener et al. (1998) which suggests that integrity may have the strongest 

reciprocal influence of all three trustworthiness variables by influencing expectations of 

reciprocity and initiation of trust by a trustworthy person. This finding also contrasts with 

the empirical work of Yakovleva et al. (2010) who found reciprocal partner effects for 

integrity on trust. The findings of the current study suggest that integrity perceptions are less 

relational in nature, and while they have a direct influence on the trust reliance of the trustor 

towards the trustee, they do not influence a return of trust reliance from the trustee, nor do 

they have any significant influence (actor or partner) on trust disclosure.  

As no partner effects were found for trust reliance from either ability, benevolence, 

or integrity, the results suggest that the influence of trustworthiness on trust reliance is not a 

strong indicator of reciprocity in relationships. In contrast, the influence of benevolence on 
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trust disclosure is more bidirectional and reciprocal in character. In other words, trust 

reliance is influenced only by the trustworthiness aspects of the trustee, whereas trust 

disclosure is influenced by both the trustworthiness attributes of the trustee and by the 

benevolence attributes of the trustor.  

In summary, the results of hypothesis 1 highlighted that the strongest reciprocal 

elements in the relationship between trustworthiness and trust are the benevolence 

perceptions of both parties, which influence disclosure forms of trust.  

 

7.2.2 Reciprocal Trust and Interpersonal Citizenship Behaviour  

 

Hypothesis 2 examined the individual and reciprocal effects of trust on interpersonal 

citizenship behaviour (ICB). Similar to hypothesis 1, the terms actor and partner (Kelley & 

Thibaut; 1978; Kenny et al., 2006) are used instead of trustor and trustee, as each dyad 

member holds both roles simultaneously. In addition, an application of interdependence 

theory shows that this hypothesis is examining a basis of dependence within the relationship 

situation (structure) and also the interest that both members show for each other 

(psychological process of transformation).  

Hypothesis 2 proposed that an actor’s trust intentions (reliance, disclosure) towards 

a partner influence both actor and partner perceptions of interpersonal citizenship behaviour 

received (task-focused ICB and person-focused ICB). Four sub-hypotheses were specified 

in order to distinguish the influence of each sub-factor of trust on each sub-factor of ICB. 

The significant effect pathways found are illustrated in Figure 7.2 and discussed in detail in 

the following paragraphs. 
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Figure 7.2  

Dyadic Patterns of Influence (Trust and ICB)  

 

. 

The first two sub-hypotheses examined the effects of trust reliance on ICB. Both 

actor and partner effects were expected for trust reliance on task-focused ICB (hypothesis 

2a) and on person-focused ICB (hypothesis 2b). Both hypotheses were fully supported. The 

actor effects show that reliance intentions of the trustor influence the receipt of helping 

behaviours from the trustee. Reliance intentions have a significant influence on person-

focused ICB and an even stronger influence on task-focused ICB. The partner effects show 

that reliance intentions of the trustor also influence the return of helping behaviours from the 

trustor to the trustee, both task-focused ICB and person-focused ICB.  

Previous theoretical explanations of trust and cooperation in exchange relationships 

support this pattern of influence. The norm of reciprocity proposed by Gouldner (1960) is 

presented as a universal component of stable social systems, whereby the receipt of benefits 

creates a form of moral obligation to respond with benefits of equivalent value. Social 

exchange theory (Blau, 1964) describes the role of trust in social interactions, where the 

voluntary and unspecified nature of many social exchanges involves the risk of non-



 

187 

reciprocation, thus requiring trust as a way of accepting that risk. In enduring relationships, 

the trust of one party creates a moral obligation for the other to fulfil those trust expectations, 

and that willingness to be vulnerable creates a relational bond and motivation to reciprocate 

with equivalent exchanges. Trust theorists have long proposed that trust results in 

cooperation behaviours (e.g., Dirks & Ferrin, 2001), and have explicitly proposed that the 

cooperation of one party is influenced by the trust of both parties (Ferrin et al., 2007).  

Empirical trust research has tended to explore the link between trust and the general 

helping behaviours of the trustor (e.g., Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2015; Yang & Mossholder, 

2010; Zhu & Akhtar, 2014). A smaller number of studies examine the relationship between 

trust and the helping behaviours of the trustee (e.g., Dirks & Skarlicki, 2009). The reciprocal 

trust study of leaders and subordinates by Brower et al. (2009) examined the helping 

behaviour of just one party (the subordinate). The current dyadic study looks at the effect of 

trust on both help received (actor effect) and on help given (partner effect) simultaneously, 

and confirms that trust reliance is an indicator of both receiving and giving help within a 

dyadic relationship. In contrast, the results of the dyadic study from Yakovleva et al. (2010) 

did not find evidence of partner effects between trust and ICB. However, the findings of 

hypothesis 2a and hypothesis 2b of the current study are consistent with the bulk of trust 

theory and empirical research, supporting the widely held view that trust and cooperation 

are fundamentally reciprocal processes.  

Turning to trust disclosure, both actor and partner effects were expected for its 

influence on task-focused ICB (hypothesis 2c) and on person-focused ICB (hypothesis 2d). 

As the results found significant actor effects but no partner effects from trust disclosure, both 

hypotheses were partially supported. The actor effects show that disclosure intentions of the 

trustor influence the receipt of helping behaviours from the trustee. Disclosure intentions 

have a significant influence on both task-focused ICB and on person-focused ICB, but the 

influence on person-focused ICB is stronger. However, the lack of partner effects shows that 
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disclosure intentions of the trustor, whilst evoking the receipt of helping behaviours from 

the trustee, do not influence the return of helping behaviours from the trustor to the trustee. 

In other words, if I disclose sensitive information to you, you will help me, but this disclosure 

from me won’t necessarily influence me to return help to you.  

Previous trust theory has not frequently explored the disclosure element of trust, and 

the concept of trust employed in empirical studies is largely a form of reliance-based trust 

(e.g., Mayer & Davis, 1999) or cognitive trust (McEvily & Tortoriello, 2011). However, the 

results of the trust disclosure hypotheses in the current study suggest that disclosure does not 

evoke reciprocity like reliance does. While self-disclosure at work has the positive effect of 

creating closeness and triggering concern and help from others, experimental research has 

shown that it may also signal weakness which can inadvertently undermine the influence of 

the discloser (Gibson et al., 2018). This loss of influence may limit the ability of the discloser 

(trustor) to maintain a reciprocal relationship and may reduce their opportunities to return 

helping behaviours to the trustee. Self-disclosure may also reach a threshold where too much 

personal information is revealed and the relationship could become “too close for comfort” 

(Ehrhardt & Ragins, 2019). Furthermore, the organisational context might reduce the 

reciprocation of help if the receipt of help is attributed to normal job responsibilities with 

less moral obligation to return the favour (Belmi & Pfeffer, 2015).  

In summary, the results of hypothesis 2 provided evidence that strongest reciprocal 

elements in the relationship between trust and interpersonal citizen behaviours are reliance 

forms of trust of both parties which influence both the receipt and the giving of help.  

 

 

7.2.3 Dyadic Trust Change over Time 

 

Hypothesis 3a proposed that changes in trust (reliance and disclosure) would be 

influenced by initial starting levels, such that trust at lower initial levels would increase more 



 

189 

over time. Analysis of the overall sample showed that trust reliance levels remained 

relatively stable over time. However, initial levels of trust reliance varied significantly within 

the sample, that is, some dyads started at significantly lower levels than others. Dyads which 

started with lower levels of trust reliance did increase more over time, as expected. In 

contrast, analysis of the overall sample showed significant changes in trust disclosure levels 

over time. Even though initial levels of trust disclosure varied within the sample, that is, 

some dyads started at significantly lower levels than others, the rate of change did not vary 

significantly. All dyads increased their levels of trust disclosure at the same rate, regardless 

of the starting level. These results provide partial support for hypothesis 3a. Hypothesis 3b 

proposed that trust (reliance and disclosure) would start at lower levels and increase more 

over time in newer relationships. The results did not support hypothesis 3b. Hypothesis 3c 

proposed that more frequent communication within the dyad would be associated with 

higher levels of trust and higher increases in trust. The results did not support hypothesis 3c. 

 The findings in relation to the stability of trust reliance are in line with established 

trust theory which suggests that trust reaches stable levels in mature relationships (Lewicki 

& Bunker, 1996; Rousseau et al., 1998). In addition, this is also in line with interdependence 

theory (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978) which suggests that stable patterns of interaction are 

reached in relationships over time through a process of adaptation. The context of the current 

study is established and successful small and medium-sized firms, expanding into 

international markets, with reasonably long-standing top management team members. Thus, 

the findings that trust reliance intentions were at stable levels are perhaps not surprising. 

Over 80% of dyads in the current sample report communicating daily, indicating a high level 

of interdependence between the parties. Stable levels of trust reliance in the overall sample 

would be a reasonable expectation for this context. Average levels of trust reliance were 

comparatively high in this sample to begin with, thus a sample of this nature may provide 

less scope for significant increases in reliance levels. Despite the stability of trust reliance 
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overall, the finding that those dyads who started with lower levels of trust reliance did 

increase over time provides evidence that dyads with lower levels of trust reliance had more 

scope to change.  

 The findings in relation to increases in trust disclosure levels provide an interesting 

insight into trust development. They show that even in established relationships 

characterised by high levels of interdependence and stable trust reliance, there is scope to 

increase trust. Starting levels of trust disclosure in the current sample were lower than trust 

reliance which is a similar pattern to trust levels commonly reported in empirical trust 

studies. However, the finding that all dyads demonstrated a similar rate of increase in trust 

disclosure, regardless of starting levels, suggests that the development of trust disclosure is 

a slower process than trust reliance and continues to occur over a longer period of time in 

established relationships. This finding supports theory that suggests more personal forms of 

trust take longer to develop and do not occur for all relationships (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996; 

Shapiro, 1992). The findings also support the theory that affect-based trust develops later 

than cognition-based trust (McAllister, 1995), as disclosure forms of trust are thought to be 

more affective in nature than reliance forms of trust (Gillespie, 2003). Empirical research 

has also shown that the influence of trust disclosure on knowledge sharing is stronger when 

relationships are more established (Alexopoulos & Buckley, 2013).  

 The finding that the length of a relationship did not have an influence on rates of trust 

change may be reflection of the sample characteristics and the context of the research. 

Theories on initial trust development suggest intensive and rapid change at the start of a 

relationship, followed by relative stability (Lewicki et al., 2006). However, the exact 

quantification of the length of this initial phase of rapid change is not specified by trust 

theory. Similarly, the timing of trust stability is not explicitly specified by trust theorists 

(Korsgaard et al., 2018). Evidence on the length of the initial period characterised by 

significant rates of change generally comes from empirical studies of trust in organisational 
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newcomer contexts. For example, a three-month study of newcomers (van der Werff & 

Buckley, 2017) showed faster growth of trust in the first month followed by periods of 

stability and more modest growth in months two and three. A ten-week study of new army 

cadets (Dirks et al., 2021) found a mix of stable, increasing, and decreasing trust. In addition, 

meta-analysis (Vanneste et al., 2014) has found just a small positive correlation between 

relationship duration and trust levels, but found significant variance across contexts. As the 

sample of the current study primarily consists of established relationships of longer than one 

year in duration, the results may be an indication that the influence of relationship duration 

dissipates during the first 12 months of a work relationship.  

The finding that communication frequency did not have an influence on rates of trust 

change may also be reflection of the sample characteristics and the context of the research. 

As over 80 per cent of participants reported daily interactions, the sample may not have 

contained enough variability to test the hypothesis. In addition, it may be that the quality of 

communications is a stronger indicator of trust than the frequency of interactions (Whitener 

et al., 1998; van Zoonen et al., 2023). 

In summary, the results of hypothesis 3 illustrate that different forms of trust can 

demonstrate different stability and change patterns in established relationships, with reliance 

forms of trust showing relatively stable levels, and disclosure forms of trust showing more 

dynamic characteristics.  

  

7.2.4 Trust Incongruence 

 

Hypothesis 4 proposed that the level and incongruence of dyadic trust intentions 

interact such that the positive relationship of trust (reliance and disclosure) with 

interpersonal citizenship behaviours (task-focused ICB and person-focused ICB) is stronger 
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at lower levels of trust incongruence than at higher levels of trust incongruence. The results 

found significant main effects of dyadic trust reliance and dyadic trust disclosure on both 

dyadic task-focused ICB and dyadic person-focused ICB. Analysis of the sample found 

modest levels of trust incongruence within the dyads. Moderating effects of trust 

incongruence were found only for trust reliance and person-focused ICB (hypothesis 4b). 

No other moderating effects of trust incongruence were found, including trust reliance 

incongruence and task-focused ICB (hypothesis 4a), and trust disclosure incongruence and 

task-focused ICB (hypothesis 4c) and person-focused ICB (hypothesis 4d).  

The moderating effects of trust reliance incongruence on person-focused ICB suggest 

that the positive effects of dyadic trust reliance on person-focused helping are weaker at 

higher levels of reliance incongruence. Thus, when one party has greater reliance intentions 

in the relationship than the other party, the level of person-focused helping within the dyad 

is less than when the parties have more equal reliance intentions towards each other. In 

contrast, when one party has greater reliance intentions in the relationship than the other 

party, the level of task-focused helping within the dyad is not significantly different to when 

the parties have equal levels of reliance. Similarly, when one party has greater trust 

disclosure intentions in the relationship than the other party, the level of both task-focused 

helping and person-focused helping within the dyad is not significantly different to when the 

parties have equal levels of disclosure (assuming similar levels of overall dyadic trust 

disclosure). 

The main dyadic-level effects of trust reliance and trust disclosure on both task-

focused and person-focused ICB supports the well-established trust theory which proposes 

that a reciprocal trusting relationship leads to an exchange of interpersonal help behaviours 

from both parties (Blau et al., 1964; Ferrin et al., 2007). In contrast with much of the early 

trust theory which suggests that trust becomes equally balanced in established relationships 

(e.g., Deutsch, 1958; Zand, 1972), the findings of this study demonstrate that mature trust 
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can show modest levels of incongruence. This supports more recent trust theory that 

proposes parties can differ in the trust levels towards reach other (e.g., Brower et al., 2000; 

Korsgaard & Bliese, 2021; Schoorman at al., 2007).  

These findings suggest that the impact of trust incongruence on interpersonal helping 

behaviours is only of concern when reliance forms of trust are unbalanced, and then only on 

person-focused helping behaviours. In a situation of reliance imbalance, both parties seem 

to help each other on tasks to the same extent as if there was no imbalance, assuming similar 

levels of overall trust. However, reliance imbalance seems to reduce person-focused helping 

in comparison to when there are balanced levels of reliance within the relationship. This 

provides an extra nuance to the research of de Jong et al. (2007) who found that individual 

levels of help received (in a combined measure of task- and person-focused helping) were 

highest when both parties were highly task interdependent. The findings of this study suggest 

that in a work-context, task-focused helping is less discretionary and less impacted by 

different levels of dependence within a dyad. In contrast, person-focused helping may be 

more discretionary and more susceptible to influence from different levels of dependence 

within a dyad. Where one party is more dependent than another, the amount of reciprocal 

person-focused helping may reduce. In contrast, the findings show that imbalance in 

disclosure does not seem to significantly impact the levels of either task-focused or person-

focused helping. Taken in conjunction with the earlier findings of hypothesis 2 that 

disclosure does not significantly influence two-way helping, it may be that imbalance in 

disclosure has less scope for impact at the dyadic level of analysis.  

In summary, the results of hypothesis 4 illustrate that trust is not necessarily balanced 

between the two parties in mature relationships but find that this is only of concern for 

reliance forms of trust where it negatively impacts person-focused helping.  
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7.3 Research Contributions  

 

Interpersonal trust is a relational construct involving two people. The fundamental 

premise of this study is that in order to fully understand the phenomenon, both sides of the 

relationship must be examined (Ferrin et al., 2007; Korsgaard et al., 2015). This implies that 

the perspectives of both the trustor and the trustee must be considered. It also implies that 

each party is at once both a trustor and a trustee, intertwined in a reciprocal pattern of trusting 

the other and being trusted by the other. Accordingly, this study advances previous trust 

theory and empirical research by capturing the perceptions of both parties in a trust 

relationship and investigating the extent of reciprocity and change across different forms of 

trust. This approach brings unique insights into the nature of dyadic trust and the 

identification of factors that influence the reciprocity of trust within a relationship. The key 

areas of contribution are: (1) relational and reciprocal aspects of trust; (2) stability and 

change in forms of trust; (3) the impact of trust congruence and incongruence; and (4) trust 

and relationship theory. Each of these contributions is discussed in detail in the following 

sections. 

 

7.3.1 Relational and Reciprocal Aspects of Trust   

 

This study demonstrates the relational and reciprocal components of dyadic trust 

between two coworkers in established work relationships. It builds on the work of Yakovleva 

et al. (2010) which examined reciprocal features of trustworthiness, trust, and interpersonal 

citizenship behaviours. In an extension of that research, the current study employs the 

behavioural trust inventory (Gillespie, 2003) to measure two distinct aspects of trust 

intentions: reliance, which is more cognitive aspect of trust; and disclosure, which is a more 

affective aspect of trust. This study finds that benevolence perceptions play a unique role in 

the reciprocity of trust between two parties, specifically in relation to trust disclosure 
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intentions. This study also finds that trust reliance intentions exhibit reciprocal effects on the 

interpersonal citizenship behaviours of both parties in a trusting relationship.  

It is already well established that benevolence perceptions of a trustee (by a trustor) 

influence trustor disclosure intentions towards a trustee (e.g., Tomlinson et al., 2020; van 

der Werff & Buckley, 2017). The current research additionally finds that the benevolence of 

a trustee also influences trustee disclosure intentions towards a trustor. In other words, 

individuals who display high levels of benevolence are not only highly trusted in terms of 

information disclosure, they themselves also show high levels of information disclosure in 

return.  

The observed reciprocal effects for benevolence on trust disclosure may be 

explained by trust theory, which suggests that benevolence is the most relational 

component of trustworthiness (Colquitt et al., 2011; Legood et al., 2023). In mature 

relationships, where both parties have got to know each other well, trust theory (Lewicki & 

Bunker, 1995; Rousseau et al., 1998) and empirical research (Holtz et al., 2020; Jones & 

Shah, 2016) suggests that benevolence perceptions could be considered as a proxy for the 

actual benevolence of the partner. Benevolence itself is thought to motivate own trust as 

well as inspiring trust from others, as benevolent individuals tend to be optimistic about 

relationships and have high expectations of reciprocity (Deutsch, 1958; Rotter, 1967, 1971; 

Whitener et al., 1998). Additionally, benevolence perceptions can lead to a form of felt 

benevolence (Lester & Brower, 2003), which can lead to actual benevolence via a sense of 

interpersonal responsibility (Levine et al., 2018). Perceptions of benevolence can also lead 

to a shared sense of identity within the dyad and a norm of mutual benevolence attributions 

and mutual trust patterns (Korsgaard et al., 2015). 

The study did not find any effects of ability perceptions on trust disclosure, as 

expected, given that ability is considered to be a more cognitive in nature (Schoorman et al., 

2007) and therefore less related to the more affective construct of disclosure-based trust 
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(Gillespie, 2003). More interestingly, while the study did find, as expected, that integrity 

perceptions of a trustee (by a trustor) influence trustor disclosure intentions towards a trustee, 

reciprocal effects were not evident for integrity perceptions, as was expected. This finding 

suggests that individuals who display high levels of integrity are trusted in terms of 

information disclosure, but their integrity does not influence their own information 

disclosure in return. This is at odds with trust theory that suggests integrity may be the most 

reciprocal trustworthiness component (Whitener et al., 1998). However, it supports the 

findings of experimental research that finds benevolence to be more important than integrity 

to promote trust (Levine & Schweitzer, 2014; 2015). 

In addition, while the study confirms that all three trustworthiness characteristics of 

the trustee (perceived by the trustor) influence the trust reliance intentions of the trustor, it 

finds that they demonstrate no evidence of reciprocal (partner) effects on the trust reliance 

intentions of the trustee. These findings support previous single-sided trust research which 

has shown than all three trustworthiness factors are important for trust reliance in peers 

(Knoll & Gill, 2011; van der Werff & Buckley, 2017). However, the findings of the current 

study suggest that while individuals who display high levels of the three components of 

trustworthiness are highly trusted in terms of reliance, their trustworthiness characteristics 

do not influence their own intentions to rely on others. These findings provide additional 

support for the less reciprocal nature of ability and integrity perceptions. However, they 

show that benevolence perceptions, while strongly reciprocal in terms of their effect on trust 

disclosure, do not have a similar reciprocal effect on trust reliance. This could be explained 

by the more affective nature of benevolence (Colquitt et al., 2011), which might therefore 

be less related to the more cognitive construct of reliance-based trust (Gillespie, 2003). 

Taken together, these findings offer a unique insight into the reciprocal effects of the 

trustworthiness of both parties on the trust of both parties in a dyadic relationship. The results 
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provide evidence that dyadic reciprocal effects in the relationship between trustworthiness 

and trust come about through the effect of benevolence perceptions on trust disclosure.  

Turning to the effects of trust intentions on interpersonal citizenship behaviours, the 

results of this study demonstrate that both reliance and disclosure forms of trust from a 

trustor influence the receipt of helping behaviours from a trustee (actor effect). This research 

additionally finds that trustor reliance (but not disclosure) influences the return of helping 

behaviour from the trustor to the trustee (partner effect). In other words, individuals who 

signal their vulnerability in terms of reliance on another not only receive help as a result, but 

they also give help in return. A related interpretation of the results is that the helping 

behaviour of one party is influenced by the trust reliance intentions of both parties towards 

each other. This suggests that reciprocity in helping is influenced by expressions of 

vulnerability which create relational bonds and motivation to reciprocate. This can be 

explained by the norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960) and social exchange theory (Blau, 

1964). These findings also provide evidence to support trust theory (Ferrin et al., 2007) that 

proposes the trust of both parties towards each other influences individual helping behaviour.  

In contrast, trust disclosure intentions do not display reciprocal effects in the current 

study. In other words, individuals who are willing to be vulnerable through information 

disclosure receive help as a result, but this vulnerability does not influence them to give help 

in return. A similar interpretation is that the helping behaviour of one party is only influenced 

by the trust disclosure intentions of the other party, and not by the disclosure intentions of 

the helper. Thus, trust disclosure does not appear to exhibit reciprocal effects on helping 

behaviour in the same manner as trust reliance. Work relationship theory suggests that while 

self-disclosure is a primary mechanism for building trust in non-work relationships, it might 

play a fundamentally different role in work relationships and can have positive or negative 

influences, depending on the context (Gibson, 2018). The vulnerability inherent in trust 

disclosure might undermine the trustor in a work context in a way that the vulnerability of 
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trust reliance does not. Interdependence in the form of task reliance might be expected in the 

current sample of top management team members, but interdependence in the form of trust 

disclosure might be less accepted, particularly in relation to disclosure of sensitive personal 

information. Reliance-based trust has been interpreted as a form of professional trust, 

whereas disclosure-based trust has been interpreted as a form of personal trust (Alexopolous 

& Buckley, 2013). In a work context, disclosure could undermine the status of the trustor 

and create a more dependent form of trust where the trustor receives help but is not expected 

or able to give help in return. The distinction found in the current study between the 

reciprocal effects of trust reliance and trust disclosure on helping behaviours offers a 

valuable perspective on dyadic patterns of trust and provides a more nuanced understanding 

of trust dependence and trust interdependence within work relationships. 

 

7.3.2 Stability and Change in Forms of Trust   

 

This study is the first if its kind to demonstrate dyadic patterns of trust development 

in established interpersonal work relationships. While the dynamic nature of trust is inherent 

in general trust theory (e.g., Lewicki et al., 2006; Rousseau et al., 1998), further theoretical 

elaborations have mainly focused on initial trust development in the early stages of 

relationships (e.g., McKnight et al., 1998; Meyerson et al., 1996). Very little theoretical 

debate has occurred in relation to trust in mature relationships, where the stability and change 

patterns of trust are less understood (Korsgaard et al., 2018). Much of the earlier empirical 

trust research focused on cross-sectional designs (static ‘snapshots’) or time-lagged designs 

(capturing different variables at each timepoint) which did not provide insight into the 

temporal dynamics of trust (Lewicki et al., 2006). In addition, empirical trust research 

measuring a trust variable at just two timepoints (e.g., Mayer et al., 2011; Shamir & Lapidot, 

2003), while offering valuable insights into the effect of interventions and relationships 
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between variables, is not considered fully longitudinal as it cannot provide sufficient insight 

into the overall the overall trajectory of change over time (Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010).  

Empirical longitudinal trust research (measuring a trust variable at three timepoints 

or more) has grown in the last decade but largely focuses on single-sided perspectives of 

trust. In addition, these studies tend to employ experimental designs or use student samples. 

The few single-sided field studies of trust development over time tend to focus on new 

relationships (e.g., Dirks et al., 2021; van der Werff & Buckley, 2017). The small number of 

studies that examine both the longitudinal and dyadic perspectives of interpersonal trust also 

tend to use experimental designs (e.g., Alarcon et al., 2018; Ferrin et al., 2008) or explore 

new relationships using student samples (e.g., Jones & Shah, 2016; Methot & Cole, 2021). 

This study offers an understudied perspective on trust over time within mature relationships 

in an actual organisational field context, while also capturing both sides of the trust 

relationship.  

This study highlights that in mature relationships, different forms of trust can display 

different patterns of stability and change over time. Specifically, the current sample displays 

stability in overall levels of trust reliance over time, but also shows that dyads differ in their 

trust reliance trajectories, with some dyads (at lower initial levels of trust reliance) displaying 

growth patterns. Thus, higher levels of trust appeared to be more stable than lower levels of 

trust. In contrast, the current sample displays the more dynamic quality of trust disclosure 

over time, as there was significant variability in disclosure levels within the sample, and a 

significant number of dyads showed growth, irrespective of their starting point.  

These findings contribute detailed empirical evidence regarding trust stability and 

change in mature relationships. Trust theory recognises that trust in established relationships 

can stabilise at different stages in a non-linear fashion (Lewicki et al., 1996) or can fluctuate 

depending on relationship experiences (Rousseau at al., 1998). However, it is not yet clear 

when and why trust reaches stable levels, nor why some relationships become stable at a 
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lower level than others (Korsgaard et al., 2018). The distinction between reliance and 

disclosure forms of trust in the current study, and evidence of their different trajectories over 

time, offers a unique insight to the understanding of trust development and maintenance. The 

findings provide evidence of the potential for both stability and change in trust on an ongoing 

basis. 

Finally, this study contributes to the debate regarding the influence of relationship 

duration and communication frequency on trust development. Trust theory suggests that trust 

increases over time as relationships become established (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996), thus trust 

growth should be positively related to both the duration of a relationship (as a proxy for 

relationship maturity) and to how often the parties interact (as a proxy for knowledge of one 

another). However, the current study does not find any link between trust growth and either 

relationship length or communication frequency. Empirical evidence on the link between 

relationship duration and trust is mixed and may depend on contextual factors (Dirks & 

Ferrin, 2002; Vanneste et al., 2014). Empirical evidence on the influence of communication 

frequency on trust is also mixed, finding both positive effects on trust (e.g., Becerra & Gupta, 

2003; McAllister, 1995; Miller et al., 2019; Nienaber et al., 2022) and no effects on trust 

(Webber, 2008; van Zoonen et al., 2023).  

The context of the current study may explain the lack of influence of relationship 

length or communication frequency. Although top management teams in general can vary 

widely in terms of interdependence between members (Hambrick et al., 2015), the vast 

majority of dyads in the current study reported daily interactions. It may well be that the 

sample did not contain sufficient variability in communications frequency to test this 

hypothesis. It may also be that the quality of communication is a better predictor of trust 

(Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012) than the frequency of communication. While the sample 

contained plenty of variability in relationship duration, hardly any dyads were in 

relationships of less than one year duration. While empirical field research has demonstrated 
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patterns of trust development the first few months of work relationships (Dirks et al., 2021; 

van der Werff & Buckley, 2017), the findings of this study suggests that the length of a 

relationship is a less important factor regarding trust in established relationships of greater 

than one year in duration.  

 

 

7.3.3 Does Trust Incongruence Matter? 

 

This study contributes to the trust literature which examines the impact of unequal 

levels of trust within a relationship dyad. The current sample displays moderate levels of 

incongruence in both trust reliance and trust disclosure. This supports trust theory which 

proposes that trust is not necessarily balanced at equal levels between parties in stable, 

mature relationships (Brower et al., 2000; Korsgaard & Bliese, 2021; Schoorman at al., 

2007; Tomlinson et al., 2009). The study also provides evidence that, at the dyadic-level, 

both trust reliance and trust disclosure significantly influence task-focused ICB and person-

focused ICB, confirming the dyadic nature of trust and helping behaviours. This supports 

established trust theory which proposes that trust occurs within a relationship and involves 

cooperative and supportive behaviours from both parties (Blau et al., 1964; Ferrin et al., 

2007).  

Trust incongruence is generally thought to be detrimental to the beneficial outcomes 

of trust (Tomlinson et al., 2009), although theory is underspecified in this area (Korsgaard 

et al., 2015; Korsgaard & Bliese, 2021). Empirical team trust research has found negative 

effects of team trust incongruence on team performance (e.g., Carter & Mossholder, 2015; 

de Jong & Dirks 2012; de Jong et al., 2021). Interorganisational research is also beginning 

to examine similar negative effects (Graebner et al., 2020). Empirical research on 

interpersonal trust incongruence is limited, although a small number of studies have found 

similar negative effects of incongruence (e.g., Brower et al., 2009; Methot & Cole, 2021).  
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In an examination of the effects of trust incongruence on the positive relationship 

between dyadic-level trust and dyadic-level helping, the study found just one area of impact. 

The positive influence of dyadic trust reliance on person-focused ICB was weaker at higher 

levels of trust reliance incongruence. This implies that more balanced forms of trust reliance 

lead to greater levels of person-focused helping within a dyad. However, the lack of balance 

in trust reliance does not impact task-focused helping which is influenced solely by the 

overall level of trust reliance within the dyad. Similarly, a lack of balance in trust disclosure 

does not seem to weaken task-focused or person-focused helping, which are both influenced 

solely by the overall levels of each form of trust at the dyadic level.  

These findings contribute to the dialogue on trust incongruence and suggest that the 

impact of moderate levels of trust incongruence on reciprocal helping behaviours is small. 

Moderate levels of trust disclosure incongruence do not appear to significantly impact the 

levels of either task-focused or person-focused helping. Moderate levels of trust reliance 

incongruence do not appear to significantly impact the level of task-focused helping but do 

reduce the level of person-focused helping within the dyad. Thus, when one party is more 

dependent than the other in terms of reliance, the level of joint person-focused helping 

appears to reduce, but the level of joint task-focused helping appears to remain unchanged. 

A possible explanation for this might be the more discretionary and personal nature of 

person-focused helping which could be more prone to reduce in relationships of unequal 

dependence. Consequently, in a workplace context, optimum forms of dyadic reliance-based 

trust may need to be more congruent than optimum forms of disclosure-based trust.  

 

7.3.4 Trust and Relationship Theory 

 

This study combines social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) with interdependence 

theory (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Van Lange & Balliet, 2015) to bring a more dyadic and 

relational perspective to interpersonal trust. Social exchange theory has served as the 
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bedrock of trust theory for the last three decades (Colquitt et al., 2014; Cropanzano et al., 

2017). The norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960) is illustrated in the current study by the 

findings in relation to the reciprocity of trust and by the low levels of trust incongruence and 

ICB incongruence. These low levels of incongruence confirm that perfect equivalence in 

exchanges is rare and that some amount of imbalance in exchanges is common in practice. 

Exchange imbalance can also be considered positive as it can signal trusting expectations of 

reciprocity in the future, and a long-term relationship orientation where the balance of 

exchange passes from one partner to another over time (Blau, 1964). The findings of this 

study also illustrate the dynamic nature of social exchanges over time and the influence of 

trust in the process (Blau, 1964), and provide a distinction between reliance and disclosure 

forms of trust. However, social exchange theory has been criticised for lack of detail and an 

emphasis on independent transactions rather than interdependent relationships where the 

perspectives of all involved parties are taken into consideration (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 

2005; Cropanzano et al., 2017).  

In order to address the shortcomings of social exchange theory, this study 

additionally employs interdependence theory (Balliet & Van Lange, 2013; Kelley & Thibaut, 

1978; Van Lange & Balliet, 2015) as a framework to illustrate how the trust of a partner 

influences the other partner within a dyadic work relationship. Trust theory explicitly 

proposes that interdependence must exist within a relationship in order for trust to occur 

(Rousseau et al., 1998; Sheppard & Sherman, 1998), but a systematic application of theory 

explaining the components of interdependence is uncommon in trust research. The findings 

of this study in relation to the four key principles of interdependence theory (structure, 

process, interaction, adaptation) are summarised in Table 7.1.  

Firstly, considering the six sub-components of structure, the level of dependence 

(degree and mutuality) of each partner on the other is illustrated in terms of trust reliance 

and trust disclosure. The study shows that trust exhibits modest levels of incongruence in 
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the context of established work relationships with high levels of role interdependence. The 

study also shows that these levels of trust incongruence have little impact on interpersonal 

helping within a dyad.  

The ways in which each partner influences the other (basis of dependence) are 

demonstrated by the dyadic-level examination of trustworthiness, trust, and interpersonal 

citizenship behaviours. The study shows the influence of ability and integrity perceptions on 

trust reliance, and the influence of benevolence perceptions on both trust reliance and trust 

disclosure. In particular, the study draws attention to the reciprocal characteristics of 

benevolence perceptions and trust disclosure. The study also shows the influence of both 

trust reliance and trust disclosure on ICB and draws attention to the reciprocal characteristics 

of trust reliance in this process.  

The degree to which both partners have common interests and mutually beneficial 

outcomes (covariation of interests) is illustrated by the relatively high levels of trust in the 

sample and the association found between trust and ICB at the dyadic (aggregated) level of 

analysis. The changing nature of interaction over time (temporal structure) is illustrated by 

the findings in relation to trust reliance stability and trust disclosure change in the 

longitudinal analysis over five timepoints in a six-month period. The final structural 

dimension recognises the impact that the knowledge each party has of the other (information 

availability) influences relationship dynamics. Using relationship duration and 

communication frequency as proxies for familiarity within a relationship, this study found 

that neither influenced levels of trust or trust change over time. 

The second principle of interdependence theory (process) refers to the psychological 

transformation a party undergoes when their motivation moves from self-interest and 

personal benefit to concern for the other party and joint relationship goals. This is illustrated 

in the current study by the findings in relation to the reciprocal elements of trust and by the 

rather low levels of trust incongruence in the sample. The third principle of interdependence 
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theory (interaction patterns) refers to the combination of individual-level and dyadic-level 

influences which make each relationship unique. This is illustrated by the variation in trust 

levels and trust change patterns found in the current sample of established work 

relationships. Finally, the fourth principle of interdependence theory (adaption) refers to the 

emergence of stable patterns in established relationships. This is illustrated by the stability 

of trust reliance exhibited in the current sample. However, the change exhibited in trust 

disclosure levels, which was not influenced by relationship length, illustrates that trust 

disclosure is more receptive to change in established relationships.  

The application of an interdependence model to this study as illustrated above allows 

the hypotheses and findings to be presented in a systematic and integrated manner. 

Interdependence theory (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959) has developed 

over time into an extensive theory of interpersonal relationships (Kelley et al., 1983, 2003) 

and integrates many other social psychology theories (Van Lange & Balliet, 2015). 

Interdependence theory is a very broad framework onto which more specific theories can be 

mapped in an integrated and systematic manner. Dyadic approaches to trust such as that of 

the current study can be a way of thinking about interdependence, and the application of 

interdependence theory is a way of taking the interpersonal context of trust fully into account 

(Johns, 2017; 2018). By utilising interdependence theory as a way of illustrating the 

inherently dyadic nature of trust, this study provides a more structured way to present several 

aspects of interpersonal trust. This allows for other interpersonal phenomena to be compared, 

contrasted, and integrated with trust in a systematic manner. In this way, the current study 

endeavours to “ride the crest” of current trust research (Dirks & de Jong, 2022) by continuing 

to extend beyond more basic models of trustor centric research, and to anticipate a future 

third wave of trust research focusing on the development of more comprehensive and 

integrative trust models.  
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Table 7.1  

Study Findings related to Interdependence Theory 

Theory 

Principles 

Key Components Hypothesis Related Study Findings 

1. Structure 

1. Degree of 

dependence 

 

2. Mutuality of 

dependence 

H4 

 

• Modest levels of trust incongruence  

• Little impact of trust incongruence on ICB 

 

3. Basis of 

dependence 

 

H1 

H2 

 

• Influence of trustworthiness perceptions 

(ability, benevolence, integrity) on trust 

(reliance, disclosure) 

• Influence of trust (reliance, disclosure) on 

ICB 

• Relational and reciprocal forms of trust 

(benevolence influences on disclosure, 

reliance influences on ICB) 

4. Covariation 

of interests 
H4 

• Influence of dyadic trust on dyadic 

helping 

5. Temporal 

structure 
H3 

• Stability of trust reliance 

• Change in trust disclosure 

6. Information 

availability 
H3 

• No impact of communication frequency 

on trust change 

• No impact of relationship length on trust 

change 

2. Processes 

Psychological 

transformation 

from immediate 

self-interest to 

concern for 

another and long-

term relationship 

goals 

H1 

H2 

 

H4 

• Reciprocity of trust (as 1.3 above) 

 

• Modest levels of trust incongruence  

3. Interaction 

Interpersonal 

interaction 

patterns 

(individual and 

dyadic) 

H3 

• Context of established relationships 

• Variation in trust levels and change 

patterns 

4. Adaptation 

Stable patterns in 

established 

relationships 

H3 

• Stability of trust reliance 

• Change in trust disclosure 

• No impact of relationship length on trust 

change  
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7.4 Implications for Practice 

 

This research study has practical implications for both individuals and organisations. 

The results demonstrate the importance of developing two-way interpersonal relationships 

based not merely on demonstrating trustworthiness to others and earning their trust, but also 

on trusting others by being willing to rely upon them and openly share sensitive information 

with them. As the study has shown that interpersonal citizenship behaviours are influenced 

by the level of trust two people have in each other, individuals and organisations should 

prioritise an awareness of interpersonal trust and the development and maintenance of two-

way work relationships based on a foundation of trust.  

 From an individual’s perspective, focusing on reciprocal trust within their 

relationships will maximise the benefits of reciprocal helping. This requires understanding 

the need to simultaneously trust others while at the same time demonstrating trustworthiness 

in order to be trusted in return. To demonstrate trustworthiness, individuals should be aware 

of the need to engage in behaviours that signal the three factors of trustworthiness: ability, 

benevolence, and integrity. Special attention should be paid to signalling benevolence as it 

plays a key role in encouraging closer relationships based on disclosure-based trust from 

both parties. In addition, individuals should understand that accepting the reliance of another 

person not only creates a duty to help them, but also has the benefit of encouraging them to 

offer help in return.  

   At an organisational level, trust and helping behaviours are influenced by human 

resource policies and practices that create the relational climate for task and interpersonal 

exchanges (Mossholder et al., 2011). Firms should be aware of employee perceptions of their 

human resource systems which have consequences for cooperation and knowledge sharing 

in their workplace. As employees interact within the context of specific human resource 

systems, collective interpretations create behavioural norms that guide employee 
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interpersonal exchanges. For example, performance appraisal and rewards systems that do 

not adequately recognise interpersonal skills or helping others to achieve their goals can 

undermine collaborative helping behaviours (Griffin et al., 2007; Park & Sturman, 2022). 

Favourable human resource policies should be put in place to motivate individuals to foster 

more effective workplace relationships based on reciprocity and trust. 

Finally, the results of this study show that individuals and organisations can benefit 

from understanding that trust can evolve over time, even in relationships of long standing. 

This implies that individuals should proactively attend to the quality of their relationships 

on an ongoing basis. Organisations can facilitate this by formal monitoring and evaluation 

of exchange relationships. For example, 360-degree feedback assessments can be used to 

identify strengths and developmental needs necessary to develop high-quality exchange 

relationships. Organisations should also be cognisant of fact that an array of team 

development interventions can be utilised to promote trust (Shuffler et al., 2018), albeit that 

establishing a definitive association between training and outcomes is challenging due to 

common design limitations in practice (Martin et al., 2021). The interpersonal relationship 

management components of team building and leadership development interventions which 

focus on developing collaborative behaviours and conflict resolution skills can contribute to 

maintaining and increasing trust on an ongoing basis. 

 

7.5 Limitations 

 

The contributions of this study need to be considered in the light of certain limitations 

to the research study design. Firstly, even though the data were collected from two sources 

(dyad partners) and at multiple points in time, data collection relied on self-reports which 

could be influenced by common method variance. As the bulk of the constructs being studied 

are psychological states, limited options exist to capture them other that self-reports (Chan, 

2009). However, several features of the study reduce concerns about common method 
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variance. Procedural remedies covering survey administration and survey design (Brannick 

et al., 2010; Podsakoff et al., 2003; 2012) were implemented to control the occurrence of 

common method variance. Furthermore, non-significant correlations found both within and 

between time points indicated that measurement error does not occur between the constructs 

(Spector, 2006). The application of Harman’s single-factor test provided further indication 

that no one general factor accounted for the majority of the variance, as did the results of a 

model test with a single method factor. Thus, as a result of the preventative features built 

into the study design and the results of statistical tests, common method variance is not of 

significant issue in the current data set.  

Second, while an advantage of this research is the distinction between reliance-based 

trust and disclosure-based trust, the measure of disclosure-based trust (Gillespie, 2003) does 

not distinguish between disclosure of sensitive work information and sensitive personal 

information. Disclosure of sensitive work information has generally been studied in the 

context of knowledge sharing which is considered to be a positive outcome of trust (e.g., 

Alexopoulos & Buckley, 2013). The positive impact of work information disclosure on trust 

has also been studied in the context of transparency perceptions, although the complexity of 

the construct has been highlighted (Tomlinson & Schnackenberg, 2022). However, the vast 

majority of empirical research on the disclosure of sensitive personal information has taken 

place in the close relationship literature where is it considered to be positive for relationship 

quality, but the impact of this form of self-disclosure in the work domain is under-

researched. Experimental research by Gibson et al. (2018) found that sharing personal 

weaknesses at work with lower status coworkers negatively influenced task and relationship 

outcomes but did not have negative influences when shared with peer status coworkers. 

Personal disclosures signal vulnerability which trustors do not expect to see in higher status 

coworkers (as opposed to peers), thus it results in greater conflict and lower trustor 

perceptions of respect, influence, liking, and less desire to continue the relationship with the 
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trustee. A series of laboratory experiments by Levine and Wald (2019) found that feigning 

happiness in the case of personal distress increased trust in professional settings but not in 

personal settings. At work, hiding negative personal feelings can signal competence, self-

regulation, resilience, and commitment, despite being somewhat dishonest, whereas in 

personal settings, feigning happiness negatively affects intimacy and connection. A fruitful 

avenue for future research could be to investigate the distinction between disclosure of work-

related sensitive information and personal sensitive information in the context of a variety 

of work relationships. 

Third, while the sample is varied in terms of industry, it is limited to firms based in 

Ireland. Trust theorists have proposed that cultural norms and values influence the process 

of trust development (e.g., Doney et al., 1998). Some empirical studies have found variations 

in the process of trust across national cultures, in particular contrasting individualist versus 

collectivist societies. For example, Huff and Kelley (2003) found that trust propensity was 

higher in individualist cultures than collectivist cultures. Branzei et al. (2007) found that 

trustors from individualist cultures were influenced more by individual characteristics of the 

trustee and ability and integrity judgements, whereas trustors from collectivist cultures were 

influenced more by situational signals and benevolence and predictability judgements. Chua 

et al. (2009) found that the influence of friendship on affect-based trust was more positive 

in individualist cultures than in collectivist cultures, whereas the influence of economic 

dependence on affect-based trust was more negative in individualist cultures than collectivist 

cultures. However, empirical evidence on cultural differences in trust is mixed. A review by 

Ferrin and Gillespie (2010) concluded that the general principle of trust applies across 

cultures and the trustworthiness characteristics of ability, benevolence, and integrity appear 

to be universal, but some functional aspects of trust are culturally specific. Furthermore, a 

study workplace teams (de Jong et al., 2021) found that team trust consensus is positively 

related to team performance but is negatively related to national culture diversity withing the 
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team. Further research is needed to establish if the findings of the current study generalise 

to other countries and cultures.  

Fourth, the sample is predominantly male. While no evidence of gender differences 

was found in the current study, other research has found evidence of gender differences in 

relation to trust. A recent meta-analysis of experimental game research (van den Akker et 

al., 2020) found that men are more trusting than women in the trust game (Berg et al., 1995). 

This is potentially explained by evolutionary theory and a stronger psychological tendency 

in men to take risks in order to acquire resources. In experimental game settings, women are 

found to be more risk-averse, more aware of social cues, and less competitive than men 

(Croson & Gneezy, 2009). However, trust game research has found that women maintain 

trust more than men following a trust violation, because they prioritise retaining social 

connections and relationships (Haselhuhn et al., 2015). While some individual trust game 

studies have found women to be more trustworthy than men (e.g., Buchan et al., 2008), the 

meta-analysis did not support this finding. Most empirical studies on trust in organisational 

settings do not report any gender differences. An exception is a recent study by Qiu et al. 

(2022) who found that the influence of benevolence perceptions and disclosure-based trust 

is stronger for female trustors than for male trustors. This could imply that the results of the 

current study regarding benevolence and disclosure are underestimated due to the lower 

numbers of women in the sample. Future research with a more balanced gender sample could 

also explore gender differences in relation to the ability and integrity dimensions of 

trustworthiness perceptions, and in relation to reliance-based trust.  

Additionally, gender stereotypes in relation to trustworthiness could be examined. In 

general, men are expected to be competent and agentic, whereas women are expected to be 

warm and cooperative, although this may be changing in recent times as women become 

more agentic (Eagly et al., 2020). A recent experimental and field study by McClean et al. 

(2022) found that when women engage in agentic voice, perceptions of their competence are 
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stronger than those of men, as it is less expected of them, and therefore more noticeable. In 

a similar vein, this study found that when men engage in communal voice, perceptions of 

their benevolence are stronger than those of women, as this is considered atypical behaviour 

of men. 

In a dyadic context, a gender aspect of interest is the gender composition of the dyad. 

For example, in a meta-analysis of experimental social dilemma research, Balliet et al. 

(2011) found that while gender itself has no influence on cooperation, the composition of 

the gender pair does have an influence, as men are more cooperative than women when 

paired in same-sex dyads, whereas women are more cooperative than men when paired in 

mixed-sex dyads. Trust may have different consequences depending on the gender 

composition of the dyad. In an experimental dyadic negotiation study, Olekalns et al. (2014) 

found that trust affected deceptive behaviour in all-female and mixed-sex dyads, but not in 

all-male dyads. A sample with more female participants could explore the aspects of same-

sex and mixed sex dyads in an organisational field setting. 

 

7.6 Future Research Directions 

 

In addition to addressing the limitations that have been highlighted, several 

promising avenues exist for future research in the area of dyadic trust. One important aspect 

is the influence of organisational roles, relative status, and power on trust within dyadic 

organisational relationships (Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012). Based on the characteristics of the 

sample, the current study adopted a coworker referent and an indistinguishable dyadic 

design, thus these influences were not directly hypothesised. While reporting relationship 

was controlled for in the analysis, it was not found to have any influence on the results. 

However, evidence found of the impact of trust reliance incongruence within the dyads could 

be interpreted as a form of power difference itself. Theory and research suggest power and 
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relative status influence trust, although propositions and findings are mixed. Inequality and 

power differences are inherent in the foundational models of trust (e.g., Blau, 1964). Those 

with lower power can trust less, as they feel open to exploitation from the party with higher 

power, whereas those with higher power can trust more in order to gain the benefits of trust. 

In contrast, the motivated attribution theory of trust (Weber at al., 2004) suggests that 

individuals with lower power in a relationship can have more positive expectations and can 

trust more as a way of managing the anxiety of dependence, whereas individuals with higher 

power (and lower dependence) may be less motivated to take risks.  

Experimental research has also demonstrated conflicting evidence regarding the 

influence of power and status on trust. For example, Lount and Pettit (2012) demonstrated 

that individuals who perceive themselves as higher status than their partner have higher 

benevolence perceptions and thus higher trust. In contrast, Schilke et al. (2015) found that 

individuals with greater power (in terms of structural independence) demonstrate lower trust 

than those with less power, whereas individuals who are low in power have higher 

benevolence perceptions, higher levels of hope, and higher levels of trust. Experimental 

findings replicated in a field study demonstrated that instability of a power position causes 

concern about losing power and thus decreases trust (Mooijman et al., 2019). Similarly, in a 

series of experimental and organisational field settings, Feenstra et al. (2020) found that 

leader power instability leads to distrust and reduced willingness to share power, especially 

when the subordinate is relatively senior (compared to junior). Experimental research by 

Evans and Schilke (2023) demonstrated that when supervisor power is framed as ability to 

reward rather than to punish, it influenced subordinate exploration behaviour through the 

mechanism of perceived benevolence. A recent study (Du Plessis et al., 2023) found that 

both high- and low-relative-power individuals show lower trust than individuals in equal-

power relationships, as they have greater conflict of interest. In terms of trust reciprocity, 

recent experimental research by Mooijman et al. (2023) found that people are more likely to 
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return trust to high-power individuals than to low-power individuals, because they think 

high-power individuals consider them to be more trustworthy. While inconclusive, the 

findings of empirical trust research suggest that power and status differences within a 

relationship are factors to be considered when examining levels of trust. This would require 

a distinguishable dyadic design where the unique influences of each partner are individually 

modelled (e.g., leader-follower dyadic research; Kim et al., 2020).  

Furthermore, the role of emotion in trust is another promising avenue for future trust 

research, in particular on a dyadic level of analysis as has been highlighted in a recent review 

by Lee et al. (2023). The findings of the current study illustrate that trust reciprocity occurs 

through the more affective aspect of trustworthiness (benevolence) and its influence on 

disclosure forms of trust. Examination of the role of emotion in the reciprocal influences of 

trustworthiness could shed more light on our understanding of the dyadic trust process. The 

intersection of emotion and trust is an understudied area usually conducted as single-sided 

experimental research, examining either the trustor’s experienced emotion (e.g., Dunn & 

Schweitzer, 2005) or the trustor’s perceptions of the trustee’s expressed emotions (e.g., 

Belkin & Rothman, 2017). The theoretical model proposed by Lee et al. (2023) highlights 

the fundamentally dyadic nature of emotions in the context of trust, and that the emotions of 

the trustor and the trustee are inextricably intertwined. For example, Campagna et al. (2016) 

found that anger expressed by a trustee can affect the trustor through an emotional contagion 

process and diminish trust in both the trustor and the trustee. Expression of both positive and 

negative emotions has been proposed as a defining feature of high-quality workplace 

relationships (Dutton & Heaphy, 2003). However, the tension between outward emotional 

expression which communicates authenticity versus emotional misrepresentation of negative 

feelings which communicates positivity and competence is of particular interest to 

workplace trust research, as it appears to impact trust differently in personal settings (e.g., 
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Levine & Wald, 2019). The examination of emotion on a dyadic basis in field trust studies 

would be a valuable contribution to the trust literature.  

Future research could also consider the embedded nature of dyadic relationships, and 

the influence of third parties on the dyad. Although the dyadic level of analysis adopted in 

the current study goes beyond most trust research which takes a unidimensional approach, 

trust cannot be fully understood in the context of an isolated interpersonal relationship. Trust 

in a dyadic relationship is affected by the network structure that surrounds it, especially in 

the context of organisational relationships (McEvily et al., 2021; Parker et al., 2023). 

Empirical social network studies have demonstrated that trust is influenced by third party 

relationships within professional networks (e.g., Chua et al., 2008) and coworker networks 

(Ferrin et al., 2006). Trust is not only shaped by direct experiences with a trustee, but also 

indirectly by interactions with others who have experience of the same trustee. Social 

network analysis allows the examination of three loci within a trust relationship (the trustor, 

the trustee, and the dyad) and the examination of the broader structure of trust at multiple 

levels (Jones & Shah; 2016; 2021). Despite its promise, social network analysis has been 

underutilised in organisational trust research and the extent to which trust extends beyond 

dyads is not well understood (Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012; McEvily et al., 2021; Parker et al., 

2023). 

Finally, the impact of individual differences on dyadic trust could be explored. In 

particular, the concept of relational identity in the workplace (Ashforth et al., 2016; Sluss & 

Ashforth, 2007) is of strong relevance to dyadic relationship dynamics. Relational identity 

refers to the extent that individuals generally define themselves in terms of connections with 

other individuals, thus individuals with a strong relational identity give priority to 

relationship development and maintenance and might internalise the values and goals of their 

dyadic partners (Andersen & Chen, 2002). Sources of motivation underpinning relational 

identity include mutual concern for the interests and outcomes of both parties, unlike 
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individual identity which is driven solely by self-interest, or collective identity, which is 

driven by concerns for group welfare and social norms (Brewer & Gardner, 1996). Relational 

identity may contribute to other-focused behaviours, such as helping behaviours, 

understanding and coworker support (Sluss & Ashforth, 2007). People high in other 

orientation (similar to relational identity) may be motivated to perform interpersonal 

citizenship behaviours by an obligation to reciprocate, whereas people low in other 

orientation may be motivated by expectations of reciprocity and self-interest (Korsgaard et 

al., 2010).  

The role of relational identity in relation to trust-based organisational relationships 

has received very little research attention. Aspects of the individual self-concept that are 

associated with dyadic relationships can add further explanation to interpersonal trust 

dynamics, thus relational identity is of particular interest to the study of interpersonal trust. 

One empirical longitudinal study has found that newcomer trust development with both 

coworkers and leaders is influenced by levels of relational identity and is associated with 

higher levels of organisation identification (Schaubroeck et al., 2013). In a study on 

forgiveness in the workplace, employees high in relational identification were found to be 

more likely to forgive a transgression within a work relationship, which repairs trust through 

fostering relationship resilience and ensures the relationship can becomes stronger than it 

was prior to an offense (Thompson & Korsgaard, 2019). A further understanding of the role 

relational identity plays in the development of dyadic trust over time would seem to offer a 

fruitful line of research.  
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7.7 Conclusion 

 

This research provides empirical examination of dyadic trust and longitudinal trust 

development over time. The study collected survey data from a sample of top management 

team members of small and medium-sized firms in Ireland who attended a 6-month 

executive team development programme. The results of the study illustrate the inherently 

dyadic nature of trust, the reciprocal patterns of influence of both parties, changes in trust 

over time, and the effects of trust incongruence in the relationship. The findings of this study 

contribute to the advancement of trust theory by shedding light on the nuances of dyadic 

trust and longitudinal trust development in established relationships. In particular, this study 

reveals that the strongest reciprocal elements in the trust process are the benevolence of both 

parties (influencing interpersonal disclosure) and the reliance of both parties (influencing 

interpersonal helping). It also shows that trust can change in established relationships, 

especially disclosure forms of trust which are traditionally slower to develop than reliance 

forms of trust. This study also provides evidence that trust is not necessarily balanced 

between two parties, which in some cases can negatively impact the benefits of trust. The 

study contributes to organisational practice by bringing awareness of the value of reciprocity 

in work relationships and of the ability to maintain and grow trust through organisational 

practices and organisational climate. 
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Appendix B – Plain Language Statement 
 

Research Overview 
 

 

Ethical approval for this research has been granted by the DCU Research Ethics Committee 

 

Research objectives: 

The aim of this research is to contribute to the understanding of the SME environment in Ireland today, 

and to support the drive for global growth by Irish SMEs. Over the course of the Enterprise Ireland 

“Go Global 4 Growth” Management Team Development programme which is being delivered by 

Dublin City University Business School, data will be gathered from participating firms in order to 

understand the factors that contribute to effective workplace relationships and successful business 

performance outcomes in Irish SMEs preparing for business growth and global expansion. 

 

What will it involve? 

During the course of the programme, participants will be asked to complete a number of self-

assessment worksheets regarding individual and team attitudes and behaviours, and business 

challenges. Each worksheet is estimated to take no more than 5 to 10 minutes to complete at any given 

time. 

 

Confidentiality: 

Worksheets will identify the firm to which you belong using an anonymous unique identifier specified 

by the researcher.   You will be asked to provide your initials and the initials of your participating 

colleagues so that information gathered over the duration of the programme can be linked at 

individual and team level.  Once the information you provide has been linked, all data will be fully 

anonymised and held securely. Group averaged results will be summarised and written up for 

presentation and publication in scientific journals, and for sharing with Enterprise Ireland. Individual 

personal data or that of your team or firm will not be reported in any forum whatsoever. 

 

Voluntary participation: 

Your participation is entirely voluntary but much appreciated.  If you decide to take part, you are free 

to withdraw from the study at any time without giving a reason. Your decision will not affect you in 

anyway. Withdrawal from this research does not affect your participation in the programme. 

 

Concerns and further information: 

If you have any concerns about this research or would like some further information, please contact 

a member of the research team who will do their best to answer your questions: 

 

Prof.  Finian Buckley, DCU – finian.buckley@dcu.ie 

Dr. Lisa van der Werff, DCU – lisa.vanderwerff@dcu.ie 

Ms. Colette Real, DCU – colette.real@dcu.ie 

 

Alternatively, if you have any concerns about the research  and wish to contact an independent person, please 

contact: The Secretary, Dublin City University Research Ethics Committee, c/o Research and Innovation 

Support, Dublin City University, Dublin 9.  Tel 01-7008000 e-mail rec@dcu.ie 

Thank you in advance for taking the time to contribute to this research. Your help is very 

much appreciated by the research team. 
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Appendix C – Sample Questionnaire 
 

Self-Assessment of Team Dynamics 
 

Please think about your working relationship with the first of your colleagues who is 

participating on this course with you and answer the following questions. 
 

1. Write the initials of your colleague here.       

 

 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following  

statements about your working relationship with your 

colleague? 

Disagree 

strongly 

 

 

(1) 

Disagree 

 

 

 

(2)  

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

(3) 

Agree 

 

 

 

(4)  

Agree 

strongly 

 

 

(5) 

 

 
2. My colleague is very capable of performing his/her job.       

3. My colleague is known to be successful at the things he/she tries to do.      

4. My colleague has much knowledge about the work that needs to be done.      

5. I feel very confident about my colleague’s skills.      

6. 
My colleague has specialised capabilities that can increase our 

performance. 
     

7. My colleague is well qualified.      

8. My colleague is very concerned about my welfare.      

9. My needs and desires are very important to my colleague.       

10. My colleague would not knowingly do anything to hurt me.       

11. My colleague really looks out for what is important to me.       

12. My colleague will go out of his/her way to help me.      

13. My colleague has a strong sense of justice.      

14. I never have to wonder whether my colleague will stick to his/her word.      

15. My colleague tries hard to be fair in dealings with others.      

16. My colleague's actions and behaviors are not very consistent.      

17. I like my colleague's values.       

18. Sound principles seem to guide my colleague's behavior.      

19. My colleague and I have a two-way exchange relationship.       

20. 
 I do not have to specify the exact conditions to know my colleague will 

return a favor. 
     

21. If I do something for my colleague, he or she will eventually repay me.      

22. I have a balance of inputs and outputs with my colleague.      

23. My efforts are reciprocated by my colleague.      

24. 
My relationship with my colleague is composed of comparable 

exchanges of giving and taking. 
     

25. When I give effort at work, my colleague will return it.      

26. 
Voluntary actions on my part will be returned in some way by my 

colleague. 
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Appendix C – Sample Questionnaire (continued) 
 

Self-Assessment of Team Dynamics 
 

 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following  

statements about your working relationship with your 

colleague? 

Disagree 

strongly 

 

 

(1) 

Disagree 

 

 

 

(2)  

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

(3) 

Agree 

 

 

 

(4)  

Agree 

strongly 

 

 

(5) 

 

 27. 
My colleague takes on extra responsibilities in order to help me when 

things get demanding at work. 
     

28. 
My colleague helps me with difficult assignments, even when 

assistance is not directly requested. 
     

29. 
My colleague assists me with heavy workloads even though it is not 

part of the job. 
     

30. My colleague listens to me when I have to get something off my chest.      

31. My colleague takes time to listen to my problems and worries.      

32. My colleague takes a personal interest in me.      

33. 
My relationship with my colleague is an important part of who I am 

at work.  
     

34. 
If someone criticised my relationship with my colleague, it would 

feel like a personal insult. 
     

35. 
My relationship with my colleague is vital to the kind of person I am 

at work. 
     

36. 
My relationship with my colleague is important to my self-image at 

work. 
     

 

  
How willing are you to…. 

 

Not at all 

willing 

 

 Somewhat 

willing  

 Completely 

willing 

37. Rely on your colleague’s work-related judgements.      

38. Rely on your colleague’s task-related skills and abilities.      

39. 
Depend on your colleague to handle an important issue on your 

behalf. 
     

40. Rely on your colleague to represent your work accurately to others.      

41. Depend on your colleague to back you up in difficult situations.      

42. Share your personal feelings with your colleague.      

43. 
Confide in your colleague about personal issues that are affecting 

your work. 
     

44. 
Discuss how you honestly feel about your work, even negative 

feelings and frustration. 
     

45. 
Discuss work-related problems or difficulties that could potentially 

be used to disadvantage you. 
     

46. Share your personal beliefs with your colleague.      
    

Your confidential company identifier 

Your initials The initials of each of your two colleagues on this programme 

 

 

 

  

 


