MORAL FOUNDATIONS OF SUPERVISOR TRUSTWORTHINESS:
EVIDENCE FROM TWO COUNTRY CONTEXTS

by
AFSAR YEGIN

Submitted to Sabanci Graduate Business School
in partial fulfillment of

the requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy

Sabanct University

July 2021



MORAL FOUNDATIONS OF SUPERVISOR TRUSTWORTHINESS: EVIDENCE
FROM TWO COUNTRY CONTEXTS

Approved by:

Approval Date: July 1, 2021



AFSAR YEGIN 2021 ©

All Rights Reserved



ABSTRACT

MORAL FOUNDATIONS OF SUPERVISOR TRUSTWORTHINESS: EVIDENCE
FROM TWO COUNTRY CONTEXTS

AFSAR YEGIN

Management and Organization, Ph.D. Dissertation, July 2021

Thesis Supervisor: Prof. S. Arzu Wasti

Keywords: trustworthiness, moral foundations theory, manager, vignette study, culture

Ability, benevolence, and integrity are generally identified as the bases of trustworthiness
evaluations in the workplace and considered the main antecedents of trust in various
organizational referents, including managers. However, the moral underpinnings of
benevolence and integrity are not well-articulated in extant literature and the
conceptualization of integrity is dominated by ideas of fairness and justice. Though these
concerns are emphasized in the West in terms of morality, non-Western cultures may
have other moral values that also influence trust in managers. The primary aim of this
thesis is to leverage the learning provided by the Moral Foundations Theory (Haidt &
Joseph, 2007) to add nuance to one of the dominant models of cognitive trust in the
organizational literature. To this end, five studies were conducted in the US and Turkey
concurrently. In the first three studies, moral domains other than fairness and justice that
may constitute parts of integrity, and their relation to benevolence were explored. The
results indicated that managers’ loyalty and authority in moral terms influence
trustworthiness judgments and that they are distinct from benevolence. The fourth study
provided experimental evidence of the impact of managers’ loyalty and authority on
trustworthiness judgments and trust intentions. The final experimental study focused on
tradeoffs between fairness and either loyalty or authority, investigating their competing
impact on trustworthiness judgments and trust intentions. The results suggest that fairness
is more influential than these moral concerns in both countries but that these results may
be subject to moderating influences of cultural values.



OZET

YONETICININ GUVENILIRLIGININ AHLAKI TEMELLERI: iKi ULKE
BAGLAMINDAN BULGULAR

AFSAR YEGIN

Ydnetim ve Organizasyon, Doktora Tezi, Temmuz 2021

Tez Danismani: Prof. S. Arzu Wasti

Anahtar kelimeler: givenilirlik, ahlaki temeller kurami, yonetici, senaryo ¢alismas,

kaltar

Orgiitsel yazinda yetenek, iyi niyet ve diiriistlik isyerinde giivenilirlik
degerlendirmelerinin temelleri olarak tanimlanmakta olup yoneticiler de dahil olmak
Uzere is iliskilerinde giivenin ana onciilleri olarak kabul edilir. Bununla birlikte, yazinda
1yi niyet ve diiriistliigiin ahlaki temelleri detayl1 olarak tanimlanmamistir ve diiriistliigiin
kavramsallastirilmasinda agirlikli olarak adalet ve hakkaniyet ile ilgili meseleler yer
almaktadir. Bunlar ahlaki agidan Bati'da vurgulanan konular olsa da diger kiiltiirlerde
yoOneticilere glveni etkileyen bagka ahlaki degerler olabilir. Bu tezin birincil amac,
Ahlaki Temeller Kurami’nin (Haidt & Joseph, 2007) saglayabilecegi 6grenmeden
yararlanarak oOrglitsel yazinin 6nde gelen biligsel giiven modellerinden birinin
kapsayiciligint incelemektir. Bu amagla, ABD ve Tiirkiye'de es zamanli olarak yiiriitiilen
bes calisma gerceklestirilmistir. Ilk ii¢ ¢alismada, diiriistliik kavrammim hakkaniyet ve
adalet disindaki ahlaki karsiliklari ve bunlarin iyi niyet ile iligkisi arastirilmigtir. Sonuclar,
yoneticilerin sadakatinin ve otoritesinin kendilerine dair giivenilirlik yargilarini
degerlendirmelerini etkiledigini ve iyi niyetten farkli olduklarini géstermistir. Dordiincii
calismada deneysel senaryo tasarimi kullanilmis, yoneticilerin sadakat ve otoritesinin
guvenilirlik degerlendirmeleri ve gliven niyetlerini olumlu etkiledigi bulunmustur. Son
deneysel ¢alismada, adalet ile sadakat veya otorite arasinda tercihler incelenmis, 6zellikle
birinden feragati gerektiren ¢eliskili durumlar ele alinmistir. Sonuclar, her iki Ulkede de
adaletin giivenilirlik yargilar1 ve giiven niyetleri lizerinde sadakat ve otoriteden daha etkili
oldugunu, ancak bu tercihin kiiltiirel degerlerin duzenleyici etkilerine tabi olabilecegini
gOstermektedir.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Trust has received wide and long-standing interest from different fields of the social
sciences (e.g., Blau, 1964; Granovetter, 1985; Kramer, 1999; Rotter, 1967; Schilke et al.,
2021; Williamson, 1993). In the management literature, the study of interpersonal trust
gained momentum in the late 1990s, spurred on by two conceptual works (Mayer et al.,
1995; Rousseau et al., 1998). Building on the definition proposed by Mayer and
colleagues, Rousseau and colleagues have defined trust as “a psychological state
comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the
intentions or behavior of another” (1998, p. 395). Further to the consensus on the
conceptual definition, the model developed by Mayer et al. (1995) (ABI model) has
become an influential and well-established framework in the efforts to explicate the
antecedents of interpersonal trust in organizations. It identifies ability, benevolence, and
integrity as the bases of trustworthiness evaluations, which lead to trust beliefs, ultimately
resulting in trust behaviors under certain conditions. Ability refers to the skills, knowhow,
competencies etc. necessary for the successful execution of tasks in a certain domain.
Benevolence is “the extent to which the trustee is believed to want to do good to the
trustor, aside from an egocentric profit motive” while integrity concerns “the perception
that the trustee adheres to a set of principles that the trustor finds acceptable” (Mayer et
al., 1995, pp. 718-719).

There is substantial empirical and meta-analytical support for these three trustworthiness
bases (Colquitt et al., 2007; Ferrin et al., 2008; Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012; Kong et al.,
2014). Yet, there may be room to sharpen our understanding and the conceptual
boundaries of trustees’ characteristics, specifically pertaining to benevolence and
integrity. Together, these two components represent “the “will-do” component of

trustworthiness” (Colquitt et al., 2007, p. 910). That is, integrity and benevolence form



personalized assessments of the trustee and their character (Gabarro, 1978), constituting
the basis of expectations regarding their “direct moral responsibility” (Barber, 1983, p.
165) toward the trustor.

While the ABI model identifies these two dimensions of relevance with respect to
trustees’ character, extant work on morality suggests that moral concerns may be more
numerous. A long line of scholarship on moral development in cultural and moral
psychology points to the possibility that the moral domain may encompass three
(Shweder et al., 1997), four (Rai & Fiske, 2011), five! (Haidt & Joseph, 2004), or seven
(Curry, 2016) dimensions, and that the relative weight placed on different dimensions
may vary across cultures. Some of these moral concerns include duty-based interpersonal
norms (Miller, 1994), sanctity and purity concerns (Shweder et al., 1997), and deference
to authority (Curry, Mullins, et al., 2019). While the current conceptualization of integrity
references value congruence and, thus, is fairly broad, it also singles out fairness and
justice as specific moral issues. Consequently, it and the concomitant conceptualization
of benevolence may not be sufficiently nuanced to account for the totality of the moral
evaluation of a trustee. Trustee behaviors that may not be as morally consequential in
Western cultures, especially WEIRD populations (Western, educated, industrialized, rich,
and democratic; (Henrich et al., 2010), where fairness and the minimization of harm
constitute central moral principles (Graham et al., 2011) in terms of trustworthiness
perceptions may be so elsewhere (Weaver et al., 2014). In addition, there are ambiguities
with respect to the how and to what extent integrity and benevolence overlap with moral
concerns. Put differently, which moral concerns relate to integrity and which, if any, relate

to benevolence is unclear in the current conceptualizations of these constructs.

The concerns with the current conceptualizations of trustworthiness bases also imply that
extant measures based on these definitions may be unreliable. Moral dimensions that are
potentially relevant to trust but not accounted for in the current definitions are omitted
from extant measures. The emphasis on justice, promise-keeping, and fairness to the
exclusion of other morally relevant behaviors such as loyalty and respect may be

insufficient to account for all aspects of morality. The current operationalization of

1 A sixth dimension, liberty/oppression has been suggested as part of the Moral Foundations Theory (lyer
et al., 2012) but has not been fully adapted into ongoing work.



integrity, in particular, contains items that lack clarity with respect to the moral domain
they are intended to measure. Specifically, items such as “I like [trustee]’s values” may
be functional in measuring value congruence but do not serve to identify the content of
congruent values. Similarly, “Sound principles seem to guide [trustee] behaviors” may be
evaluated from a variety of perspectives, including principles that relate to purity
concerns, hierarchical duties, or group obligations. Moreover, the extant measures
embody a certain degree of construct overlap without taking morality into account. For
example, in their review of trust measures, Dietz and Den Hartog (2006) identify several
measures that include items which tap into both benevolence and integrity (e.g., “I trust
that employees share important information with me” from Spreitzer and Mishra (1999)).
Unpacking the different aspects that are grouped under integrity and identifying the moral
domains which correspond to trustworthiness bases would alleviate concerns regarding

the imprecision of our measurement instruments.

This thesis relies on the Moral Foundations Theory (MFT); (Graham et al., 2013; Haidt
& Joseph, 2004; Haidt & Kesebir, 2010) to investigate three main questions. First, the
question of whether evaluations of trustworthiness with respect to the moral character of
trustees may be further refined by adding nuance to ABI’s integrity is explored. The
particular focus of this exploration is on the identification of different moral domains that
constitute parts of integrity, specifically loyalty and authority (Studies 1-3), and on
determining how moral concerns relate to benevolence (Studies 2-3). Second, the effect
of loyalty and authority on trustworthiness and whether they differ is examined in two
country contexts, the US and Turkey (Study 4). Finally, the impact of competing moral
concerns on trustworthiness assessments is investigated by focusing on tradeoffs between

fairness and either of loyalty or authority (Study 5).

The primary aim of the present thesis is to leverage the possible learning provided by the
MFT to add nuance to what has become one of the dominant models of cognitive trust in
organizational literature. MFT is a universalist and pluralistic approach to morality
(Graham et al., 2013), which views the ‘moral domain’ as being common to all cultures
and composed of several dimensions. The set of moral concerns identified by MFT are
care/harm (CH), fairness/cheating (FC), loyalty/betrayal (LB), authority/subversion (AS),
and sanctity/degradation (SG). CH is primarily concerned with empathy, the protection
of the defenseless and weak, the avoidance of harm, and the alleviation of suffering. FC



is related to issues of justice and equality. From an evolutionary perspective, it is
concerned with reciprocity and serves to ensure effective cooperation within groups. FC
and CH together represent the individualizing foundations. Cultures that focus on the
individual as the locus of moral value, such as Western liberals, generally prioritize these
dimensions (Graham et al., 2009). The remaining three address group-oriented concerns
and have been categorized as binding foundations. LB pertains to ingroup/outgroup
dynamics and prioritizes group welfare above that of the individual. SG stems from the
drive to protect against harmful externalities (e.g., germs) but has taken on a holistic
preference for cleanliness and purity. Finally, AS addresses the question of hierarchy.
Deference and respect for status are at the core of this dimension. Though AS has also
been linked to leaders’ responsibilities toward subordinates (Haidt & Joseph, 2007;
Weaver et al., 2014), current work including extant measures (Clifford et al., 2015;
Gehman et al., 2021; Graham et al., 2011; Hopp et al. 2021; Weber et al., 2018)
emphasizes obedience to and respect for authority, and the maintenance of the established

hierarchical order.

As a result of its pluralistic universality, MFT framework is appropriate for the current
research since it can accommodate diverse moral concerns that vary across cultures.
Moreover, MFT has received empirical interest in the organizational literature (Egorov et
al., 2019; Weaver & Brown, 2012) with a particular focus on integrating the framework
to the study of ethical leadership. In this respect, it should help to refine the boundaries
of integrity and benevolence as well as uncover additional trustworthiness bases in the
workplace. In addition, this thesis also aims to contribute to the morality literature by
responding to various calls to consider the importance of context in moral judgments
(Schein, 2020) and integrates the effect of situational demands (Yudkin et al., 2021) and
the relational context (Dungan et al., 2017) to this study of the role of moral concerns on

trust assessments.

Trust in the workplace is a multi-level and multi-faceted concept (Fulmer & Gelfand,
2012; Schoorman et al., 2007), and factors that affect how trustors evaluate trustees have
been shown to vary based on a multitude of factors (e.g., Everett et al., 2016; Linke et al.,
2016; Yu et al., 2021). One important influence on the relative weight of factors that
influence trustworthiness assessments is the formal relationship between the trustor-

trustee dyad, as research has shown that the relative importance of ability, benevolence,



and integrity differs based on the hierarchical nature of the trust relationship. In particular,
ability appears to play a more pronounced role when the trustee is a subordinate (Knoll
& Gill, 2011) and meta-analytic evidence suggests that the relationship between trust and
integrity is particularly strong when the trustee is a leader (Colquitt et al., 2007). This
relatively stronger relationship may also imply that the breadth of concerns that are
involved in integrity evaluations are likely to be broader and more nuanced for manager
trustees. Thus, this hierarchical level presents a suitable relational context to undertake
the first investigation into the moral components of integrity and this research is focused

on managers.

In what follows, | first elaborate on the ABI Model. I discuss a number of concerns with
respect to the conceptualization and operationalization of trustworthiness bases under the
model. | conclude the section with the development of the hypotheses. Five studies have
been conducted in US and Turkey concurrently. All data has been collected using a survey
methodology though the design and analytical approach varies across studies and
discussed in the relevant section. Following individual chapters for each study, I discuss
the overall findings of this thesis, outline the limitations of the current research and

propose some future directions.



2. THEORETICAL ARGUMENTS AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT

2.1  Interpersonal Trust and the ABI Model

While there are several models of trust that in the management literature (e.g., (Lewicki
et al., 1998; McAllister, 1995), Mayer and colleagues’ ABI model (Mayer et al., 1995)
has been the focus of a substantial volume of the research on interpersonal trust in
organizational settings. The model purports to provide a comprehensive framework that
extends from a trustee’s perceived characteristics to trust outcomes. Representing “a
cognitive approach to trust.” (Schoorman et al., 2007, p. 348), it situates the basis of trust
on cognitive evaluations of a trustee’s trustworthiness by the trustor. These evaluations
are based on the trustor’s perceptions of the trustee’s ability, integrity, and benevolence.
According to the model, trustees who are perceived to have a combination of ability,
benevolence and integrity are deemed trustworthy. The model does not impose conditions
of necessity or sufficiency with respect to each element; different configurations and
levels of ability, benevolence, and integrity may result in positive trustworthiness
assessments. This assessment is also contingent upon the trustor’s inherent “propensity
to trust”, a general willingness to trust others. Moreover, given their propensity to trust
and their trustworthiness perception of the trustee, the perceived risk in a given situation
will impact whether the trustor engages in trusting behaviors. Finally, the outcomes of
trusting behaviors may result in a reassessment of trustworthiness perceptions. In the

following section, these issues are discussed in further detail.



2.1.1  Trustor Characteristics

One key factor influencing interpersonal trust according to the ABI model is the trustor’s
propensity to trust (PTT), also referred to as generalized trust. Building on the work of
Rotter (1967; 1980), the authors suggest that PTT is “a stable within-party factor that will
affect the likelihood the party will trust” (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 715). As with all trait-like
factors, the expression of PTT may vary with contextual factors such as culture and
situation but is expected to show lower within-subject than between-subject variance
across situations (Dalal et al., 2014; Gill et al., 2005; Tett & Burnett, 2003). Colquitt et
al. (2007) have shown PTT to be positively correlated with assessments of others’

trustworthiness, albeit at a lower magnitude than trustee characteristics.

2.1.2  Bases of Trustworthiness Perceptions

As noted earlier, the ABI model identifies three bases of trustworthiness. In the theoretical
arguments that underpin the current set of studies, a distinction is made between ability
on the one hand and integrity and benevolence on the other hand. This delineation is not
novel (Tinsley, 1996) and prior work has also restricted the conceptualization of trust and
trust antecedents to benevolence and integrity, excluding ability (e.g., Ferrin et al., 2007).
That is not to say that ability is of secondary importance. Rather, the aim is to distinguish
between two critical questions that trustors likely consider when evaluating a trustee: ‘can
they?’ and ‘will they?’. Ability generally responds to the former question whereas
benevolence and integrity address latter. To that end, the present investigation is primarily
concerned with the trustee’s will to action rather than their capacity. Below, benevolence
and integrity are discussed in detail, with a particular emphasis on issues that are intended

to be addressed with the present research.



2.1.2.1 Benevolence

Benevolence “reflects benign motives and a personal degree of kindness toward the other
party” (Dietz & Den Hartog, 2006, p. 560). Discussions of the construct in the ABI model
emphasize the care and kindness of the trustee in relation to the trustor, as well as the lack
of an instrumental egocentric motive on the part of the former. The emphasis is on the

“positive orientation of the trustee toward the trustor” (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 719).

It has been suggested that benevolence aligns with values such as care, loyalty, and
empathy (Moore et al., 2019). Indeed, Mayer et al. (1995) refer to loyalty as part of the
benevolence construct in their seminal paper. For example, in their qualitative study,
Breuer and colleagues (2019) report loyalty to team members’ decisions and obligations
to be a determinant of trust in team members, classifying this type of behavior as team-
related benevolence. Frazier et al. (2016) argue that benevolence extends to acts of loyalty
as well as altruism and supportiveness on the part of the supervisor. Finally, while
investigating subordinate trustees, Zapata et al. (2013) point to displays of loyalty to the
supervisor as an exemplar of benevolence. It should be noted that while the latter two
studies conceptually discuss loyalty, they rely on the established measure of ABI

developed by Mayer and Davis (1999), which does not explicitly reference it.

However, the overlaps between benevolence on the one hand and loyalty and care (which
have been identified as moral dimensions under MFT) on the other hand are not
straightforward. Given that care and loyalty have been identified as moral dimensions
(Curry, 2016; Gilligan, 1993; Gray & Schein, 2012; Haidt & Joseph, 2004), behaviors
driven by loyalty concerns may involve acts that may be harmful to others (e.g., Kunst et
al., 2019; Travaglino et al., 2014) even when such harm is arguably morally justifiable

(i.e., for the greater good), which may conflict with care moralities.

Moreover, behaviors that imply high levels of benevolence (e.g., looking out for the
interests of one person) may contradict group-oriented loyalty. Even though behaviors
that have been identified as instantiations of benevolence (e.g., loyalty, supportiveness,
kindness, and altruism) may be related to each other by virtue of being trustor-benefiting

acts, it is likely that there are divergences with respect to the target(s) of these behaviors.
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For example, Dungan et al. (2014) have suggested that the discussion of organizational
corruption may be framed as a choice between group-oriented moral norms (i.e., loyalty)
versus group-independent moral norms (i.e., fairness). This distinction may also apply to
a comparison of benevolence and loyalty. While the latter is putatively group-oriented,
benevolence is trustor-specific. Schoorman et al. (1996) refute the claim that benevolence
has “ethical connotations” and view it as “a quality of a relationship” (p. 339). Indeed,
the definition and measurement of the construct (e.g., “my needs and desires are important
to [the trustor]”) emphasize behaviors that specifically benefit the trustee and are limited

to a dyadic relationship. In this respect, benevolence may be more restrictive than loyalty.

Though the positioning of loyalty in the conceptual universe of trustworthiness
assessments may not be clear, there is sufficient empirical evidence to consider it a
distinct influence. For example, Bies and Tripp (1996) note that ‘insult to one’s self or
collective (e.g., name calling, racist remarks) are perceived as trust violations and result
in thoughts of revenge. It has been suggested that trustors may rely on group membership
to engage in trusting behaviors in the absence of direct information regarding someone’s
trustworthiness (Tanis & Postmes, 2005). In contrast to both benevolence and loyalty,
care, and its counterpart harm, are discussed as universal moral concerns (Schein & Gray,
2018) that are group-independent. Given the foregoing, the possibility that benevolence,
care and loyalty are conceptually differentiated to a greater extent than they are

overlapping should not be overlooked.

The concerns regarding overlaps between domains of morality and the components of
benevolence aside, the ABI model is also not sensitive to the effect of cultural norms on
whether certain behaviors will be perceived as instantiations of benevolence or something
else, e.g., fulfillment of duties. For example, in collectivist cultures such as China (a
culture identified with familial collectivism (Bond & Hwang, 1986), interdependence
among individuals extends beyond the instrumental to include socio-emotional support
(Chuaetal., 2009) and group-oriented sacrifices are normative (Morris et al., 2000). More
generally, in Eastern cultures, other-centric behaviors that arise from role-related
interpersonal responsibilities are seen as moral duties (Miller & Luthar, 1989), which are
distinct from e.g., justice, and may not tap into the same construct domain as benevolence

does in Western cultures.



Finally, prior research suggests that a substantial degree of variation may be expected
across cultural contexts with respect to how benevolence is construed (cf. Wasti & Tan,
2010). In their comparative analysis of China and Turkey, (Wasti et al., 2011) found that
the antecedents of trust categorized under benevolence in each country showed variation.
While some behaviors such as support, being understanding, and cooperation were
common to both countries, the authors found four benevolence-related antecedents emic
to Turkey (intimacy, unselfish behavior, personalized generosity, and protection) and one
emic to China (affability). Integrating a framework such as MFT, which accommodates
cultural variation in moral concerns may help to clarify the boundaries of benevolence

vis-a-vis proximate constructs including loyalty.

2.1.2.2 Integrity

Whereas ABI’s benevolence encompasses issues of care, kindness, support, and loyalty,
integrity is primarily concerned with justice and fairness. Notably, a monolithic construct
definition of integrity is not available in the broader management literature (cf. Palanski
& Yammarino, 2007). Extant uses include wholeness, authenticity, word-deed
consistency, consistency in the face of adversity, and morality/ethics. Broadly, integrity
may be said to have two components (Mayer et al., 1995; McFall, 1987), which is
reflected in the ABI Model. The first, moral component concerns fairness and justice as
well as value congruence, i.e., the trustor acting in accordance with a set of principles that
are acceptable to the trustor, though these principles are not specified. The second,

behavioral component concerns issues of behavioral consistency (cf. Simons, 2002).

Given the interest of the present research on the moral bases of trustworthiness
perceptions, the focus is on integrity as a dimension of morality. Specifically, the
components of the construct which are particularly relevant include “the belief that the
trustee has a strong sense of justice” and “the belief that the counterpart adheres to a set
of principles that the trustor finds acceptable.” (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 719). Issues of
justice and fairness are represented in MFT’s fairness/cheating dimension (Haidt &
Kesebir, 2010; Moore et al., 2019) and, more generally, an ethics of justice as first set
forth by Kohlberg (1964). The weight of fairness and justice as a universal moral concern

is well-established (Turiel, 1983) and trustworthiness has frequently been used as an
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additional item in a list that includes integrity, fairness, and honesty (e.g., Brown &
Trevifio, 2006; Goodwin, 2015).

Thus, integrity under the ABI model and fairness in terms of a moral principle constitute
relatively straightforward parallels until the issue of ‘acceptable set of principles,” or
value congruence is considered. The main concern therein arises from the lack of
specification regarding the content of congruent values underlying integrity judgments.
Neither conceptual discussions on integrity nor the extant measurement tool (Mayer &
Davis, 1999) specify what may constitute the set congruent values. Since fairness and
justice are explicitly specified in the construct definition and operationalization, this is
not a material issue insofar as values that are congruent relate to these values. However,
as noted earlier, the congruence of other values (e.g., power distance; Guzman & Fu,

2021) may also influence trust.

In fact, other norms and principles such as honor (Atari et al., 2020; Handfield &
Thrasher, 2019), interpersonal obligations (Miller & Luthar, 1989), harm avoidance
(Gray & Schein, 2012; Gray et al., 2012), or showing respect to authority or exhibiting
courage to resolve conflicts (Curry, 2016) have been discussed as components of the
moral domain. Moreover, societal norms and values may influence how trust is built
(Doney et al., 1998), and it is well-documented that those norms and values differ across
countries (e.g., Hofstede, 1984) or across groups within countries (e.g., Graham et al.,
2009; Y1ilmaz, Saribay, et al., 2016). In support of a more generally populated set of moral
values, various lines of work in cultural psychology and cross-cultural organizational
psychology (Haidt & Joseph, 2004; Hofstede, 1984; House et al., 2004; Inglehart &
Baker, 2000; Kaasa, 2021; Shweder et al., 1997) have suggested that people and cultures
differ with respect to their dominant values and the relative weights of moral concerns
(Curry, Mullins, et al., 2019; Graham et al., 2009; Graham et al., 2016). In fact, these
have been shown to vary across multiple factors such as political views and partisan
groups (Bayrak & Alper, 2021; Gehman et al., 2021; Nilsson & Erlandsson, 2015),
relational contexts (Sunar et al., 2020), and socioeconomic status (Haidt et al., 1993).
They may be influenced by situational (Y1lmaz, Harma, et al., 2016; Yudkin et al., 2021)
as well as broader societal factors (Alper et al., 2019; Ekici et al., 2021). Notably, while
the individual and their rights are emphasized in WEIRD groups, values that concern
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group-oriented duties and obligations are prioritized in non-WEIRD cultures (Graham et
al., 2016).

Thus, the set of acceptable principles may extend to moral concerns other than fairness,
especially when non-WEIRD populations are under investigation. In fact, the ABI
model’s emphasis on one moral dimension in the conceptualization of integrity, which is
specifically concerned with individual rights, and which prioritizes justice, may be a
result of its WEIRD origins. In social structures where collective welfare is prioritized
over individual rights, moral and normative obligations may include other concerns, such
as those related to observing hierarchical obligations, maintaining honor, or fulfilling

group obligations.

Further to the foregoing, Moore and colleagues (2019) have suggested that integrity and
benevolence can “be thought of as synonyms of justice (Kohlberg, 1964) and care
(Gilligan, 1993), respectively, as conceptualized by the moral sentiments literature”
(2019, p. 2). Notably, they identify loyalty as another parallel to benevolence, which is in
line with the definitions and treatment of benevolence in the trust literature (e.g., Branzei
et al., 2007; Breuer et al., 2019). In addition to the possible issues posed by regarding
integrity and fairness as synonymous, the benevolence-care/loyalty overlap may also be
problematic. First, care and loyalty may be distinct and separate moral concerns (Haidt &
Joseph, 2007). Second, the current treatment of benevolence is not clear with respect to
whether and how any moral concerns that it encompasses relates to value congruence
conceptualized under integrity. Finally, Mayer et al. (1995) define benevolence as the
trustee’s desire to do good to the trustor and the measurement items evoke proactively
beneficial treatment toward the trustor. Benevolence specifically targets the trustor, which
restricts its object to a single individual, while care may include all sentient beings, and
loyalty extends to other ingroup members. The exclusion of loyalty owed to the larger
group from the conceptualization of benevolence is particularly significant in
organizational contexts where the manager-subordinate relationship is almost always
embedded in a work group structure. In short, when benevolence is conceptualized as
trustee-oriented proactive help and support instead of general kindness, it may approach
the warmth dimension of person perception (Weiss et al., 2020) rather than occupying a

corner of the construct domain of morality (Goodwin, 2015; Goodwin et al., 2014).
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The preceding suggests that the parallels between the ABI model and various moral
concerns are not straightforward. Further conceptual clarity in terms of what moral values
are encompassed by congruent values, whether moral values other than fairness are
influential on trustworthiness, and how these are be situated with respect to benevolence
and integrity may be beneficial. To guide the way, especially in cultures that differ from
Western liberals, this research relies on the Moral Foundations Theory.

Haidt and colleagues’ (Graham et al., 2011; Haidt & Graham, 2007; Haidt & Joseph,
2004, 2007) MFT builds on these preceding efforts in moral psychology as well as work
in anthropology (e.g., Shweder, Much, Mahapatra, & Park, 1997), biology (e.g., Trivers,
1971), and primate sociality (e.g., De Waal, 1996). MFT is based on the argument that
“moral systems are interlocking sets of values, practices, institutions, and evolved
psychological mechanisms that work together to suppress or regulate selfishness and
make social life possible.” (Haidt, 2008, p. 70). It locates the source of morality in the
need for cooperation in human societies and links it to the evolution of moral intuitions,
which lead to moral judgments. Its account is universalist and pluralistic; the intuitions

identified by MFT are common to all cultures, albeit with differing weights.

MFT has received widespread empirical interest and the measurement tool developed by
Graham and colleagues (Moral Foundations Questionnaire (MFQ); Graham et al., 2009)
has been validated in a large number of countries including Turkey (Yilmaz, Harma, et
al., 2016). Though there are ongoing concerns with respect to its factor structure (Harper
& Rhodes, 2021) and additional moral foundations may need to be considered in some
cultures (Atari et al., 2020), the stability of the five-factor structure of moral foundations
in WEIRD and non-WEIRD cultures has recently been validated (Dogruyol et al., 2019).

Moreover, MFT has been proposed as a valuable tool for work on organizations (Weaver
etal., 2014; Weaver & Brown, 2012), especially regarding leadership (Fehr et al., 2015).
Interpersonal trust may also benefit from integrating MFT into the investigation of
trustworthiness antecedents, especially for trustees, who are in a superordinate position
to the trustor (i.e., trustee being the manager of the trustor), by providing a framework

that takes non-WEIRD morality and values into account.
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2.2  Research Question and Hypothesis Development

The first goal of this thesis is to investigate whether moral foundations defined by MFT
are relevant to trust and trustworthiness assessments of manager trustees, and to what
extent they may augment our general understanding of the trustworthiness bases specified
under the ABI model.

Though MFT presents a universal set of moral intuitions, every dimension may not be
equally relevant to intraorganizational trust relationships. Specifically, given that the
workplace represents a strong situation (Meyer et al., 2010), which is characterized by
norms of professionalism, moral imperatives that do not directly concern work
relationships may be de-prioritized and their effects muted, even when the overarching
cultural setting is particularly sensitive to that particular dimension. This may be
amplified in contexts where the Protestant relational ideology (Sanchez-Burks, 2002) is
a dominant one such as the US. In this respect, the sanctity/degradation foundation, which
is primarily concerned with bodily and spiritual cleanliness, is not expected to be a
dominant concern with respect to trust evaluations of managers, which constitutes a
formal relationship, even more so that other intraorganizational relationships (e.g., peer-
to-peer) considerations of sanctity to bleed through.

In contrast to sanctity/degradation, the remaining moral dimensions are expected to be
congruent with the workplace in general and with respect to the manager-subordinate
trust dyad in particular. Research has already established a link between the congruence
of loyalty/betrayal, fairness/cheating, and authority/subversion values of leaders and
followers and perceptions of ethical leadership (Egorov et al., 2019), which may also be
found in trust assessments of managers. Further, as argued above, there is a clear overlap
between MFT’s fairness/cheating foundation and ABI’s integrity as well as various
concepts in the management literature such as organizational justice (Colquitt, 2012;
Colquitt & Zipay, 2015) and ethical behavior and leadership (Brown & Trevifio, 2006).
The extent to which managers’ behaviors align with or violate moral norms concerning

fairness is expected to influence their trust outcomes. Moreover, the relationship between
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manager fairness and trust outcomes are expected to be positively related; higher fairness
morals should result in higher trust outcomes.

With respect to authority/subversion, in view of the fundamental role of hierarchy and
hierarchy relations in organizational settings (Weber, 1978; Williamson, 1991), the
observance of moral imperatives concerning authority/subversion, which taps into the
importance of hierarchies, are also expected to be relevant in interpersonal
intraorganizational trust across different country contexts. In particular, the literatures on
the effects of power distance on leadership and subordinate outcomes (e.g., Guzman &
Fu, 2021; Kirkman et al., 2009) as well as paternalistic leadership (e.g., Aycan, 2006;
Aycan et al., 2000; Hiller et al., 2019) and traditionality (Farh et al., 1997; Farh et al.,
2007; Zhao et al., 2019) lend credence to the expectation that the aforementioned
dimension will be influential in terms of managers’ trust assessments. Power distance is
of particular importance as it concerns the degree to which individuals accept power
differences and hierarchical relations in a society while traditionality is associated with,
inter alia, submission to authority. As an individual- and team-level variable, power
distance has been shown to influence a variety of organizational outcomes (e.g., Hu et al.,
2018; Lian et al., 2012) across different contexts. Moreover, while cultures differ with
respect to their power distance, its effects do not necessarily vary across countries with

respect to certain organizational outcomes (Kirkman et al., 2009).

The two remaining MFT dimensions, care/harm and loyalty/betrayal, were discussed
above in terms of their possible overlaps with ABI’s benevolence. While the extent and
pattern of these overlaps is not clear, insofar as they are indeed present, both dimensions
should be relevant to trust assessments of managers. Moreover, the salience of
loyalty/betrayal to trust evaluations is also supported by a long and strong line of
empirical and conceptual work on social identification, social categorization, and ingroup
effects (Hogg & Terry, 2000; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Organizations, by definition,
represent groups nested in ever larger ones. Since “people derive part of their identity and
sense of self from the organizations or work groups to which they belong,” (Hogg &
Terry, 2000, p. 121) and in light of the ease with which individuals are able to develop
in-group behaviors and tendencies (Tajfel, 1970; Tajfel & Turner, 1979), this dimension

should be especially relevant to organizational members.

In light of the foregoing, the first hypothesis of this thesis is as follows:
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H1: The moral content of trust forming incidents in the context of a work relationship will
include those related to care/harm, fairness/cheating, loyalty/betrayal, and
authority/subversion in the US and Turkey.

Further to the above, loyalty/betrayal, and authority/subversion are expected to constitute
distinct dimensions of trustworthiness assessments in addition to ability and the fairness-
related concerns under integrity. Given the preceding arguments with respect to
benevolence and care/harm, a specific expectation is not posited with respect to these

constructs. Thus, the following proposition is posited:

P1: Loyalty/betrayal, authority/subversion, ability, and integrity conceptualized as
fairness/cheating will constitute distinct dimensions of trustworthiness.

In light of the preceding arguments that trustworthiness assessments extend to trustees’
moral character, violations of moral principles in a given moral foundation are expected
to impact trust outcomes negatively. There is meta-analytical evidence in support of this
expectation with respect to integrity, and thus fairness/cheating, as well as care/harm to
the extent that it overlaps with benevolence (Colquitt et al., 2007). The effect is expected
to be equally applicable to loyalty/betrayal and authority/subversion. Therefore, the

following hypotheses are posited:

H2-A: Trustors’ perceptions of managers’ trustworthiness will decrease as managers’
degree of loyalty violations increases.

H3-A: Perceptions of managers’ trustworthiness will decrease as their degree of
authority violations (violations of authority-conforming principles) increases.

According to MFT, cultures may vary with respect to which dimensions are prioritized
in their respective moral systems. It is important to note that “issues related to harm,
fairness, and justice appear to be found in all cultures, including non-Western ones
(Hauser, 2006; Wainryb, 2006). Nonetheless, many moral systems do not strive to protect
the welfare and autonomy of individuals above all else.” (Haidt, 2008, p. 70) Further, it
should be noted that Harm/care and Fairness/reciprocity dimensions have been
conceptually grouped as “individualizing foundations” while loyalty/betrayal,
authority/subversion, and sanctity/degradation have been grouped as “binding
foundations.” Graham et al. (2009) note that while some cultures focus on the individual
as the locus of moral value others “try to suppress selfishness by strengthening groups

and institutions and by binding individuals into roles and duties in order to constrain their
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imperfect natures”, which places the group at the locus of moral value (Graham et al.,

2009, p. 1030).

Though all MFT dimensions may show cross-cultural variation, of interest to the present
thesis is loyalty/betrayal, which is likely to show cross-cultural variation in relation to
individualism-collectivism (Hofstede, 1984) and the related individual-level issues of
interdependent and independent self-construal (Cross et al., 2000; Markus & Kitayama,
1991). With respect to the latter, Oyserman, Kemmelmeier, et al. (2002) rely on
Hofstede’s earlier work in defining the core element of individualism as “the assumption
that individuals are independent of one another [...] (and) a focus on rights above duties,
a concern for oneself and immediate family, an emphasis on personal autonomy and self-
fulfillment, and the basing of one’s identity on one’s personal accomplishments.” (p. 4)
Moreover, as Markus and Kitayama (1991) argue, independent self-construal are
bounded, unitary and associated with promoting own goals. Interdependent self-
construal, on the other hand, is flexible based on the social context, prioritizes belonging
and is concerned with promoting others’ goals. As such, loyalty/betrayal is expected to
be of greater moral importance to collectivist cultures where interdependent self-construal

IS more prevalent.

In support of this proposition Yilmaz, Harma, et al. (2016) have shown that priming
subjects for individualism and collectivism resulted in increased concern with,
respectively, the care/harm and loyalty/betrayal dimensions as measured by the MFQ.
Additionally, research on paternalistic relationship, which is a leadership style
predominantly found in cultures identified as collectivist (e.g., Turkey, China, Taiwan)
indicates that the benevolent paternalism facet of the construct (related to holistic and
individualized concern for employee well-being) relates positively to trust in leader
(Hiller et al., 2019). Finally, a large stream of research on China, a collectivistic culture,
and the emic concept of guanxi identify loyalty as a core value (Hwang, 1999; Zhang &
Zhang, 2006) and is related various employee outcomes including trust in supervisor
(Wong et al., 2003) and increased fairness perceptions (but only when guanxi is at an

interpersonal, not group level) (Chen et al., 2011).

The foregoing suggests that moral concerns related to loyalty/betrayal may be more
impactful in collectivist cultures such as Turkey (House et al., 2004; Wasti & Tan, 2010).

Thus, as a whole, members of the Turkish culture may be more likely to trust managers
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who espouse loyalty-related morals than members of cultures who are less collectivistic
and more individualistic, such as the US (Aygicegi-Dinn & Caldwell-Harris, 2011;
Hofstede, 1984). Thus, the following hypothesis is posited:

H2-B: The decrease in perceptions of managers’ trustworthiness as their degree of
loyalty violation increases will be larger in Turkey compared to the US.

In a similar vein, trust evaluations arising from authority/subversion are also expected to
vary cross-culturally. This expectation is primarily driven by power distance (Hofstede,
1984), which concerns how cultures and individuals approach power inequalities. To the
extent that these inequalities are accepted and seen natural, cultures and individuals are
deemed to have higher power distance. Notably, this conceptualization of power
indifferences aligns with MFT’s authority/subversion dimension in terms of the emphasis
on hierarchical relationships and the implicit dynamics of deference and obedience. Thus,
the more a culture views power inequalities as acceptable and natural, the more likely that
embodiments of authority-related behaviors will be seen as preferable. In high power
distance cultures, leaders’ displays of power and authority may be seen as appropriate
(Hu et al., 2018), supervisors are expected to make reliable decisions, provide top-down
direction, and receive expected obedience from subordinates (Cole et al., 2013; Javidan,
Dorfman, et al., 2006), and subordinates are more inclined to view supervisors’ decisions

as fair and to trust their leaders (Kirkman et al., 2009).

As such, it is expected that authority/subversion as a moral dimension will be more
impactful in high power distance cultures such as Turkey (House et al., 2004). As a whole,
managers who espouse authority-related morals are expected to be seen as more morally
upstanding, and hence trustworthy than managers who violate these norms in high power
distance cultures, compared to low power distance cultures, such as the US. Thus, the

following hypothesis is posited:

H3-B: The decrease in perceptions of managers’ trustworthiness as their degree of
authority violation increases will be larger in Turkey compared to the US.

While it is possible to indicate clear preferences when faced with the presence or absence
of apparent endorsements of a specific moral dimension, real-life situations often involve
situations that tap into different moral concerns (Crone et al., 2018; McCurrie et al., 2018)
and may sometimes be in conflict (Dungan et al., 2015; Hildreth & Anderson, 2018;

Hildreth et al., 2016). For example, in work situations, individuals may be faced with a
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choice to uphold principles of justice and fairness or remain loyal to their groups. In their
study of whistleblowing, Waytz et al. (2013) have demonstrated that “individual
differences in valuing fairness over loyalty predict willingness to report unethical
behavior” (p. 1027). Moreover, individuals’ group memberships may influence how they
react to situations with potential conflict, such as whether they perceive supreme court
decisions to be just (Armaly, 2020) or if obedience to authority is morally good (Frimer
et al., 2014). Given the foregoing as well as the implications of value congruence for trust
(Sitkin & Roth, 1993; Tomlinson et al., 2014), it is expected that cultural tendencies will
interact with moral dimensions to determine the trust outcomes of managers who vary in

the moral principles they espouse.
Thus, the following hypotheses are posited:

H4A: When faced with a trade-off between managers who espouse loyalty morals and
fairness morals, collectivist cultures (Turkey) will show a preference for loyalty-
espousing managers while individualist cultures (the US) will show a preference for
fairness-espousing managers.

H4B: When faced with a trade-off between managers who espouse authority morals and
fairness morals, high power distance cultures (Turkey) will show a preference for
authority-espousing managers while low power distance cultures (the US) will show a
preference for fairness-espousing managers.
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3. STUDY 1

Study 1 undertakes an exploratory investigation of trust formation incidents described by
a sample of American and Turkish adults with work experience to determine whether
assessments of trustworthiness are broader than benevolence and integrity, to encompass
care/harm, fairness/cheating, loyalty/betrayal, and authority/subversion. Its primary aim
is to provide a test of Hypothesis 1. To that end, it employs a survey methodology and
uses vignettes constructed from critical incidents that resulted in trust formation for the

narrator.

3.1 Method

3.1.1 Sample

In the US, data was collected on Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) in multiple waves
between January 2019 and May 2020, though primary data collection occurred in the first
six months (n = 290). Participants were paid 1.30 USD? for their participation.
Participation was restricted to US citizens residing in the US who held Master worker
status on MTurk (Amazon Mechanical Turk, n.d.). The choice of using Master workers
was also influenced by rising concerns regarding the prevalence of ‘bots’ and use of
virtual private servers by non-American workers (Chmielewski & Kucker, 2020;

Kennedy et al., 2020) since workers who have received Master status are those who “have

2 MTurk workers who participated multiple times were paid for each time they completed the full survey.
For the shorter version, payment amount was 0.50 USD.
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consistently demonstrated a high degree of success in performing a wide range of HITs
[Human Intelligence Tasks] across a large number of Requesters” (Amazon Mechanical
Turk, n.d.). It should be noted, however, that recent evidence suggests there is no notable

performance difference between Master and non-Master workers (Rouse, 2020).

In addition to MTurk’s screening, two additional steps were undertaken to eliminate
responses from non-Americans. First, in line with recommendations (Aguinis et al., 2020)
and previous practice (Necka et al., 2016), respondent IP addresses and, when available,
geocode data were screened to confirm they were located within the USA. Qualtrics,
which was used as the survey platform, automatically records IP addresses and provides
this information as well as respondent latitude and longitude as part of the survey meta-
data. Second, respondents were asked to indicate their birthplace and the place where they
lived longest. Any participant who was born or lived longest outside of the USA was
discarded.

MTurk workers could respond to the survey multiple times or participate in a shorter
version (see below in Procedures) after concluding the full-length survey. However, if
any vignette was evaluated more than once by the same worker, only the initial response
was retained. In addition, for repeating workers, only the earliest provided information

and responses were used for demographic and individual difference variables.

In Turkey, participants were recruited with the aid of a research company (n = 96) and
via graduate students in an executive program who participated as well as distributed the
survey to friends and family (n = 104). These participants accessed the survey through
an anonymous link and responded on their personal devices. Graduate students received
course credit for their participation. The research company recruited participants with a
field team operating in Istanbul. Field workers approached prospective participants,
informed them about a research project being conducted by Sabanci University
researchers, and solicited their participation. If an individual agreed to participate, they
were handed a tablet on which they could access the Qualtrics survey. These participants

were not given any monetary or other rewards.

Since data was collected using newly developed vignettes, non-naivete and familiarity
with measurement tools (Buhrmester et al., 2018) were not particular concerns. However,

respondents’ attentiveness to the vignettes were screened by including an attention item
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halfway through the series of vignettes. This item was presented in the same manner as
the other vignettes but asked the respondent to make a specific choice in the subsequent
questions. 46 participants who did not follow the instructions were eliminated. Data from
participants who discontinued the study before reaching the attention item were included

in the analyses.

All descriptive statistics and analyses results are reported for the remaining sample.
Summary demographic information is reported in Table 3-1. Information regarding race
was only requested for the American sample. Most participants self-identified as white or
Caucasian (n = 213), followed by black or African American (n = 21), Asian American
(n = 18), Latino/a or Hispanic American (n = 5), and multi-racial or other (n = 8). 25
participants did not respond. There were notable differences in work experience and age
across the samples; American participants were significantly older, t(483) = 8.289, p <
.001, and more experienced, t(415) = 8.626, p < .001, than Turks. In addition, men were

more heavily represented in the Turkish sample compared to the US sample.

Table 3.1 Summary Demographic Information for Study Samples

Variable TR US
Work Experience 10.1 (SD =8.1) 17.9 (SD = 10.6)
Age 321(SD=17.7) 39.3 (SD = 10.6)
Gender
Female? 78 (39.2%) 152 (52.4%)
Male 121 (60.8%) 138 (47.6%)
N 200 290

Note. Summary statistics are reported on respondent basis. Means may vary when
weighted by number of ratings.
2 Includes three participants who indicated their gender as other / non-binary.

3.1.2 Materials

The vignettes used in the study were developed from descriptions of critical incidents
(Flanagan, 1954) provided by working adults in Turkey and the US. In Turkey, critical
incidents were collected for prior studies (Wasti et al., 2021) from a sample of MBA
students as well as the families of undergraduate students who volunteered to distribute
the survey (n = 150). Data was collected in Turkish, using a printed survey form or the

Qualtrics platform. In the US, participants were mainly solicited through Amazon MTurk
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(n = 124) but also distributed via snowballing (n = 17). The survey was open to workers
with a Master qualification on MTurk. The procedure was similar for both samples.
Participants were first asked to define the meaning of trust in the workplace.
Subsequently, i) they were instructed to think of someone they trusted and to describe the
incident that led to their trusting the person, and ii) to think of someone they distrusted
and to describe the incident that led to their not trusting the person. In each case, they also
wrote about how the incidents impacted their emotions, thoughts, and behavior. For the
American sample, the order of trust and distrust incidents was randomized. In Turkey,
participants first described a trust incident, then a distrust incident. Participants were free
to describe incidents relating to any coworker, including subordinates, peers, and

managers.

Only trust forming incidents were used in the study. An incident was used as the basis of
a vignette if it concerned an intraorganizational workplace relationship where the trustee
was a subordinate, a peer, or a direct supervisor with respect to the trustor. Responses that
were unintelligible, that did not describe the particulars of a trust forming (e.g., “she did
something trustworthy’’), incidents that focused on the narrator’s private life or where the

trustee was an extra-organizational party (e.g., third-party contractor) were discarded.

In constructing the vignettes using the incidents, several guidelines were observed. First,
the original narrations varied widely regarding the amount of context and background
information available, length, and whether more than one incident was recounted.
Variations in the complexity of stimuli may introduce a potential confound to the results
(Clifford et al., 2015). To avoid these potential issues, vignettes were constructed to

constitute one or two sentence statements of similar structure.

Second, some incidents described either a series of interconnected events or several
different episodes that were not related. In the first case, the interconnected events were
preserved as much as practicable since they constituted a chain resulting in trust change.
However, if the narrative involved different and unrelated episodes, which potentially

tapped into different moral domains, different vignettes were constructed.

Third, the hierarchical proximity of the trustee to the trustor may influence
trustworthiness perceptions (Frazier et al., 2010). Thus, all vignettes were constructed

such that the trustee was a direct manager. Incidents involving a business owner and their

23



employee (or vice versa), trustees who were more than one hierarchical level removed
from the trustor, or parties who were no longer in a current hierarchical relationship (e.g.,
former supervisor) were adjusted to ensure vignettes were uniform in terms of
hierarchical proximity and concerned events that took place in the scope of an ongoing
and current relationship. In addition, trustee’s hierarchical relationship to the trustor was
clearly identified in each incident (e.g., “Your MANAGER counsels you and supports

you in your career”).

Fourth, all information regarding relationship particulars (e.g., length, level of intimacy)
were eliminated as these may influence the impact of trustworthiness antecedents (e.qg.,
Frazier et al., 2016). In some cases, the incident involved particulars specific to nascent
relationships. These incidents were used as the basis of a vignette only if they could be
revised or adapted without changing the nature of the event. Similarly, qualifying
information on the trustee, such as their seniority was removed, except if it was
particularly salient to the vignette (e.g., helping a trustor even though they are no more
experienced or qualified). Task-related details that were profession-specific were

replaced with generic terminology (e.g., project, presentation, task).

Vignettes were constructed in the original language of the narration and translated after
they were finalized. Each vignette was reviewed and revised multiple times. Revisions
were made based on discussions with the thesis supervisor. Finally, two doctoral students
blind to the study as well as at least two working professionals fluent in one or both
languages were asked to read the original narratives and the vignettes and comment on
whether the vignettes were comprehensible and whether they captured the essence of the

narrative.

Since the critical incidents contained narratives with trustees at different relational
positions (i.e., subordinates, peers, or managers), these levels were represented in the
vignettes. The final set contained 20 manager vignettes from each originating country
randomly selected from a total of 58 vignettes. One vignette was later dropped from the
analyses due to an unintended repetition concerning the underlying critical incident. The

full list of vignettes with English and Turkish versions is available in Appendix I.
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3.1.3  Procedure

Data was collected using a survey form, distributed via Qualtrics. Participants accessed
the survey through an anonymous link. In the first section, they provided brief
demographic information. In the main section of the survey, they read and evaluated up
to 7 vignettes. For the MTurk sample and part of the Turkish sample collected via
snowballing, vignette assignment was randomly made from a pool containing
subordinate, peer, and manager vignettes. The vignettes concerning non-manager trustees
were included as part of a broader research undertaking that was not included within the
scope of this thesis. Turkish participants who were recruited by the research company
only participated within the scope of the thesis. Thus, they were only presented with
manager vignettes. Only manager ratings are analyzed in this study.

After each vignette, participants indicated whether they considered the behavior
described in the incident to be related to being moral (0: Completely unrelated, 4:
Extremely related). They were then asked to consider how relevant each MFT dimension
was to the behavior of the trustee. The order of presentation for the dimensions was
randomized for each vignette. The specific items used for each of the dimensions are

presented in Table 3-2. A 10-point slider scale was used to measure relevance.

Table 3.2 MFT Measurement ltems

TR

us

Kutsallik (6rn., saflik ve edep normlarina
uygun davranmak, tiksindirici  veya
kiiciiltiicii davraniglarda bulunmamak)
Otorite  (6rn., toplumun geleneklerine
uymak, otoriteye hiirmet etmek)

Adalet (6rn., adil davranmak, hile/haksizlik
yapmamak)

Sadakat (6rn., ait oldugu gruba ihanet
etmemek)

Ilgi/ihtimam (6rn., aci/zarar vermeme,
gii¢siiz ve savunmasiz kisileri onemseme)

Sanctity (e.g., observing standards of
purity and decency, not engaging in
disgusting or degrading acts)

Authority (e.g., conforming to traditions
of society, respecting authority)

Fairness (e.g., acting fairly, not
cheating)
Loyalty (e.g., not betraying one’s
group)

Care (e.g., not inflicting harm, caring
for the weak and vulnerable)
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Participants were then provided with a list of additional factors they could indicate as
being relevant to the trustee’s behavior, including ability, being humble, treating others
with respect, protecting subordinates, honesty, and conscientiousness. These items were
binary selections, yielding dummy variables. Finally, they indicated how their
trustworthiness of the trustee would be affected (-5-Extremely negatively, 0-None, 5-
Extremely positively), how much the trustee’s behavior would affect them emotionally
(1-Not at all, 5-Extremely), and how frequently they or people around them were likely
to encounter behavior similar to what was described (1-Never, 5-Extremely frequently).
The vignette was repeated between each block of questions for the convenience of the

participants.

Across all data collections, surveys concluded with demographic items and PTT, which
was measured with six items (Yamagishi & Yamagishi, 1994). The scale exhibited good
reliability in both countries (atr = .891, aus = .958).

3.2 Analyses and Results

Below, a descriptive overview of mean ratings and general observations related to these
ratings are provided first, followed by the results of mixed-effects linear regression
analyses. Since vignettes were presented randomly, the number of ratings per vignette
varies. In Turkey, all vignettes were rated at least 14 times with median rating count being
18. Inthe US, all vignettes were rated at least 11 times with a median rating count of 21.
There were only 2 statements in each country that were rated by less than 15 people, but
they differed in Turkey and the US. These were retained in the analyses.

Though trustworthiness was measured with a scale that allowed for movement in both
directions, the expectation is that mean trustworthiness ratings will be positive, since the
underlying narratives concern trust-forming incidents. The results supported this
expectation. The mean trustworthiness impact of all vignettes is 3.51 (SD = 1.88) in the
US and 3.00 (SD = 2.16) in Turkey. Mean ratings range between 1.00 and 4.52 with a
median rating of 3.72 in the US but only four vignettes have a mean trust rating less than
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2.00. In Turkey, the range of trustworthiness assessments is between 0.13 and 4.28 with
a median rating of 3.06 and five vignettes below 2.00.

Next, the correlation of trustworthiness assessments with the moral foundations and moral
relevance was investigated (Table 3-3 and Table 3-4). Notably, while all variables
correlated significantly and positively in Turkey, there was one exception in the US. The
correlation between trust and Authority/Subversion was not significant. Meta-analytical
evidence suggests that leaders who embody authoritarian characteristics are generally
viewed unfavorably (Hiller et al., 2019). It is possible that this generally negative
relationship may have restricted the representation of authority in the critical incidents
underlying the narratives. However, given that there was a small but significant positive
correlation between authority ratings and trust in Turkey, the lack of a correlational
relationship may be due to Americans’ higher ambivalence toward managers who exhibit
authority-related behaviors, providing partial support for one of the core assumptions

underlying this research.

Table 3.3 Intercorrelations for Moral Foundations, Trust, Moral Relevance (US)

Measures I 1 1 \Y4 Vv Vi

I. Trust --

Il. Moral Relevance  .366** --

I11. Care 397** 518** --

IV. Fairness 343** 441** A470** --

V. Loyalty 382** A401** AT72%* A34** --

VII. Authority .045 163** 244** .355** .309** -
VIII. Sanctity 153** 442** A44** 404** A13** 425%™

**p <.001, two-tailed tests.
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Table 3.4 Intercorrelations for Moral Foundations, Trust, Moral Relevance (TR)

Measures I ] 11 \Y V Vi

I. Trust --

Il. Moral Relevance  .425** --

I11. Care 372** A435** --

IV. Fairness A405**  474**  483** --

V. Loyalty 335**  479**  539**  538** --

VII. Authority 176%* .326** 351** A44%* A460** -
VIII. Sanctity B42**  5R9**  AB2**  HAB**  H75**  BI2**

**p <.001, two-tailed tests.

In line with the fairly high correlation between trust and moral relevance, inspection of
the mean ratings of moral relevance indicated respondents found trust formation stimuli
derived from real-life events to be highly morally relevant. This finding supports
Hypothesis 1 and also provides additional support for the proposition that trust
evaluations are at least partially dependent on moral character assessments. Mean
aggregate moral relevance rating of all statements was 3.37 (SD = 1.31) and 3.60 (SD =
1.27) in the US and Turkey, respectively. Moral relevance ratings were comparable across
the countries and the differences only reached statistical significance (p < .05) for seven
vignettes (Table 3-5), of which six related to vignettes which were rated more morally
relevant by Turks than by Americans. The item that was rated higher in moral relevance
by Americans compared to Turks concerned an incident where a manager makes an
extraordinary effort to provide flexibility to an employee due to a personal problem. The
norms governing the American workplace distinguish between professional and personal
domains and emphasize avoiding ‘bleed through’ from the personal domain to the
professional (Dumas & Sanchez-Burks, 2015). Thus, the manager’s behavior described
in the vignette may have been seen as particularly morally good and desirable, the more
so for being counter normative. In contrast, getting involved in nonwork related issues is
a characteristic of paternalistic leadership (Aycan, 2006), on which Turkey scores notably
high (Aycan et al., 2000). In this respect, such behavior may have been seen as run-of-

the-mill for Turkish respondents.

With respect to the remaining vignettes, which were rated as more morally relevant in
Turkey compared to the US, the dominant theme that emerged reflected organizational
justice elements, particularly interpersonal justice (Colquitt, 2012), with an emphasis on

treating the trustor with consideration. The emphasis on interpersonal justice may be a
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consequence of the high power distance practices in Turkey (House et al., 2004) and the

negative association between individuals’ level of power and their justice behaviors

toward others (Blader & Chen, 2012). In a workplace context that is characterized by high

power distance practices, which may lead to lower justice behaviors by managers,

interpersonal justice behaviors may be seen as particularly desirable and morally relevant.

Table 3.5 Vignettes with Significant Differences in Moral Relevance Ratings

UsS

TR Difference

During your performance review, you feel that you can
be open and honest, that your MANAGER takes your
feedback and suggestions fully on board.

The supervisor of another department tells your
MANAGER you said various things about an issue even
though you didn't actually say any of it. Your
MANAGER asks to hear your side of the story before
he/she makes a decision.

During the performance review meeting, your
MANAGER tells you what you did right or wrong, what
you need to improve, and how you can work together to
make these improvements.

You have a problem outside of work that requires you to
have some flexibility in your work schedule. Your
MANAGER goes above and beyond to make sure your
needs are met and that your job will be waiting for you
once you clear things up.

When your MANAGER receives some negative
feedback about you from outside the company, he/she
asks to listen to your side before responding.

When you are at fault and have caused harm, although
unintentionally, your MANAGER supports you and
stands by you.

You are past the deadline on a project you are preparing
for another department and you start receiving
worrisome emails from that department. Instead of
saying 'you are the one responsible for the project’ and
leaving you alone to deal with them, your MANAGER
defends you against that department.

2.72

3.46

2.29

4.20

3.58

3.33

3.15

421

4.67

411

3.47

4.45

4.15

4.20

1.49%**

1.21**

1.83***

-73*

.88**

82*

1.05*

***p<.001. ** p<.01. * p<.05. Two-tailed tests.
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In terms of the relevance of moral dimensions, care/harm, fairness/cheating, and
loyalty/betrayal were generally the highest rated dimensions across statements. However,
there were notable differences between Turkey and the US. First, fairness/cheating was
the highest rated dimension for 19 of 39 vignettes in the US. However, it was only second
after care/harm in Turkey. Care/harm dimension was the highest rated moral dimension
in 22 of 39 vignettes for Turks while fairness/cheating was the highest rated moral
dimension for 12 (of which one was equally rated for sanctity/degradation). The high
number of items linked to care/harm in Turkey may possibly suggest that the dimension
was taken as a broad ‘goodness’ measure without being discerning. Even for the rest of
the 17 vignettes, care/harm was the second highest rated moral dimension for seven. To
assess how care/harm ratings varied between countries, multi-level linear regression
analyses were conducted. Since each observation was cross-nested within participant as
well as vignette, these were entered as the level-two crossed random effects. Care/harm
ratings were predicted using the country variable. No other controls were entered. The
coefficient estimate was significant such that Turks had higher mean ratings across all
statements (Brr =.593, SE = .213, z = 2.78, p < .001; LR »2(2) = 307.96, p < .001).
Controlling for trustworthiness and moral relevance assessments, the effect of country
persisted is still present (Btr = .588, SE = .182,z = 3.23, p <.001, LR y2(2) = 153.57, p
<.001). Relatedly, Turks’ sanctity/degradation ratings were also higher than Americans,
even after controlling for trustworthiness and moral relevance (Brr = 1.577, SE = .242, z
=6.52, p<.001; LR x2(2) = 344.97, p < .001).

Second, while loyalty/betrayal was the highest rated dimension for only four vignettes in
Turkey, there were 11 such vignettes for the American sample (though one of these had
equal ratings for fairness/cheating). Given the small set of vignettes in Turkey, an overall
theme was not discernible. However, in the US, managers’ explicit show of support, such
as “[overhearing] your manager defending you to others” and felt trust were common
themes in these vignettes. Three vignettes overlapped in both countries’ sets. For the
remaining eight vignettes in the US group, the highest rated dimension in Turkey was
generally care/harm, followed either by fairness/cheating or loyalty/betrayal.

Recent work comparing collectivist and individualist cultures has suggested that
interpersonal relationships may not be as prized in the former (compared to the latter) as

previously thought and that individualists’ ingroup interactions may be more positive (Liu

30



et al., 2020) and less vigilant about perceived threats from ingroup members (Liu et al.,
2019). These findings may indicate that Americans were more comfortable attributing
managers’ positive, trust-forming behaviors depicted in the vignettes to group-related
motives whereas Turks considered these behaviors as demonstrating care. Alternatively,
it is possible that Turks interpreted care (“ilgi / ihtimam”) as a dyadically beneficial
behavior in comparison to loyalty, which may have been seen as more appropriate for

group-related behaviors.

Third, sanctity/degradation was not represented, which was expected. However,
surprisingly, there were six vignettes that had mean sanctity/degradation ratings of seven
or above. Though not reported in detail here, these vignettes all concern incidents where
a manager uses their managerial power to protect and support the trustor. Taken together
with the measurement item used in Turkey (particularly the reference to standards of
decency / “edep normlar1”), it is possible that participants regarded these vignettes as

representative of appropriate and normative fulfillment of managerial duties.

Authority/subversion was unexpectedly underrepresented. In Turkey, the weighted mean
rating of authority/subversion was 4.71 (SD = 3.40), which was markedly below
care/harm (M = 6.96, SD = 2.85), fairness/cheating (M = 6.48, SD = 3.20), and
loyalty/betrayal (M = 6.23, SD = 3.20). The results were similar for the American sample
(Mch = 6.28, SDcH = 3.31, Mrc = 6.52, SDrc = 3.27, Mg =6.36, SDiLs = 3.27, Mas = 4.44,
SDas = 3.48). These figures suggest that the vignettes were generally not seen to relate to
the authority/subversion dimension. Table 3-6 presents five vignettes with the highest
authority/subversion ratings in each country, though in most of these, AS is not the
highest rated dimension. Notably, these vignettes predominantly originated from Turkey,
suggesting that the Turkish culture may provide a greater degree of affordance (Kitayama
& Markus, 1999; Kitayama et al., 1997; Ramstead et al., 2016) to authority-related issues
than American culture, which aligns with the expectations in this thesis. Moreover, the
content of the vignettes in Turkey generally concerns situations where the manager trustee
wields their managerial power and authority whereas the vignettes in the US concern
empowerment of the subordinate trustor. In this respect, they diverge from MFT’s
emphasis on deference, obedience, and traditions as the core themes of this dimension.
This is especially surprising given the specific reference to tradition and respect for

authority, which was used in the measurement item. Possibly, issues concerning tradition
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may have been seen as irrelevant to the workplace and thus disregarded as part of the

measurement.

Finally, inspection of the box plots for each country showed that ratings frequently
overlapped across multiple dimensions, especially with respect to care/harm,
fairness/cheating, and loyalty/betrayal (Appendix II). A notable example of an exception
was “Your MANAGER gives you a game console as a present for the holidays because
he/she wants to, even though he/she doesn't have to,” which was generally seen as
unrelated to fairness/cheating in the US (Mgc = 1.40). The fact that the vignettes were
adapted from real-life incidents with an effort to preserve the core characteristics of the
narrative may account for this apparent multidimensionality. Indeed, research on MFT in
media indicates that several domains may be simultaneously relevant to a single narrative
(Crone et al., 2018; McCurrie et al., 2018; Tamborini, 2013).
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Table 3.6 Vignettes with Highest Authority / Subversion Ratings

Vignette Text (US) O MR CH FC LB AS SG Tl

You submit several options for an improvement in the TR  3.87 5.93 8.27 6.53 6.20 2.73 2.80
production process to your MANAGER and he/she chooses the

cheaper option against your advice. When production defects

increase after implementation and senior management is furious,

your MANAGER explains the situation and tells them you did a

great job.

Your company has to apply for a certification. Even though itis TR  2.30 2.80 3.25 4.85 6.00 3.10 1.90
not really your area, your MANAGER entrusts you with the

process from the start to finish.

Your MANAGER assigns you some responsibility in an TR  2.68 3.73 6.45 5.68 5.91 2.86 3.50
important presentation, ensuring that your name is also attached

to it.

After bringing you in on a tough and important project, your TR  3.81 6.43 7.86 7.00 5.76 3.33 3.52
MANAGER keeps all promises of professional support to help

you implement it.

During the performance review meeting, your MANAGER tells TR 2.29 4.43 6.81 3.33 5.57 2.62 1.90
you what you did right or wrong, what you need to improve, and

how you can work together to make these improvements.

When you make a mistake that might lead to customer US  3.68 7.50 7.95 7.36 5.50 5.27 4.05
complaints, your MANAGER immediately accepts your

apology and helps you figure out the next steps.

Note. O denotes the country of the original critical incident. MR denotes the moral relevance rating of the vignette. Tl denotes the impact
on trustworthiness.

33



Vignette Text (TR) O MR CH FC LB AS SG Tl

A subcontractor starts dragging out the work on a project you TR 395  8.47 8.26 7.74 6.79 7.89 3.32
are leading and insults you. Even though you should be held

responsible since you are the project lead, your MANAGER

repeatedly tells you it is not your fault and puts your mind at

ease.

You are past the deadline on a project you are preparing for TR 420 7.87 7.40 7.93 6.60 7.27 3.73
another department and you start receiving worrisome emails

from that department. Instead of saying 'you are the one

responsible for the project' and leaving you alone to deal with

them, your MANAGER defends you against that department.

After bringing you in on a tough and important project, your TR  4.24  7.06 7.53 7.47 6.18 6.71 4.06
MANAGER keeps all promises of professional support to help

you implement it.

Your MANAGER fights alongside you upward in the US  3.61 6.67 7.28 7.11 6.17 6.56 2.78
organization to secure better funding for the bonuses for your

division. Then -as previously agreed- he hands over the bonus

pool to you to divide up among your subordinates.

During your performance review, you feel that you can be open US 421  7.74 8.26 7.00 6.11 6.74 3.53
and honest, that your MANAGER takes your feedback and

suggestions fully on board.

Note. O denotes the country of the original critical incident. MR denotes the moral relevance rating of the vignette. T1 denotes the impact
on trustworthiness.
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The foregoing provides some evidence that trust-forming behaviors are related to
morality in general and moral dimensions outlined by MFT in particular. However, this
evidence is descriptive in nature. While a formal hypothesis was not posited with respect
to the detection of moral foundations in manager trust vignettes, the related proposition
was further explored by undertaking two sets of multi-level linear regressions
(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) on an exploratory basis. The regressions were conducted for
each country with crossed random effects entered for participant and statement, and moral
relevance and trustworthiness ratings treated as dependent variables. Multi-level
modeling is more appropriate for the data since observations are nested within statements
and participants, leading to the violation of the normality assumption with respect to the
error terms. The analyses were conducted with gender as a covariate. When ability was
entered as a control variable in the regression models predicting trustworthiness (Mayer
et al., 1995), the pattern of results did not change. The results without this covariate are
reported.

In Turkey, when moral relevance was the outcome variable and each dimension was
modeled individually with gender as a covariate, all dimension coefficients were
statistically significant (Table 3-7). When all moral dimensions were entered to the
regression equation simultaneously, the coefficient estimates of care/harm (B = .058, SE
=.017, z = 3.48, p < .001), fairness/cheating (B = .069, SE = .015, z = 4.49, p < .001),
loyalty/betrayal (B =.060, SE =.016, z = 3.78, p <.001), and sanctity/degradation ( =
104, SE = .015, z = 6.99, p < .001) remained statistically significant. However,
authority/subversion (p = -.004, SE = .014, z = -.32, p = .751) was no longer significant,
suggesting that when the remaining moral foundations are accounted for, authority-

related concerns have no impact on moral relevance judgments.
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Table 3.7 Multi-level Regression Summary Results for Moral Relevance (TR)

CH FC LB AS SG
Coefficient 175 171 172 107 181
estimate (.015)** (.014)** (.013)** (.014)** (.012)**
G vignette 156 119 127 179 111
o participant 136 151 147 180 116
residual 1.02 .989 976 1.086 .939
Log
Likelihood -1095.46 -1084.70 -1080.65 -1125.63 -1059.36
Chibar2 58.52** 46.15** 50.66** 63.65** 40.66**
Note. Standard errors are presented in parentheses.
** p<.001

The results were similar in the US with the exception of the authority/subversion
dimension (Table 3-8). When all moral dimensions were entered to the regression
equation simultaneously, coefficient estimates of care/harm, g = .097, SE = .014, z =
6.96, p < .001), fairness/cheating, f = .070, SE = .014, z = 5.03, p < .001),
loyalty/betrayal, f = .054, SE = .014, z = 3.90, p < .001), and sanctity/degradation, =
.080, SE = .013, z = 6.17, p < .001) remained statistically significant as was the case in
Turkey. In contrast to Turkey, the coefficient estimate for authority/degradation, g = -
.040, SE =.012, z = -3.25, p = .001) was also significant. However, the simple effect of
authority/subversion after controlling for the remaining moral foundations was negative.
This may indicate that as Americans’ estimation of manager behaviors’ relatedness to

authority concerns increases, they are regarded as less relevant to morality.

Table 3.8 Multi-level Regression Summary Results for Moral Relevance (US)

CH FC LB AS SG
Coefficient 173 149 142 .046 143
estimate (.012)** (.013)** (.013)** (.013)** (.012)**
Gvignette 101 174 175 .265 185
o participant 254 271 318 375 263
residual 899 924 908 1.003 911
Log
Likelihood -1208.79 -1229.33 -1233.41 -1282.89 -1223.72
Chibar2 63.29*%* 95.53** 114.80** 144.45** 108.54**
Note. Standard errors are presented in parentheses.
** p<.001

When the outcome variable was trustworthiness assessments, in Turkey, the pattern of

results was similar to the regressions predicting moral relevance. Entering each moral
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dimension as the predictor variable individually with gender as the covariate yielded
positive and significant coefficient estimates (Table 3-9) and when all moral dimension
ratings were entered in the same model, the direction or significance levels for care/harm,
S =.104, SE = .030, z = 3.47, p = .001, fairness/cheating, f = .169, SE = .027, z = 6.27,
p < .001, loyalty/betrayal, p = .083, SE = .028, z = 294, p = .003, and
sanctity/degradation, g = .102, SE = .026, z = 3.83, p < .001, did not change. However,
authority/subversion, g =-.031, SE = .026, z = -1.16, p = .245, was no longer significant,
indicating that when the effect of the remaining dimensions is accounted for,
authority/subversion does not influence trustworthiness assessments for the managers

depicted in these vignettes.

The results for the American sample differed from Turkey as well as the preceding
analyses (Table 3-10). First, authority/subversion was no longer statistically significant,
(B =0.025, SE = .208) when it predicted trustworthiness assessments, indicating that the
dimension is not influential in how managers depicted in the present vignettes are
evaluated is not influenced by the authority-related content of their behaviors. However,
when all moral dimension ratings were entered in the regression model, only the
coefficient estimate for sanctity/degradation ( = -0.034, SE = .020, z = -1.65, p = .099)
was not significant. Authority/subversion had a small but negative significant coefficient
estimate (B = -0.060, SE = .019, z = -3.14, p = .002). Care/harm (p = 0.118, SE =.022,
z = 5.39, p <.001), fairness/cheating (B = 0.107, SE = .022, z = 4.91, p < .001), and
loyalty/betrayal (B = 0.146, SE = .022, z = 6.77, p < .001) had positive and significant
effects on trustworthiness assessments. The change in the direction of the coefficient
estimate for authority/subversion may indicate the presence of a suppression effect
(MacKinnon et al.,, 2000) whereby the predictor’s effect is dampened due to the
confounding / suppressing effects of the other moral dimensions, which are omitted from

the first regression equation®.

3 Multi-collinearity was tested using variance inflation factor by conducting OLS regressions on the entire
data set, as well as data aggregated to the respondent and statement levels. VIF estimates obtained following
these regressions were acceptable in all three cases.
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Table 3.9 Multi-level Regression Summary Results for Trustworthiness (TR)

CH FC LB AS SG
Coefficient 259 277 240 136 231
estimate (.027)** (.023)** (.024)** (.025)** (.023)**
G vignette .088 .098 133 207 107
o participant 963 1.031 1.210 1.230 1.182
residual 2.952 2.707 2.755 3.022 2.784
Log
likelihood -1501.88 -1479.97 -1496.56 -1528.92 -1496.54
Chibar2 53.36** 73.36** 84.95** 82.60** 79.11**
Note. Standard errors are presented in parentheses.
** p<.001

Table 3.10 Multi-level Regression Summary Results for Trustworthiness (US)

CH FC LB AS SG

B (SE) 197 184 .208 .025 .082

(.019)** (.020)** (.019)** (.208) (.019)**
szignette 192 .356 .258 .406 345
participant 614 567 621 759 807
Gzresidual 2145 2157 2065 2301 2233
LL -1559.093  -1564.611  -1550.861  -1605.283 -1596.986
LR 2 61.46** 84.26** 78.78** 104.10** 103.66**
Note. Standard errors are reported in parentheses.

** n<.001.

3.3 Discussion

Study 1 explored whether the moral dimensions identified by MFT could be identified in

trust forming events. By using vignettes derived from real-life narratives, the study

provided a textured look into how construals of moral foundations may differ across

contexts and how they may relate to manager trustees. First, while care/harm appears to

be ubiquitous in the context of manager trust in Turkey -a not surprising outcome given

arguments regarding the centrality of harm to moral judgment (Schein & Gray, 2018), the

current results may also indicate that its generality renders it somewhat undiscerning in

an organizational context in terms of predictive power. Second, the study results also

point to qualitative differences in how much weight different types of behaviors are given

in terms of moral relevance across the countries. In this respect, organizational justice in

Turkey and managerial support in the US appear to be seen as particularly delicate issues.
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Finally, the overlaps and differences observed in the content of behaviors that were rated
particularly high in the loyalty/betrayal, fairness/cheating, and authority/subversion

dimensions provides valuable empirical tools to integrate MFT into the work context.

In interpreting the foregoing analyses several issues should be considered. First, critical
incident narratives were used as the basis of the vignettes. It is possible that behaviors,
which comply with dominant norms are not represented in critical incidents. For example,
hierarchy is pervasive in organizations and members are expected to comply with and
endorse its requirements. In such a situation dominated by professional norms of conduct,
hierarchy-abiding, authority-respecting behaviors may be ‘hygiene factors’ (Herzberg,
2017); their presence, though normative and important, may not generate trust forming
critical incidents. In addition, formal settings such as the workplace may yield few -if
any- purity-related incidents. Using measures that specifically address each moral
dimension, including purity and authority, may delineate between lack of relevance and

lack of impact.

Second, the present design measured the relatedness of moral dimensions, and their moral
relevance with respect to the described manager behaviors. However, it did not
distinguish between positive relatedness and negative relatedness. For example, one
vignette described an incident where a manager “takes care of everything” after the trustor
commits a serious policy violation, ensuring that the trustor doesn’t get in trouble. The
mean moral relevance rating for this vignette was 3.61 (SD = 1.20) in the US and 3.47
(SD = 1.01) in Turkey while the mean fairness/cheating rating was 5.72 (SD = 3.56) in
the US and 5.88 (SD = 3.64) in Turkey. Since the items used in the MFT rating portion
cued positive behaviors (i.e., upholding fairness principles), it is possible that a portion
of respondents may have assessed the manager’s behavior as ‘covering up’ and thus
violating fairness principles but upholding care and loyalty principles. Hence, the
multidimensional nature of the vignettes and the possibility that they may embody
apparent conflicts between competing moral dimensions means that it may not be clear
which dimension influences the outcome ratings. This possibility is especially impactful
in interpreting the results for the second set of regressions, which predict trustworthiness.
The varying reactions to moral conflict situations may have attenuated the mean impact

on trustworthiness. Moral relevance ratings, on the other hand, may have been heightened
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in the face of a perceived moral conflict, thus overestimating the predictive power of the

moral dimensions.

In addition, though the vignettes were rated with respect to whether or not ability was
relevant, benevolence and integrity were not separately presented as alternative concerns.
As such, it is not possible to draw any conclusions regarding whether and to what extent

MFT augments the ABI model or our understanding of trustworthiness bases.

Third, there were significant differences between the samples in terms of age and
experience. Since Americans were generally older and had longer work experience, they
may have a broader range of experiences with managers’ behaviors and the implications
of these behaviors on their own outcomes. In addition, more Americans had supervisory
experience (n = 146) than Turks (n = 72), which may have allowed them to empathize
with the managers described in the vignettes. In addition to these demographic
differences, Americans were recruited through MTurk and received monetary
compensation for their participation, which was not the case for Turks. Though empirical
evidence suggests that the level of monetary compensation does not affect data quality
for American MTurk workers, it also reveals that monetary compensation rather than
intrinsic motivation may be the primary reason underlying participation (Litman et al.,
2015). In contrast, most Turkish participants’ motivation was intrinsic, which may have

led to systematic differences across the samples over and above the effect of culture.

It is also possible that the ratings are influenced by systematic differences in response
styles across the samples (Spector et al., 2015). Though within-subject standardization
has been suggested as a measure to deal with this issue (e.g., Gelfand, Raver, & Ehrhart,
2004), problems with this approach have also been discussed (cf. Venaik et al., 2021).
These problems relate to the lack of interpretability and potential creation of spurious
correlations among within-subject standardized items. The present study was exploratory
in nature and primarily concerned with similarities and differences in the patterns of
ratings in each country rather than mean differences. Thus, standardization was not

employed. However, all between-country differences should be interpreted with caution.

Finally, while the current study provides initial evidence that trust-forming behaviors
have a moral aspect and are related to MFT’s dimensions, it does not allow a comparative

analysis of MFT and ABI. Though ability was measured as a binary variable, vignettes
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were not rated for benevolence or integrity. Thus, it is not possible to comment on whether
there are overlaps between the models or their additive potential. For this purpose, a
different approach that integrates both models in the design and measurement tools is

necessary.
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4. STUDY 2

While the results of the first study provide some evidence that moral concerns impact
assessments of trustworthiness, they also raise additional questions the study design is not
equipped to answer. Primarily, while the study provides evidence that loyalty, care, and
fairness may be influential on trustworthiness assessments, potential overlaps and
parallels between various moral values and the ABI model cannot be ascertained. Thus,
a more straightforward test of how MFT’s moral foundations relate to benevolence and
integrity, the nature of any overlap, and thus their possible influence on trustworthiness
assessments should be beneficial. The study undertakes to do so and to provide a test of

Proposition 1.

4.1 Method

411 Sample

In Turkey, participants were recruited via a research company (n = 77), snowballing (n
=9), and from graduate students in an executive business degree in a private university
in Istanbul (n = 43). Graduate students received class credit for their participation. The
remaining participants did not receive monetary or other rewards. Participants were
recruited by the research company in the same manner as Study 1, in Istanbul, and
accessed the survey using an anonymous link on a tablet provided to them by the company
employee.

In the US, participants were recruited through Amazon MTurk and paid 1 USD for their

participation. The survey was open to workers whose approval rate was at least 95% and
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who had at least 100 approved HITs (Peer et al., 2014). Participants accessed the survey
through an anonymous link and responded on their personal devices. Most participants
self-identified as white or Caucasian (n = 94), followed by black or African American (n
= 12), Latino/a or Hispanic American (n = 6), Asian American (n = 5), and multi-racial
or other (n = 1). Only participants who were currently working and responded to all
attention questions correctly were included in the analyses. Summary of key demographic
information is provided in Table 4.1. The samples differed with respect to age and
experience; Americans were significantly older, t(242) = 3.217, p = .002, and more
experienced, t(244) = 3.528, p = .001, than Turks.

Table 4.1 Summary Demographic Information for Study Samples

Variable TR uUsS
Work Experience 11.4 (SD =9.2) 15.9 (SD =10.8)
Age 33.9(SD=9.1) 38.2 (SD =11.5)
Gender
Female 50 (38.8%) 54 (45.8%)
Male 78 (60.5%) 64 (54.2%)
Education
Highschool 5 (3.9%) 30 (25.4%)
University deg. 88 (68.2 %) 65 (55.1%)
Graduate deg. 5 (3.9%) 22 (18.6%)
N 129 118

Note. Highschool includes participants who indicated some college experience;
University degree includes 2- and 4- year degrees; graduate degree includes master,
professional, and doctorate degrees.

4.1.2 Materials

The Turkish translation of Mayer and Davis’ (1999) ABI scale (Wasti et al., 2007) and
the Moral Foundations Questionnaire (MFQ; Graham et al., 2011; Yilmaz, Harma, et al.,
2016) were adapted for the purposes of this study. The ABI scale is composed of 17 items
and measures respondents’ trustworthiness evaluation of a trustee on the basis of the
trustee’s perceived ability, benevolence, and integrity. Original items include “[Trustee]
would not knowingly do anything to hurt me” and “[Trustee] has a strong sense of
justice,” and “[ Trustee] is very capable of performing their job”. Though the original scale

was used to measure top management trustworthiness, it has subsequently been adapted
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for numerous referent levels and is a well-established measure in the trust literature (Dietz
& Den Hartog, 2006; McEvily & Tortoriello, 2011).

MFQ is composed of two sections. The moral judgment section requires participants to
indicate their agreement with statements representing the core concern of each dimension,
such as “Respect for authority is something all children need to learn”. The moral
relevance section asks participants to consider how relevant certain considerations are
when they decide whether something is right or wrong. Sample items include “Whether
or not some people were treated differently than others” and “Whether or not someone

conformed to the traditions of society.”

In adapting ABI and MFQ for the purposes of this study, the items were amended
following three main concerns. First, to maintain consistency across items and ensure that
the items were not indicative of one-off incidents, ABI’s approach was adopted, and all
considerations were phrased to refer to tendencies and stable characteristics of the
manager. Second, all items were phrased such that the performing agent (trustee) was the
respondent’s manager. ABI and MFQ’s moral relevance items were amenable to such
revision. However, the moral judgment section of MFQ are declarative statements that
concern moral transgressions (or endorsements) in different contexts. Since the current
study is focused on one specific context and these items could not be adapted in each
case, they were excluded. Finally, one item of the ABI ability subscale, “I feel very
confident about [trustee]’s skills” was excluded because the same word corresponds to
both ‘confident’ and ‘trust’ in Turkish. Surveys also contained filler items (e.g., “good at

math”), which were excluded from all analyses.

41.3 Procedure

The study was conducted using the Qualtrics platform. After providing their informed
consent, participants responded to a series of demographic questions. They were then
presented with the ABI-MFQ scale and asked to read and evaluate a series of statements
with respect to how much each consideration described in the statement would impact
their assessment of their manager’s trustworthiness using a 6-point Likert scale (0-Not at
all, 5-Extremely). All adapted items are presented in Table 4.2.
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Table 4.2 Survey Iltems Adapted From MFQ and ABI

Measure UsS TR

Ability Whether or not my manager has much knowledge about Yoneticimin yapilmasi gereken isler konusunda ¢ok
the work that needs done. bilgi sahibi olup olmadig1

Ability Whether or not my manager has specialized capabilities Yoneticimin  performansimizi  arttirabilecek — 6zel
that can increase our performance. kabiliyetleri olup olmadigi

Ability Whether or not my manager is capable of performing Yoneticimin isinde yetkin olup olmadigi
their job.

Ability Whether or not my manager is successful at the things Yoneticimin yapmaya calistigi islerde basarili olup
they try to do. olmadig1

Ability Whether or not my manager is well qualified. Y 6neticimin isinin ehli olup olmadigi

Benevolence
Benevolence
Benevolence
Benevolence
Benevolence

Integrity
Integrity
Integrity
Integrity

Integrity

Whether or not my manager is very concerned about my
welfare.

Whether or not my manager really looks out for what is
important to me.

Whether or not my manager will go out of their way to
help me.

Whether or not my manager would knowingly do
anything to hurt me.

Whether or not my needs and desires are very important
to my manager.

Whether or not | like my manager's values.

Whether or not my manager has a strong sense of justice.
Whether or not my manager sticks to their word.

Whether or not my manager tries hard to be fair in
dealings with others.

Whether or not my manager's actions and behaviors are
very consistent.
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Yoneticimin iyiligimi kollayip kollamadigi

Y oneticimin benim i¢in 6nemli olan seyleri gercekten
gbzetip gozetmedigi

Y dneticimin bana yardimci olmak i¢in zahmetlere girip
girmeyecegi

Y oneticimin bile bile beni magdur edecek bir sey yapip
yapmayacagi

Ihtiyaclarimin ve isteklerimin yoneticim igin cok dnemli
olup olmadig1

Y oneticimin degerlerini begenip begenmedigim

Y oneticimin giiclii bir adalet duygusunun olup olmadigi
Y oneticimin verdigi sozleri tutup tutmadig
Yoneticimin iligkilerinde adil olmak i¢in ugrasip
ugragsmadigi

Yoneticimin hareketlerinin ve davraniglarinin tutarh
olup olmadig1



Measure UsS TR

Integrity Whether or not sound principles seem to guide my Yoneticimin davranislarini saglam ilkelerin yonlendirip
manager's behavior. yonlendirmedigi

CH Whether or not my manager cares for those who are weak Yoneticimin guigsiiz ve incinebilir olan birini koruyup
or vulnerable. korumadig1

CH Whether or not my manager is cruel. Y 6neticimin zalim olup olmadigi

CH Whether or not my manager’s actions cause someone to Yoneticimin davranislarinin birilerine duygusal olarak
suffer emotionally. ac1 gektirip ¢ektirmedigi

FC Whether or not my manager acts unfairly. Y 6neticimin adaletsiz davranip davranmadigi

FC Whether or not my manager denies someone their rights. Yoneticimin birinin haklarini elinden alip almadigi

FC Whether or not my manager treats some people Yoneticimin birilerine digerlerine gore farkli muamele
differently than others. edip etmedigi

LB Whether or not my manager betrays their group. Yoneticimin ekibine ihanet edecek bir sey yapip

yapmadig1

LB Whether or not my manager shows a lack of loyalty. Y 6neticimin sadakatsizlik gosterip gostermedigi

LB Whether or not my manager’s actions shows love for Yoneticimin iilkesine sevgi gosterip gostermedigi
their country.

AS Whether or not my manager conforms to the traditions of Yoneticimin toplumun geleneklerine uyup uymadigi
society.

AS Whether or not my manager shows a lack of respect for Yoneticimin otoriteye saygisizlik edip etmedigi
authority.

AS Whether or not my manager’s actions cause chaos or Yoneticimin eylemlerinin kaosa ya da diizensizlige
disorder. neden olup olmadig1

SG Whether or not my manager acts in a way that God would  Yoneticimin  Tanri’nin  onaylayacagi bir  sekilde
approve of. davranip davranmadigi

SG Whether or not my manager does disgusting things. Y dneticimin igreng bir sey yapip yapmadigi

SG Whether or not my manager violates standards of purity Yoneticimin namus ve edep konusundaki normlari ihlal

and decency.

edip etmedigi
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4.2  Analyses and Results

The data was analyzed for each country individually. In each case, ABI and MFQ items
were first factor analyzed separately, followed by the analysis of the combined set of
items. Though the study used existing measures, they were adapted to address managers’
trustworthiness and the aim was to explore the interrelations and overlaps between MFT
and ABI. Exploratory factor Analysis (EFA) procedures are appropriate when the aim is
primarily exploratory and a priori model is not present (Fabrigar et al., 1999). Thus, EFA
procedures were used, and the analysis was conducted on IBM SPSS (version 27).
Extractions were performed using principal axis factoring (PAF) computation. Results
were similar when maximum likelihood extraction was employed. Only PAF extraction
results are reported below. Since the underlying factors are expected to be correlated,
oblique rotation was used to interpret the results (Conway & Huffcutt, 2016; Fabrigar et
al., 1999).

4.2.1  Turkey

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) index indicated good sampling adequacy for ABI items
(KMO = 0.838), MFQ items (KMO = 0.828), and the combined set (KMO = 0.819).
Bartlett’s test of sphericity indicated that the correlation matrices were not identity
matrices in any of the three cases, ABI items »2(120) = 812.072, p < .001, MFQ items
x2(105) = 658.593, p <.001, and Pooled set y2(465) = 1835.295, p <.001.

For the ABI items, initial extraction using the Kaiser criterion of retaining factors with
Eigenvalues greater than 1.0 resulted in a 4-factor solution, which does not align with
theoretical expectations. Pattern coefficient matrix showed several items to have cross-
loadings or loadings below 0.400. Furthermore, the scree plot indicated that a three-factor
solution may be more appropriate and parallel analysis (Horn, 1965) using the rawpar
program by O’Connor (2000) with principal axis/ common factor analysis and

permutations of raw data comparing 95" percentile and mean values indicated a three-
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factor solution. Three items continued to yield loadings below 0.40 when only three
factors were extracted. Of these, “Whether or not I like my manager's values” had a
coefficient below 0.20 in the three-factor solution. It was dropped and the extraction was
repeated. A three-factor solution generally representative of the ABI model was obtained.
However, “Whether or not my manager would knowingly do anything to hurt me”
continued to load onto the unintended factor of integrity and had cross-loadings above
0.30. This item was also dropped before repeating the extraction. The resulting three-
factor solution, accounting for 59.8% of total and 49.5% of common variance is presented
in Table 4.3. The obtained solution aligns with the theoretical structure of the ABI model,
with distinct factors representing integrity, ability, and benevolence. Notably, the results
did not vary when maximum likelihood extraction was used instead of principle axis

factoring.

Table 4.3 Final Solution for ABI Items (TR)

ITEM | ] i
Whether or not (my manager)...

...has a strong sense of justice. 725

...tries hard to be fair in dealings with others. .659

..sound principles seem to guide my

manager's behavior. 547

...actions and behaviors are very consistent. 466

...sticks to their word. 410

...Is capable of performing their job. -.933

...I1s well qualified. -.722

...has much knowledge about the work that

needs done. -.698

...Is successful at the things they try to do. -.651

..has specialized capabilities that can

increase our performance. -.454

...really looks out for what is important to me. -.690
...will go out of their way to help me. -.680
...my needs and desires are very important to

my manager. -.670
...Is very concerned about my welfare. -.615

Note. Pattern coefficient loadings below 0.400 are suppressed.

Analysis of MFQ items suggested a 3-factor solution using the Kaiser criterion but the
extraction could not be completed as it yielded a Heywood case. Moreover, the third

factor had an eigenvalue of 1.022, which is sufficiently low as to be considered for
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exclusion (Thompson, 2004). Parallel analysis results comparing 95" percentile and mean
values suggested a two-factor solution, which is in line with extant research on the
categorization of the moral foundations into individualizing and binding foundations
whereby the foundations of care/harm and fairness/cheating emphasize values about
individual rights and duties while loyalty/betrayal, sanctity/degradation, and
authority/subversion emphasize group-related rights and duties. When two factors were
extracted, three items (““Whether or not my manager’s actions cause chaos or disorder,”
“Whether or not my manager does disgusting things,” and “Whether or not my manager
shows a lack of loyalty”) had pattern coefficients less than 0.40. Dropping these items
yielded a two-factor solution. An additional item (“Whether or not my manager cares for
those who are weak or vulnerable”) was also eliminated since it was the only item from
an individualizing foundation to be represented in the factor, and thus diverged from the
remaining. The final solution is presented in Table 4.4. The presented solution accounts
for 55.2% of total and 45.6% of common variance.

Table 4.4 Final Solution for MFQ Items (TR)

Item I ]
Whether or not (my manager)...

...acts unfairly. 804

...denies someone their rights. 740

...actions cause someone to suffer emotionally. 679

...1s cruel. .640

...treats some people differently than others. 570

...betrays their group. .560

...actions shows love for their country. A17
...conforms to the traditions of society. 711
...acts in a way that God would approve of. .642
...violates standards of purity and decency. 591
...shows a lack of respect for authority. 560

Note. Pattern coefficient loadings below .400 are suppressed.

The first factor, primarily including fairness/cheating and care/harm items, represents the
individualizing foundations while the second factor, dominated by authority/subversion
and sanctity/degradation dimensions represents the binding foundations. Notably, items
belonging to the loyalty/betrayal foundation do not behave consistently and one
loyalty/betrayal item (“Whether or not my manager betrays their group”) is situated with

the individualizing items. It is possible that participants view managers’ obligations to
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their group as an issue of rights; by betraying their group, managers may be seen to violate
the rights of individual group members.

The binding factor, on the other hand, includes an acknowledgment of entities greater
than the self and obligations that arise from subservience to these entities. These items
highlight fundamental hierarchical relationships and respect for authority. Further, the
emerging dimension is related to traditionality, which has been proposed to incorporate
deference to parental authority, male-dominant social organization, importance of family
life, authoritarianism, and an emphasis on religion (Inglehart & Baker, 2000). Notably,
respect for traditions is also a facet of MFT’s authority foundation, reinforcing the
interconnectedness between concepts. In addition, in more recent investigations of the
factor structure of MFQ, traditionality has been identified as a distinct dimension, which
combines different aspects of the binding foundations in more recent investigations of the
factor structure of MFQ (Harper & Rhodes, 2021).

In analyzing the combined MFQ-ABI set, those items that had been eliminated from the
final solutions of the single-scale analyses were omitted, primarily since these items also
appeared to be poor in terms of face validity. Thus, the initial set contained 25 items (11
items from MFQ, 14 items from ABI). The Kaiser criterion indicated a six-factor solution
with multiple low and cross-loading items. lterative extractions were performed to
eliminate low-loading and cross-loading items as well as items that loaded onto
incongruent factors. A total of six items were eliminated to obtain the final solution. These
were “Whether or not sound principles seem to guide my manager’s behavior”, “Whether
or not my manager sticks to their word”, “Whether or not my manager betrays their
group”, “Whether or not my manager is cruel”, “Whether or not my manager shows a

lack of respect for authority”, and “Whether or not my manager violates standards of

purity and decency”.

The final solution with four factors is presented in Table 4.5 and accounts for 62.7% of
total and 52.7% of common variance. Scale reliabilities are reported using Cronbach’s
alpha. When the order of item elimination was varied or the analyses were performed
with maximum likelihood extraction, four-factor solutions with similar structures were
obtained. Specifically, the dimensions extracted in these solutions corresponded to those
presented below, though the specific item compositions showed slight variation. Further,

parallel analysis pointed to a five-factor solution comparing mean and 95" percentile
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values. However, when five factors were extracted, several items had very low loadings
(less than .300). Eliminating these and iteratively performing the extractions ultimately

obtained the solution presented below.

Table 4.5 Final Solution — Pooled Item Set (TR)

ITEMS?P | 1 v
Whether or not (my manager)...

...Is capable of performing their job? 914

...has much knowledge about the work that needs done? 741

...Is well qualified? 731

...is successful at the things they try to do? .657

...has specialized capabilities that can increase our

performance? 446

...acts unfairly® -.812

..actions cause someone to suffer emotionally® =722

...tries hard to be fair in dealings with others? -.659

...has a strong sense of justice? -.607

..denies someone their rights® -584

...treats some people differently than others® -.563

...conforms to the traditions of society® 769

...acts in a way that God would approve of.° 719
...actions show love for their country® .568

...will go out of their way to help me? -711
...really looks out for what is important to me® -.679
..my needs and desires are very important to my

manager? -.633
...Is very concerned about my welfare? -.495

Cronbach’s alpha 859 .820 .722 .795
Note. Pattern coefficient loadings below .400 are suppressed.
3 [tems derived from the ABI scale. ® ltems derived from the MFQ.

The first factor represents ability. The second factor, labeled justice, is composed of six
items that incorporate issues related to just behavior and fairness. The third factor seems
to represent traditionality. Notably, its mean score is lower than the other dimensions.
Finally, the fourth factor concerns benevolence and is represented by four items of the
ABI benevolence subscale. When the factor variables are taken together, the underlying
factor may be seen as a potent and agentic expression of benevolence with a specific and
targeted beneficiary, the trustee. The mean trustworthiness impact and intercorrelations

are presented in Table 4.6.
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Table 4.6 Means, SDs, and Intercorrelations for Extracted Factors (TR)

M SD I ] i
. Ability 4.64 1.00 -
I1. Justice 5.01 0.85 431" -
[11. Traditionality 3.18 1.33 292 101 --
IV. Benevolence 4.66 0.93 494" 495" 231"

*p <.05. **p < .01. Two-tailed tests.

422 US

Sampling adequacy was assessed for each scale as well as for the pooled item set and
results indicated data fit for factor analysis. KMO index indicated good sampling
adequacy for MFQ items (KMO = 0.816), ABI items (KMO = 0.836), and the combined
set (KMO = 0.820). Bartlett’s test of sphericity indicated that the correlation matrices
were not identity matrices in any of the three cases, Pooled set, y2(465) = 1844.316, p <
.001, ABI items, ¥2(120) = 784.722, p < .001, and MFQ items, y2(105) = 672.529, p <
.001.

For the ABI items, initial extraction using the Kaiser criterion yielded a 4-factor solution,
which was also the case when parallel analysis was performed with 100 permutations of
raw data and comparing mean Eigenvalues (but not 95" percentile, which suggested a
three-factor solution. This finding does not align with theoretical expectations. However,
inspection of the rotated pattern matrix showed that one benevolence item (“Whether or
not my manager would knowingly do anything to hurt me.”), which was problematic in
the Turkish sample as well, was loading to the same factor as integrity items. Once it was
eliminated, a three-factor solution was obtained. An additional item was dropped due to
low loadings (““Whether or not my manager has a strong sense of justice”; less than 0.40)
and, as in Turkey, an integrity item (“Whether or not I like my manager’s values”) was
eliminated because it was loading onto the unintended dimension of benevolence. The
final solution with 13 variables accounts for 64.3% of total, 53.8% of common variance.
The factors constitute ability, benevolence, and integrity dimensions as represented in the

underlying measure. The pattern coefficients are presented in Table 4.7. The results were
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identical when maximum likelihood extraction was performed or when the initial

extraction was restricted to three factors following the results of the parallel analysis.

Table 4.7 Final Solution for ABI Items (US)

ITEMS | I i

Whether or not (my manager) ...

...has much knowledge about the work that needs done 809

...1s capable of performing their job 763

...has specialized capabilities that can increase our performance 678

...1s well qualified .650

...manager is successful at the things they try to do 631

...my needs and desires are very important to my manager -.805

...1s very concerned about my welfare -.688
...really looks out for what is important to me -.681
...will go out of their way to help me -681
...sticks to their word. 754
...sound principles seem to guide my ...manager’s behavior .662
...tries hard to be fair in dealings with others .650
...actions and behaviors are very consistent 592

Note. Pattern coefficient loadings less than .400 are suppressed.

The MFQ-only analysis yielded a three-factor solution with the Kaiser criterion and one
item had a pattern coefficient less than 0.40. This item was eliminated, which resulted in
a two-factor solution. Subsequent iterative extractions resulted in dropping three more
items due to cross-loadings. The pattern coefficient matrix of the final solution is
presented in Table 4.8. This structure accounted for 57% of total and 48.8% of common
variance. Similar to the results in the Turkish sample, the emerging factors represent
individualizing and binding dimensions, with loyalty concerns also being included in the
former factor (except “Whether or not my manager’s actions show love for their
country”). The binding morality dimension is represented by the items associated with
traditionality in the Turkish sample. It should be noted that, when retained despite cross-
loading, the items “Whether or not my manager violates standards of purity and decency”

and “Whether or not my manager does disgusting things” load onto this factor.
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Table 4.8 Final Solution for MFQ Items (US)

ITEMS I ]
Whether or not (my manager) ...

...acts unfairly 182

...1s cruel 719

...betrays their group .641

...actions case chaos and disorder .629

...treats some people differently than others .627

...actions cause someone to suffer emotionally .619

...shows a lack of loyalty .590

...denies someone their rights 574

...actions show love for their country .833
...acts in a way that God would approve of .806
...conforms to the traditions of society .654

Note. Pattern coefficient loadings below .400 are suppressed.

In the next step, items adapted from both scales were pooled and analyzed together. As
earlier, items eliminated in the single-scale analyses above were not included in the
pooled item set. Five factors were retained by the Kaiser criterion. One item had pattern
coefficients less than 0.40 and was dropped. Parallel analysis and Kaiser criterion both
indicated a five-factor solution for the remaining 23 items. The pattern coefficient matrix

for the final solution is presented in Table 4.9, including scale reliabilities.

The first factor includes morality items that emphasize loyalty as well as fair and non-
injurious treatment. One possible interpretation of this factor is as a representation of
organizational justice and specifically procedural justice (Colquitt, 2012). There is ample
evidence on the relationship between justice and trust (Colquitt et al., 2013) and taking a
social exchange perspective to organizational justice provides an explanation for the
inclusion of items invoking group loyalty. In differentiating procedural justice from
distributive justice, Tyler and Lind (1992) suggest that respectful and considerate
treatment acts as an indicator of standing within the group. It is possible that managers’
loyalty to their team is an indication of the group’s standing, thereby relating these to

organizational justice and the rest of the items in the factor.

The remaining factors align with the results of the Turkish sample. Specifically, ability,
traditionality, and benevolence form distinct dimensions. Finally, a fifth factor emerges
in the US sample, which is primarily associated with behavioral integrity. Mean

trustworthiness scores for each factor and their intercorrelations are reported in Table
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4.10. Mean ratings suggest the emerging factors are comparable in terms of impact

excepting traditionality.

Table 4.9 Final Solution — Pooled Item Set (US)

ITEMS I 1 "l v \Y
Whether or not (my manager) ...

...is cruel.® 734

...betrays their group.? .688

...actions cause someone to suffer emotionally.? 617

...actions cause chaos or disorder? 581

...acts unfairly.? 544

...shows a lack of loyalty? 544

...denies someone their rights? 419

...is capable of performing their job.° 175

...has much knowledge about the work that needs

done® 764

...is well qualified® 672

...has specialized capabilities that can increase our

performance. 671

...Is successful at the things they try to do. .640

...actions shows love for their country.? .883

...acts in a way that God would approve of.? 770

...conforms to the traditions of society.? 632

...my needs and desires are very important to my

manager.” -.760

...is very concerned about my welfare. -.687
...really looks out for what is important to me.? -.663

...will go out of their way to help me.? -.653
...actions and behaviors are very consistent.” .605
...sound principles seem to guide my manager's

behavior.” 596
...tries hard to be fair in dealings with others. 546
...sticks to their word.” 516

Cronbach’s alpha .840 .840 .806 .833 .775
Note. Pattern coefficient loadings below 0.400 are suppressed.
2 ltems derived from MFQ. ° Items derived from ABI.
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Table 4.10 Means, SDs, Intercorrelations for Extracted Factors (US)

M SD I 1l [l v
. Justice & Loyalty 470 0.88 -
1. Ability 4.44 0.93 173 -
[11. Traditionality 203 138 -221* .08 -
IV. Benevolence 427 0.93 235" 432%* 157 -

*%x *k

V. Behavioral Integrity 496 0.83 578" 282%*  _939
**p<.01. *p<.05. Two-tailed tests.

377

4.3 Discussion

The results presented above provide initial support to continue the present investigation
into extending trustworthiness bases by integrating perspectives from moral psychology
such as MFT. They also point to potentially fruitful ways to adapt (or contextualize)

frameworks from moral psychology to the organizational context.

First, the results show that benevolence emerges as a distinct factor of trustworthiness
that does not include items originating from the care/harm and loyalty/betrayal scales of
MFQ. It is possible that this is a result of phrasing differences in the underling ABI and
MFQ scales. However, Weiss et al. (2020) have recently suggested that benevolence
parallels the warmth dimension of person perception (Cuddy et al., 2008) rather than
being associated with the morality dimension (Goodwin, 2015; Goodwin et al., 2014).

Second, and relatedly, though care and fairness items are retained in both samples and all
loyalty items are present in the final solution for the US sample, none represent distinct
factors. The lack of context specificity in the MFQ may account for the clustering of the
items under a single factor. Thus, absent contextual particulars, these items may not
differentiate sufficiently into component parts of morality to yield correlational patterns
that would allow the emergence of distinct factors. Extant research indicates that the
relational context influences affective responses (Sunar et al.,, 2020), wrongness
judgments (Simpson et al., 2016), and behavioral intentions (Weidman et al., 2020)
following moral violations and transgressions. In addition, while items such as “shows

love for country” may be appropriate to measure individuals’ general loyalty/betrayal

56



tendencies, they are likely to be ineffectual for perceptions of a manager’s loyalty since
they may be too distal to the subject at hand. Overall, the failure to provide sufficient
contextual grounding may have rendered the present items concerning loyalty/betrayal

too broad and indeterminate to emerge as a singular factor distinct from fairness.

Along the same lines, care items were generally absent from the final solutions and may
have loaded onto the justice and loyalty factor due to the wide breadth of the dimension,
which was also observed in Study 1. It is possible that care/harm is too generalized or
indistinct to be relevant to the consideration of managers’ trustworthiness. For example,
Egorov et al. (2019) have found that leader-follower congruence in care/harm values does

not account for followers’ perceptions of ethical leadership.

Third, sanctity and authority items are almost entirely excluded from the extracted
solutions. With respect to sanctity, it is possible that the emphasis on the sacred and the
disgusting is alien to a context governed by professional norms of conduct, thus resulting
in sanctity being discarded. Study 1 results also provide some support for this claim,
revealing substantially lower scores on sanctity than all other foundations. However, the
absence of authority items from the final solution is surprising given the central role it
and hierarchy relations play in organizations in general. Moreover, leadership styles that
emphasize authority have been linked to important outcomes. For example, under certain
conditions, autocratic leadership may be associated with increased trust in them (Rast et
al., 2013) or foster psychological safety (De Hoogh et al., 2015). Further adapting the
measurement tool and enhancing the granularity of the authority items to match the
organizational context may allow both downward (such as expectation of obedience,
protection of subordinates, enforcement of managerial fiat) (Fehr et al., 2015) and upward
looking (such as showing respect to authority figures and rule obedience) (Weaver et al.,
2014) concerns of the authority/subversion dimension to be represented. Unaddressed in
the ABI model, the emphasis of the authority foundation on hierarchical social structure

may prove particularly influential on trust in the workplace.

Furthermore, while authority does not emerge as a distinct dimension, a factor relating to
traditionality is observed in both samples. Though this finding is unexpected, previous
work has found that traditionality is positively related to identification-based trust (Zhao
et al., 2019). While traditionality incorporates deference to parental authority, male-

dominant social organization, importance of family life, authoritarianism, and an
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emphasis on religion (Inglehart & Baker, 2000), much of the empirical work on
organizations (e.g., Liu et al., 2010; Xie et al., 2008) has focused on the emphasis is on
‘submission to authority’ (Farh et al., 1997; Farh et al., 2007)., which aligns with the
dimension emerging in the foregoing analyses. Notably, the mean score of traditionality
Is lower than the other extracted factors while its standard deviation is higher. Moreover,
the dimension does not appear to correlate with the more conventionally expected
trustworthiness bases. Thus, while traditionality may be a distinct dimension, its impact
may be contingent on individual values. Specifically, and unlike the other factors that
were identified, there may be within-culture variance with respect to its impact on

trustworthiness assessments, which may account for the lower mean scores.

Fourth, the analyses reveal similarities as well as differences between Turkish and
American samples. With one exception, the overall factor structures are remarkably
comparable. Ability, benevolence, and traditionality emerge as distinct factors in both
samples and the item contents of these factors are also consistent and comparable. The
points of divergence in the extracted factor structures relate to the degree of differentiation
in integrity, and fairness and justice as well as their conceptual content. In the US, items
that reference behavioral integrity (Simons, 2002; Simons et al., 2015) form a separate
factor while fairness/cheating, care/harm, and loyalty/betrayal issues are combined under
the justice and loyalty factor. In Turkey, by contrast, behavioral integrity is omitted, and
loyalty/betrayal items are eliminated. Fairness items alone are retained, constituting a
single dimension. Tomlinson et al. (2014) argue that behavioral integrity is one of two
components of moral integrity, the other being value congruence, and empirically
demonstrate the distinctiveness of these components. It is possible that, as members of a
culture characterized by individualism, Americans are more prone to differentiating
facets of individualizing moral concerns, thus distinguishing between behavioral integrity

and issues of justice.

The results of the study also point to a potential area of improvement with respect to the
authority/subversion and loyalty/betrayal dimensions. The items currently used to
represent these dimensions are undercontextualized. However, the nested structure of
organizations emphasizes the importance of specifying the object of loyalty, especially
since some loyalty targets, such as immediate team members or direct managers, will be

necessarily more impactful for employees than others. Supporting this expectation,
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Yudkin et al. (2021) have found that binding values (loyalty/betrayal,
authority/subversion, and sanctity/degradation) gain differentially higher importance in
the presence of close others. In the context of the workplace, the manager-subordinate
dyad connotes two types of direct loyalty obligations: those oriented toward the trustee
exclusively and those oriented toward the team to which both parties belong. Benevolence
items appear to represent the former orientation. However, only one item from the MFQ-
Rel loyalty set approaches a representation of the latter. Additional items, explicitly
referencing the team as the object of loyalty may be beneficial in this respect, especially
in light of the manifest salience of loyalty and its conflicts with fairness to organizations
(Waytz et al., 2013; Weaver & Brown, 2012).

In a similar vein, broad statements such as “causing chaos or disorder” may not be
uniformly understood or sufficiently clear as exemplifying instantiations of
authority/subversion in a workplace situation. Given the essential role of hierarchy in
organizations and the diverse rights and obligations that arise from organizational
hierarchies, appropriately granular measurement items that acknowledge the importance
of context is necessary. The results of the present study suggests that issues related to
traditionality may form a distinct dimension in terms of trustworthiness. However, the
items that constitute the traditionality factor in Study 2 are drawn from multiple morality
dimensions and do not allow a conclusion to be drawn in terms of the extent to which
they represent respect for authority or respect for / maintenance of tradition. Enhanced
contextualization may reveal whether strictly hierarchy-related concerns are

differentiated from issues related to traditionality.

Finally, it should be noted that the sample sizes in the current study were below
recommendations concerning exploratory factor analysis. Hair et al., (2010) have
suggested that the ratio of observations per variable should be five with a minimum
absolute sample size of 50. Given that the total number of variables explored in the factor
analysis was 31, this ratio was not attained. Thus, the results should be interpreted with

caution.
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S. STUDY 3

The results of Study 2 suggest that using a morality framework to delineate the moral
content of trustworthiness assessments may be beneficial. However, as discussed earlier,
the results may also indicate that enhancing the contextualization of items related to
authority/subversion and loyalty/betrayal may be beneficial. Thus Proposition 1 is

investigated further in this study using revised measures.

51 Method

511 Sample

In Turkey, participants were partially recruited via a research company (n = 191).
Participants were recruited in the same manner as Study 1 and Study 2. However, due to
pandemic-related restrictions, part of the recruitment was conducted via telephone and an
anonymous link was sent to individuals who agreed to participate. In addition,
undergraduate participants in an introductory research course recruited working adults as
part of their project work (n = 105). All Turkish participants were solicited on a voluntary
basis and were not given payment or gifts in exchange for their participation. In the US,
participants were recruited through Prolific and paid 1.25 GBP for their participation.
Any participant who responded incorrectly to one or more attention questions, indicated
being unemployed, retired, or on extended leave, or had less than one year experience,
was eliminated. In the US sample, participants were additionally screened for birthplace
and current residency. Race information was only collected for the US sample; 154
(73.7%) participants self-identified as Caucasian or White, 18 (8.6%) as African
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American or Black, 17 (8.1%) as Hispanic or Latinx, and 12 (5.7%) as Asian American

with the remaining 8 (3.8%) indicating they were multi-racial or other.

Key demographic information concerning age, experience, gender, and education for both
country samples are reported in Table 5.1. Though the difference in mean age across the
samples was significant, t(409) = -2.797, p = .005, the nominal difference was small. In
addition, there was no significant difference in terms of work experience, t(408) = .531,
p = .596, and the gender compositions were generally similar in both samples. However,

the Turkish sample had higher overall education levels.

Table 5.1 Summary Demographic Information for Study Samples

TR uUs
Age 36.8 (SD =8.8) 34.1(SD =11.3)
Work Experience 13.7(SD =9.1) 14.4 (SD = 10.9)
Gender
Female? 108 (53.5%) 119 (56.9%)
Male 94 (46.5%) 90 (43.1%)
Education
Highschool 24 (11.9%) 84 (40.2%)
University deg 148 (73.3%) 99 (47.4%)
Graduate deg 29 (14.3%) 26 (12.4%)
N 202 209

Note. Highschool includes participants with a high school degree or below, or some
college experience. University degree includes 2- and 4-year degrees.
2. Includes five participants who indicated their gender as other / non-binary.

5.1.2 Materials

Most statements from Study 2 were retained with some exceptions. First, with respect to
the ABI scale, two items that consistently underperformed in Study 2 and had been
eliminated from the final solutions in both countries were eliminated (“Whether or not
my manager would knowingly do anything to hurt me” and “Whether or not I like my
manager’s values™). In addition, given the previously discussed ubiquity of the care/harm
dimension and the fact that these items failed to form a coherent factor in Study 2 results,
all care/harm items were excluded from the analyses. Third, most items from the
authority/subversion, loyalty/betrayal, and sanctity/degradation subscales were

eliminated and new items were generated with respect to the first two dimensions (see

61



below). Though the main concern of this study is to enhance the contextuality of the items
measuring loyalty/betrayal and authority/subversion, those items from the MFQ
subscales, which formed the traditionality factor were retained and an additional item
measuring religious observance was added for exploratory purposes. Specifically, one
item from the sanctity/degradation subscale (“Whether or not my manager acted in a way
that God would approve of”’), one item from the loyalty/betrayal subscale (“Whether or
not my manager’s actions showed love for their country”) and one item from the
authority/subversion subscale (“Whether or not my manager conformed to the traditions

of society”’) were included in this analysis.

As mentioned above, two groups of new items -a total of 10 items- were generated. One
group referenced establishing and maintaining order, with the intention of contextualizing
the measurement of the authority/subversion dimension. Though issues related to
authority, order, and deference are not represented in ABI, propositions and empirical
work from the leadership and organizational literature (Fehr et al., 2015; Hiller et al.,
2019; Weaver & Brown, 2012) as well as Study 2 results suggest that it may form a
distinct dimension in terms of trustworthiness and adjusting measurement tools to match
the work context may enable a more accurate exploration of the issue. The second group
of items referenced group loyalty, again with the aim of enhancing contextuality. In
generating these items, examples from the critical incidents in Study 1, extant work on
MFT, and the Morality-as-Cooperation (MAC) Questionnaire’s (Curry, 2016; Curry,
Jones Chesters, et al., 2019) deference subscale were relied upon. MAC presents a
universalistic approach to morality that bases its propositions on the need for cooperation
within human societies. The specific subscales adapted herein concern the deference and
kinship subscales. The former, deference, concerns address showing respect and
obedience toward authority. The kinship items were adapted to reference the work team.
The newly added items are presented in Table 5.2. The total number of items included in

the study was 30.

513 Procedure

The study was conducted using the Qualtrics platform and was generally in the same form

as Study 2. After providing their informed consent, participants responded to a series of
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demographic questions. They were then presented with the adapted scales in randomized

order. They evaluated each statement with respect to how much it would affect their

consideration of their manager’s trustworthiness on a 6-point Likert scale (0-Not at all,

5-Extremely). Finally, they responded to demographic and individual values measures.

Table 5.2 Newly Developed Items

Scale Adapted Item
AS Whether or not my manager defersto  Yoneticimin otorite sahibi kisilere
those in authority. sayg1 gosterip gostermedigi
AS Whether or not my manager disobeys Yoneticimin emirlere itaatsizlik edip
orders. etmedigi
AS Whether or not my manager shows Ydneticimin otoriteye saygi gosterip
respect for authority. gostermedigi
Whether or not my manager protects Yoneticimin ekibini baskalarina karsi
LB their team koruyup korumadigi
Whether or not my manager stands by Yoneticimin ekibinin arkasinda durup
LB their team durmadigi
Whether or not my manager's actions Yoneticimin davranislarinin  ekibine
LB show their commitment to the team  olan bagliligin1 yansitip yansitmadigi
Whether or not my manager applies Yoneticimin  kurallar1  uygulayip
AS the rules uygulamadigi
Whether or not my manager Ydneticimin otorite saglayip
AS establishes authority saglamadigi
Whether or not my manager Ydneticimin diizeni saglayip
AS maintains order saglayamadigi
YOneticimin dini
Whether or not my manager observes vecibelerini/yukimliliklerini  yerine
SG their religion getirip getirmedigi
5.2  Analyses and Results
52.1  Turkey

EFAs were first conducted for the MFQ and ABI scales independently. KMO and

Bartlett’s test of sphericity indicated data was fit for factor analysis (KMOag| = .916, y2
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(91) = 1181.54, p<0.001; KMOwmrq = .871, x2(120) = 1440.43, p<.001). Exploratory
factor analyses were conducted on SPSS (Version 27) using Principal Axis Factoring
extraction with oblique rotation (direct oblimin). Kaiser criterion was used in determining
the number of factors to be extracted in each iteration. Given the large number of items,
items with pattern coefficients less than .30 in the first extraction were dropped
simultaneously. Thereafter, items pattern coefficients less than .40 or loadings onto more
than one factor were eliminated. The final solutions are presented in Table 5.3 and Table
5.4.

The result generally aligned with Study 2 findings with ability, benevolence, and integrity
being represented as three distinct dimensions. Three items were eliminated from the final
solution, including those which had consistently performed poorly in the earlier study
“Whether or not sound principles seem to guide my manager’s behavior,” “Whether or
not my manager has specialized capabilities that can increase our performance,” and
“Whether or not my manager is successful at the things they try to do”). The resulting

solution accounted for 67.9% of the total variance and 56.4% of the extracted variance.
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Table 5.3 Final Solution for ABI Items (TR)

ITEMS I 1 Il
Whether or not (my manager) ...

...has a strong sense of justice .906

...tries hard to be fair in dealings with others. .690

...actions and behaviors are very consistent. 563

...Sticks to their word. .548

...my needs and desires are very important to my
manager.

...Is very concerned about my welfare.
...will go out of their way to help me.

...really looks out for what is important to me.
...has much knowledge about the work that needs
done.

...Is well qualified.
... Is capable of performing their job.

Cronbach’s alpha 815
5.29
Mean (SD) (.66)

.796
751
.653
628

826
4.82
(:85)

-.787
-.785
-.664

806
5.08
(:83)

Note. Pattern coefficient loadings below 0.400 are suppressed.

The extracted solution for MFQ including the newly developed items yielded a three-
factor solution, accounting for 60.6% of the total variance and 50.6% of the extracted
variance. No items were discarded as they all yielded sufficiently high pattern coefficients
and did not exhibit cross-loadings or incongruencies. The first factor represents a broad
conceptualization of the authority/subversion dimension, including items that reference
both deference and maintenance of authority. The second factor is composed of the newly
added group loyalty items but also includes the fairness items, possibly indicating that
managers’ treatment of their team and their justice behaviors belong to a single latent
construct. Finally, traditionality concerns are represented by the third factor. This initial

analysis partially aligns with the expectation that authority and team loyalty will be

relevant to manager trustworthiness if the measurement is sufficiently contextualized.
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Table 5.4 Final Solution for MFQ Items (TR)

ITEMS? | 1 11
Whether or not my manager(‘s)...

..shows respect for authority .887

...defers to those in authority .758

...disobeys orders 726

...actions show love for their country. 591

...establishes authority * 564

...applies rules 522

...maintains order” 489

...stands by their team * - 742

...acts unfairly -.718
...actions show their commitment to the team -.667

...treats some people differently than others -.607
..protects their team ™ -.603

...denies someone their rights -.543

...acts in a way that God would approve of .738
...observes their religion ™ 572
...conforms to the traditions of society 461
Cronbach’s alpha 871  .823 691
Mean 4.29 521 2.48
(SD) (96) (.65) (1.10)

Note. Pattern coefficient loadings below 0.400 are suppressed.
2 [tems denoted with an asterisk are new additions.

In the next step, ABI and MFQ were entered into the analysis together, excluding the
items that had been eliminated in the preceding analyses. The initial extraction identified
6 factors using the Kaiser criterion but there was one items with a pattern below 0.40
(“Whether or not my manager denies someone their rights”). Dropping this item yielded
the final solution presented in Table 5.5, accounting for 65.8% of total variance and

55.8% of extracted variance. Means and intercorrelations are reported in Table 5.6.

Six distinct dimensions emerged in the final solution. These factors related to team
loyalty, traditionality, benevolence, fairness, ability, and authority. Notably, the team
loyalty factor also included items regarding non-differential treatment, suggesting that

favoritism toward members of the team may be part of this dimensions.
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Table 5.5 Final Solution - Pooled Item Set (TR)

ITEMS 2P°

Whether or not my manager(‘s)...
...stands by their team®

...protects their team*®
...actions show their commitment to the
team®

...acts unfairly®
...treats some people differently than
others®

...acts in away that God would approve of°
...observes their religion ¢

..conforms to the traditions of society®
my needs and desires are very
important to my manager?

...Is very concerned about my welfare a
...really looks out for what is important to
me?

...will go out of their way to help me a

...has a strong sense of justice?

..tries hard to be fair in dealings with
others 2

...actions and behaviors are very
consistent?

...sticks to their word?

...Is well qualified?
...has much knowledge about the work that
needs done?

...Is capable of performing their job?
...shows respect for authority®
...disobeys orders®

...defers to those in authority®

... actions show love for their country®
...establishes authority®

...applies the rules®

...maintains order®

Cronbach’s alpha

.705
671

.661
486

446

822

.745
.563
.552

691
679

.656
.653

817

615

438
437

691 .826 .815

-.782

-.769

-.654
-.794
- 711
-.677
-.582
-.517
-.515
-.467

806 .871

Note. Pattern coefficient loadings below .40 are suppressed.
2 [tems from the ABI scale. ® Items from the MFQ scale. ¢ Newly developed items.



Table 5.6 Means, Standard Deviations and Intercorrelations of Extracted Factors (TR)

Mean SD I I 11! \Y V
I. Team Loyalty 521 0.68 --
I1. Traditionality 248 110 .093 --
[11. Benevolence 482 085 4.27** .210** --
IV. Fairness 529 0.66 .592** .150* .481** --
V. Ability 508 0.83 .475** 105 .486** .531** --
VI. Authority 429 0.96 .453** 526** .438** 411** .446**

Two-tailed tests. ** p < .01, * p <05

522 US

The same analytical approach was used in the US. EFAs were first conducted for the
MFQ and MAC-Q scales independently. KMO and Bartlett’s test of sphericity indicated
data was fit for factor analysis (KMOagi = .872, y2 (91) = 1350.59, p<0.001, KMOwmrq =
827, x2(120) = 1474.21). Kaiser criterion was used in determining the number of factors
to be extracted in each iteration. Iterative extractions were performed until all pattern
coefficients were above .40 and no cross-loadings remained. The final solutions are
presented in Table 5.7 and Table 5.8.

With respect to the ABI, one item (“Whether or not my manager has a strong sense of
justice”) was eliminated due to low loadings. Three factors were extracted, accounting
for 65.6% of total variance and 55.4% of extracted variance. The dimensions

corresponded to the theoretical structure of the ABI model.
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Table 5.7 Final Solution for ABI Items (US)

ITEMS

Whether or not (my manager) ...

...my needs and desires are very important to my

manager. .805

...will go out of their way to help me. .804

...really looks out for what is important to me. .786

...Is very concerned about my welfare. 779

...1s capable of performing their job. -.861

...has much knowledge about the work that needs

done. -.821

...I1s well qualified. - 778

...has specialized capabilities that can increase our

performance. -.624

...Is successful at the things they try to do. -.567

...sticks to their word. .637
...tries hard to be fair in dealings with others. 544
... actions and behaviors are very consistent. 502
...sound principles seem to guide my manager's

behavior. 410
Cronbach’s alpha .893 .857 675
Mean 4.43 4.65 6.00
(SD) (1.06) (.95) (5.09)

Note. Pattern coefficient loadings below .400 are suppressed.

When MFQ items were analyzed independently, a four-factor solution was obtained. One

item (“Whether or not my manager disobeys orders”) had pattern coefficients over .400

for two separate dimensions but since its primary loading was congruent with the item

content, it was retained for further exploration in the pooled item set. The final solution

accounts for 66.1% of total variance and 55.5%. The extracted factors represent

maintenance of authority, fairness, team loyalty, and tradition.
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Table 5.8 Final Solution for MFQ Items (US)

ITEMS 1 2 3 4

Whether or not (my manager) ...

...shows respect for authority 723

...establishes authority .642

...disobeys orders .614 401

...defers to those in authority .599

...maintains order .528

...applies the rules 460

...acts unfairly .861

...denies someone their rights 124

..treats some people differently than

others 587

...protects their team -.765

...Stands by their team. -.692

...actions show their commitment to the

team -.663

...observes their religion .825

...acts in a way that God would approve

of .796

...actions show love for their country .663

...conforms to the traditions of society 598

Cronbach’s alpha .807 794 794 .835
4.21 5.08 5.08 2.40

Mean (SD) (.88) (1.05) (.82) (1.21)

Note. Pattern coefficient loadings below .400 are suppressed.

In the next step, items remaining from the preceding analyses for ABI and MFQ were

entered into a pooled EFA. Initially a seven-factor solution was obtained. However, there

were several items with pattern coefficients below 0.40. These were eliminated and

iterative extractions were undertaken until there were no low-loading or cross-loading

items. Three items (“Whether or not my manager's actions and behaviors are very

consistent”, “Whether or not my manager applies the rules”, and “Whether or not my

manager establishes authority”) were eliminated. The final solution extracted seven

factors (Table 5.9) and accounted for 69.6% of total variance and 60.0% of extracted

variance.
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Table 5.9 Final Solution - Pooled Item Set (US)

ITEMS 2b¢ I I Il v V Vi

Whether or not (my manager)...

...Is capable of performing their job? .843
...Is well qualified? 827
...has much knowledge about the
work that needs done® 793
...has specialized capabilities that can
increase our performance? 518
...Is successful at the things they try to
do® 508

...maintains order® 487

...acts unfairly® 793

...treats some people differently than

others® .669

..denies someone their rights® 593

... tries hard to be fair in dealings with

others? 454

...my needs and desires are very

important to my manager® .816

..really looks out for what is

important to me® 764

...will go out of their way to help me® 764

...Is very concerned about my welfare

b 744

...disobeys orders® .818

...defers to those in authority® 582

...shows respect for authority® 520

...protects their team® -.873
...stands by their team® -.665
...actions show their commitment to

the team® -.646

..acts in a way that God would

approve of® 835
...observes their religion® 187
...actions show love for their country® 623
..conforms to the traditions of

society® 514

Cronbach’s alpha 865 774 893 740 794 835

Note. Pattern coefficient loadings below .400 are suppressed.
2 ltems from the ABI scale. ® Items from the MFQ scale. ¢ Newly developed items.
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The first factor pertained to ability. However, in addition to the usual items, it also
included “whether or not my manager maintains order”. This result is not surprising since
maintaining order in the workplace may be seen as one of the core responsibilities of a
manager and thus may signal competence. The second factor represented of the fairness
dimension of MFT. The third factor pertained to benevolence while the fourth factor may
be said to represent deference, which was distinguished from traditionality. Team loyalty
emerged as a distinct factor while three items that may be said to represent behavioral
integrity formed the final dimension. Notably, maintenance of authority was not
represented in the final solution except for the aforementioned item. Means and
correlations are presented in Table 5.10.

Table 5.10 Means, SDs, and Intercorrelations of Extracted Factors (US)

Mean SD | I " v Vv
. Ability 464 0091 -
Il. Fairness 512 0.84 051 -

I11. Benevolence 443 1.06 A15**  315**

IV. Authority 3.95 1.10 A415%*  181**  29Q**

V. Team Loyalty 508 0.82 A8A**  D24%*  ABD**  346%*

VI. Tradltlonallty 2.40 1.21 324%* - 2B4**  247** 349%* 193**
**p <.01. Two-tailed test.

5.3 Discussion

The results of the analyses reveal a number of commonalities across the samples. First,
ability and benevolence continued to represent distinct dimensions of manager
trustworthiness in both samples. Second, team loyalty and authority also emerged as
separate dimensions of manager trustworthiness. However, while the dimension was
restricted to items regarding deference in the US, maintenance of authority was also
included in Turkey. It is possible that managerial duty and the preservation of the
established order may account for the presence of these additional items; as a country
characterized by higher power distance norms and practices (Hofstede, 1984, 1991;
House et al., 2004), managers may be expected to not only obey hierarchy but also to

enforce it.
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Finally, factor representing fairness and traditionality, respectively, emerged in both
samples. Moreover, the fairness factor had the highest mean score in both samples while
traditionality had the lowest mean score. In light of similar findings in Study 2, these
results may indicate two points. First, fairness may have a strong influence on
trustworthiness assessments that supersedes within- and cross-cultural differences.
Second, the influence of traditionality may vary across individuals and be contingent on

person-specific values.

Further to the above, the results lend strong support to the central contentions of this
research. Both team loyalty and authority concerns emerge as distinct factors of manager
trustworthiness. Moreover, team loyalty is clearly distinct from benevolence as defined
under the ABI, which is limited to the trustee and does not extend to a larger collective.
In fact, the mean scores for the extracted factors in both countries suggest that team
loyalty may be more impactful on a manager’s overall trustworthiness than targeted
benevolence to a focal individual. Finally, though there appear to be differences in how
authority-related concerns are viewed in the two samples, a common thread concerning

deference and respect toward authority can be found in both.

Despite the qualitative similarities of the findings in both countries, the results should be
interpreted with caution, especially in terms of generalizability, for two reasons. First, as
noted earlier, the overall education level of the Turkish sample was higher than the US,
with more participants indicating they had a university degree or higher. The similarity
of the findings may be partially driven by the impact of higher education. Since most
participants were Istanbul residents with a formal higher education degree, their values
may have converged with Western values more than the overall Turkish population.
Second, the recruitment process in both countries was undertaken on convenience basis.
Specifically, country representative sampling was not undertaken in either country.
Though non-naiveté is not considered a substantial threat to the present research given
the use of novel measurement items, the use of Prolific in the US and the differences in

compensation methods may have confounded the results.
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6. STUDY 4

The next set of studies was conducted with two aims. First, the influence of managers’
loyalty/betrayal (Study 4-A) and authority/subversion (Study 4-B) levels on
trustworthiness assessments with respect to, and trust intentions toward, these managers
was investigated. Second, these studies served as a pilot test of the vignette design
intended to be used in Study 5 to investigate Hypotheses 4 and 5 related to tradeoffs
between competing moral dimensions. Specifically, the vignette scenario as a whole and

the treatment manipulations for loyalty/betrayal and authority/subversion were tested.

To that end, Studies 4-A and 4-B employed a 2 (country) x 3 (moral dimension level)
between-subjects experimental vignette design. In Study 4-A, participants were randomly
assigned to one of three loyalty conditions: no-violation (high loyalty), low violation
(medium loyalty), and high violation (low loyalty). Each participant evaluated three
managers in the same loyalty condition who were described as comparable in
performance. In Study 4-B, participants were randomly assigned to one of three authority
conditions no-violation (high authority), low violation (medium authority), or high
violation (low authority). The studies were conducted consecutively, with data collection
on Study 4-A being completed prior to commencing data collection on Study 4-B. Both
studies were pre-registered on the Open Science Framework (OSF) and embargoed until
31 July 2023 for loyalty and 31 December 2023 for authority. The preregistrations are
included in Appendix Ill. In addition to minor revisions for phrasing, the registered
hypotheses also included trust intentions as an outcome of interest. In line with this

revision, the study hypotheses tested herein are as follows:

H2-A: Perceptions of managers’ trustworthiness, and trust intentions toward managers,
will decrease as their degree of loyalty violations increases.
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H3-A: Perceptions of managers’ trustworthiness, and trust intentions toward managers,
will decrease as their degree of authority violations (violations of authority-conforming
principles) increases.

H2-B: The decrease in perceptions of managers’ trustworthiness and trust intentions
toward them as managers’ degree of loyalty violation increases will be larger in Turkey
compared to the US.

H3-B.: The decrease in perceptions of managers’ trustworthiness and trust intentions
toward them as managers’ degree of authority violation increases will be larger in Turkey

compared to the US.

6.1  Method (4-A)

6.1.1 Sample

US participants were recruited through Prolific and paid 1.70 GBP for their participation.
The study was made available to US citizens living in the U.S. and who had an approval
rate of 95% or higher. In Turkey, participants were recruited using the services of a local
research company in the same manner as the preceding studies. No payment was provided
to participants. In both samples, any respondent who failed three comprehension
questions regarding the study scenario and failed to correctly respond to attention
questions was discarded. Two additional screening criteria were used for the US sample.
First, participants were asked to state where they were born and grew up. Anyone who
provided a non-US location was eliminated. Second, using the automatically logged
Prolific ID numbers, multiple attempts from the same ID were discarded.

Key demographic information on gender, work experience, and age for the final sample
is summarized in Table 6.1. Ethnicity information was only collected in the US. 148
(75.9%) self-identified as white, 16 (8.2%) as Asian, 16 (8.2%) as black or African
American, 10 (5.1%) as Hispanic or Latinx, and 2 (1.0%) as American Indian or Alaskan

Native. 4 (2.0%) participants selected other.
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Table 6.1 Summary Demographic Information for Study Samples

Variable TR UsS
Age 38.9 (SD =9.6) 37.3 (SD =10.5)
Work Experience 14 (SD =8.7) 15.6 (SD = 10.8)
Gender
Female? 59 (51.3%) 83 (42.1%)
Male 56 (48.7%) 113 (57.4%)
Education
High school 16 (13.8%) 35 (17.8%)
University deg.. 80 (69.0%) 111 (56.3%)
Graduate deg. 18 (15.5%) 51 (25.9%)
Sample Size 115 197

Note. High school includes participants with some college experience. Undergraduate
degree includes 2- and 4-year degrees.
2 Includes three participants who indicated other / non-binary as their gender.

6.1.2  Procedure

Participants accessed the study through an anonymous survey link. After reading and
approving the consent form, they were presented with the scenario introduction, which
asked them to imagine that they were a human resources (HR) and strategic planning
specialist in a mid-sized company. They were put in charge of evaluating mid-level
managers currently employed in the company for a posting in a new production facility.
The introduction informed participants that candidates had been short-listed based on
their performance score (being above 8.5 on a 10-point scale) as calculated by the HR
team and had been administered a communication skills test. To ensure that the profiles
only differed with respect to morality but not warmth and competence, information on
performance and communication skills were included to emphasize the profiled
managers’ equivalence in terms of these two dimensions. Together with morality,
competence and warmth represent the three dimensions of social perception (Goodwin,
2015) and research has shown that information regarding one of these dimensions may
influence how individuals are perceived with respect to the others (e.g., Chen & Guo,
2020; Stellar & Willer, 2018). In addition, participants were informed that each
candidate’s managerial qualifications had been evaluated by their subordinates, peers,

and managers, who responded to a survey and provided open-ended remarks. The results
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of this evaluation and the accompanying remarks were used to manipulate manager

loyalty.

Instructions indicated that participants were to review summary profiles (i.e., the results
of the above-mentioned performance and communication skills scores as well as co-
worker evaluations) of three managers and evaluate each with respect to their suitability
for the new position. Once they finished reading the introduction, participants responded
to three comprehension questions regarding the scenario to test their understanding of
their organizational role, their task, and the pre-selection criterion for the managers. If
they failed to correctly respond to all three questions, they were shown a final reminder

summarizing this information.

In the main section, each participant first viewed a dummy profile, followed by two
treatment manager profiles who were representative of either the no-violation (high
loyalty), low violation (medium loyalty), or high violation (low loyalty) condition. The
treatment profiles were presented in random order. The dummy profile was used to
familiarize participants with the task, though it was presented as an actual profile. For
each manager, participants were shown the profile summary, responded to the outcome
measures in the subsequent page, were again shown the profile summary, and finally
responded to manipulation check questions. After completing this section, participants
were asked to respond to the comprehension questions once more, rephrased to refer to
what they did (e.g., “which role did you play?). In the final section, participants provided
demographic information and completed cultural value scales, which were used to

explore potential moderators (discussed below).

6.1.3 Materials

The set of profiles each participant viewed were identical across conditions except with
respect to the loyalty manipulation. Each profile included a first name and last initial,
occupation, work experience, and a communication skills score. In addition, a
performance score was provided for each profile. All managers were male. The dummy
profile (Michael W. / Serhat K.) had 11 years of experience, was a computer engineer,
had a performance score of 8.74, and communication skills score of 4.30 (out of five).
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Treatment profile 1 (John W. / Ahmet T.) had 13.5 years of experience, was a civil
engineer, had a performance score of 8.65, and communication skills score of 4.15.
Treatment profile 2 (Robert S. / Kemal B.) had 12.5 years of experience, was a mechanical
engineer, had a performance score of 8.83 and communication skills score of 4.10.
Treatment profile presentation order was randomized. The mean experience of the two
treatment profiles was 13 years and mean performance score was 8.74. The details on
occupation, communication skills, and performance were primarily included to attenuate
the demand effect and to reinforce the comparability of profiles in terms of competence

and warmth. Appendix IV presents one example of each profile.

The loyalty manipulation was presented using a set of two cues presented simultaneously
in Figure 6.1 for the US and Figure 6.2 for Turkey. Specifically, each manager profile
included a quantitative rating communicated with a graphic and two statements reflecting
qualitative assessments. These evaluations were reported to be collected via a survey
administered to the managers’ coworkers. The graphic was a representation of the mean
ratings of the manager’s subordinates, peers, and supervisors on three items relating to
loyalty. The mean ratings were slightly different across the three items. However, the
mean score of the three items for the profile was 8.5 for the high condition, 5.9 for the

medium condition, and 3.75 for the low condition.
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Figure 6.1 Manager Loyalty Rating Items (English)

Highly committed to their team and their organization.

Doesn't 8.23 Describes very
describe at all X accurately
1 10
Views concerns of the organization as their own personal concerns.
Doesn't 9.04 Describes very
describe at all X = accurately
1 10
Always looks out for their team’s interests.
Doesn't 8.23 Describes very
describe at all X accurately
1 10
Highly committed to their team and their organization.
6.45
Doesn't Describes very
describe at all X accurately
1 10
Views concerns of the organization as their own personal concerns.
Doesn't 5.40 Describes very
describe at all X accurately
1 10

Always looks out for their team's interests.

Doesn't 5.85 Describes very
describe at all X accurately
1 10

Highly committed to their team and their organization.

Doesn't 4.23 Describes very
describe at all X accurately
1 10
Views concerns of the organization as their own personal concerns.
Doesn't 3.82 Describes very
describe at all X accurately
1 10
Always looks out for their team’s interests.
Doesn't 3.20 Describes very
describe at all X accurately
1 10
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Figure 6.2 Manager Loyalty Ratings Items (Turkish)

Ekibine ve sirkete ¢ok baghdir.

Hig iyi

tanimlamiyor
1

Hig iyi

tanimlamiyor
1

Hig iyi

8.23
X
Sirket meselelerini kendi meselesi gibi sahiplenir.
9.04
) q—
Ekibinin menfaatini her zaman gozetir.
8.23
X

tanimlamiyor
1

Ekibine ve sirkete gok baghdir.
6.45
Hig iyi
tanimlamiyor X

1

Sirket meselelerini kendi meselesi gibi sahiplenir.

Hic i 5.40
tanimlamiyor X
1
Ekibinin menfaatini her zaman gozetir.
Hio 5.85
tanimlamiyor X

1

Ekibine ve sirkete gok baghdir.
4.23

Hig iyi
tanimlamiyor X
1
Sirket meselelerini kendi meselesi gibi sahiplenir.
3.82

Hig iyi
tanimlamiyor X
1
Ekibinin menfaatini her zaman gozetir.

Hig iyi 3.20
tanimlamiyor X

1

80

Cok iyi
tamimliyor
10

Cok iyi
tamimliyor
10

Cok iyi
tamimliyor
10

Cok iyi
tanimhyor
10

Gok iyi
tanimhyor
10

Cok iyl
tanimhyor
10

Cok iyi
tanimliyor
10

Gok iyi
tanimliyor
10

Cok iyi
tanimliyor
10



The statements reported to be common remarks made by these coworkers in the survey
with respect to the manager are presented in Table 6.2. The open-ended remarks and the
three rating items used in the study were developed using the critical incident descriptions
in Study 1 as well as extant work on MFT including the Moral Foundations Vignettes
(Clifford et al., 2015; Hofmann et al., 2014; Weber et al., 2018). The target of loyalty in
these prompts was defined as the team (though the mean rating items referenced the
organization as well). Thus, the prompts primarily included behaviors that expressed
commitment to and loyalty for the immediate team. Several pilot tests were conducted in
Turkey (total n = 176) and via Prolific (total n = 157) throughout the process to test the
open-ended remark drafts. These pilot tests also included fairness and authority cues in
preparation for Study 4B and Study 5. Though the format varied for the pilots, participants
were generally asked to rate the open-ended remarks for the moral dimension (e.g., how
loyal do you think this manager is?) or morality in general (e.g., how moral do you think
this manager is?). The open-ended remarks were iteratively revised or refined to ensure
that the levels differentiated meaningfully, and the mean ratings were comparable in the
US and Turkey.

To the extent possible, the same type of behavior was used across each condition for the
open-ended remarks. For example, having a sense of responsibility toward the team was
used to manipulate loyalty in all three conditions. For the high condition, the phrasing
used in the profile was “has a deep [emphasis added] sense of responsibility and
belonging toward his team.” For the medium condition, the phrasing was revised to “his
sense of responsibility and belonging toward his team is fairly limited [emphasis added].”
Finally, for the low condition, the phrasing was “has no [emphasis added] sense of

responsibility or belonging toward his team.”
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Table 6.2 Open-ended Remarks Presented with Manager Profiles

Profile Name uUsS TR
High Loyalty (No Violation) Condition
Serhat K./ t[;grensn thesitate to go out of his way for the well-being of his £\ .o v tiieli iyiligi igin kendinden fedakarlik etmekten
Michael W.a  Treats everyone on his team as if they were members of his ka("mmaqlgl Ekibindeki herkese ailesinin bir Uyesi gibi
family davrandig
Ahmet T. / Iscommitted to his team like they are family Ekibine ailesiymiscesine bagh oldugu
John R. Always stands by his team, in good days well as bad ones Ekibinin iyi giininde, kotl guninde hep yanlarinda oldugu
Kemal B. / tHeg?na deep sense of responsibility and belonging toward his Ekibine yonelik cok blyuk sorumluluk ve aidiyet hissettigi
Robert S. Attends to the professional or personal problems of members Ek.lbmdfcvk.ﬂerm profesyonel ve Kigisel her tiirli meselesiyle
: ; . ilgilendigi
of his team as if they were his own
Medium Loyalty (Low Violation) Condition
Serhat K. / Shows modest concern for his team when something goes Herhangi bir sorunda ekibini ¢ok olmasa da biraz destekledigi
Michael W.a ' ond . Her zaman olmasa da bazen ekibinin ¢ikarlarini kolladigi
' Looks out for the welfare of his team every now and then
When there are problems, his concern for his team goes only Ekibinin profesyonel veya kisisel meseleleriyle orta seviyede
Ahmet T. / sofar ilgilendigi
John R. Is somewhat attentive to the professional and personal Bir problem oldugunda ekibine ancak bir yere kadar destek
problems of members of his team verdigi
Kemal B. / Displays a mediocre level of commitment to his team Ekibindekilere bagliliginin vasat diizeyde oldugu
Robert S ' His sense of responsibility and belonging toward his team is Ekibine yo6nelik hissettigi sorumluluk ve aidiyetin orta

fairly limited
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Low Loyalty (High Violation) Condition

Serhat K. / Never goes out of his way for the well-being of his team Ekibinin iyiligi i¢in higbir fedakarlik yapmadigi
Michael W.a  Never looks out for the interests of people on his team Ekibindekilerin ¢ikarlarini asla kollamadig1
Isn't at all attentive to the professional or personal problems Ekibindekilerin ne profesyonel ne de kisisel meseleleriyle hig
Ahmet T. / of members of his team ilgilenmedigi
John R. When things go wrong, he has an attitude of 'everyone out for Sikintili durumlarda 'herkes kendini kurtarsin' havasinda
themselves' oldugu
Kemal B. / Has no sense of responsibility or belonging toward his team  Ekibine yonelik higbir sorumluluk veya aidiyet hissetmedigi
Robert S. Displays no commitment to his team Ekibindekilere higbir baglilik gdstermedigi
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6.1.4 Measures

6.1.4.1 Outcome measures

Three trust outcomes were measured. They were presented in a single block in quasi-
random order. Specifically, a single-item measure of trustworthiness was always
presented first. This question was followed by four items, two measuring disclosure
intentions and two measuring reliance intentions. Adapted from (Gillespie, 2003),
reliance and disclosure are dimensions of trusting behaviors, which have also been used
to measure cognitive and affective trust, respectively (Tomlinson et al., 2020). Thus, these
are intended to measure different types of trust. Reliance is defined as depending on
“another’s skills, knowledge, judgments or actions, including delegating and giving
autonomy’ whereas disclosure refers to “sharing work-related or personal information of
a sensitive nature” (Gillespie, 2003, p. 10). These items were included to broaden the
scope of the outcome measurement by including measures intended to capture

“willingness to be vulnerable”, which defines trust.

In addition, the order of the items within each intention scale was randomized. However,
items relating to the same type of intention were always presented consecutively.
Reliability for the reliance and disclosure items were assessed using the Spearman-Brown
coefficient, which has been suggested as more appropriate to use with two-item scales
(Eisinga et al., 2013). Rho values (Reliance: pys = .938, pr = .954, Disclosure: pys = .911,
pr=.934) indicated very good reliability when all experimental profiles were pooled, and
the coefficient values remained adequate for all but one profile (Table 6.3). All scales

used in the study are presented in Appendix V.
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Table 6.3 Scale Reliabilities for Trust Intentions

Us TR
Reliance Disclosure Reliance Disclosure
High 1 0.61 0.86 0.88 0.87
High 2 0.78 0.87 0.90 0.88
Medium 1 0.81 0.85 0.89 0.81
Medium 2 0.83 0.92 0.87 0.90
Low 1 0.87 0.93 0.69 0.88
Low 2 0.87 0.93 0.80 0.86

Note. Spearman-Brown coefficient is reported for all scales.

6.1.4.2 Manipulation check measures

In addition to outcome measures, participants rated each manager with respect to how
well 13 characteristics described the person. The characteristics were presented in random
order and included i) loyalty to team, ii) commitment to team, iii) sense of belonging to
team, iv) warmth, v) being sociable, vi) kindness, vii) compassion, viii) being virtuous,
iX) being moral, x) respect for order and authority, xi) empowering and pro-autonomy to
team, xii) fairness, xiii) competence. A number of items, including those with respect to
warmth and benevolence, had been included to attenuate the demand effect and to test for
possible confounds. These attributes did not relate to explicit information presented in the
profile and feedback from pilot tests indicated that these items created confusion because
relevant information was not available to the participants. Thus, an 8-point Likert
response scale was employed for the manipulation check items ranging from 1 (not at all)
to 7 (extremely) with a final option for “Can’t say.” Responses that indicated 8 (Can’t
say) were treated as missing in the data analyses. Items measuring loyalty and morality

had good reliability across profiles (Table 6.4).
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Table 6.4 Scale Reliabilities for Loyalty and Morality Items

S TR

# of # of # of # of
Profiles Loyalty items Morality items Loyalty items Morality items
High 1 .85 3 77 2 96 3 78 2
High 2 .89 3 74 2 96 3 .85 2
Medium1l 96 3 72 2 93 3 73 2
Medium2 94 3 91 2 .89 3 92 2
Low 1 81 3 .87 2 97 3 .80 2
Low 2 92 3 93 2 98 3 .93 2

Note. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are reported for loyalty and Spearman-Brown
coefficients are reported for morality.

While the same organizational context was specified in both countries, 6 items were
included immediately after the end of the scenario portion of the study to assess whether
participants’ conceptualization of the described workplace was similar. The aim was to
obtain further information as to whether variables were manipulated similarly across the
two countries (Gelfand et al., 2004). Two items were adapted from Aycan (2001) to
measure the degree of benevolent paternalism, 2 items were adapted from Kogak et al.
(2014) to measure arbitrariness in processes, and 2 items were adapted from Alpay et al.
(2008) to assess the degree of formalization. The respondents were asked to consider the
sort of company presented the scenario and evaluate each statement with respect to how
well it described such companies (1-Not at all, 7-Definitely). The two-item subscales
exhibited very low reliability but nonetheless point to some informative differences
across the samples that are raised in the final discussion. Mean values for each item and

the subscale reliabilities are reported below (Table 6.5).
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Table 6.5 Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities for Formalization Items

UsS TR
M SD M SD
Performance appraisal criteria are
applied consistently to everyone.* 4.54 1.52 4.10 1.68
Pay and promotion decisions are
determined by employees’ personal
relationships with top management. 3.89 1.53 3.95 1.75
Cronbach’s alpha 421 248
There are specific written rules for
organizational processes.** 5.27 1.32 4.35 1.70
Employees’ task responsibilities or
discretion in decision making are
unclear.* 3.60 1.45 4.07 1.72
Cronbach’s alpha 072 128
Top management gives importance to
creating a family environment in the
workplace. 3.99 1.66 3.97 1.58
If needed, top management is ready to
help employees with their non-work
problems (e.g. housing, education of
the children, health etc.). 3.47 1.61 3.38 1.56
Cronbach’s alpha .869 590

*p <.05. ** p <.001. Two-tailed tests.
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6.1.4.3 Cultural values and individual difference measures

Participants responded to a total of seven scales, measuring cultural values and individual
differences. All measures used a 7-point Likert response scale (1-strongly disagree, 7-
strongly agree). PTT was measured using three items from Yamagishi & Yamagishi
(1994). A sample item is “Most people are basically good-natured and kind.” The original
form of the relational self-construal (RSC) measure developed by Cross et al. (2000)
consists of eleven items. For brevity, only five of these items were selected based on item
loadings in pilot tests. A sample item is “In general, my close relationships are an
important part of my self-image.” For exploratory purposes, based on the results of
Studies 2 and 3, a measure of traditionality, using a five-item scale developed by Farh et
al. (1997) was included. A sample item is “The best way to avoid mistakes is to follow
the instructions of senior persons.” To measure individual level power distance, the six-
item scale by Dorfman and Howell (1988) was used. A sample item includes “Managers

should make most decisions without consulting subordinates.”

Though the selfhood construal measure (Vignoles et al., 2016) constitutes seven
components, only two (self-interest vs commitment to others, self-expression vs
harmony) were used in the study, selected based on relevance and a concern for
respondent fatigue. Each component is measured with two sets of three items
corresponding to the individualistic and collectivistic ends of the represented aspect. For
the purposes of the discussion herein, each set of three items is referred to as a subscale.
Samples items include “You try to adapt to people around you, even if it means hiding
your feelings” and “You prefer to express your thoughts and feelings openly, even if it
may sometimes cause conflict” for the preserving harmony and self-expression subscales,
respectively, and “You usually give priority to others, before yourself” and “You usually
give priority to your personal goals, before thinking about the goals of others” for the
self-interest and commitment to others subscales, respectively. In light of recent socio-
ecological arguments underlining the role ecological factors in explaining observed
cultural differences (e.g., Liuetal., 2019; Thomson et al., 2018), two items were included,
which asked participants to indicate how much they trusted the economic and justice

systems in their country for exploratory purposes. These items were used to form a
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composite measure of system trust. The selfhood scale translation was obtained from the
original author and slightly revised. The remaining scales were adapted from previous
research. Scale reliabilities are reported in Table 6.6 and means and intercorrelations for

these measures are presented in Table 6.7 and Table 6.8.

Table 6.6 Scale Reliabilities of Cultural and Individual Difference Measures

# of Items TR UsS
PTT® 3 .90 92
Relational Self-Construal ° 5 .89 92
Preserving Harmony (SC)® 3 .65 75
Self-Expression (SC)® 3 67 79
Self-interest (SC)® 3 .68 .69
Commitment to Others (SC)® 3 .65 .65
Power Distance 6 71 74
Traditionality ® 5 .83 .82

System Trust? 2 .78 .82
2 Reports Spearman-Brown coefficient. ® Reports Cronbach’s alpha

89



Table 6.7 Means, SDs, Intercorrelations for Cultural VValue Measures (US)

Mean SD | 1 11 1\ V VI VII VIl
I.PTT 4.42 1.26 --
Il. RSC 4.93 1.27 111 --
I1l. Preserving Harmony
(SC) 4.29 1.32 205™ 154" -
IV. Self-Expression (SC) 4.25 1.32 -.071 162" -.448™ --
V. Self-Interest (SC) 3.97 1.22 -.108 -.080 -112 312" --
VI. Commitment to Others
(SC) 4.73 1.19 .080 334™ 323" .059 -.401™ -
VII. Power Distance 3.16 0.97 .070 -093 145" -.014 .079 .086 -
VIII. Traditionality 3.24 1.28 .062 185" 230" .067 114 172" 454 --
IX. System Trust 3.69 1.44 350" 180" .083 .086 -.033 .100 155" 3357

Note. SC indicates a subscale of the selfhood measure.

*p<.0.p<.01. Two-tailed tests.
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Table 6.8 Means, SDs, Intercorrelations for Cultural VValue Measures (TR)

Mean SD | I 1 Y, v VI VII VIl
I.PTT 3.56 1.46 .
I1.RSC 4.47 1.40 229" -
I1l.  Preserving Harmony
(SC) 4.06 1.36 217" 131 -
IV. Self-Expression (SC) 473 1.2 -.057 118 -393" -
V. Self-Interest (SC) 3.63 135 -.028 065 -.089 321" -
VI. Commitment to Others
(SC) 4.48 1.27 173 305 487 -216°  -302" -
VI1. Power Distance 2.92 1.05 189" 075 094 239" 233" -.015 -
VI Traditionality 3.11 1.42 267" 182 344" 245" 182 170 460" -
IX. System Trust 257 1.34 353" 129 209" -.040 -.094 083 228" 532"

Note. SC indicates a subscale of the selfhood measure.

* p <.05. p<.01. Two-tailed tests.
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6.2  Analyses and Results (4-A)

6.2.1  Manipulation Check Tests

Prior to the main analysis, manipulation check items were examined to determine the
effectiveness of the treatment across countries. Since scale reliabilities were above the
recommended threshold for all profiles, only composite loyalty ratings are reported in
Table 6.9.

Table 6.9 Means and SDs for Loyalty and Morality Items

UsS TR
Loyalty Morality Loyalty Morality
M SD N M SD N M SD N M SD N
High 1 6.28 0.73 66 575 082 60 6.12 102 34 528 139 30

High 2 6.51 058 66 587 087 59 635 097 35 523 149 28
Medium

1 3.77 145 72 423 108 59 411 121 38 418 145 30
Medium
2 390 144 72 439 108 61 325 131 36 354 129 34

Low 1 190 1.00 58 298 1.14 48 211 141 41 257 105 34
Low 2 178 086 58 3.04 114 45 228 138 40 289 131 31
Note. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are reported for loyalty and Spearman-Brown
coefficients are reported for morality.

To test the treatment effect of condition on loyalty ratings, a 2 (Country) x 3 (Condition)
full factorial repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted using IBM
SPSS Statistics (Version 27). The candidate profile was modeled as the within-subject
effect. Condition had a significant effect, F(2,300) = 419.78 p <.001, but neither country,
F(1,300) = .011, p = .915, nor the interaction term, F(2,300) = 2.20, p = .112, were
statistically significant. Tukey post-hoc comparisons showed all differences between
conditions were significant at p < 0.05 (Table 6.10).

Within-subject tests did not indicate a significant effect for profiles within a condition,
F(1, 300) = .547, p = .460. However, the two-way interactions of profile and condition,
F(2, 300) = 7.25, p = .001, and profile and country, F(1, 300) = 3.90, p = .049, as well as
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the three-way interaction of profile, condition, and country, F(2, 300) = 8.81, p < .001,
were significant. Investigation of estimated marginal means and the interaction plots
suggested that the difference was primarily driven by the two medium profiles. When the
analysis was repeated for high and low conditions only, there was no within-subject
effects.

Table 6.10 Post-Hoc Comparison of Condition Means

Condition Mean Difference SE 95% ClI
High Medium 2.554" 14 2.23 2.88
Low 4.348" 14 4.01 4.69
Medium High -2.554" 14 -2.88 -2.23
Low 1.793" 14 1.46 2.13
Low High -4.348" 14 -4.69 -4.01
Medium -1.793" 14 -2.13 -1.46

Note. The error term is Mean Square (Error) = 1.018. SE = standard error of mean
difference estimation; Cl = confidence interval.
*p < .05 level.

6.2.2  Main Analyses

To test for the hypothesized effects, a 2 (Country) x 3 (Condition) full factorial repeated
measures ANOVA was conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics (Version 27) with
trustworthiness evaluations, disclosure intentions, and reliance intentions treated as
separate dependent variables. Where estimated means of main effects were compared,
confidence intervals were corrected using Bonferroni adjustment. In each case, the
candidate profile was modeled as the within-subject effect. Condition, country, and
gender were specified as between-subject effects. Individuals who self-identified as non-
binary (n = 3) were included in the female group for the analyses. PTT was entered as a
covariate. Gender was controlled to account for differences in response patterns since all
manager profiles were males and demographic similarity has been shown to influence
trustworthiness assessments (Levin et al., 2006). PTT is a trait-like measure of an
individual’s tendency or willingness to rely on people; it has been shown to have a weak
but significant impact on trust and trust-related outcomes, and to correlate significantly

with the three bases of trustworthiness specified by ABI (Colquitt et al., 2007).
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Since there were only two repeated measures in each condition, there was only one
difference measure, and sphericity was not a consideration. Inspection of the standardized
residuals revealed outliers, which resulted in deviations from the normal distribution in
some cases as indicated by the Shapiro-Wilk test of normality. Thus, the results should
be treated with caution. Condition had a significant main effect on trustworthiness,
F(2,302) = 221.90, p <.001, % = .595, disclosure intentions, F(2,302) = 191.86, p < .001,
yn? = 559, and reliance intentions, F(2,302) = 219.17, p < .001, #? = .591, such that trust
outcomes were highest for high loyalty managers and lowest for low loyalty managers.
Mean differences between each level were significant after adjusting for multiple
comparisons using the Bonferroni correction. In addition, Americans’ ratings were
significantly higher than Turks for disclosure intentions, F(1,303) = 9.059, p = .003, #° =
.029, and reliance intentions, F(1,303) = 13.522, p < .001, #? = .043, but a statistically
significant difference was not observed for trustworthiness evaluations. The interaction
of country and condition was not significant for any of the outcome measures. Finally,
gender had a significant main effect on disclosure intentions such that men had expressed
significantly higher disclosure intentions than women (F(1,303) = 7.066, p = .008).
Estimated marginal means for each outcome measure by country and condition are
reported in Table 6.11.

Table 6.11 Estimated Marginal Means of Outcome Variables by Country

Trustworthiness Disclosure Reliance
M SE 95% ClI M SE 95% ClI M SE 95% CI
High 582 .12 558 6.06 540 .14 5.13 5.67 580 .13 555 6.05

US Med 4.07 .11 385 430 344 .13 319 370 395 .12 3.72 4.18
Low 297 .13 272 322 215 .15 186 244 263 .13 237 2.89

High 571 .17 538 6.04 487 .19 449 524 523 .17 489 557
TR Med 4.06 .16 3.75 438 3.09 .18 274 345 351 .16 3.19 384
Low 262 .15 232 292 180 .17 146 214 226 .16 195 257

Note. PTT is evaluated at 4.10. M = mean of outcome measure; SE = standard error of
M: CI = confidence interval.

These results confirm the prediction that managers’ perceived loyalty impacts trust
intentions toward them as well as their trustworthiness evaluations. However, contrary to
Hypothesis 2-B, this effect does not differ across the US and Turkey. Notably, Americans

generally expressed higher trust intentions -but not trustworthiness evaluations- than
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Turks for all conditions despite controlling for PTT. This may suggest that behavioral
intentions are susceptible to contextual factors not captured in the current design. It is also
possible that trustworthiness, as an abstract concept measured with a single item, may
have been construed differently than trust intentions, which refer to concrete behavioral

exemplars.

6.2.3  Exploratory Analyses

Although practical concerns usually render two-country comparative studies inevitable,
such designs are often limited in identifying the influence of culture. Numerous points of
caution have been noted with respect to conducting multi- and cross-country research
(Cohen, 2007; Spector et al., 2015). Of particular note for the current study are the likely
presence of multiple factors that differ between Turkey and the US and issues related to
within-country variance. With respect to the first point, a large number of factors
differentiate between the US and Turkey, and differences in the rule of law (World Justice
Project, 2020), trust in organizations and formal institutions (Hotho, 2013; Taysir &
Erdogmus, 2019), and norms that characterize the workplace (Sanchez-Burks, 2004) may
influence the effect of the treatment variables on trust outcomes. Though the study adopts
an experimental vignette design with the aim of ensuring equivalence of treatments, it is

not possible to control for all differences between the countries.

Second, individual members of a culture may not espouse cultural values to the same
extent and there may be substantial variation in the degree to which a cultural syndrome
translates to individual cultural values (Leung & Cohen, 2011; Uskul et al., 2015). That
is, even when mean scores for a cultural value variable between two countries differ
substantially, individuals embedded in each may vary in the degree to which they
personally espouse the said value. To accommodate these within-country variations,
studying “psychological culture” (Gelfand et al., 2008), i.e., individual-level values,
attitudes, and beliefs may be a worthwhile endeavor.

Thus, as a follow-up exploratory analysis, the effect of individualistic vs collectivistic
values on trust outcomes was explored in each country separately using linear regression.

Since the data was multi-level such that profile ratings were nested within participants,
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multi-level linear regression with maximum likelihood estimation (Gelman & Hill, 2006;
Rabe-Hesketh & Skrondal, 2012; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) was used on Stata (\VVersion
17.1). For these exploratory analyses, relational self-construal, self-interest, self-
expression subscales, and traditionality were explored. Individual-level traditionality
measure was included in the exploratory analyses in light of the findings of Study 2 and
Study 3, which indicated that it may constitute a distinct influence on perceptions of
manager trustworthiness. The items measuring the collectivistic pole of the selfhood

dimensions were not used due to their lower scale reliabilities.

For each outcome measure, the model was specified with loyalty condition, cultural
variable, gender, and PTT as fixed effects. High loyalty condition was the baseline.
Participant was modeled as the level-2 random effect. Centering is not a critical issue for
level-2 predictors (Cohen et al., 2003; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). To that end, results
without centering are reported here. In all results, condition had a significant effect on the
relevant trust outcome when PTT, the relevant cultural variable, and gender were
controlled. In addition, relational self-construal positively predicted trustworthiness
assessments (B = .161, SE = .066, z = 2.43, p = .015), and reliance intentions (f = .176,
SE =.071,z=2.49, p = .013) in Turkey. Finally, traditionality had a positive main effect
on disclosure intentions (B = .187, SE = .060, z = 3.09, p = .002) in the US. The main
effect of relational self-construal in Turkey suggests that individuals with higher

interdependent construals generally have higher trust in managers.

At the next step, the interaction term of condition and the cultural variable was also
entered into the specified models. The results are summarized in Table 6.12 and Table
6.13. Though likelihood ratio tests indicated that the addition of the interaction term did
not improve model fit for any of the models, the coefficient estimates for the interaction
terms were inspected for direction and significance. With respect to the cultural value
variables (interdependent self-construal, traditionality, and selfhood measures), the
coefficient estimates for medium and low conditions were almost always significant after
controlling for individual differences and the interaction term such that trust outcomes
were lower for the medium condition and lowest for the low condition. In addition, gender
was a significant predictor of trust intentions in the US such that American men expressed

significantly higher trust intentions than American women all conditions. However, a
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significant moderating effect was not found for any of the individual-level cultural

variables.
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Table 6.12 Multi-level Regression Results Summary (US)

Self-Interest Self-Expression RSC Traditionality
TW D R TW D R TW D R TW D R
-1.96 -2.12 -2.17 -1.42 -2.16 -1.81 -1.27 -1.79 -1.45 -2.23 -2.61 -2.50
Medium (55"  (63)™  (56)"" (56)" (657 (59"  (.67) (.75)" (67)°  (44)7  (48)7" (44
-2.31 -3.96 -3.67 -2.02 -3.54 -3.27 -2.63 -2.82 -2.09 -3.09 -3.85 -3.13
Low (58)™"  (.66)™"  (.59)™" (.58)™ (.66)™"  (.60)™" (66)™" (.75  (67)" (48)™" (53)™" (497
.03 .01 01 -.01 -.08 -.02 .08 .02 .04 -.06 .06 -.01
Values (.08) (.09) (.08) (.09) (.10) (.09) (.09) (.10) (.09) (.09) (.10) (.09)
Mediumx .05 .04 .08 -.08 -.01 -.10 -.04 -.08 15 21 21
Values (.13) (.15) (.13) (12) .04(14) (.13) (.13) (.15) (.13) (.13) (.14) (.13)
Low x -.14 19 14 -.22 .02 -.05 -.09 -22 .07 .16 -.01
Values (.14) (.16) (.15) (13) .06 (.15)  (.13) (.13) (.15) (.13) (.13) (.15) (.14)
18 46 29 17 48 30 18 47 28 .16 .36 25
Gender? (.14) (.15)" (.14)" (14)  (16)"  (14) (14)  (16)" (14 (.14) (.15)" (.14)
.06 -13 .00 .04 -.02 -.00 .05 -.01 .01 .05 -.03 -.01
PTT (.06) (.06) (.06) (.05) (.06) (.06) (.05) (.06) (.06) (.05) (.06) (.05)
c%(ID) 63 95 74 .60 .96 75 .63 .96 74 .63 .90 73
o2 (res) 53 37 37 53 37 37 53 37 37 53 37 37
LL -550.1  -538.7  -5184 -547.8 -539.6 -519.4 -550.6 -539.8 -517.5 -550.2 -534.2 -517.1

LR
chibar? 68.27° 1440 116.67 657 145377 117.9"" 6877 14557 11557 6847 13457 11497

Note. Standard errors presented in parentheses. Individual value measures are presented in the first table row. Dependent variables are
presented in the second table row. LL = log likelihood of estimation; LR chibar? = Likelihood ratio; ¢® (ID) = variance estimation of
respondent (level-2 random effect); o2 (res) = residual variance estimation; TW = trustworthiness; D = disclosure intentions; R = reliance
intentions. Omitted category in gender is female including participants who identified as non-binary.

*** p<.001 | **. p<.01 | *. p<.05
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Table 6.13 Multi-level Regression Results Summary (TR)

Self-Interest Self-Expression RSC Traditionality
TW D R TW D R TW D R TW D R
-1.64 -1.39 -.86 -1.62 -2.31 -1.87 -1.78 -2.02 -1.98 -1.64 -1.28 -1.76
Medium (.69)" (.79) (.73) (.97) (1.11)" (1.03) (.74) (87)™  (80)™  (56)"  (64)"  (.60)"
-3.21 -2.26 -2.37 -2.83 -3.73 -3.67 -2.47 -2.12 -2.92 -2.62 -2.10 -2.75
Low (.68)™" (787  (72)" (897 (1.03)™" (957" (75" (88" (8L)" (54T (62" (59"
-.01 18 18 -.04 -15 -13 20 19 16 12 26 .06
Values (.12) (.14) (.13) (.12) (.14) (.13) (.11) (.13) (.12) (.12) (.13) (.13)
Medium x  -.01 -.10 -.22 -.01 10 .02 .02 .01 .06 -.02 -17 .01
Values (.17) (.20) (.18) (.20) (.23) (.21) (.16) (.18) (.17) (.16) (.18) (17)
Low X .03 -.23 -15 -.07 12 14 -15 -.22 -.02 -.16 -.33 -.07
Values (.18) (.20) (.19) (.18) (.21) (.19) (.16) (.19) (.17) (17) (.19) (.18)
.00 15 19 -.01 .08 12 -.06 .07 .08 -.02 .08 .16
Gender (.19) (.22) (.20) (.19) (.22) (.20) (.19) (.22) (.20) (.19) (.22) (.21)
.05 .07 -.00 .05 .04 -.03 .01 .02 -.06 .04 .04 -.03
PTT (.07) (.07) (.07) (.06) (.07) (.07) (.06) (.07) (.07) (.06) (.07) (.07)
c%(ID) .70 94 81 .69 .95 .83 .64 90 .78 .68 91 .83
o2 (res) 48 59 48 48 59 48 48 59 48 48 59 48
LL -319.4  -347.7  -327.2 -3189  -348.3 -327.6  -3158  -346.1  -325.2  -3184  -3465 -328.0

LR chibar® 49.1™ 546" 581" 486" 553" 585  45.07" 5267 5557 4797 5317 5017

Note. Standard errors presented in parentheses. Individual value measures are presented in the first table row. Dependent variables are presented
in the second table row. LL = log likelihood of estimation; LR chibar? = Likelihood ratio; 6% (ID) = variance estimation of respondent (level-2
random effect); o2 (res) = residual variance estimation; TW = trustworthiness; D = disclosure intentions; R = reliance intentions. Omitted category
in gender is female including participants who identified as non-binary.

*** p<.001 | **. p<.01|*. p<.05
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6.3  Discussion (4-A)

Overall, the results suggest that managers who are seen to espouse loyalty-related morals
in their behaviors engender higher trust compared to managers who either occasionally
or habitually violate these moral principles. Even when the manager is manifestly
competent, the willingness to be vulnerable by relying on their “skills, knowledge,
judgments or actions” (Gillespie, 2003, p. 10) is severely hampered. In addition,
Americans generally express higher trust toward managers compared to Turks and trust
outcomes for men are higher than women, even when PTT is controlled. The former effect
may be a product of systemic differences between the countries whereas the latter may
arise from the fact that the profiled managers were all males. Men may feel more at ease
than women when the manager is a male. Finally, the study reveals no evidence that the
effect of managers’ moral loyalty on trust outcomes differs between the US and Turkey
or that there may be a moderating effect of the relevant cultural variables measured at the

individual level on trust outcomes.

6.4  Method (4-B)

6.4.1 Sample

All screening criteria were identical with Study 4-A. In the US, participant recruitment
was undertaken in the same manner as Study 4-A (n = 139). In Turkey, participants were
primarily recruited through the services of a local research company (n = 103) in the same
manner as the preceding studies, though a small number of participants were recruited
from the researchers’ network using snowballing (N = 13). As with previous studies, no

payment was made to participants in Turkey.
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Key demographic information is summarized in Table 6.14 for each country sample.
Ethnicity information was only collected in the US. 103 (74.1%) self-identified as White,
24 (17.3%) as Black or African American, 7 (5.0%) as Asian, 4 (2.9%) as Hispanic or
Latinx, and 1 (.7%) as other. The samples were comparable in terms of age, experience,

and education levels.

Table 6.14 Summary Demographic Information for Study Samples

TR uUsS
Age 37.6 (SD = 8.6) 36.0 (SD=9.1)
Work Experience 14.8 (SD = 8.8) 14.4 (SD =9.5)
Gender
Female 58 (50.4%) 80 (57.6%)
Male 57 (49.6%) 59 (42.4%)
Education
High school 19 (16.4%) 21 (15.1%)
University deg. 88 (75.9%) 81 (58.3%)
Graduate deg. 9 (7.8%) 37 (26.6%)
N 116 139

Note. High school includes those with some college experience. University degree
includes those with 2- and 4-year degrees. Graduate degree includes masters,
professional, and doctorate degrees.

6.4.2 Procedure

The procedure was identical to Study 4-A.

6.4.3 Materials

The manipulation cues differed in content. Appendix IV presents one of the high-
authority condition profiles as an example. All other measures were as reported in Study
4-A. As with the previous study, the manipulation was presented using a set of two
simultaneous cues. The English versions of the mean ratings graphics are presented in
Figure 6-3 and the Turkish versions are presented in Figure 6-4. The mean score was 8.5
for the high condition, 5.9 for the medium condition, and 3.75 for the low condition.
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The open-ended remarks were developed, and pilot tested concurrently with, and in a
similar fashion, to those pertaining to Study 4-A. Pilot tests were conducted with
convenience and Prolific samples at several points until the desired perceptions of low,

medium, and high levels of each level of authority was achieved.

As before, the descriptive comments used in the study were variants of the same type of
behaviors. For example, all three dummy profiles referred to behaving appropriate to
one’s position but differed in the degree to which this behavior was espoused. For the
high condition, the phrasing used in the profile was “Considers it [emphasis added]
extremely important that he behaves in a manner appropriate for his position.” For the
medium condition, the phrasing was revised to “Considers it [emphasis added] somewhat
important that he behaves in a manner appropriate for his position.” Finally, for the low
condition, the phrasing was “Considers it [emphasis added] quite unimportant that he

behaves in a manner appropriate for his position.” The full list is presented in Table 6.15.
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Figure 6.3 Manager Authority Rating Items (English)

Respects the rules and order of the organization

Doesn't 8.23 Describes very
describe at all x accurately
1 10
Expects decisions by superiors to be carried out without question
Doesn't 9.04 Describes very
describe at all X m— accurately
1 10
Shows due respect to people’s titles, ranks, and seniority
Doesn't 8.23 Describes very
describe at all X accurately
1 10
Respects the rules and order of the organization
Doesn't 54 Describes very
describe at all X accurately
1 10
Expects decisions by superiors to be carried out without question
Doesn't 5.8 Describes very
describe at all X accurately
1 10

Shows due respect to people’s titles, ranks, and seniority

Doesn't 6.5 Describes very
describe at all X accurately
1 10
Respects the rules and order of the organization
Doesn't 4.23 Describes very
describe at all X accurately
1 10
Expects decisions by superiors to be carried out without question
Doesn't 3.82 Describes very
describe at all X accurately
1 10
Shows due respect to people’s titles, ranks, and seniority
Doesn't 320 Describes very
describe at all X accurately
1 10
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Figure 6.4 Manager Authority Rating Items (Turkish)

Sirket kurallarini ve diizenini gozetir.

Hig iyi
tanimlamiyor
1

Yukanidan gelen kararlarin sorgulanmadan uygulanmasini bekler.

Hig iyi
tanimlamiyor
1

Kisilerin unvanlarina, makamlarina ve kidemlerine gereken saygiyi gosterir.

Hig iyi
tanimlamiyor
1

8.23
X

8.23
X

9.04
X —

Sirket kurallarini ve diizenini g6zetir.

Hig iyi
tanimlamiyor
1

Yukanidan gelen kararlarin sorgulanmadan uygulanmasini bekler.

Hig iyi
tanmmlamiyor
1

Kisilerin unvanlarina, makamlarina ve kidemlerine gereken saygiyi gosterir.

Hig iyi
tammlamiyor
1

54

X

5.8

X

6.5

Sirket kurallarini ve diizenini gozetir.

Hig iyi
tanmimlamiyor
1

Yukaridan gelen kararlarin sorgulanmadan uygulanmasini bekler.

Hig iyi
tanmimlamiyor
1

Kisilerin unvanlarina, makamlarina ve kidemlerine gereken saygiyi gosterir.

Hig iyi
tamimlamiyor
1

4.23

X

X

3.82

X

3.20
X
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Table 6.15 Open-ended Remarks Presented with Manager Profiles (Authority)

Condition  Name uUs TR
No Serhat Always provides guidance to his team to ensure they are Ekibini hep yonlendirerek asla basibos birakmadigi
Violation K. /' never without direction Mevkine uygun davranmaya son derece énem verdigi
(High Michael Considers it extremely important that he behaves in a
Authority) W.2 manner appropriate for his position
Ahmet Is very careful to always preserve the formality dictated by Ekibiyle arasinda ast-{st iliskilerinin gerektirdigi resmiyeti
T. / John the hierarchical relationship between himself and his team her zaman muhafaza etmeye ¢ok dikkat ettigi
R. Strongly believes in the merit of discipline in supervising Ekibinin yonetiminde disiplinin kiymetine kuvvetle
his team inandig1
Kemal Cares highly that the customs of the company are respected Sirketin kabul gormiis teamiillerine saygi gosterilmesini
B. /" When someone meddles with his team's business, c¢ok onemsedigi
Robert immediately intervenes as the manager Ekibinin isine karisan oldugunda yonetici olarak hemen
S. miidahale ettigi
Medium Serhat Occassionally provides limited guidance to his team, Bazen ekibini tam yonlendirmeyerek basibos biraktigi
Violation K. !/ leaving them without direction Mevkiine uygun davranmaya kismen 6nem verdigi
(Medium Michael Considers it somewhat important that he behaves in a
Authority) W.2 manner appropriate for his position
Ahmet  Somewhat believes in the merit of discipline in supervising Ekibinin yonetiminde disiplinin kiymetine az ¢ok inandigi
T. / John his team Ekibiyle arasinda ast-iist iligkilerinin gerektirdigi resmiyeti
R. Is moderately careful to preserve the formality dictated by muhafaza etmeye s6yle-boyle dikkat ettigi
the hierarchical relationship between himself and his team
Kemal Somewhat cares that the customs of the company are Sirketin kabul gormiis teamiillerine saygi gosterilmesini
B. /| respected cok degilse de biraz 6nemsedigi
Robert ~ When someone meddles with his team's business, Ekibinin isine karisan oldugunda yonetici olarak ara sira
S. occasionally doesn't intervene as the manager miidahale etmedigi
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Condition  Name uUsS TR
High Serhat Never provides guidance to his team and constantly leaves EKkibini hi¢ yonlendirmeyerek her zaman basibos biraktigi
Violation K. /' them without direction Mevkine uygun davranmay1 olduk¢a 6nemsiz gordiigii
(Low Michael  Considers it quite unimportant that he behaves in a manner
Authority) W.2 appropriate for his position
Ahmet Isn't careful in the slightest about preserving the formality Ekibiyle arasinda ast-iist iliskilerinin gerektirdigi resmiyeti
T. / John dictated by the hierarchical relationship between himself muhafaza etmeye zerre kadar dikkat etmedigi
R. and his team Ekibinin yonetiminde disiplinin kiymetine hi¢ inanmadig1
Doesn't believe at all in the merit of discipline in
supervising his team
Kemal Doesn't care one bit that the customs of the company are Sirketin kabul gérmiis teamiillerine saygi gosterilmesini
B. /| respected bir nebze bile 6nemsemedigi
Robert ~ When someone meddles with his team's business, never Ekibinin igine karisan oldugunda yonetici olarak asla
S. intervenes as the manager miidahale etmedigi
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6.4.4 Measures

6.4.4.1 Outcome measures

Spearman-Brown coefficients for reliance intentions (pus = .932, pr=.936) and disclosure
intentions (pus = .838, prr=.932) indicated good reliability when all experimental profiles
were pooled. The coefficient values remained adequate for all but one profile as

summarized in Table 6.16 below.

Table 6.16 Reliabilities for Trust Intention Measures

Reliance Disclosure
Profile # of Items usS TR usS TR
High 1 2 731 919 172 916
High 2 2 .653 .830 794 .854
Medium 1 2 .859 .891 .804 921
Medium 2 2 .850 932 492 .896
Low 1 2 .950 .865 .903 .949
Low 2 2 .963 .863 .908 .905

6.4.4.2 Manipulation check measures

Measures: In addition to outcome measures, participants rated each manager with respect
to how well 12 characteristics described the person: i) loyalty to team ii) commitment to
team, iii) warmth, iv) being sociable, v) being virtuous, vi) being moral, vii) respect for
order, viii) empowering and pro-autonomy for team, ix) fairness, x) competence, xi)
valuing respect for authority, xii) prizing obedience. Authority was measured using three
items and had good reliability across profiles (Table 6.17). Scale reliabilities were also

good when profiles were pooled.
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Table 6.17 Reliabilities for Authority and Morality Items

Authority Items Morality Items
Cronbach’s alpha Spearman-Brown Coefficient
Profile #ofltems US TR #of Items US TR
High 1 3 .666 .857 2 744 .883
High 2 3 901 .823 2 762 .848
High condition 3 806 .842 2
Medium 1 3 887 .726 2 916 .846
Medium 2 3 872 .858 2 740 .825
Medium Condition 3 .882 .803 2
Low 1 3 809 .945 2 .829 779
Low 2 3 926 .852 2 .956 .954
Low condition 3 887 .947 2

Similar to Study 4-A, the perceived formalization of the scenario context (i.e., the
hypothetical organization) was measured with 6 items. Item means and subscale

reliabilities are reported below in Table 6.18.

Table 6.18 Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities for the Formalization Scales

UsS TR

Item M SD M SD

Performance appraisal criteria are applied
consistently to everyone. 4.94 1.40 4.68 1.83
Pay and promotion decisions are determined
by employees’ personal relationships with
top management.* 3.30 1.68 3.38 2.04

Cronbach’s alpha 210 .388

There are specific written rules for
organizational processes.* 5.83 0.93 5.27 1.75
Employees’ task responsibilities or discretion
in decision making are unclear. 3.30 1.68 3.38 2.04

Cronbach’s alpha .280 452

Top management gives importance to
creating a family environment in the
workplace. 4.07 1.76 3.98 1.92
If needed, top management is ready to help
employees with their non-work problems
(e.g. housing, education of the children,
health etc.). 3.76 1.67 3.65 1.73

Cronbach’s alpha 799 527

Note. Asterisk denotes a significant difference between countries (p <.05)
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6.4.4.3 Cultural values and individual difference measures

Participants responded to the same cultural values and individual difference scales as
Study 4-A. Scale reliabilities are reported in Table 6.19 below. The subdimensions of
selfhood adapted from (Vignoles et al., 2016) are reported individually. All measures
were adequately reliable except the selfhood subscales that target collectivist values,
which demonstrate marginal alpha values. Intercorrelations among the cultural variables

are presented in Table 6.20 for the US sample, and Table 6.21 for the Turkish sample.

Table 6.19 Reliability Coefficients for Cultural VValue Measures

Scale # of Items TR us
Power Distance 6 .691 72
Traditionality 5 778 .863
Relational Self-Construal 5 .892 .930
PTT 3 .894 .949
System Trust 2 .593 .853
Commitment to Others 3 526 .560
Self-interest 3 .619 167
Preserving Harmony 3 .630 .637

Self-Expression 3 .643 .878
Note. Cronbach’s alpha values are reported for all measures except system trust, which
reports the Spearman-Brown coefficient for a split-half reliability.
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Table 6.20 Means, SDs, Intercorrelations for Cultural Value Measures (US)

Mean SD I I 11 \Y4 V VI VI VIl
I.PTT 4.64 1.38 --
1. Relational Self-Construal 5.31 1.27 439™ --
I11. System Trust 3.83 1.65 367 407 --
IV. Traditionality 3.67 1.54 192" ATT™ 593" --
V. Power Distance 3.25 1.06 .064 139 287" 482" --
VI. Preserving Harmony (SC)  4.46 1.21 181" 333" .063 339" 116 --
VII. Self-Expression (SC) 4.38 1.43 125 .063 215" 152 270" -.343™ --
VIIl. Commitment to Others
(SC) 4.95 1.07 .108 .349™ .089 201" 135 3577 -.032 --
IX. Self-Interest (SC) 4.06 1.32 011 -.037 099 .093 233" -.056 498" -2707

4(SC) indicates subscale of the selfhood measure.

**p<.01. *p <.05. Two-tailed tests.
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Table 6.21 Means, SDs, Intercorrelations for Cultural Value Measures (TR)

Mean SD I 1 11 A\ V VI VIl VIII
. PTT 363 141 -
1. Relational Self-Construal 442 145 258" --
I11. System Trust 284 123 091 011 --
IV. Traditionality 3.19 128 .035 2360 446 --
V. Power Distance 277 .92 142 160 267  .488" --
VI. Preserving Harmony (SC) 360 127 -095 342" 082 .3307 .239" --
VII. Self-Expression (SC) 486 126 .101 -131 -051 -030 .024 -450" --
VIII. Commitment to Others (SC) 437 130 -076 .062 -040 .080 -145 465~ -.145 --
IX. Self-Interest (SC) 359 131 146 072 .036 .035 2477 -196° 5307 -.171

4(SC) indicates subscale of the selfhood measure.

**p<.01. *p <.05. Two-tailed tests.
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6.5  Analyses and Results (4-B)

6.5.1 Manipulation Check Tests

Prior to the main analysis, manipulation check items were examined to determine the
effectiveness of the treatment across countries. Given adequate scale reliabilities, only
composite authority ratings are reported in Table 6.22 below.

Table 6.22 Scale Reliabilities for Authority and Morality Measures

uUsS TR
Authority Morality Authority Morality
Profile M SD N M SD N M SD N M SD N
High 1 6.52 056 46 569 098 42 645 067 44 531 121 39
High 2 6.55 0.70 47 6.11 071 44 6.14 0.75 42 550 1.20 40
Medium1l 541 103 58 499 102 51 449 1.07 35 452 1.06 29
Medium?2 483 123 58 461 095 52 438 126 35 424 115 29
Low 1 250 119 34 310 134 30 250 146 37 311 150 36
Low 2 265 155 34 323 163 28 257 167 37 275 149 34

Differences in authority ratings across conditions were tested with a 2 (Country) x 3
(Condition) full factorial repeated measures ANOVA using IBM SPSS Statistics (Version
27). The candidate profile was modeled as the within-subject effect and did did not reach
significance, F(1,246) = 2.55, p = .112, 4? = .01. In terms of between-subjects factors,
condition, F(2,246) = 320.96, p < .001, 2 = .72, and country, F(1,246) = 7.11 p = .008,
y? = .03, had significant effects on profiles’ authority ratings but their interaction did not
significant, F(2,246) = 2.429, p = .090, »? = .02. Post-hoc tests (adjusted for multiple
comparisons with Tukey) showed that all differences between conditions were in the
expected direction and significant at p < 0.05 (Table 6.23). With respect to country,
Americans had higher authority ratings though estimated marginal means suggested that
the difference is mainly driven by the medium condition (Figure 6-5). When the analysis
was repeated excluding the medium condition, the effect for country was no longer
significant, F(1,155) = .857, p = .356.
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Table 6.23 Post-hoc tests of condition

Condition Mean Difference SE 95% CI
High — Medium 1.55" 142 1.22 1.89
High — Low 3.86" 152 3.50 4.22
Medium - Low 2.31" 150 1.96 2.67
Mean Square(Error) = .863.

*p<.05

Figure 6.5 Authority Ratings of Countries by Manager Profile

Estimated Marginal Means

- Country

— S
TR

6.00

3.00

High Authority Medium Authority Low Authority

Condition

6.5.2 Main Analyses

The same analytical strategy was used as before. Sphericity was not relevant since there
was only one difference measure. Furthermore, Shapiro-Wilk test for normality using
standardized residuals suggested that the normality assumption was met in most cases,
except for one group of profiles for trustworthiness and one group of profiles for reliance
intentions in the US. Inspection of the Q-Q plots suggested the presence of a small number

of outliers.

Condition had a significant effect on reliance intentions, F(2,244) = 121.73, p <.001, #?
= .50, disclosure intentions, F(2,244) = 52.69, p < .001, #% = .30, and trustworthiness:
F(2,246) = 168.18, p <.001, 52 = .58. Pairwise comparisons of conditions, adjusting for
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multiple comparisons with the Bonferroni correction, were significant for all pairs across
outcome measures. Overall, trust outcomes were highest for high authority managers and
lowest for low authority managers. In addition, there was a significant country effect for
reliance intentions (F(1,244) = 10.65, p = .001, 5 = .04, and trustworthiness evaluations,
F(1,246) = 4.98, p = .027, ? = .20, such that US outcomes were generally higher than
Turkish outcomes. The effect was in the same direction but not significant for disclosure
intentions, F(1,244) = 3.41, p = .066, > = .01. The interaction of country and condition
did not approach significance for any outcome measure. Estimated marginal means are
reported in Table 6.24.

Table 6.24 Estimated Marginal Means for Outcome Variables

Trustworthiness Disclosure Reliance

M SE  95%ClI M SE  95%CI M SE 95%Cl

US High 562 .14 534 589 483 .19 447 520 571 .16 5.39 6.02
Med 457 .13 432 482 386 .17 352 419 449 .15 421 478
Low 3.10 .16 2.78 342 285 .22 243 328 285 .19 249 322
TR High 571 .14 543 599 465 .19 427 503 516 .17 4.83 548
Med 4.02 .16 3.70 4.34 348 .22 3.05 392 391 .19 354 429
Low 269 .16 237 3.01 246 .22 203 290 253 .19 216 290

Note. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at PTT = 4.2

These results confirm the prediction that trust intentions and trustworthiness evaluations
will positively relate to the degree to which managers conform to authority. However, the

study does not provide significant evidence with respect to moderation.

Given the statistically significant difference in authority ratings between Americans and
Turks for the medium profiles, the analyses were repeated after excluding the group
assigned to the medium condition. Conducting 2 (country) x 2 (condition: high, low) full
factorial repeated measures ANOVA showed that condition remained significant for all
outcome measures (Trustworthiness: F(1,156) = 298.650, p <.001; Reliance: F(1,154) =
286.584, p < .001; Disclosure: F(1, 154) = 91.052, p < .001)). In addition, country
remained a significant factor for reliance intentions (F(1,154) = 4.437, p = .037) but not
trustworthiness (F(1, 156) =.701, p = .404). The interaction of country and condition was

not significant for any outcome measure. Thus, Hypothesis H3-B was not supported.
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6.5.3 Exploratory Analyses

In line with Study 4-A, additional analyses were undertaken to explore whether the effect
of cultural values may have predictive validity at the individual level rather than the
societal level. These analyses were conducted for each country to explore the moderating
effect of power distance as well as traditionality, which appears to be conceptually
proximate, on trust outcomes. As with Study 4-A, multi-level linear regression with
maximum likelihood estimation (Hox et al., 2017; Rabe-Hesketh & Skrondal, 2012;
Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) was used on Stata (Version 17.1). For each outcome measure,
the model was first specified with authority condition, cultural variable, gender, and PTT
as fixed effects. Participant was modeled as the level-two random effect. In all results,
condition had a significant effect on the relevant trust outcome as expected. In addition,
PTT positively predicted trust outcomes in the US but not Turkey. In terms of the simple
effect of power distance and traditionality on trust outcomes, the effects were sporadic.
In the US, traditionality positively predicted disclosure intentions, p = .172, SE = .065, z
= 2.67, p =.008, but not trustworthiness assessments, f = .075, SE=.049,z=154,p=
124, or reliance intentions, g = .020, SE = .057, z = .36, p = .721. In Turkey, the effect
on disclosure intentions, # =.189, SE = .099, z = 1.92, p = .055, reliance intentions, f =
147, SE = .085, z = 1.72, p = .085, and trustworthiness, f = .108, SE = .074,z = 1.47,p
= .142 was not significant. Similarly, there were no significant findings with respect to

power distance in either country.

As a next step, the interaction term of condition and the cultural difference variable was
entered into the models. The estimation results are reported in Table 6.25 and Table 6.26.
Likelihood ratio tests indicated that the model fit was not meaningfully improved.
Nonetheless, the results of the unconstrained models were investigated with respect to the
direction and significance of the interaction term coefficients. The results varied but did
not provide strong evidence of moderation. There was only one instance where the
interaction of condition and the cultural variable was significant. In the US, when
disclosure intentions were the outcome variable, modeling both direct effects and the
interaction of condition and traditionality resulted in a positive and significant coefficient
estimate for traditionality, 5 = .328, SE = .114, z = 2.87, p = .004, for the interaction of
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traditionality and condition for low authority, f = -.345, SE = .168, z = -2.05, p = .040
when the baseline was high authority. However, condition means did not meaningfully
differentiate (fmed = -.286, SE = .594, z = -.48, p = .565; fiow = -.631, SE = .676, z = -
94, p = .348). This result suggests that managers in all conditions were evaluated
similarly by individuals low in traditionality. As participants’ traditionality increased,
disclosure intentions expressed toward managers became increasingly more differentiated
such that highest disclosure intentions were expressed toward high authority managers
and lowest disclosure intentions were expressed toward low authority managers.

However, the difference between low and medium loyalty managers was not meaningful.
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Table 6.25 Multi-level Regression Results Summary (US)

Power Distance

Traditionality

TW D R TW D R
Medium -151 -.64 -1.19 -1.41 -.29 -1.70
Profile (.56)" (.76) (.66) (.45)" (.59) (.53)"
-2.97 -.96 -3.13 -2.27 -.63 -2.95
Low Profile (.65)™" (.87) (76)™ (5™ (.68) (.61)™
-.05 24 -.06 .04 .33 -.05
Values (.12) (.17) (.15) (.09) (11)™ (.10)
Medium
Profile X 14 -.09 -.01 10 -.16 13
Values (.17) (.22) (.20) (.11) (.15) (.13)
Low Profile x 14 -.30 .09 -.06 -.35 .03
Values (.18) (.25) (.21) (.13) (17" (.15)
.08 .39 .18 .07 34 A7
Gender? (.15) (.20)" (.17) (.15) (.19) (.17)
19 22 17 18 .20 18
PTT (.06) (07" (06)™ (.05  (07)"  (.06)"
o*(ID) 33 81 56 31 74 56
o?(res) 79 99 87 79 .99 .87
LL -404.55 -460.47  -432.73  -403.01 -456.52 -432.32
chibar? 12.49™" 31.69"™" 23.28"™" 11.60™" 28.21"" 22.96™

Note. Standard errors are presented in parentheses. TW indicates trustworthiness, D
indicates disclosure intentions, R indicates reliance intentions.
& Omitted category is female including participants who self-identified as. non-binary
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Table 6.26 Multi-level Regression Results Summary (TR)

Power Distance

Traditionality

T™W D R TW D R
Medium -71 -.33 -.26 -1.24 -1.07 -.28
Profile (.68) (.92) (.78) (.61)" (.83) (.71)

-3.17 -2.49 -2.50 -3.53 -2.76 -2.69

Low Profile (77" (1.04)" (.89) (.61)™ (.82)" (.70)™"

30 26 32 10 14 23
Values (.15) (.21) (.18) (.12) (1) (.0)
Medium
Profile X -.39 -.32 -.38 -.15 -.02 -.30
Values (.25) (.33) (.28) (.18) (.25) (.21)
Low Profile x -.02 .04 -.10 A3 .16 .01
Values (.25) (.34) (.29) (.17) (.23) (.20)

.09 15 .09 .08 12 .06
Gender? (.19) (.25) (.21) (.19) (.25) (.21)

.05 13 A1 .07 14 13
PTT (.07) (.09) (.08) (.07) (.09) (.08)
6%(ID) .56 1.36 97 57 1.34 .96
o2 (res) 79 72 57 79 72 57
LL -349.75  -373.38  -342.49 -350.44  -372.68  -341.80
chibar? 21.877"  63.43™ 52727  2244™  6254™ 56.857"

Note. Standard errors are presented in parentheses. TW indicates trustworthiness, D
indicates disclosure intentions, R indicates reliance intentions.
& Omitted category is female including participants who self-identified as. non-binary
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6.6  Discussion (4-B)

Overall, the results suggest that managers who conform to authority norms garner higher
trust compared to managers who violate these norms, whether such violation is occasional
or habitual. In addition, Americans exhibit higher trust outcomes toward managers
compared to Turks. However, the study reveals no evidence that the effect of authority
condition on trust outcomes is moderated by country or by relevant cultural variables

measured at the individual level.

6.7  Study 4 General Discussion

There are several issues to consider in interpreting the results of the studies. First, while
the profiles were clearly identified as managers, participants played the role of human
resources specialists and their relationship to the trustee was unclear. It is possible that
evaluations of the profiles may differ when participants evaluate their own direct
managers rather than any mid-level manager. Specifically, the impact of loyalty and
authority, both of which are binding foundations, may be more robust when the context
constitutes a closer relationship (Yudkin et al., 2021). Further outlining the relational
context and specifying a direct connection may enhance the clarity of evaluations (Sunar
etal., 2020) and, consequently, measurement precision. Put differently, managers’ loyalty
and authority (in moral terms) may be more consequential for trust outcomes if they are,
or are expected to be, trustors’ immediate supervisors rather than general management
figures. Interpersonal trust concerns a willingness to be vulnerable. When a direct
relationship is not specified, this vulnerability may not be readily apparent or applicable,

thereby diminishing the importance and results of trustworthiness evaluations.

Second, two different types of information were used to manipulate the relevant morality

in the studies. Though this approach was taken to enhance realism by ‘fleshing out’ the
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profiles, it may have contributed to unintended variance in measurements if some
participants anchored wholly on the ratings while others on the open-ended remarks.
Since the ratings were quasi-numerical manipulations and essentially identical across
profiles within a condition while within-subject tests revealed differences between
profiles, indicating that the verbal cues may have differed, it is possible that participants
who relied solely on the ratings information may have evaluated managers differently
than participants who relied on both types of information, or only on the open-ended

remarks.

Third, participants in each condition evaluated three profiles that were fairly similar to
each other. While this design element was selected to account for “start-up effects”
(Aiman-Smith et al., 2002) and enhance measurement reliability, the repetitiveness may
have led to unintentional boredom and fatigue. Given the amount of information
participants are asked to read and digest as part of the scenario, a less repetitive design

may be beneficial.

While the preceding methodological factors may provide a partial account of the failure
to find the expected relationships, the fact remains that the studies do not provide evidence
of a differential preference for higher loyalty or authority (or against lower loyalty or
authority) in Turkey compared to the US. This may be due to the fact that the
hypothesized relationships do not exist. It should also be noted that cultural values
measured in the scope of the study did not align with expectations based on previous
research (Hofstede, 1984; House et al., 2004). Americans generally expressed higher
power distance values and higher interdependent self-construal than Turks. As discussed
elsewhere in cross-cultural research (Oyserman, Coon, et al., 2002; Uskul et al., 2015),
self-report ratings of individual-level cultural value variables may be non-significant
across country-contexts, despite expectations to the contrary. The reference group effect
has been proposed to explain the lack individual-level mean score difference across
cultures whereby “[p]eople from different cultures adopt different standards when
evaluating themselves on subjective Likert scales. Comparing [these] measures conceals
the very cultural differences that confound the comparisons with the reference-group
effect” (Heine et al., 2002, p. 913).

One alternative explanation for the unexpected direction of differences in mean scores as

well as the lack of findings in both studies is the effect of context. In terms of situational
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strength (Meyer & Dalal, 2009; Meyer et al., 2010), the workplace depicted in the study
scenario may be seen as a relatively strong situation, with a certain degree of
formalization and procedure, which was further emphasized by the use of a human
resources selection process as part of the scenario. In that particular context, individuals’
own preferences for power distance or individualism-collectivism may be displaced by
imposing situational norms. The strength of the situation may thus attenuate the effect of

individual power distance values and individualism on trust outcomes.

The foregoing notwithstanding, two related explanations may partially account for the
results, especially with respect to Study 4-B, in Turkey may be the ‘deprivation
hypothesis’ (Javidan, House, et al., 2006) whereby high power distance practices at the
societal level result in a greater desire to have less of them. Research has shown that
Turkey scores particularly high in power distance practices but low on power distance
values (House et al., 2004). This may indicate that, day-to-day interaction with a context
replete with normative power inequalities and associated behaviors such as obedience and
deference to authority may lead Turks to crave more empowering, less authoritarian

leadership.

Finally, there were consistent differences in the way Americans and Turks construed the
study context, with Americans’ responses indicating that they expected a higher degree
of formalization and less arbitrariness in performance evaluations. In addition, Americans
expressed higher trust in economic and financial systems in their country compared to
Turks. Taken together, these perceived differences in structural factors may point to
another explanation that may account for the lack of support for the hypotheses. Recalling
the old adage, “too much of a good thing,” it is possible that Turks’ evaluations of
managers in the high (no violation) condition are tempered by caution. When coupled
with low trust in the system and low organizational formalization, Turks may have
approached managers who exhibit high authority or loyalty values more cynically such
that they were seen to have a potential for authoritarianism and favoritism, respectively.
Moreover, Turks’ lower ratings for the low condition (high violation) managers may
indicate that they are additionally cautious toward these managers because of a lack of
structural protections. This possible explanation is tested in the next set of studies by
presenting participants with manager profiles that describe negative as well as positive

moral attributes.
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7. STUDY 5

Though the results of Study 4 converge with the findings from Study 1 and Study 2 in
terms of the effect of loyalty and authority on trust outcomes, they do not provide
additional support for a differential preference for loyalty or authority in a cross-cultural
comparison between Turkey and the US, or by individuals who are high in cultural values
generally associated with collectivism and power distance. As discussed in the conclusion
to Study 4, it is possible that the pattern of results is partially driven by perceived
differences in the structural characteristics of the institutional and study context.
Specifically, mechanisms, which may normally curb the potential, adverse side effects of
high authority or loyalty managers are seen as to be weaker in Turkey (indicated by lower
formalism expectations and lower system trust). Thus, the positive influence of these

managers’ moral characteristics on trust outcomes may have been attenuated.

Furthermore, the managers in Study 4 were portrayed as high-performing employees and
the profiles in the high condition in particular were described without apparent faults.
This may have exacerbated the effect of lower system trust and lack of formalization of
the study context for Turks, heightening their potentially cynical assessment of the high-
condition managers. Presenting participants with different profiles who vary in terms of
moral dimensions and embody both positive and negative characteristics may enhance
the groundedness of the profiles and alleviate the need for vigilance on the part of Turkish

participants.

Nevertheless, the lack of significant findings with respect to moderation in Study 4 call
Hypotheses 4-A and 4-B into question. In the absence of within-country moderating
effects of individual-level cultural values, observing such effects at the country level may
not be possible. Moreover, there is reason to expect fairness to be the utmost consideration

across contexts. Especially in the context of organizations, where justice has been shown
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to influence numerous outcomes including trust (Colquitt & Rodell, 2011; Colquitt et al.,
2007), fairness may persistently trump the competing effect of loyalty/betrayal and
authority/subversion on manager trust outcomes (but see Matta et al. (2017) for a potential

boundary condition on the impact of fairness on outcomes).

Keeping these concerns in mind, this chapter will test the originally proposed hypotheses
with the following considerations. Regarding Hypothesis 4A-4B, there is some empirical
support for a general trade-off between loyalty and fairness where loyalty may be
preferred. For example, Hildreth et al. (2016) found that under high competition
conditions, loyal group members or individuals primed with loyalty cheated more. In a
subsequent study, Hildreth and Anderson (2018) found that people evaluated their own
dishonesty in the service of their group as ethical, thereby establishing a preference for
loyalty over honesty. When endorsement of fairness versus loyalty is experimentally
manipulated, individuals’ willingness to report unethical behavior increases and decisions
regarding reporting or not reporting unethical behavior are recalled as being related to
fairness or loyalty, respectively (Waytz et al., 2013). Finally, though limited to
differences across partisan groups within the US, Armaly (2020) studied evaluations of
Supreme Court decisions and showed that individuals do not censure the court for
unfairness if their group benefits from this unfairness. Taken together, these provide

sufficient justification to posit the following hypothesis*:

Hypothesis 4: When faced with a trade-off between loyalty and fairness, managers' level
of loyalty (in MFT terms) will positively influence trust outcomes for Turks more than it
does for Americans such that:

H4-A) trust outcomes of managers high in loyalty but low in fairness will be higher in
Turkey than the US,

H4-B) trust outcomes of managers high in fairness but low in loyalty will be lower in
Turkey than the US,

H4-C) In each country, individual-level variables will moderate the effect of manager
morality on trust outcomes such that trust outcomes of high loyalty low fairness managers
will be higher for participants high in interdependent selfhood than those who construe
themselves as more independent.

4 The current set of studies were preregistered on OSF and include additional hypotheses to those presented
here. The preregistration details including the original hypotheses are presented in Appendix Il1.
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With respect to the effect of authority, the main argument for differential preferences for
fairness versus authority in Turkey and the US was previously argued in the first chapter
of this thesis. This argument is fundamentally driven by the effects of power distance,
which should be equally relevant at the individual level. Regarding fairness versus
authority preferences at the individual level, albeit scant, there is evidence to suggest that
individuals’ partisan loyalties influence their reactions to social events. For example,
Monroe et al. (2021) showed that individuals who valued respect for authority over
fairness perceived social justice protestors as having bad moral character. Bayrak and
Alper (2021) analyzed the content of tweets posted during the 2008 elections in Turkey
and found that supporters of the conservative government were more likely to endorse,
inter alia, authority foundation of morality. Moreover, the content of this group’s tweets
also had a higher moral emphasis. Given the foregoing, the following hypotheses are

posited:

Hypothesis 5: When faced with a trade-off between authority and fairness, managers'
level of authority (in MFT terms) will positively influence trust outcomes for Turks more
than it does for Americans such that:

H5-A) trust outcomes of managers high in authority but low in fairness will be higher in
Turkey than the US,

H5-B) trust outcomes of managers high in fairness but low in authority will be lower in
Turkey than the US,

H5-C) In each country, individual-level variables will moderate the effect of manager
morality on trust outcomes such that high authority — low fairness managers will be
evaluated lower in trust outcomes by individuals with lower (vs higher) power distance /
traditionality whereas low authority — high fairness managers will be evaluated higher
in trust outcomes by individuals with lower (vs higher) power distance / traditionality,

H5-D) the difference in trust outcomes between high authority — low fairness managers
and low authority — high fairness managers will smaller in Turkey than the US.

The hypotheses were tested with two studies, employing a mixed design with omitted
cells. Manager profiles were modeled as the within-subject factor while country was the
between-subjects factor. Since the main concern being investigated is the differential
influence of fairness and loyalty / authority on trust outcomes, only profiles where these
differed were included. Thus, managers high or low in both fairness and loyalty / authority
were not included in the study materials. Further information is provided in the materials

section below.
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7.1  Method (5-A)

7.1.1  Sample

In the US, participants were recruited through Prolific and paid 1.40 GBP for their
participation. The study was made available to US citizens living in the U.S., whose first
language was English, and who had an approval rate of 95% or higher. In Turkey,
participants were recruited in two ways. First, the services of a local research company
were used. These participants were offered a 30 TL gift certificate for a national
supermarket chain. Second, an anonymous survey link was distributed through the
participant’s own network. No payment or other monetary rewards were offered to these
participants. Any responses that failed to correctly respond to four comprehension
questions regarding the study scenario, or any of the attention questions were discarded.
Two additional screening criteria were used for the US sample. First, participants were
asked to state where they grew up. Anyone who provided a non-US location was
eliminated. Second, using the automatically logged Prolific ID numbers, second and third

attempts from the same ID were discarded.

Key demographic information on gender, work experience, age, and managerial
experience for the final sample (Nus = 145, Ntr = 125) is summarized in Table 7.1.
Ethnicity information was only collected in the US; 119 (82.1%) self-identified as white,
11 (7.6%) as black or African American, 8 (5.5%) as Asian, 4 (2.8%) as Hispanic or
Latinx, and 3 (2.1%) as other.
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Table 7.1 Summary Demographic Information for Study Samples

TR uUsS
Age 37.3(SD =9.6) 35.8 (SD =10.3)
Work Experience 12.6 (SD =8.7) 12.0 (SD =9.9)
Managerial Experience 71 (56.8 %) 106 (71.6%)
Gender
Female? 51 (40.8%) 84 (57.9%)
Male 74 (59.2) 61 (42.1%)
Education
High school 12 (9.6%) 24 (16.6%)
University deg. 94 (75.2%) 61 (42.1%)
Graduate deg. 17 (13.6%) 58 (40%)
N 125 145

Note. High school includes those with some college experience. University degree
includes those with 2- and 4-year degrees. Graduate degree includes masters,
professional, and doctorate degrees.

& Includes one participant who indicated their gender as other / non-binary.

7.1.2 Procedure

The procedure was generally similar to the Study 4. For brevity, only changes are reported
here. First, the title of the participants’ role was revised as a human resources and strategic
planning manager (instead of specialist) to augment the sense of responsibility
participants may feel in making their assessments. Second, the scenario clearly indicated
that the final selection decision would belong to the facility manager and that once the
new facility became operational, they (the participant) would directly report to the
selected mid-level manager(s). Thus, the future relationship of the participant to the
profiled manager was explicitly defined, facilitating the evaluation of the profiles as
trustor’s manager rather than unrelated others. Third, after reading the introduction,
participants were shown a final reminder summarizing the information in the introduction
and started the study directly, without responding to comprehension questions. These

changes were made to enhance the study immersion.

In the main section, each participant viewed and evaluated three separate manager
profiles, starting with a dummy profile. Each manager profile was presented twice, first
succeeded by the outcome measures, then succeeded by the manipulation check block.
Each profile contained information on the manager’s loyalty and fairness attributes. The

order of presentation was randomized between participants. After completing the main
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section, participants responded to four comprehension questions regarding their role in
the scenario, who they evaluated, the pre-selection criteria for the manager candidates,
and whether the participant would report directly to the selected managers after the
facility became operational. In the final section, participants provided demographic

information and completed cultural value scales.

7.1.3 Materials

The study employed a within-subjects design such that all participants saw the same three
profiles including one dummy profile and two treatment profiles. The profile
presentations were identical to Study 4 except the manipulations. In this study, the dummy
profile was presented as a medium fairness, medium loyalty manager. The experimental
profiles crossed high and low levels of the manipulated dimensions such that participants
saw one high loyalty - low fairness manager and one low loyalty - high fairness manager.
The manipulations were presented using ratings graphics only. Turkish version of the
high loyalty — low fairness manager profile is presented in Figure 7-1 and English version
of the low loyalty — high fairness manager profile is presented in Figure 7-2. For both
moral dimensions, the mean of low ratings was adjusted to 2.4 out of 10. The decrease
was based on the results of pilot tests and was undertaken to ensure that the manipulated

dimension was perceived as sufficiently low.

The open-ended remarks were excluded in this study. One purpose for this change was to
ensure that the profiles remained relatively easy and quick to read. With two treatment
effects, including both the ratings information and the open-ended remarks may have
made the profile lengths untenably long and verbose. More importantly, while the open-
ended remarks were useful in ‘fleshing out’ the manager profiles, they yielded an
unexpected complication when loyalty and fairness treatments were combined. When
fairness and loyalty / authority remarks were combined at differing levels, the holistic
consistency of the manager profiles suffered. For example, low loyalty — high fairness
managers’ open-ended remarks included not showing favoritism or giving everyone equal
opportunities as well as not looking out for team interests, or not being committed to the
team. At this level of exemplifying detail (e.g., giving equal opportunities but not looking

out for team interests), the manager profiles might have appeared incoherent. By
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refraining from using specific behaviors, loyalty and fairness were manipulated

conceptually.

Figure 7.1 Rating presentation for the high loyalty — low fairness profile (TR)

Ekibine ve sirkete gok baghdir.

Hig iyi : Cok iyi
tamimilamiyor x tammiryor
1 10
Sirket meselelerini kendi meselesi gibi sahiplenir.
Hig: iyi 8.04 Cok iyi
tanmmilarmiyor x m— f@mminyor
1 10
Ekibinin menfaatini her zaman gdzetir.
Hig iy 8.23 Cok na
lammlamiyor X tammiryor
1 10
Yanetsel kararlaninda tarafsiz davranir,
Hig: ryi 2.65 ok Iy
tammiamiyor tammliyor
1 10
Galisanlan performanslarina gore degerlendirir, iltimas gegcmez.
Hig: i 2.75 ok iy
tanimiamiyor X tamimiyor
1 10
Firmadaki tim paydaglann haklanna saygi gosterir,
Hig i 1.80 Cok iyi
tanimlamiyos X JERTRTT

1 10

128



Figure 7.2 Rating presentation for the high loyalty — low fairness profile (US)

Highly committed to their team and their organization.

Diossn'l 2.25 Describas very
describe at all accurately
1 10

Views concerns of the organization as their own personal concerns.
255

Doesn't Describes very
describe at all K accirataly
1 10

Always looks out for their team’s interests.

Doasn't 240 Dascribes very
describe at all X accurataly
1 10
Is impartial when making managerial decisions.
Diossn'l 8.15 Describas very
describe at all accurataly
1 10

Evaluates subordinates based on performance, doesn't show favoritism.

Doesn't 3.05 Describes very
describe at all x — GCCUrately
1 10
Respects the rights of all stakeholders in the firm.
Doasn't 8.30 Dascribes very
describe at all X accurataly

1 10
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714 Measures

7.1.4.1 Outcome measures

Trustworthiness, reliance, and disclosure intentions were measured in the same manner
as Study 4. Participants were asked to indicate whether they would recommend the
candidate and how likely they thought the candidate would be preferred as a manager in
a typical workplace. These questions always followed the main trust outcome measures.
Spearman-Brown coefficients for trust intentions measures indicated very good reliability
for both profiles (Table 7.2).

Table 7.2 Reliability Coefficients for Trust Intention Scales

Us TR

Disclosure Reliance  Disclosure Reliance
High Loyalty — Low Fairness 0.911 0.833 0.857 0.823
Low Loyalty — High Fairness 0.893 0.827 0.819 0.808

Note. Spearman-Brown coefficients are reported.

7.1.4.2 Manipulation check measures

In addition to outcome measures, participants rated each manager with respect to how
well nine characteristics described the person. The characteristics were presented in
random order and included i) loyalty to team, ii) commitment to team, iii) being just, iv)
being fair, v) being moral, vi) competence, vii) warmth, viii) typical ix) trustworthiness.
A single-item trustworthiness measure was included in this section to assess the reliability
of the outcome measure in the previous block. The two trustworthiness items were
significantly and highly correlated (p = .622) across the two experimental profiles. As
with Study 4, an 8-point Likert response scale was employed for the manipulation check
items ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely) with a final option for “Can’t say,”
which were treated as missing values in the analyses. Mean ratings and Spearman-Brown

coefficients for each profile are presented in Table 7.3.
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Table 7.3 Means, SDs, Reliability Coefficients of Profiles for Loyalty, Fairness

UsS TR
Loyalty Fairness Loyalty Fairness
M SD p M SD p M SD p M SD »p
High L —
Low F 587 126 .88 330 1.63 .88 578 .98 .81 4.24 168 .93
Low L —
High F 3.00 170 .87 532 139 .83 433 176 .89 534 115 .86

Note. Spearman-Brown coefficients are reported for reliability.

7.1.4.3 Cultural values and individual difference measures

Participants responded to several cultural values and individual difference scales,
including power distance (Dorfman & Howell, 1988), traditionality (Farh et al., 1997),
and two dimensions from the selfhood scale (Vignoles et al., 2016). Scale reliabilities are
reported in Table 7.4 below. All scales demonstrated good reliability. Intercorrelations
among the cultural variables are presented in Table 7.5 for the US sample, and Table 7.6

for the Turkish sample.

Table 7.4 Reliability Coefficients for Cultural Value Measures

Scale # of Items TR us
Power Distance 6 .835 .810
Self-Expression 3 171 .813
Self-interest 3 715 .857
PTT 3 .802 919
Traditionality 5 .856 .884

Note. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is reported.

Table 7.5 Means, SDs, Intercorrelations for Cultural Value Measures (US)

Scale Mean SD I 1 11 [\
|. Power Distance 3.03 1.12 -

I1. Self-Expression 417 1.34 174" .

1. Self-Interest 392 141 2497 5747 -

IV.PTT 4.54 1.26 115 104 .039 -
V. Traditionality 349 150 692~ 116 .101  .199"

**p <.01. * p<.05. Two-tailed tests.
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Table 7.6 Means, SDs, Intercorrelations for Cultural Value Measures (TR)

Scale Mean  SD | I 1l IV
|. Power Distance 2.85 1.12 -

I1. Self-Expression 4.48 1.15 -.085 --

1. Self-Interest 3.66 1.11 230** 327** -

V. PTT 356 127 104 119 332%* -
V. Traditionality 339 141  722%%  -163  234**  35g**

**p<.01. * p <.05. Two-tailed tests.

In addition, five items intended to assess the level of formalization in the organization
presented in the scenario were included in the study (revised from Study 4). A sample
item includes “There are specific written rules for organizational processes”. The scale
exhibited good reliability in Turkey (a =.918) and the US (o = .838). The mean country
scores indicated that Americans, M = 5.44, SD = .81 construed the scenario context as
significantly more formal than Turks, M = 4.80, SD = 1.17, t(268) = 5.312, p < .001.

7.2 Analyses and Results (5-A)

7.2.1  Pre-Test Manipulation Check Tests

Several pre-tests were conducted in Turkey and the US to assess the levels of loyalty and

fairness manipulations.

7.2.1.1 Loyalty

In the US, participants were recruited through Prolific and paid 0.85 GBP (n = 75). As
always, all participants saw a dummy profile (medium level) first, followed by one low
and one high profile in random order. Overall, two high and three low profiles were tested
to choose the final manipulation. T-tests did not reveal significant mean differences in
loyalty ratings within condition (High: (t(36) = -.8470, p = .403), Low: (t(30) =-.103, p
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= .919)). In Turkey, participants were recruited via a research company, and rated one

high and one low profile (n = 25) in random order.

Condition effects were only tested for high and low profiles rated by both samples. A
one-way ANOVA was conducted for the US sample (n = 35) since high and low profiles
were rated by different samples. The results revealed a significant condition effect
(F(1,33) = 31.678, p < .001). In Turkey, participants rated both profiles. Therefore, the
condition effect was tested as a between-subjects factor. Once again, there was a
significant difference between high and low profiles (F = (1, 24) = 138.205, p < .001).
Mean loyalty ratings of the corresponding profiles in Turkey and the US were not
significantly different (High: t(39) = -0.895, p = 376, Low: t(42) = 0.463, p = .646).

Profile details and means are reported in Table 7.7.

Table 7.7 Means, SDs for Profile Loyalty

US TR
Profile Ratings M SD N M SD N
High Loyalty 8.23-9.04 -8.23 596 121 16 627 1.02 25
Low Loyalty 2.25—-2.55-2.40 2.93 184 19 273 117 25

Note. Rating items are 1) Highly committed to their team and their organization, 2)
Views concerns of the organization as their own personal concerns, and 3) Always
looks out for their team’s interests.

7.2.1.2 Fairness

Participants were recruited through Prolific in the US (n = 18) and the research company
in Turkey (n = 17). In each case, participants viewed a dummy medium profile, followed
by one high and one low profile in random order. Profile details and mean ratings are
reported in Table 7.8. Condition and country effects were tested with a repeated measures
ANOVA, with the profiles modeled as the within-subjects factor and country modeled as
the between-subjects factor. There was a significant condition effect (F(1,30) = 365.94, p
<.001) but the interaction of country and condition was not significant (F(1, 30) = 4.017,
p = .054). The between-subjects country factor was also significant (F(1,30) = 10.957, p
=.002). Marginal mean estimates suggest the difference was in the low condition wherein
Turkish participants rated the low profile lower in fairness than American participants.

The study hypotheses posit that the binding foundations will have a greater impact on
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Turks than fairness. Lower fairness perceptions of profiled managers in Turkey should
constitute a harder test. When loyalty levels are comparable, lower fairness in one country
will render the aggregate morality of the profiled manager lower for that country
compared to the other. Thus, the positive effect of loyalty is tested against a more difficult

downside. Therefore, no changes were made to the fairness manipulation.

Table 7.8 Means, SDs for Profile Fairness

UsS TR
Profile Ratings N M SD N M SD
High Fairness 8.15-9.05-8.30 17  6.37 45 15 6.22 54
Low Fairness 2.65-2.75-1.80 17 284 108 15 187 .76

Note. Rating items are 1) Is impartial when making managerial decisions, 2) Evaluates
subordinates based on performance, doesn’t show favoritism, 3) Respect the rights of
all stakeholders in the firm.

7.2.2  Cross-Country Analyses

Hypotheses 4-A and 4-B were tested using a repeated measures ANOVA on SPSS
(version 27). Manager profile was modeled as the within-subject effect. Country and
gender were the between-subject effects. As before, non-binary participants were
included in the female group. PTT was entered as a control variable. Results are reported
for the predictor variables. It should be noted that while inspection of the Q-Q plots for
the standardized residuals suggested error terms were normally distributed, Shapiro-Wilk
tests indicated the samples deviated from a normal distribution. Thus, the following

results should be treated with caution.

When trustworthiness was the outcome variable, there was a significant within-subject
effect for profile, F(1, 265) = 14.145, p < .001, 5? = .51, such that high loyalty — low
fairness managers (M = 4.03, SE = .084) were rated lower in trustworthiness than low
loyalty — high fairness managers (M = 4.57, SE = .08). The interaction of profile and
country was not significant, F(1, 265) = .164, p = .686, but country had a small but
significant effect, F(1, 265) = 9.487, p = .002, ? = .035. When adjusted for multiple
comparisons (Bonferroni), Turks’ trustworthiness (M = 4.51, SE = .09) assessments were
higher than Americans (M = 4.12, SE = .08) and the difference was significant (SE =
126, p =.002).
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The results varied somewhat when reliance intentions were the predicted outcomes.
Manager type continued to have a significant within-subject effect, F(1, 265) = 8.341, p
=.004, ? = .031, but did not significantly interact with country, F(1, 265) = 1.307, p =
.254. Reliance intentions toward high loyalty — low fairness managers (M = 3.85, SE =
.08) were generally lower than low loyalty — high fairness managers (M = 4.13, SE =
.08). Notably, there was a significant difference between countries, F(1, 265) = 7.396, p
= .007, % = .027, such that Americans (M = 4.14, SE = .08) indicated higher reliance
intentions than Turks (M = 3.80, SE = .09) and the difference was statistically significant
after adjusted for multiple comparisons using Bonferroni correction, p = .007, in direct
contrast to the findings when trustworthiness was the dependent variable.

Similarly, manager profile continued to have a significant effect, F(1, 265) = 6.530, p =
011, #* = .024, on disclosure intentions with lower outcomes for high loyalty — low
fairness managers (M = 3.42, SE = .09) compared to low loyalty — high fairness managers
(M = 3.63, SE = .09) and the interaction of country and profile was not significant, F(1,
265) = .012, p = .914. Unlike the preceding, however, the results also did not vary
between countries, F(1, 265) = 2.526, p = .113.

The foregoing indicates that managers’ loyalty level did not have a differential effect on

Turks. Thus, the hypotheses were not supported.

7.2.3 Country-Specific Tests

Within country tests were conducted using multi-level linear regression on Stata (version
17.1). Participant and manager profile were modeled as the level-2 random effects. In
each case, manager profile and the relevant cultural value variable were entered into the
model first with gender and PTT as covariates. In the next step, the interaction term was
added. The high loyalty — low fairness manager profile was specified as the base-level

comparison.

In the US, when self-expression and manager profile were entered into the regression
without the interaction term, only profile had a significant effect on trustworthiness, p =
.38, SE = .15, z = 2.48, p = .013. When the interaction term was also added to the

regression, none of the variables of interest were significant. When disclosure intentions
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were the dependent variable, neither self-expression nor manager profile significantly
predicted the outcome. Similar to trustworthiness, including the interaction term yielded
no significant coefficients. Finally, when reliance intentions were the outcome variable,
self-expression values had a significant and positive effect, p = .13, SE =.06,z = 2.03, p
= .042, but manager profile was not significant. Including the interaction term in the
second step yielded nonsignificant coefficient estimates for the interaction term. In
summary, irrespective of the dependent variable, the interaction of self-expression and

manager profile was found to be nonsignificant.

For self-interest, a significant positive effect for profile was found for trustworthiness (3
= .38, SE = .15, z = 2.48, p = .013) but there was no main effect for self-interest. When
the interaction term was added, none of the coefficient estimates were significant. For
disclosure intentions, manager profile did not have a significant main effect, but self-
interest values significantly and positively predicted the outcome (p = .13, SE = .07,z =
1.98, p = .014). When the interaction term was added, its coefficient estimate was not
significant. Finally, neither manager profile nor self-interest had significant coefficients
when predicting reliance intentions without the interaction term. When it was included in
the model, the results did not change, and the interaction was not significant. Overall, no
significant interaction was found for self-interest and manager profile across outcome

measures.

For traditionality, there were significant main effects for manager profile (B = .38, SE =
15,z =2.56, p = .011) and the cultural value (B = .26, SE = .05, z = 5.05, p < .001) for
trustworthiness. Traditionality (but not manager profile) also significantly predicted
disclosure intentions (B = .34, SE = .06, z = 5.49, p < .001) and reliance intentions (B =
.23, SE = .05, z = 4.11, p < .001). However, when the interaction of traditionality with
manager profile was included in the mode, the coefficient was not significant for any of

the outcome variables. Thus, Hypothesis 4-C is not supported for the US.

In Turkey, self-expression did not have a main effect on trustworthiness, but the
coefficient estimate of manager profile was significant (B = .73, SE = .16,z = 4.57,p <
.001). When the interaction was included in the regression model, the coefficient estimate
for the interaction term approached significance (B = .25, SE = .14,z = 1.77, p = .077).
For trust intentions both manager profile (Reliance: p = .57, SE =.14,z =3.93, p <.001;

Disclosure: B = .35, SE = .14, z = 2.54, p = .011) and self-expression values (Reliance: -
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14, SE = .07,z =-2.12, p = .034; Disclosure: p =-.18, SE = .08, z = -2.27, p = .023) had
significant main effects. The results when the interaction term was added to the model
indicated that the moderation was not significant for disclosure intentions or reliance

intentions.

The direction of results was different for self-interest values. Only manager profile was
significant for reliance (B = .56, SE = .14, z = 3.91, p <.001). When the interaction term
was added, there was no evidence of moderation. For disclosure intentions, manager
profile had a main effect (§ = .35, SE = .14, z = 2.52, p = .012), but when the interaction
term was added in the next step, none of the coefficients of interest were significant.
Finally, for trustworthiness, entering self-interest and manage profile into the regression
model yielded significant coefficient estimates for both variables (Self-interest: p = .73,
SE = .16, z = 4.58, p < .001; Manager profile: p = .19, SE = .08, z = 2.43, p = .015).
When the interaction term was added, the results indicated that there was a significant
moderating effect of self-interest (B = -.32, SE = .14, z = -2.26, p = .02). Specifically,
Turks with higher self-interest values assessed high loyalty — low fairness managers as
more trustworthy (Figure 7.3). Overall, Hypothesis 4-C is not supported in the Turkish
sample.
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Figure 7.3 Effect of Self-interest - Profile Interaction on Trustworthiness in TR

Trustworthiness

Manager Profile

——@—— Low self-interest values — — @ — - High self-interest values

Note. LL — HF indicates low loyalty — high authority managers; HL — LF indicates high
loyalty — low authority managers. Low self-interest values evaluated at country mean
— 1 SD; high self-interest values evaluated at country mean + 1 SD.

Finally, traditionality (B = .19, SE = .06, z = 3.17, p = .002), and manager profile (p =
.73, SE = .16, z = 4.65, p < .001) had significant main effects on trustworthiness as well
as on disclosure intentions (Traditionality: B =.17, SE = .07,z = 2.61, p = .009; Manager
profile: B = .35, SE = .14, z = 2.53, p = .011) but only manager profile was significant
for reliance intentions (p =.56, SE = .14, z = 3.91, p < .001). When the interaction term
was added, profile (B =2.31, SE = .40,z =5.77 p < .001), traditionality (B = .42, SE =
.08,z =5.31, p<.001), and their interaction term (B = -.46, SE = .11, z = -4.26, p < .001)
significantly predicted trustworthiness in Turkey (Figure 7-4). Traditionality values
moderated the effect of manager profile such that mean trustworthiness of high loyalty —
low fairness managers was below low loyalty — high fairness managers for individuals
who were lower in traditionality whereas the reverse was the case for individuals who

were higher in traditionality.
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Figure 7.4 Effect of Traditionality - Profile Interaction on Trustworthiness in TR

Trustworthiness

Manager Profile

—®— Low traditionality = — —& — - High traditionality

Note. LL — HF indicates low loyalty — high authority managers; HL — LF indicates high
loyalty — low authority managers. Low self-interest values evaluated at country mean
— 1 SD; high self-interest values evaluated at country mean + 1 SD.

The results were similar for trust intentions. All three variables of interest were significant
for reliance intentions (Manager profile: B = 1.44, SE = .37, z = 3.90, p < .001,;
Traditionality: p = .15, SE = .08, z = 1.97, p = .05; Interaction term: § = -.26, SE = .10,
z =-2.57, p =.01) as well as disclosure intentions (Manager profile: p =1.10, SE = .36,
z =3.08, p <.001; Traditionality: B =.29, SE = .08, z = 3.44, p < .001; Interaction term:
B=-.22, SE = .10, z = -2.27, p = .02). For both types of intentions, the pattern of the

interaction was similar to trustworthiness.

7.3 Discussion (5-A)

Overall, cross-country tests showed that trust outcomes of low loyalty — high fairness

managers were generally higher, and this effect did not vary across the two countries.
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Moreover, country simple effects did not yield a consistent pattern. Turks’
trustworthiness ratings were higher than those of Americans, but the reverse was the case
for reliance intentions, and the differences were not significant in terms of disclosure

intentions.

The contrasting effects of self-interest and self-expression in Turkey are also noteworthy
but not necessarily surprising. In the Turkish context self-expression values may be a
more apt measurement of individualistic tendencies than self-interest, given that the latter
may also be influenced by structural factors such as strength of institutions and rule of
law (see above). Thus, Turks who value self-interest more may prefer high loyalty
managers with the expectation that these managers will be beneficial to their own

interests.

Finally, though not hypothesized, traditionality yielded significant moderating effects on
trust outcomes in Turkey. Taken together with the findings in Studies 2 and 3 with respect
to a trustworthiness factor, the results point to the need to further explore this cultural

variable and its effects on trust.

7.4  Method (5-B)

7.4.1 Sample

Recruitment was undertaken in the same manner as Study 5-A except for Turkey where
all participants were recruited with the help of two local research companies. One was
the company employed in the preceding studies and undertook recruitment in the same
manner. The second company distributed the anonymous study link to its database of
participants. In the US, participants were paid 1.40 GBP for their participation. In Turkey,
each person completed the survey received a 30 TL gift certificate for a national

supermarket chain. Screening criteria were identical to Study 5-A.

Key demographic information on gender, work experience, age, and education for the
final sample (Nus = 125, Ntr = 114) are summarized in Table 7.9. Ethnicity information
was only collected in the US; 93 (74.4%) self-identified as white, 16 (12.8%) as black or
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African American, 8 (6.4%) as Hispanic or Latinx, 6 (4.8%) as Asian, and 2 (1.6%) as
other.

Table 7.9 Summary Demographic Data for the Samples

TR uUsS

Age 34.8 (SD =9.2) 36.1 (SD =11.5)
Work Experience 12.3 (SD = 8.4) 13.1 (SD =11.5)
Managerial Experience 73.7% 72.0%
Gender Female: 60 (48.0%)

Female: 62 (54.4%) Male: 16 (48.0%)

Male: 52 (45.6%) Non-binary?: 3 (2.4%)

Education High school: 3 (2.7%) High school®: 25 (20.2%)

Undergrad. ¢: 98 (87.5%) Undergrad.®: 68 (54.8%)
Graduate deg.: 11 (9.8%)  Graduate deg.: 31 (25.0%)
Total 114 125
& Non-binary respondents are included with the female group in analyses where gender
is entered as a covariate. ® Includes participants with some college education. ¢ Includes
participants with 2- and 4- year degrees.

7.4.2  Procedure

The procedure was identical to Study 5-A.

7.4.3 Materials

All materials were identical to Study 5-A except the authority/subversion information for
each manager. Figure 7-5 presents the English version of the high authority — low fairness
profile and Figure 7-6 presents the Turkish version of the low authority — high fairness

profile.
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Figure 7.5 Rating Presentation for the High Authority - Low Fairness Profile (US)

Is impartial when making managerial decisions.
2,65

Doesn't Describes very
describe at all acourately
1 0

Evaluates subordinates based on performance, doesn't show favoritism.

Dossn't 2.75 Describes very
describe at all x accurately
1 10

Respects the rights of all stakeholders in the firm.

Droasi't 180 Describas very
describe at all X accurately
1 10

Respects the rules and established order of the organization

Diosasi'l 8.23 Describas very
describe at all accurately
1 10

Expects decisions by superiors to be carried out without question

Dossn't 9.04 Describes very
describe at all X — accurately
1 10
Shows utmost respect to people’s titles, ranks, and seniority
Dhoas't 8.23 Describes very
describe at all K accurately

1 10

Figure 7.6 Rating Presentation for the Low Authority - High Fairness Profile (TR)

Yonetsel kararlaninda tarafsiz davranir.

Hig; i 8.15 Cok ivi
tamimlamiyar x tamimiyar
1 10

Galisanlan performanslarina gére degerlendirir, iltimas gegmez.

Hig iyi 9.05 Cok ivi
tanirmlamingor X. — pEARAOT
1 10
Firmadaki tim paydaslann haklanna sayg gosterir.
Hig iyi 8.30 Gok iyi
tarumlamryor X tamminyar
1 10
Sirket kurallarini ve kurulu diizenini gozetir.
Hig iyi 2')2(5 Cok iyi
tanimlamiyor tanimliyor
1 10
Yukaridan gelen kararlarin sorgulanmadan uygulanmasini bekler.
Hig iyi 2.55 Cok iyi
tanimlamiyor X tanimliyor
1 10
Kisgilerin unvanlarina, makamlarina ve kidemlerine son derece saygi gosterir.
Hig iyi 240 Cok iyi
tanimlamiyor X tanimliyor
1 10
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744 Measures

7.4.4.1 Outcome measures

Trustworthiness, reliance, and disclosure intentions were measured in the same manner
as Study 5-A. Spearman-Brown coefficients for trust intentions measures indicated very
good reliability for both profiles (Table 7.10).

Table 7.10 Reliability Coefficients of Trust Intention Measures

uUs TR
Profile Disclosure Reliance Disclosure Reliance
High authority — Low fairness 937 .908 907 934
Low authority — High fairness 932 929 867 908

Note. Spearman-Brown coefficients are reported.

7.4.4.2 Manipulation check measures

In addition to outcome measures, participants rated each manager with respect to how
well 10 characteristics described the person. The characteristics were presented in random
order and included i) being just, ii) being fair, iii) being moral, iv) competence, v) warmth,
vi) typical/common vii) trustworthiness, viii) values respect for authority, ix) respect for
the established order, x) prizes obedience. A single-item trustworthiness measure was
included in this section to assess the reliability of the outcome measure in the previous
block. The two trustworthiness items were significantly and highly correlated (p = .686)
across the two experimental profiles. In line with the previous studies, an 8-point Likert
response scale was employed for the manipulation check items ranging from 1 (not at all)
to 7 (extremely) with a final option for “Can’t say,” which were treated as missing values
in the analyses. Mean ratings are presented in Table 7.11. Scale reliabilities are presented
in Table 7.12.
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Table 7.11 Means, SDs of Authority, Fairness for Manager Profiles

UsS TR
Authority Fairness Authority Fairness
M SD M SD M SD M SD

Profile

High authority —

Low fairness 577 119 332 161 566 121 355 172
Low authority —
High fairness 310 136 544 119 431 187 543 113

Table 7.12 Reliability Coefficients of Fairness, Authority Items

US TR
Morality # of Reliability # of Reliability
Profile Dimension  Items  Coefficient Iltems  Coefficient
High authority — Fairness 2 .864 2 919
Low fairness Authority 3 .788 3 .816
Low authority — Fairness 2 .809 2 .738
High fairness Authority 3 902 3 942

Note' Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are reported for authority and Spearman-Brown
coefficients are reported for fairness.

7.4.4.3 Cultural values and individual difference measures

Participants responded to the same cultural values and individual difference scales as
Study 5-A. Cronbach’s alphas are reported in Table 7.13 below. All scales demonstrated
adequate to good reliability. Intercorrelations among the cultural variables are presented
in Table 7.14 for the US sample, and Table 7.15 for the Turkish sample.

Table 7.13 Reliability Coefficients of Cultural Difference Measures

# of Items TR us
Power Distance 6 .859 .750
Self-Expression 3 164 813
Self-interest 3 .643 797
PTT 3 .848 .944
Traditionality 5 824 .858

Note. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are reported.

144



Table 7.14 Means, SDs, Intercorrelations of Cultural VValue Measures (US)

Mean  SD | T i IV
I. Power Distance 3.08 1.05 --
I1. Self-Expression 4.46 1.35 057 i
1. Self-Interest 399 141  .218%  482%* -
IV. PTT 433 134 038  -117  -136 -
V. Traditionality 350 1.39 .588** 109 065  .145

**p<.01. * p<.05. Two-tailed tests.

Table 7.15 Means, SDs, Intercorrelations of Cultural Value Measures (TR)

Mean SD | 1 1 \Y
I. Power Distance 3.75 1.54 --
I1. Self-Expression 5.09 1.37 -.305** --
I11. Self-Interest 3.94 1.35 .198* 281** -
IV.PTT 365 135  .079 076 147 -
V. Traditionality 4.02 1.51 635**  -330** 25]1**  312%*

**p<.01. * p<.05. Two-tailed tests.

The formalization scale was included in Study 5-B as well. Though the scale exhibited
good reliability (aTr = .865, aus = .815), the mean differences diverged from Study 5-A.
Turks indicated a higher level of formalization (M = 5.66, SD = 1.15) than Americans
(M = 5,50, SD = .88) in terms of the scenario context but the difference was not
significant (t(237) = -1.202, p = .231).

7.5  Analyses and Results (5-B)

7.5.1  Pre-Test Manipulation Check Tests

Several pre-tests were conducted in Turkey and the US to assess the levels of authority

manipulations. The tests with respect to fairness are reported in the scope of Study 5-A.

In the US, participants were recruited through Prolific and paid 0.75 GBP (n = 18). In

Turkey, participants were recruited via a research company, and rated one high and one

145



low profile (n = 23) in random order. As always, all participants saw a dummy profile
(medium level) first. This was followed by one high and two low profiles presented in
random order. Each profile was rated with respect to respect for, inter alia, valuing respect

for authority, prizing obedience, and respect for order.

Paired t-tests did not reveal significant differences in the composite authority ratings for
the low profiles (TR: t(22) = -0.764, p = .453; US: t(16) = -0.085, p = .933). Thus,
condition effects were tested by pooling the low profiles. A two-way repeated measures
ANOVA with profile and country entered as the factors and profile specified as the
repeated measure was conducted. As expected, there was a significant effect of profile
(F(1,39) = 114.06, p < .001) on composite authority ratings such that the high authority
profile was higher in authority than the low profile. There was no effect for country or

the interaction of country and manager profile.

Table 7.16 Mean Authority Ratings for Pre-Test Profiles

UsS TR

Profile Ratings N M SD N M SD
High Authority 8.23-9.04-823 18 6.41 .75 23  5.96 .96
Low Authority 1 2.65-2.75-1.80 18 277 161 23 3.16 1.46
Low Authority 2 2.25-255-240 17 258 128 23 332 1.60
Note. Rating items are: 1) Respects the rules and order of the organization, 2) Expects
decisions by superiors to be carried out without question, 3) Shows due respect to
people’s titles, ranks, and seniority.

7.5.2  Cross-Country Differences

The cross-cultural hypotheses posited at the outset of this thesis were tested using
repeated measures ANOVA on SPSS (version 27). When trustworthiness was the
outcome variable, there was a significant within-subjects effect for manager profile. F(1,
234) = 16.417, p < .001, 2 = .066; low authority — high fairness managers (M = 4.83, SE
= .09) were rated higher in trustworthiness than high authority — low fairness managers
(M = 3.72, SE = .10). Moreover, country had a significant effect, F(1, 234) = 7.298, p =
.007, #* = .030, with Turks (M = 4.47, SE = .10) indicating a significantly higher
trustworthiness than Americans (M = 4.08, SE = .10) after adjusting for multiple
comparisons using Bonferroni correction (A = .385, SE = .143, p = .007). There was no

indication of a significant interaction of manager profile and country, F(1, 234) = 3.406,
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p = .120, #* = .014. The country effect was not significant for trust intentions however
and only manager profile significantly differed in terms of reliance intentions, F(1, 235)
=10.968, p = .001, 2 = .045, and disclosure intentions, F(1, 235) = 12.090, p = .001, #?
=.049. In both cases, low authority — high fairness profiles had higher trust outcomes.

Thus, there was no evidence for an interaction and H5-A and H5-B were not supported.

To test H5-D, paired t-tests were performed for each outcome measure and the effect size
between the profiles was calculated using Cohen’s d (Table 7.17). The results indicated
that high authority — low fairness profiles had lower outcomes in both countries, but that
the difference to low authority — high fairness profiles was smaller in Turkey. Thus,
hypothesis H5-D is supported.

Table 7.17 Effect Size Estimates for Paired t-tests

us TR
Trustworthiness -.644 -.446
Reliance Intentions -.664 -.555
Disclosure Intention -.689 -.532

Note. Reported Cohen’s d estimates are calculated using sample standard deviation of
the mean difference.

7.5.3 Country Specific Tests

The country-specific hypotheses were tested using multi-level linear regression with Stata
(version 17.1), with participant and profile as crossed-level random effects. High
authority — low fairness manager profile was the baseline. In the first step, manager profile
was entered together with the cultural value variable with gender and PTT as covariates.
In Turkey, both manager profile (B =.93, SE = .19,z =4.81, p <.001) and power distance
(B = .16, SE = .07, z = 2.27, p = .023) were significant in predicting trustworthiness.
However, only manager profile had a significant effect on reliance intentions (f = 1.21,
SE =.20, z = 6.01, p <.001) and disclosure intentions (p = 1.14, SE = .20,z =5.70, p <
.001). When the interaction term was added, it was significant and negative for reliance
intentions ( = -.32, SE = .13,z = -2.49, p = .013) and for disclosure intentions (§ = -.26,
SE = .13, z = -2.01, p = .044). Though the effect was in the same direction for
trustworthiness, it was not significant (B = -.22, SE = .13, z = -1.76, p = .078).

Specifically, compared to Turks with low power distance values, higher trust intentions
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were expressed toward high authority — low fairness managers by those with high power
distance values. In contrast, high power distance Turks’ trust intentions were lower than

low power distance Turks when the manager was low authority — high fairness.

The effect of traditionality was generally similar. Manager profile had a main effect on
trustworthiness (B = .94, SE = .19, z = 4.82, p <.001), reliance intentions (p = 1.21, SE
= .20,z = 6.01, p <.001), and disclosure intentions (f = 1.14, SE = .20,z = 5.70, p <
.001). However, traditionality did not have a significant main effect. Adding the
interaction of traditionality and profile yielded negative and significant coefficients for
all outcome measures (Trustworthiness: p=-.29, SE = .13,z =-2.28, p = .023; Disclosure
intentions: B =-.30, SE = .13, z = -2.32, p = .020; Reliance intentions: p =-.38, SE = .13,
z = -2.94, p = .003). The interaction of traditionality and manager profile for reliance
intentions is presented in Figure 7.8. These results indicate that the trust outcomes for
high authority — low fairness managers were higher for Turks who valued traditionality
compared to those with low traditionality values. In contrast, low-traditionality Turks
rated low authority — high fairness managers higher in trust outcomes compared to Turks

who were high in traditionality.
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Figure 7.7 Effect of Traditionality - Profile Interaction on Reliance Intentions (TR)

4

Reliance Intentions

3

o -

1 W
\)?"Y\ o
Manager Profile

—&—— Low Traditionality (M - 1SD) — —& — - High Traditionality (M + 1SD)

Note. LA — HF indicates low authority — high fairness manager; HA — LF indicates
high authority — low fairness manager. Low traditionality evaluated at country mean —
1 SD; high traditionality evaluated at country mean + 1 SD.

In the US, when power distance and manager profile were included in the model in the
first step, both power distance (Trustworthiness: g = .17, SE = .18, z = 2.6, p = .04;
Disclosure: g =.20, SE = .09, z = 2.31, p = .021; Reliance: B =.23, SE =.09,z=2.57,p
= .010) and manager profile (Trustworthiness: p = 1.33, SE = .18, z = 7.52, p < .001;
Disclosure: g =1.46, SE = .19,z =7.91, p <.001; Reliance: p =1.39, SE = .18,z =7.61,
p < .001) had significant main effects for all outcome variables. Moreover, adding the
interaction, the coefficient estimate of the term was negative and significant for reliance
(B=-41, SE = .17,z =-2.38, p = .017) and disclosure ( =-.43, SE = .17,z =-2.47,p
= .014). Though the effect was in the same direction, the estimate was not significant
when predicting trustworthiness (B = -.31, SE = .17, z = -1.86, p = .064). The results
indicate that Americans low in power distance evaluate high authority — low fairness
managers lower in trust outcomes than Americans high in power distance. However, the
reverse is the case such that high power distance Americans indicate lower trust outcomes

for low authority — high fairness managers.
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Finally, for traditionality, main effects were found for manager profile with respect to
trustworthiness (p = 1.33, SE = .18, z = 7.49, p <.001), reliance intentions (p = 1.39, SE
= .18,z = 7.56, p < .001), and disclosure intentions (f = 1.46, SE = .19,z =791, p <
.001) when the interaction term was not included. In addition, traditionality had a
significant main effect for disclosure intentions (B = .15, SE = .07, z = 2.20, p = .028).
Moreover, the interaction of profile and traditionality was significant (Trustworthiness:
=-.36, SE = .13,z =-2.88, p = .004; Reliance intentions: g =-.49, SE = .13,z=-3.85, p
<.001; Disclosure intentions: p =-.50, SE = .13, z = -3.91, p < .001). The interaction of
traditionality and manager profile is presented in Figure 7.8. Specifically, Americans high
in traditionality rated high authority — low fairness managers higher in trust outcomes
compared to Americans low in traditionality but the reverse was the case for low authority
— high fairness managers. In that case, high traditionality Americans rated low authority
— high fairness managers lower in trustworthiness than high traditionality Americans.
These results provide good evidence for the hypothesized moderating effect of power

distance and traditionality on trust outcomes of managers in both countries.

Figure 7.8 Effect of Traditionality - Profile Interaction on Reliance Intentions (US)

Reliance Intentions

Manager Profile

——@—— Low Traditionality (M - 1SD) — — @ — - High Traditionality (M +1SD)

Note. LA — HF indicates low authority — high fairness manager; HA — LF indicates
high authority — low fairness manager. Low traditionality evaluated at country mean —
1 SD; high traditionality evaluated at country mean + 1 SD.
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7.6  Discussion (5-B)

Overall, these results suggest that individuals who express higher levels of traditionality
or power distance tend to evaluate high authority — low fairness managers more favorably
in terms of trust compared to those who express low levels of traditionality or power
distance. In contrast, low traditionality or low power distance individuals express higher
trust outcomes toward low authority — high fairness managers compared to high
traditionality or power distance individuals. This effect is consistent across the US and
Turkey. In terms of the hypothesized effects, within-country analyses support the
predictions. Moreover, trust outcomes of managers high in fairness but low in authority
were indeed greater in the US. However, the same was also true in Turkey, where
participants generally indicated higher trustworthiness assessments of and trust intentions

toward low authority — high fairness managers.

7.7  Study 5 General Discussion

An important finding of both studies is the moderating influence of traditionality on trust
outcomes of managers who differ in terms of fairness and loyalty/authority. Across both
studies, traditionality values positively influenced the trust outcomes of managers who
were portrayed as low in fairness but high in a binding morality. These results suggest
that subordinates who hold a broadly positive view of traditional values, customs, and the
established cultural dynamics tend to view managers who espouse binding morals as
better candidates to trust. When viewed in light of the current schisms between liberal
and conservative world views across the globe, the results are particularly noteworthy.
Thus, traditionality, which has been well-established in organizational studies in the
Chinese context (e.g., Farh et al., 2007; Li et al., 2018), may present a fertile area of
research in the integration of moral frameworks and intraorganizational trustworthiness

in a greater number of contexts.
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One point to consider with respect to the results of the present study is the higher
trustworthiness assessments of Turks compared to Americans in both Study 5-A and
Study 5-B, which was not the case in Study 4. It was previously argued that presenting
manager profiles with only one dimension may have led Turks to evaluate these profiles
with heightened cynicism when the manager was portrayed as high in a specific moral
dimension. Although this is a mere speculation, it is possible that when asked to evaluate
managers who exhibited both positive and negative attributes, the previously proposed
“too good to be true” attenuation effect may have subsided, thus accounting for this

difference between the studies.

The results also suggest, however, that this leniency did not transmit to trust intentions,
possibly indicating that Turks’ trustworthiness evaluations do not necessarily translate to
trust-related behaviors. Even when Turks view managers to be trustworthy, they appear
to be less inclined to express trust intentions toward them. Structural factors may explain
this discrepancy. Given lower institutional trust (Hotho, 2013) and lower rule of law
(World Justice Project, 2020), Turks may be less inclined to exhibit trust behaviors even

when they perceive the trustee to be deserving.
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8. GENERAL DISCUSSION, LIMITATIONS, FUTURE DIRECTIONS

8.1 Discussion and Contributions

The current thesis contributes to the ABI and MFT literatures in a number of ways and
provides indications as to how these models may overlap and interlace in the workplace
context. First, contrary to the treatment of loyalty as a possible facet of benevolence (e.g.,
Breuer et al., 2019; Mayer & Norman, 2004) and, together with care, as corresponding to
benevolence (Moore et al., 2019), studies 2 and 3 provide a clear indication that
benevolence as a trustworthiness antecedent is distinct from both care/harm and
loyalty/betrayal. These results may point to the need to better understand the distinctions
between dyadic and group-oriented obligations of trustees. While benevolence may relate
to the former, it is likely that loyalty concerns the latter set of obligations. In the work
domain, trustors may evaluate trustworthiness not only in terms of whether a trustee
fulfills their dyadic duties but also their group-related ones. This distinction maybe
especially significant in organizations that emphasize commitment or team orientation,
such as family firms or organizations with clan-type cultures (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983).
In contrast, when organizations are characterized by high levels of competition, dyadic
obligations arising from instrumental reciprocity rather than group-related obligations

may be more salient to trust assessments.

Second, Studies 4 and 5 provide evidence that both loyalty and authority concerns impact
trustworthiness assessments as well as trust intentions toward managers. Moreover, the
moral relevance measures from these studies indicate that contextualized exemplars of
loyalty and authority related behaviors are also seen to be moral. Loyalty has been part
of discussions of benevolence in prior work (Mayer et al., 1995; Moore et al., 2019).

However, the conclusions drawn from Studies 2 and 3 noted above, as well as the manner
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of operationalization employed in Studies 4 and 5, which specified the work team rather
than the trustor as the focus of loyalty, points to the fact that manager behaviors that
espouse or violate principles of group loyalty have real implications for their trust
outcomes. The same also appears to be true for manager behaviors related to authority
and hierarchy concerns; those managers who appear to uphold deference, order, and
tradition related principles are evaluated as more moral and trustworthy.

In addition, as discussed earlier, results of Study 5 point to the importance of traditionality
as a potential moderator of trust outcomes. When taken together with Studies 2 and 3,
which identified traditionality as a distinct factor of manager trustworthiness, the
significance of the findings is more pronounced. A broad concern and preference for
conservative values, the importance of maintaining traditional structures, and possibly
religiosity has implications to the study of not only trust but other organizational
outcomes such as commitment and turnover intentions (Juma & Lee, 2012) and
organizational citizenship behaviors (Farh et al., 1997). In this respect, the findings

related to traditionality represent a valuable contribution of the present research.

Research on trust and related concepts in cross-cultural psychology and organizational
behavior (e.g., Bohnet et al., 2010; Doney et al., 1998; Ferrin & Gillespie, 2010; Zaheer
& Zaheer, 2006) provides evidence that cultures may show variance with respect to
understandings and manifestations of trust. For example, interpersonal ties may play a
role in trust formation in Eastern cultures in a way that is not paralleled in the West (Yuki
etal., 2005) and representative behaviors of trustworthiness antecedents may differ across
cultures (Wasti et al., 2011). Especially in contexts where individuals from different
cultures interact, it is possible that “culture influences the formation of trust cues in
relationships, and serves as a filter for cues encountered from another culture.” (Dietz et
al., 2010, p. 21) These and similar findings indicate that understandings and
manifestations of trust may vary across cultures. Hence, integrating a cultural perspective

of morality to extend understandings of trustworthiness bases should be beneficial.

A third contribution of the current research is with respect to these arguments, for which
the results of the first study provide tentative support. The ratings in the two countries
show that manager behaviors that embody support, justice, wielding of authority may be
construed in different ways and related to different moral concerns across cultural groups.

The findings are especially important for the cultural generalizability of the ABI model
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since authority and loyalty may be differentially important in non-Western cultures.
Though the present thesis did not find extensive evidence of country differences between
the US and Turkey in terms of a differential effect, other cultures and countries may
provide more robust evidence. While merely speculative at this point, India and China,
which have been particularly linked to thematically related practices such as paternalistic
leadership (Hiller et al., 2019) and where hierarchy obligations may be more pronounced

should be investigated with respect to the present findings.

In terms of potential contributions to research on MFT and morality, one of the notable
outcomes of the thesis, in particular with respect to Study 1, is the seeming ubiquity of
care/harm related judgments in assessing positively valenced behaviors, especially in
Turkey. The frequency with which participants tended toward care/harm and the size of
their relatedness measures suggests that care/harm may be at once ‘everything and
nothing’ in applications of MFT to other substantive areas. The results of Studies 2 and 3
also indicate that care/harm may have low predictive power with respect to certain
organizational phenomena. Together, Studies 1 through 3 align with previous assertions
that care/harm may hold a unique position in morality (Gray & Schein, 2012; Schein &
Gray, 2018).

The studies in this thesis further contribute to the morality literature by highlighting the
need to consider the situational and relational context in investigations concerning moral
judgment (Schein, 2020), moral values (Alper et al., 2019; Van de Vyver et al., 2016),
and moral decision-making (Ekici et al., 2021), especially in integrating morality
frameworks such as MFT with other areas including organizational behavior and
management studies. For example, while MFT has delineated between individualizing
and binding foundations (Graham et al., 2013; Graham et al., 2011), the ratings of trust
vignettes in Study 1 showed significant and high correlations between loyalty/betrayal
(of binding foundations) and fairness/cheating (of individualizing foundations). This
finding aligns with previous empirical findings that show significant positive correlations
between the individualizing and binding foundations in Turkey and the US (Yilmaz &
Saribay, 2019). The fact that trustees were specified in a superordinate position to the
trustor may account for this pattern. In the context of supervisor-subordinate
relationships, managers’ justice-related behaviors may serve a dual role as fulfillment of

both fairness and loyalty obligations toward their team members. For conceptual clarity,
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further work is needed to ascertain whether and how multiple domains may overlap in
terms of organizational constructs, especially in the context of the hierarchical nature of
intraorganizational relationships. In this respect, the findings also support the emphasis

on relational context argued in alternative morality frameworks (Rai & Fiske, 2011).

The current thesis also presents additional evidence for the long-standing argument that
fairness is a core moral concern (Turiel, 1983), and that this applies to trustworthiness
bases as well. Across the studies, fairness concerns exhibit a consistent and strong impact

on trust outcomes of managers.

The findings of the first three studies also indicate that moral foundations may be
restricted in the extent to which they may be applied to substantive areas of organizational
literature. For example, the expected sparsity of sanctity/degradation in the vignette
ratings in Study 1 and the elimination of the relevant items from the factor analyses in
Study 2 suggests that the utility of this foundation may be limited to particular
organizational phenomena such as ‘dirty work” (Ashforth et al., 2007; Fehr et al., 2015),
stigmatization (Paetzold et al., 2008), and the delineation of the work and non-work
domains (Uhlmann et al., 2013; Uhlmann & Sanchez-Burks, 2014). Similarly, care/harm
may be particularly suited to the study of e.g., workplace incivility (Schilpzand et al.,
2016) or emotional labor (Ashforth & Humphrey, 1993). Prior theorizing (e.g., Fehr et
al., 2015; Weaver & Brown, 2012; Weaver et al., 2014) as well as the results of empirical
work on MFT within organizations (e.g., Cook & Kuhn, 2020; Egorov et al., 2019),
including the present thesis should provide a useful tool in delineating the research areas

where MFT may be most useful to organizational scholars.

A particular point of difficulty in conducting the studies in this thesis concerns the current
conceptualization of the authority/subversion dimension. Earlier conceptualizations of
this foundation refer to “[...] a two-way street: subordinates must show respect and
deference, but superiors must then protect them from external threats and maintain order
within the group” (Haidt & Joseph, 2007, p. 18). This view is reflected in earlier
measurements of the authority/subversion foundation, which include references to
protection of subordinates as well as obedience and duty fulfillment (Graham et al., 2009).
However, current discussions of MFT refer to ‘concerns with hierarchy’ without
explicating the implications of such concerns in terms of upward and downward

obligations of parties (e.g., Kivikangas et al., 2020; Koleva et al., 2016). Moreover, MFQ
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exclusively uses items relating to obedience and respect. Unfortunately, this apparent
migration toward a more restricted conceptualization -or at least measurement- of the
foundation renders its application to organizational settings and studies of leadership
difficult. This difficulty is compounded by the fact that superiors’ duties toward
subordinates do not appear to have a clearly defined place in the MFT, unlike alternative
approaches to morality (Curry, 2016; Rai & Fiske, 2011). To the extent that the current
studies contribute to the literature on MFT, they may serve as a starting point for further

discussions on the conceptualization of the authority/subversion domain.

The foregoing also suggest that scholars should be sensitive to how MFT and its
measurement tools are adapted to and used in investigations of organizational
phenomena. Specifically, the established contextual boundaries of MFT and the
associated measurement tools may need to be refined, qualified, or restricted in
connection with organizations. The results of Study 2 and Study 3 especially point to the
need to enhance the contextual grounding of MFQ in relation to loyalty/betrayal and
authority/subversion. In both cases, overly broad statements that do not specify the focus
of loyalty or authority behaviors (whether positive or negative) in terms of organizational
actors are unable to capture the true impact of these moral concerns within organizations.
In fact, MFQ has been criticized for “poor operationalization to represent the lay notion
of morality” (Yilmaz et al., 2021), and may be equally suboptimal for capturing moral
concerns in the workplace. The work undertaken in Studies 2 and 3 represent a first step
to developing the measurement tools necessary for integrating MFT to the management
literature. For future work in this vein, other moral frameworks such as the Relationship
Regulation Model (RRT; Rai & Fiske, 2011) and the Morality-as-Cooperation framework
(Curry, 2016) may provide the tools to enhance the contextualization of measurement
tools and integrate concerns that are particularly related to the work context (e.g.,
hierarchy and deference). For example, RRT may be particularly useful in investigations
regarding how the influence of trustworthiness bases vary for trustees at different
hierarchical levels (e.g., subordinate vs manager) since the model explicitly integrates the
role of relationships into the study of morality. Alternatively, given its emphasis on
cooperation and game theory, MAC may be a valuable tool to understanding trust at more
macro levels, such as between organizations, or in the intersection of conflict

management and trust.
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8.2 Limitations and Future Directions

There are a number of limitations that should be considered in interpreting the results of
the studies. First, the findings relate to trust in managers. Given previous work on the
differential impact of ability, benevolence, and integrity across trustee foci and cultures
(Frazier et al., 2010; Knoll & Gill, 2011; Wasti et al., 2011), these findings may not be
generalizable to all trust dyads. It is also possible, however, that cultural differences in
terms of loyalty may be more apparent in a peer-to-peer trust relationship or when the
trustee is a subordinate. With respect to the former, in the absence of the added complexity
of hierarchical differences between the parties, cultural milieus that emphasize group
obligations and interrelatedness may render loyalty-related moral concerns more visible
and powerful. In a similar vein, work on leadership in Asian contexts suggests that
followers are expected to show high levels of loyalty to their leaders in exchange for
leader support (Takeuchi et al., 2020). Moreover, this expectation also extends to
obedience, which suggests that the differential effect of authority-related moral concerns

across cultures may also be more pronounced when the trustee is in a subordinate position.

Furthermore, research has also indicated that the length of a relationship may also impact
how different concerns influence trustworthiness assessments (Frazier et al., 2010). While
the studies in this thesis differed covertly in terms of whether the supervisor-subordinate
relationship was current (Studies 1 through 3) or not (Studies 4 and 5), this distinction
was made clearly and explicitly. Specifically, the first three studies asked respondents to
make their evaluations as pertaining to their own managers while the latter two studies
required participants to evaluate a prospective manager. In this respect, the findings

should be applied with caution across nascent versus established relationships.

Second, while sanctity/degradation may not have been found to relate to trust assessments
in the current studies, this may be due to the designs employed. As discussed in relation
to Study 1 earlier, the vignettes were derived from critical incidents describing trust
forming behaviors, which may not be particularly well-suited to obtaining examples of
sanctity related behaviors for two reasons. First, these may be low in frequency, and

second the dimension may be more relevant when its principles are violated (e.g., cases
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of sexual harassment, adultery, bodily excretions). Investigating violation incidents may
be necessary in this respect. Moreover, while similar results were found for
authority/subversion in Study 1 as well as Study 2, developing contextualized items
enabled it to emerge as distinct trustworthiness factor in Study 3. However, new items
were not generated for sanctity/degradation since the foundation not expected to be
particularly relevant to the workplace. It is possible that the influence of the dimension
on trust assessments may be unveiled if behavioral and contextualized measures (such as
those in the moral foundations vignettes developed by Clifford et al. (2015) but adapted
to the workplace) are used.

Third, Studies 2 and 3 are essentially exploratory and the results do not provide a full-
fledged measurement model. Additional theoretical and empirical work is needed if a
valid measurement tool of moral foundations of trust is to be developed. As noted earlier,
it may be necessary to integrate alternative moral frameworks to future theoretical
endeavors, of which Morality-as-Cooperation (Curry, 2016; Curry, Jones Chesters, et al.,
2019) and the Relational Regulation Theory (Rai & Fiske, 2011) are particularly
noteworthy. These frameworks take a more nuanced approach with respect to the effects
of hierarchy (MAC) and relational context (RRT) and may alleviate some of the
previously discussed concerns with respect to lack of contextualization that characterizes
MFT.

Moreover, additional work on MFT and morality has identified self-control and honesty
(Hofmann et al., 2014), as well as liberty/oppression (lyer et al., 2012) as potential
additional domains. Though these possibilities were not explored in the present research,
self-control and honesty in particular should be investigated in the context of
intraorganizational trust. For example, evidence suggests that employees who feign
happiness are seen as more competent (measured as, inter alia, high in self-control) and
are trusted more (Levine & Wald, 2020) and honesty has had a central role in the
conceptual definition of integrity (Bosson et al., 2021). Thus, both represent potential

areas of investigation.

It should also be noted that the current studies, particularly Studies 4 and 5, focused on
values as determinants of trust outcomes across cultural contexts. However, the relative
importance of values, schemas, and norms may differ across different types of situations,

with values playing a more important role in weak situations (Leung & Morris, 2014). In
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light of the lack of significant findings for a moderating effect of cultural values on trust
outcomes in Study 4 in particular, it may be worthwhile to investigate the effect of cultural

norms rather than values.

In a similar vein, recent socio-ecological investigations of collectivism have suggested
that interpersonal relationships may not be as prized as formerly thought in collectivist
cultures because of the tightness of ingroup relations (Liu et al., 2019; Liu et al., 2020).
The socio-ecological approach investigates the linkages between the physical (natural)
and social environments of humans and the resulting cognitive, emotional, and behavioral
adaptations (Oishi, 2014). Work in this vein suggests that while collectivist cultures have
been generally viewed as having harmonious interpersonal ties, the interconnectedness
and stability of social ties in collectivist cultures may play paradoxical role by rendering
interpersonal ties less prized due to their taken-for-grantedness. The American culture is
characterized by high relational mobility (Schug et al., 2010), which may have enhanced
the desirability of managers’ loyalty comparative to Turkey, which is low in relational
mobility (Thomson et al., 2018) and may have attenuated the desirability of high loyalty

managers.

Relatedly, the target of loyalty was specified as the team in the open-ended remarks in
Study 4-A. However, the ratings items included both team and company. Any differences
between groups of respondents with respect to the primary information they relied upon
may have been further impacted by this difference in the loyalty target. Since the team is
a more proximal and potentially consequential loyalty target, participants who relied on
the ratings instead of the open-ended remarks may have been less affected by the
treatment. Moreover, any interpretation of the results is contingent on managers’ loyalty
being defined in terms of loyalty to team and, to a lesser extent, in terms of loyalty to the

company and broader loyalty targets are likely to have lesser impact on trust outcomes.

Furthermore, there are structural differences between Turkey and the US such as the
extent to which governments facilitate business (Rao et al., 2004). These differences were
also apparent in the measures system trust and scenario context formalization included in
Study 4 and 5. As discussed earlier, these differences may partially account for the results.
In these studies, participants assessed managers who were selected based on performance
and their evaluations were based on information ostensibly from third parties. In the

Turkish sample, participants’ evaluations of the study context indicated that they believed
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performance appraisals were influenced by personal relationships. Thus, they may have
considered the performance evaluation provided in the context of the study as being less

reliable.

There are a number of methodological issues that should be considered in interpreting the
results. A number of potential threats to validity have been discussed in relation to
crowdsourced recruitment (Aguinis et al.,, 2020; Newman et al., 2020) such as
inattentiveness, fraudulent behavior, and non-naiveté. The studies herein employed
various measures to minimize these threats to the extent possible, including the
employment of pre-screening, IP controls, and attention checks. However, the US data in

particular is susceptiple to the limitations arising from these issues.

In addition, recruitment strategies differed between the countries. In the US, participants
were recruited through MTurk or Prolific and were paid monetary compensation, whereas
only Study 5 participants were given monetary benefits in Turkey. Moreover, the survey
was accessible from all geographic locations in the US whereas Turkish participants were
recruited in Istanbul, which is the most populated and industrialized city of Turkey.
Representative sampling was not targeted for either group, and samples differed in key
demographic characteristics in several studies. All cross-country results discussed herein
should be considered in light of above as these sample differences may partially or fully
account for any observed differences between the countries. Moreover, since the samples
may not be representative of their respective populations, the results may be limited in

terms of generalizability.

Further to the above, the Turkish samples in the studies were composed of groups
recruited using different strategies. While a sizeable portion was recruited by the research
company and were intrinsically motivated, except for Study 5, the remaining participants
were recruited either by snowballing or via advertisement in courses. Similar to
recruitment by the research company in Studies 1 through 4, Turks who were recruited
by snowballing participated in the research were intrinsically motivated. The remainder
of the samples received tangible benefits. These differences in the recruitment approaches
is likely to introduce additional variance to the data. Taken together with low sample sizes

discussed below, the studies may suffer from type Il error.
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Studies 4 and 5 employed a vignette design, which was intended to control for
performance. It is possible that these manipulations were perceived as indications of
differences in ability. High authority managers may have been seen as being better
equipped to deal with the demands of hierarchy and maintaining. High loyalty managers,
on the other hand, may have been seen as more competent in terms of fulfilling their
managerial duty to protect their team. Consequently, the treatment effect may have been
confounded by perceived differences in ability. However, in both studies, managers’
morality ratings were influenced by the condition. Thus, the manipulations were
perceived as being moral in kind, suggesting that the profiles were differentiated with
respect to their moral character and variations in perceptions of ability may have arisen
from a ‘halo effect’ (Stellar & Willer, 2018).

A second consideration with respect to the vignette design is the issue of realism.
Experimental vignette methodology has been discussed as a valuable tool to enhance
realism (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014). However, the stimuli used to communicate the
treatment effect was limited to a few points of information, which may have restricted the
realism of the scenario, since participants were asked to make their evaluations based on
this limited information. Moreover, the profiles were presented as high performers, which
may have been seen as contradictory when the managers were in a low condition.
Specifically, managers’ moral failures in terms of authority or loyalty may have been seen
to contradict their ostensible high performance, thus negatively impacting study realism.
Finally, in Study 5, the profiles included differing levels of authority or loyalty, and
fairness. In practical terms, especially in relation to Study 5-A, participants may have had
difficulty imagining managers who were very loyal but failed to engage in fairness-related
behaviors toward their team, such as treating everyone on the team justly. When the focus
of fairness and loyalty behaviors are both specified as the team, real-world instantiations

where managers have differing levels of these moralities may be sparse.

Throughout this study, trustworthiness was measured with a single item. Though these
decisions were made in view of practicality concerns and to minimize survey length,
future studies are necessary to validate the results on trustworthiness in particular. This is
especially salient in view of the fact that country-level patterns in trustworthiness ratings
and trust intentions differed across Studies 4 and 5. While Americans generally indicated
higher trust outcomes across conditions in Study 4, the differences were not significant
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in most cases in Study 5, except with respect to trustworthiness where Turks expressed
higher trustworthiness assessments. These differences may be partially accounted for by
the differences in manager profiles, previously discussed subsequent to each study.
However, it is also possible that measuring an abstract concept such as trustworthiness

with a single item may have led to unintended variance.

A further limitation of the studies in this thesis pertains to sample size and sample
composition. In Study 1, vignettes were rated by approximately 20 individuals, with
several having considerably lower number of raters. Similar work on MFT (e.g., Clifford
et al., 2015) has employed 30 raters. Studies 2 and 3 employed an exploratory factor
approach, for which various guidelines have been offered with respect to sample size
determination (e.g., Thompson, 2004; Hair et al., 2010) including at least 100 and at least
5 per variable. Though both studies had sample sizes of at least 100 participants per
country, they fell short of per variable guidelines. Finally, Studies 4 and 5 were
preregistered with sample size determinations based on a priori calculations with a
medium (i.e., 0.25) effect size, conventional alpha error (i.e., .05) and 95% power.
However, practical difficulties arising from data collection during the pandemic -
especially in terms of the speed of data collection- resulted in premature termination in

all cases. Thus, the studies in the current thesis may suffer from inadequate sample sizes.

Finally, the current studies employed online surveys in a cross-sectional, cross-cultural
design. The limitations associated with two-country studies (Spector et al., 2015) apply
to the current investigation. These limitations were partially offset by conducting within-
country investigations of the effects of cultural values differences. However, as discussed
earlier, reference group effects may result in non-significant differences across countries
such that individuals across cultural groups evaluate themselves based on different
standards, obscuring the real differences between these groups (Heine et al., 2002, p. 913;
Oyserman, Coon, et al., 2002; Uskul et al., 2015). Further studies utilizing other-
referencing measures (e.g., descriptive norms) should be undertaken. In addition, future
work using different methodologies, such as priming participants with different moral
concerns to isolate the causal effect, using longitudinal data and field studies is necessary

to build on the findings in this thesis.
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APPENDIX |

Vignettes used in Study 1

Source

country English

TR

us

us

us

us

us

us

Your MANAGER assigns you
some responsibility in an important
presentation, ensuring that your
name is also attached to it.

When you make a mistake that
might lead to customer complaints,
your MANAGER immediately
accepts your apology and helps you
figure out the next steps.

Your MANAGER gives you a game
console as a present for the holidays
because he/she wants to, even
though he/she doesn't have to.

You prepare a report and submit it
to your MANAGER for review
before sending it out. When
mistakes are later discovered in the
report, your MANAGER makes it
clear to people that even though the
figures you submitted were wrong,
he/she would have spotted the
mistakes if he/she had taken a
couple more minutes to confirm
your numbers.

When you let your MANAGER
know that someone from upper
management keeps pushing their
work off on you, he/she keeps it
confidential as you asked and tries
to get you compensated for the
extra work and shields you from
future issues.

Your MANAGER praises you in
front of everyone for good work.

You miss 2 weeks of work when
you have to get emergency surgery.
Your MANAGER finds other
people to cover your responsibilities
while you recuperate, so you don't
experience anything punitive from

186

Turkish

YONETICINIZ hazirladig1 énemli
bir sunumda size de gérev veriyor ve
boylece sizin de adinizin gegmesini
sagliyor.

Miisteri sikayetlerine yol acabilecek
bir hata yaptiginizda YONETICINIZ
Ozrunizi hemen kabul edip bir
sonraki adimda ne yapmaniz
gerektigi ile ilgili size yardimci
oluyor.

YONETICINIZ mecbur olmadig1
halde yilbasinda size bir oyun
konsolu hediye ediyor.

Hazirladiginiz raporu génderilmeden
Once gozden gecirmesi amactyla
YONETICINIZE iletiyorsunuz. Daha
sonra raporda hatalar tespit
edildiginde YONETICINIZ ilgililere
kullandiginiz rakamlarin hatali
oldugunu, ancak kendisi birkag
dakika daha harcayip veriyi kontrol
etmis olsaydi hatalar1 bulmus
olacagini soyliiyor.
YONETICINIZE iist yonetimden
birinin kendi islerini stirekli size
yiktigini sdylediginizde bu konuyu
talebiniz dogrultusunda kendisine
sakliyor ancak o giine kadar
yaptiginiz islerin karsiligini almaniz
icin ugrasiyor ve sizi benzer
durumlara kars1 koruyor.
YONETICINIZ baskalar1 6niinde iyi
1§ ¢ikardiginiz1 sdyleyerek sizi
ovuyor.

Acil bir ameliyat sebebiyle 2 hafta
ise gelemiyorsunuz. YONETICINIZ
tyilesme doneminizde sizin yerinize
bakmalari i¢in birilerini bularak
insan kaynaklari ile sirket tarafindan
cezai bir uygulamayla
karsilagmamanizi sagliyor.



TR

us

TR

TR

us

us

usS

the company in regard to your
illness or absence from work.

Your MANAGER is given the helm
for a big and very important project.
He/she asks you to come on board
as his/her deputy.

During your performance review,
you feel that you can be open and
honest, that your MANAGER takes
your feedback and suggestions fully
on board.

Your MANAGER gives you moral
and material support when you are
going through an emotionally and
financially bad time.

You submit several options for an
improvement in the production
process to your MANAGER and
he/she chooses the cheaper option
against your advice. When
production defects increase after
implementation and senior
management is furious, your
MANAGER explains the situation
and tells them you did a great job.
When you realize that the location
of a meeting might pose a health
risk for the attendants, you go
against company policy and change
the location on the spot. Seeing
what you've done, your
MANAGER shows you support
instead of responding in anger.

You tell your MANAGER that
something came up on your medical
screening, which will require you to
take time off for further testing.
You ask him/her to keep it private
and your MANAGER vows that
he/she will not tell anyone.

You overhear your MANAGER
defending you to others, telling
them everyone has bad days here
and there.

187

YONETICINIZ sirket icin ¢ok
onemli ve biiyiik bir projenin bagina
getiriliyor ve size projede yardimcisi
statiisiinde ¢alismaniz1 teklif ediyor.
Performans goriismeniz sirasinda
YONETICINIZLE agikea ve
diirlistce konusabileceginizi, goriis ve
Onerilerinizi ciddiye aldigini
hissediyorsunuz.

YONETICINIZ ekonomik ve
duygusal olarak koti bir donem
yasadiginiz bir zamanda size maddi
ve manevi destek oluyor.
YONETICINIZE iiretim siirecinin
gelistirilmesi ile ilgili ¢esitli
alternatifler sunuyorsunuz ve
YONETICINIZ sizin tavsiye
ettiginiz yerine ucuz olani segiyor.
Uygulamaya gecildikten sonra defolu
iirlin sayisinda artis olup iist yonetim
¢ok sinirlendiginde YONETICINIZ
durumu agiklayip sizin ¢ok iy1 bir is
c¢ikardiginizi soyliiyor.

Bir toplantinin yerinin katilimeilarin
saglig1 agisindan tehlikeli
olabilecegini diisiindiigiiniiz i¢in
sirket politikasina aykiri oldugu
halde hemen o sirada yer degisikligi
yaptyorsunuz. YONETICINIZ size
sinirlenmek yerine destekliyor.
YONETICINIZE saglik
kontroluntzde ek tetkikler
gerektirecek bazi bulgular oldugu
icin izin almaniz gerekecegini
sOyliiyorsunuz. Bu konuyu sakli
tutmasini istediginizde
YONETICINIZ kimseye
bahsetmeyecegine s6z veriyor.
YONETICINIZIN 'herkesin arada bir
koth bir glina olabilir' diyerek sizi
baskalarina kars1 savunduguna kulak
misafiri oluyorsunuz.
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A subcontractor claims they made a
mistake because you gave them
incomplete information. Your
MANAGER tells you he/she doesn't
need to review your emails to check
and that he/she is certain you
relayed all the necessary
information to the subcontractor.
The supervisor of another
department tells your MANAGER
you said various things about an
issue even though you didn't
actually say any of it. Your
MANAGER asks to hear your side
of the story before he/she makes a
decision.

During the 2007-8 financial crisis,
your MANAGER provides sincere
and honest explanations in the one-
on-one meetings he/she conducts
with you.

Your MANAGER fights alongside
you upward in the organization to
secure better funding for the
bonuses for your division. Then -as
previously agreed- he hands over
the bonus pool to you to divide up
among your subordinates.

You tell your MANAGER that you
need a day off the next week for
some tests. Even though the
schedule is already out, he/she
makes a few changes and ensures
you can get the day off.

While you are out sick, the person
who is covering for you makes a 3-
million-dollar mistake and you are
called in to appear in front of upper
management the next day. Even
though you have been constantly
clashing with your MANAGER
until that day, he/she defends you
during the meeting with upper
management and explains why the
incident happened.

188

Imalatginiz siz kendisine eksik bilgi
ilettiginiz i¢in hata yaptigini
soylediginde YONETICINIZ
epostalarinizi kontrol etmeye gerek
olmadigin, bilgileri imalat¢iya
ilettiginize inandigin1 belirtiyor.

YONETICINIZE yapmadiginiz
yorumlart yapmigsiniz gibi anlatiyor.
YONETICINIZ konuyu bir de sizin
agzinizdan dinlemeyi talep edip
kararin1 bundan sonra veriyor.

YONETICINIZ 2007-8 finansal krizi
sirasinda sizinle birebir gortismeler
organize ediyor ve samimi ve durst
aciklamalar yapiyor.
YONETICINiZ, ekibinizin primleri
icin daha ytksek bir butge almak
amactyla sizinle beraber iist
yonetime karsi ¢abaliyor. Prim
bltcesi geldikten sonra da daha dnce
mutabik kaldiginiz tizere dagitimi
size birakiyor.

YONETICINIZE baz tibbi testler
yaptirmak i¢in bir sonraki hafta bir
giin izne ihtiyaciniz oldugunu
soylityorsunuz. Is takvimi
yayimlanmis oldugu halde
YONETICINIZ programda birkag
degisiklik yaparak izin alabilmenizi
sagliyor.

Hastalanip ise gidemediginiz bir giin
yerinize bakan kisi 3 milyon dolarlik
bir hata yapinca ertesi giin {ist
yoOnetimin karsisina ¢ikiyorsunuz. O
guine kadar surekli gerginlik ve
tartismalar yasadiginiz
YONETICINIZ sizi miidafaa ediyor
ve olayin neden kaynaklandigini
acikca anlatiyor.
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You need to get emergency medical
tests done but the schedule is
already out for the day you need
off. You tell your MANAGER
about it and he/she ends up
switching days with someone else
for you.

You get into an argument with the
head of a different department about
a delayed order and the general
manager, who witnesses it, decides
you are at fault. Your MANAGER
steps in and explains everything in
detail to the general manager,
ensuring that you are cleared.

During the performance review
meeting, your MANAGER tells you
what you did right or wrong, what
you need to improve, and how you
can work together to make these
improvements.

Your MANAGER, who has a very
different outlook than you, is
appointed to a new position. Even
though there are others who would
do a better job and you had no such
expectations, he/she puts your name
forward as his/her replacement.
Your MANAGER supports you
both materially and emotionally
when you decide to quit.

When you tell your MANAGER
about a personal issue, he/she
doesn't repeat it to anyone who
shouldn't know.

Your MANAGER shows you
he/she appreciates your work and
gives you a gift card.

You have a problem outside of
work that requires you to have some
flexibility in your work schedule.
Your MANAGER goes above and
beyond to make sure your needs are
met and that your job will be
waiting for you once you clear
things up.
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Acilen bazi testler yaptirmaniz
gerekiyor ancak izin almaniz gereken
giin i¢in i programi ilan edilmis
durumda ve uygun degil.
YONETICINIZE konuyu
iletiyorsunuz ve kendisi sizin igin bir
baskastyla giinleri degistiriyor.
Baska birimin yoneticisiyle terminde
gonderilemeyen bir siparis
konusunda tartistyorsunuz ve duruma
sahit olan genel miidiir sizin suglu
oldugunuza karar veriyor.
YONETICINIZ miidahale ederek
olanlar1 ayrintilar ile genel miidiire
aktariyor ve temize ¢ikmanizi
sagliyor.

Performans degerlendirme
goriismesinde YONETICINIZ size
neyi dogru, neyi yanlis yaptiginizi,
neleri diizeltmeniz gerektigini
anlatiyor ve diizeltmeniz gerekenler
i¢cin nasil birlikte
calisabileceginizden bahsediyor.
Kendisiyle farkl diisiince yapilarina
sahip oldugunuz YONETICINiZ
farkl1 bir goreve tayin oluyor.
Kendisinden bdyle bir beklentiniz
olmadig1 ve o gorevi sizden daha iyi
yapacak birileri bulundugu halde
yerine sizi 6neriyor.

YONETICINIZ isten ayrilma
kararinizda size maddi ve manevi
destek oluyor.

Sahsiniza 6zel bir olay1
YONETICINIZLE paylastyorsunuz
ve kendisi bunu bilmemesi gereken
kisilere s6ylemiyor.

YONETICINIZ ¢alismaniz1 ne kadar
takdir ettigini gostererek size hediye
ceki veriyor.

Kisisel bir sorununuz sebebiyle
calisma saatlerinizde esneklige
ihtiya¢ duyuyorsunuz.
YONETICINIZ bu ihtiyacimizi
karsilamak ve i giivencenizi de
saglamak i¢in beklenenin 6tesinde
ugras veriyor.
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A subcontractor starts dragging out
the work on a project you are
leading and insults you. Even
though you should be held
responsible since you are the project
lead, your MANAGER repeatedly
tells you it is not your fault and puts
your mind at ease.

When your MANAGER receives
some negative feedback about you
from outside the company, he/she
asks to listen to your side before
responding.

Your MANAGER takes you at your
word and defends you when you are
blamed for something at work.

You mistakenly start your shift half
an hour earlier for the first two days
of the new schedule, which is a
policy violation that might get you
fired. Your MANAGER takes care
of everything for you, so you don't
get in trouble.

You are promised a very lucrative
project for an important client with
the potential to lead to other work
and you are relying on the income
to pay for a family vacation. After it
gets cancelled at a time when you
have nothing else on your plate,
your MANAGER promises that
he/she will secure you something
else and allocates an equivalent
project in a short time.

When someone criticizes your
work, your MANAGER backs you
up on it. He/she explains to the rest
of the team why your solution
makes sense.

After bringing you in on a tough
and important project, your
MANAGER keeps all promises of
professional support to help you
implement it.

Your company has to apply for a
certification. Even though it is not
really your area, your MANAGER
entrusts you with the process from
the start to finish.
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Bir proje i¢in disardan ¢alistiginiz
taseron isi yapmamaya baslayip size
hakaret ediyor. Proje yoneticisi
oldugunuz igin sizin sorumlu
tutulmaniz gerekirken
YONETICINIZ sizin hataniz
olmadigini tekrarlayarak i¢inizi
rahatlatiyor.

YONETICINIZ, sizinle ilgili sirket
disindan gelen olumsuz bir geri
bildirime tepki/yanit vermeden 6nce
sizi dinlemek istiyor.

Isyerinde bir konuda suglandiginizda
YONETICINIZ sadece séziiniize
inanarak sizi savunuyor.

Yeni vardiya programinin ilk iki
giinii yanliglikla igse yarim saat erken
basliyorsunuz. Bu, kovulmaniza
sebep olacak olan bir prosedir ihlali
oldugu halde YONETICINIZ
duruma el koyuyor ve basiniz derde
girmiyor.

Epey karl1, pesinden yeni isler de
getirebilecek bir projenin size
atanacag sozi veriliyor ve aile
tatiliniz i¢in bu projeden alacaginiz
paraya guveniyorsunuz. Elinizde
baska is de olmadig1 sirada proje
iptal edildiginde, YONETICINiZ
size yeni bir proje bulacagina soz
veriyor ve ¢ok kisa bir zamanda denk
baska bir projeyi size yonlendiriyor.
Ekiptekiler yaptiginiz bir isi
elestirdiginde YONETICINIZ size
arka ¢ikiyor. Herkese sizin
¢Ozlimiiniiziin neden mantikli
oldugunu acikliyor.

Sizi zor ve 6nemli bir projeye dahil
eden YONETICINIZ, projenin
gergeklestirilebilmesi i¢in size
verdigi tiim profesyonel destek ve
yardim sozlerini yerine getiriyor.
Sirketin faaliyetleri ile ilgili bir
sertifika almak i¢in bagvurulmasi
gerektiginde, YONETICINIZ konu
sizinle ¢ok ilgili olmasa da bu
stirecin sorumlulugunu bastan sona
size veriyor.
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When you are at fault and have
caused harm, although
unintentionally, your MANAGER
supports you and stands by you.
When upper management wants to
give you more work than you are
responsible for, your MANAGER
sticks up for you and reminds
everyone that you are part-time and
what your job description is.

You are past the deadline on a
project you are preparing for
another department and you start
receiving worrisome emails from
that department. Instead of saying
'you are the one responsible for the
project’ and leaving you alone to
deal with them, your MANAGER
defends you against that
department.

You have a minor disagreement
with your MANAGER. He/she pays
attention to your point of view
during the disagreement, doesn't
hold it against you, and doesn't
bring it up again.
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YONETICINIZ hatali oldugunuz
ama istemeden zarar verdiginiz bir
konuda size destek oluyor ve
arkanizda duruyor.

Ust yonetim size sorumlu
oldugunuzdan fazla is vermek
istediginde YONETICINIZ size arka
¢ikiyor ve is taniminizi ve yari
zamanl1 bir ¢alisan oldugunuzu
herkese hatirlatiyor.

Bagka bir birim i¢in hazirladiginiz bir
projenin tesliminde geciktiginizde,
kars1 taraftan tedirgin edici mesajlar
almaya basliyorsunuz.
YONETICINIZ sorumlulugun size
ait oldugunu soyleyerek diger birime
kars1 sizi yalniz birakmak yerine
savunuyor.

YONETICINIZLE ufak bir goriis
ayrilig1 yasiyorsunuz.
YONETICINIZ gbriislerinizi dikkate
aliyor, tartisma bittikten sonra da
konuyu bir daha agmiyor ve
yiiziinlize vurmuyor / garezlenmiyor.



APPENDIX 11

Box plots of care, loyalty, and fairness ratings for all vignettes

Figure 8.1 Box Plots of CH, FC, LB Ratings for Each Vignette (US)
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Figure 8.2 Box Plots of CH, FC, LB Ratings for Each Vignette (TR)
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APPENDIX I

A3.1 Study 4-A Preregistration Form

Study Description: This project aims to integrate Moral Foundations Theory (Haidt &
Joseph, 2007) to the study of trust and trustworthiness evaluations in organizations and is
part of an ongoing research project. In this study, we focus on the loyalty foundation. We
aim to investigate the effect of managers' loyalty violations on trust intentions toward
these managers and their perceived trustworthiness. The study will be conducted in
Turkey and the USA.

Hypotheses

Perceptions of managers’ trustworthiness and trust intentions toward managers will
decrease as their degree of loyalty violations increases. This decrease will be larger in
Turkey compared to the US.

Study type

Experiment - A researcher randomly assigns treatments to study subjects, this includes
field or lab experiments. This is also known as an intervention experiment and includes
randomized controlled trials.

Blinding

For studies that involve human subjects, they will not know the treatment group to which
they have been assigned.

Study design

A factorial 2 (country) x 3 (violation level) design will be used where violation level is
between-subjects. Participants will be randomly assigned to a violation level and view 2
manager profiles, which they will rate for outcome variables. To ensure that participants
are familiar with their task and the role they will play, they will first view and rate a
dummy profile. Profiles within the condition will be presented in random order.
Participants will be instructed that they will pretend to be Human Resources specialists
who are evaluating a number of middle-level managers from their company for being
recommended to a post at a new facility (lateral movement). For each profile, they will
view the profile details and then respond to questions measuring the outcome variables.
The profile will be repeated prior to the manipulation check questions. Thus, participants

will view each profile twice. All profiles will ostensibly belong to male managers with
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engineering degrees. Each profile will include a name, degree information, education and
performance information in addition to the treatment effect information. Performance and
other demographic information will be comparable across profiles and conditions. The
dummy profile will be similar in the treatment effect to the actual condition, i.e., low
condition participants will view a dummy profile that is also low on loyalty.
Randomization

The study will be conducted using Qualtrics. Participants will be randomly assigned to a
violation level by the platform's randomization tool. Each new launch of a response will
trigger a random condition assignment which will be embedded to that response. All
survey flow will be based on this.

Existing Data

Registration prior to creation of data

Data collection procedures

In Turkey, participants will be recruited using the services of a market research company.
The company will solicit participants and distribute an anonymous link to the survey-
based study. To confirm data quality (i.e., that real individuals responded to the survey),
spot checks may be performed by the company following data collection. However, no
other services will be performed. No monetary or other material rewards will be provided
to participants in Turkey. In the US, participants will be recruited through Prolific.
Subject to study length, 2 USD (or equivalent GBP) will be paid to each participant upon
completion of the study without substantial attention failures. All participants must be at
least 18 years old and have paid full-time work experience. Participants will be screened
for current country of residence, country of birth, and citizenship. Only individuals born
and raised in Turkey/the US respectively will be included.

Sample size

Our target sample is 150 participants in each country. We will attempt to recruit up to 220
participants in each country to be able to accommodate attrition and low attention
responses.

Sample size rationale

We used G*Power to calculate the required sample size to test the interaction effect of a
2x3 ANCOVA design given a medium effect size (0.25) at 0.05 alpha error probability
with 0.95 power (total sample size: 250). We are targeting a slightly higher sample than
calculated to allow us to perform post hoc analyses using individual-level culture

variables in each study.
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Variables

Manipulated variables

Loyalty violation (study 1): 1) Low/No violation 2) Occasional / Medium violation 3)
Habitual / high violation. Participants will see a manager profile that will include: - Mean
rating on 3 items related to loyalty (scored not at all to extremely, out of 10) - 2 summary
feedback comments ostensibly from co-workers of the profiled manager The mean of all
3 items will be 3.75 for a high-violation profile, 5.7-5.9 for a medium-violation profile,
and 8.5 for a low-violation profile. The rating items and pool of feedback comments are
attached.

Measured variables

Outcome Variables:

Trustworthiness: Participants will evaluate the target profile’s trustworthiness with a
single item (7-point Likert, Not at all trustworthy to Extremely trustworthy)

Trust intentions: Participants will respond to 2 disclosure-related and 2 reliance-related
trust intention questions adapted from Gillespie’s Behavioral Trust Inventory (2003). A
composite of these items will be used, subject to sufficient reliability.

Manipulation Check Questions (8-point Likert, 1-not at all, 7-extremely, 8-no idea): -
Loyalty - Commitment - Competence - Professionalism - Warmth - Congeniality -
Morality - Virtuousness

Covariates & other: - Basic demographic variables (gender, age, experience, education,
upbringing, birthplace etc) - Religiosity, political orientation, socioeconomic status -
Propensity to trust (3 items from Yamagishi & Yamagishi, 1994; 7-point Likert) - Honor
concerns (3 items adapted the social status / respect subscale of the measure from Cross
et al., 2014; 7-point Likert) - Individual power distance orientation (Dorfman & Howell,
1988; 7-point Likert) - Interdependent vs independent selfhood (4 subscales adapted from
Vignoles et al., 2016; 2 subscales are adapted for use as descriptive norm measures; 7-
point Likert) - Traditionality (Farh et al., 1997; 7-point Likert)

Indices

Reliance and Disclosure intentions will be calculated by taking the mean of the relevant
questions.

Analysis Plan

Statistical models

We will use a 2x3 ANCOVA to analyze the results. The outcome variable will be

computed as the mean trustworthiness or trust intentions of the stimuli for each
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participant. Both factors are between-subjects. Gender, age, and generalized trust will be
controlled. Main effect of both factors as well as their interaction is of interest.
Subsequent to omnibus tests, planned contrasts between the following levels will be
undertaken: - Within-country comparison of levels - Within-level comparison of
countries - Cross-country comparison of differences between levels, specifically between
high and medium (slope comparisons) If the reliability of the stimuli within each
condition are lower than desirable, hierarchical linear modeling will be used instead of
the ANCOVA methodology, with observations (levell) nested in respondents (level2).
Since country and level factors are limited in number, these will be included in the model
as fixed effects instead of level 3 groups.

Transformations

Centering the outcome variables within each country to adjust for differences in response
scale use may be necessary. We will mean-center data if we use HLM (Raudenbush &
Bryk, 2002) to analyze data, since it will facilitate interpretation of coefficients.
Inference criteria

Standard p<0.05 criteria will be used. For post-hoc analyses, we intend to adjust for
multiple comparisons.

Data exclusion

Any participant who fails two or more attention questions will be excluded automatically.
We do not intend to exclude outliers.

Missing data

For the exploratory factor analysis of the trust intentions items, we will delete missing
data listwise. No other adjustments are planned.

Exploratory analysis

We intend to measure individual-level differences in selfhood, power distance, and
traditionality. We will test the interaction of these variables and the treatment level on the
outcome variables. Standard linear modeling will be used in these tests with country,
gender, generalized trust as covariates.
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A3.2 Study 4-B Preregistration Form

Study Description: This project aims to integrate Moral Foundations Theory (Haidt &
Joseph, 2007) to the study of trust and trustworthiness evaluations in organizations and is
part of a larger research endeavor. In this project, we are focused on investigating the
effect of managers' perceived authority/subversion on perceptions of managers'
trustworthiness and trust intentions toward managers.

Hypotheses

Perceptions of managers’ trustworthiness and trust intentions toward managers will
decrease as their degree of authority violations (violations of authority-conforming
principles) increases. This decrease will be larger in Turkey compared to the US.

Study type

Experiment - A researcher randomly assigns treatments to study subjects, this includes
field or lab experiments. This is also known as an intervention experiment and includes
randomized controlled trials.

Blinding

For studies that involve human subjects, they will not know the treatment group to which
they have been assigned.

Study design

A factorial 2 (country) x 3 (authority level; high - medium - low) design will be used
where authority level is between-subjects. Participants will be randomly assigned to an
authority level and view 2 manager profiles, which they will rate for outcome variables.
To ensure that participants are familiar with their task and the role they will play, they
will first view and rate a dummy profile. Profiles within the condition will be presented
in random order. Participants will be instructed that they will pretend to be Human
Resources specialists who are evaluating a number of middle-level managers from their
company for being recommended to a post at a new facility. For each profile, they will
view the profile details and then respond to questions measuring the outcome variables.
The profile will be repeated prior to the manipulation check questions. Thus, participants
will view each profile twice. All profiles will ostensibly belong to male managers with
engineering degrees. Each profile will include a name, degree information, education and
performance information in addition to the treatment effect information. Performance and

other demographic information will be comparable across profiles and conditions. The
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dummy profile will be similar in the treatment effect to the actual condition, i.e., low
condition participants will view a dummy profile that is also low on authority. The
authority information will be presented using i) ostensible ratings from subordinates,
peers, and managers of the target, ii) common remarks made by these raters about the
target. The list of common remarks and the rating items shown to participants is attached.
Two illustrative rating presentations for a high Authority (low violation) manager are
attached (English and Turkish versions)

Randomization

The study will be conducted using Qualtrics. Participants will be randomly assigned to a
violation level by the platform's randomization tool. Each new launch of a response will
trigger a random condition assignment which will be embedded to that response. All
survey flow will be based on this.

Existing Data

Registration prior to creation of data

Data collection procedures

In Turkey, participants will be largely recruited using the services of a market research
company. Additional data may be collected via the researchers' network, using
snowballing. The research company will solicit participants and distribute an anonymous
link to the survey-based study. To confirm data quality (i.e., that real individuals
responded to the survey), spot checks may be performed by the company following data
collection. However, no other services will be performed. No monetary or other material
rewards will be provided to participants in Turkey. In the US, participants will be
recruited through Prolific. Subject to study length, 2-3 USD (or equivalent GBP) will be
paid to each participant upon completion of the study without substantial attention
failures. Each participant will receive the same amount of payment. All participants must
be at least 18 years old and have paid full-time work experience. For the US participants,
the survey will include screener questions regarding current country of residence, country
of birth, and citizenship.

Sample size

Our target sample is approximately 175 participants in each country. We will attempt to
recruit up to 300 participants in each country to be able to accommodate attrition and low
attention responses.

Sample size rationale
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We used G*Power to calculate the required sample size to test the interaction effect of a
2x3 ANCOVA design given a medium effect size (0.25) at 0.05 alpha error probability
with 0.95 power (total sample size: 250). We are targeting a higher sample than calculated
to allow us to perform post hoc analyses using individual-level culture variables in each
study.

Stopping rule

Data collection for this study will occur during the COVID-19 pandemic. Since local and
governmental authorities institute various measures including shelter-in-place measures,
curfews, and other restrictions to physical activity, data collection may be slower in
Turkey. If that is the case, we may terminate data collection before 175 participants are
recruited, subject to speed of collection.

Variables

Manipulated variables

Authority level: 1) Low/No violation of authority principles 2) Occasional / Medium
violation of authority principles 3) Habitual / high violation of authority principles.
Participants will see a manager profile that will include: - Mean rating on 3 items related
to authority (scored not at all to extremely, out of 10) - 2 summary feedback comments
ostensibly from co-workers of the profiled manager The mean of all 3 items will be 3.75
for a high-violation (3) profile, 5.7-5.9 for a medium-violation (2) profile, and 8.5 for a
low-violation (1) profile. The rating items and pool of feedback comments are attached.
Measured variables

Outcome Variables:

Trustworthiness: Participants will evaluate the target profile’s trustworthiness with a
single item (7-point Likert, Not at all trustworthy to Extremely trustworthy)

Trust intentions: Participants will respond to 2 disclosure-related and 2 reliance-related
trust intention questions adapted from Gillespie’s Behavioral Trust Inventory (2003).
Manipulation Check Questions (8-point Likert, 1-not at all, 7-extremely, 8-no idea): -
Respect for order - Valuing respect for authority - Prizing obedience - Loyalty to team -
Commitment to team - Competence - Pro-autonomy & empowerment - Warmth -
Sociability - Morality - Virtuousness - Fairness

Covariates & other: - Basic demographic variables (gender, age, experience, education,
upbringing, birthplace etc) - Religiosity, political orientation, socioeconomic status -
Propensity to trust (3 items from Yamagishi & Yamagishi, 1994; 7-point Likert) - Honor

concerns (3 items adapted the social status / respect subscale of the measure from Cross
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etal., 2014; 7-point Likert) - Individual power distance orientation (7-point Likert / Earley
& Erez, 1997) - Interdependent vs independent selfhood (The subscales for self-
expression vs harmony and self-interest vs commitment to others, adapted from Vignoles
et al., 2016) - Interdependent vs independent selfhood cultural norms (The subscales for
self-expression vs harmony and self-interest vs commitment to others, adapted from
Vignoles et al., 2016 as descriptive norm measures; 7-point Likert) - Traditionality (Farh
etal., 1997; 7-point Likert)

Indices

Reliance and Disclosure intentions will be calculated by taking the mean of the relevant
questions.

Analysis Plan

Statistical models

Subject to sufficient within-condition reliability of the measures, we will use a 2x3
ANCOVA to analyze the results. The outcome variable will be computed as the mean
trustworthiness or trust intentions of the stimuli for each participant. If the reliability of
the stimuli within each condition are less than satisfactory, repeted-measures ANCOVA
(with profiles as the repeated measure) or hierarchical linear modeling will be used.
Country and condition will be included in the model as fixed effects. Both country and
condition are between-subjects factors. Gender, age, and generalized trust will be
controlled. Main effect of both factors as well as their interaction is of interest.
Subsequent to omnibus tests, planned contrasts between the following levels will be
undertaken: - Within-country comparison of levels - Within-level comparison of
countries - Cross-country comparison of differences between levels, specifically between
high and medium (slope comparisons)

Transformations

Centering the outcome variables within each country to adjust for differences in response
scale use may be necessary. In addition, the data may be mean-centered if we use HLM
(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) to analyze data, since it will facilitate interpretation of
coefficients.

Inference criteria

Standard p<0.05 criteria will be used. For post-hoc analyses, we intend to adjust for
multiple comparisons.

Data exclusion
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Any participant who fails two or more attention questions will be excluded automatically.
We do not intend to exclude outliers.

Missing data

For the exploratory factor analysis of the trust intentions items, we will delete missing
data listwise. No other adjustments are planned.

Exploratory analysis

We intend to measure individual-level differences in selfhood, power distance
orientation, honor concerns, and traditionality. We will test the interaction of these
variables and the treatment level on the outcome variables. Standard linear modeling will
be used in these tests with country, gender, generalized trust as covariates.
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A3.3 Study 5-A Preregistration Form

Study Information

Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1: When faced with a trade-off between loyalty and fairness, Turks will show
a preference for loyalty while Americans will show a preference for fairness such that:
H1-A) in Turkey, trust outcomes of managers high in loyalty but low in fairness will be
higher than trust outcomes of managers low in loyalty but high in fairness

H1-B) in the US, trust outcomes of managers high in loyalty but low in fairness will be
lower than trust outcomes of managers low in loyalty but high in fairness.

Hypothesis 2: In each country, individuals that express high (low) independent self-hood
norms will evaluate high fairness-low loyalty managers as being more (less) trustworthy,
and indicate higher (lower) trust intentions toward these managers, than low fairness-high
loyalty managers.

Hypothesis 3: In each country, individuals low (high) in independent self-hood construal
will evaluate high fairness-low loyalty managers as being more (less) trustworthy, and
indicate higher (lower) trust intentions toward these managers, than low fairness-high
loyalty managers.

Hypothesis 4: In each country, individuals low (high) in traditionality will evaluate high
fairness-low loyalty managers as being more (less) trustworthy, and indicate higher
(lower) trust intentions toward these managers, than low fairness-high loyalty managers.
Hypothesis 5: The individual-level variables will moderate the effect of manager morality
on trust outcomes such that trust outcomes of high fairness low loyalty managers will be
lower for participants high in traditionality, interdependent selfhood construal, or
interdependent selfhood norms than those who are less traditional or construe themselves
and their social environment as more independent.

Study type

Experiment - A researcher randomly assigns treatments to study subjects, this includes
field or lab experiments. This is also known as an intervention experiment and includes
randomized controlled trials.

Blinding

For studies that involve human subjects, they will not know the treatment group to which

they have been assigned.
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Study design

We employ a 2 (country) x 2 (condition) mixed design with omitted cells. Country is a
between-subject factor while condition is a within-subject factor. Each participant will
view two treatment profiles (I: high loyalty, low fairness; Il: low loyalty, high fairness).
To ensure that participants are familiar with their task and the role they will play, they
will first view and rate a dummy profile. Profiles for the conditions will be presented in
random order. Participants will be instructed that they will pretend to be Human
Resources managers who are evaluating a number of middle-level managers from their
company for being recommended to a post at a new facility. For each profile, they will
view the profile details and then respond to questions measuring the outcome variables.
The profile will be repeated prior to the manipulation check questions. Thus, participants
will view each profile twice. All profiles will belong to male managers with engineering
degrees. Each profile will include a name, degree information, education and performance
information in addition to the treatment effect information. Performance and other
demographic information will be comparable across profiles and conditions. The dummy
profile will be a manager who is at the medium-point for both fairness and loyalty.
Fairness and loyalty information will be presented as mean survey ratings from
subordinates, peers, and managers of the target on three items for each independent
variable. The mean of high ratings will be 8.5 and the mean of low ratings will be 2.4 (out
of 10). For fairness, the survey items are: - Is impartial when making managerial
decisions. - Evaluates subordinates based on performance, doesn't show favoritism. -
Respects the rights of all stakeholders in the firm. For loyalty, the survey items are: -
Highly committed to their team and their organization. - Views concerns of the
organization as their own personal concerns. - Always looks out for their team's interests.
Randomization

Since only country is a between-subjects factor, random assignment to condition is not
part of the study.

Existing Data

Registration prior to creation of data

Explanation of existing data

Some data has been partially collected in the US (n = 43) using slightly different rating
graphics for fairness as a pilot to ascertain survey length and to verify that the combined
fairness and loyalty ratings graphics were performing as expected. This data has only

been analyzed in terms of descriptive statistics related to manipulation checks. No
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advanced statistical analysis has been conducted and the individual cultural values related
to hypotheses 2-4 have not been processed. The pilot data will not be included in the
analyses.

Data collection procedures

In Turkey, participants will be recruited using snowballing methods via researchers'
network and the services of up to two market research companies, which will solicit
participants and distribute an anonymous link to the survey-based study. To confirm data
quality (i.e., that real individuals responded to the survey), spot checks may be performed
by the companies following data collection. However, no other services will be
performed. No monetary or other material rewards will be provided to participants in
Turkey. In the US, participants will be recruited through Prolific. Subject to study length,
2-3 USD (priced in British Pounds at a set level) will be paid to each participant upon
completion of the study. Submissions by participants who fail two or more attention
checks will be rejected and no payment will be paid. Each participant whose submission
is approved will receive the same amount of payment. All participants must be at least 18
years old and have paid full-time work experience. For the US participants, the survey
will include screener questions regarding current country of residence, country of birth,
and citizenship.

Sample size

Our target sample is 200 participants in each country.

Sample size rationale

We used G*Power to calculate the required sample size for a repeated measures ANOVA
to test the interaction of a within-between factor given a medium effect size (0.10) at 0.05
alpha error probability with 0.80 power and zero correlation between repeated measures
(as indicated by the pilot tests). Total calculated sample size is 396.

Variables

Manipulated variables

Loyalty level:

1) Low/No violation of loyalty principles (High loyalty)

2) Habitual / high violation of loyalty principles (Low loyalty).

Participants will see manager profiles that will include:

- Mean rating on 3 items related to loyalty

- Mean ratings on 3 items related to fairness . (Scored not at all to extremely, out of 10 in

each case.)
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The mean of all 3 items will be 2.40 for a high-violation (low loyalty/fairness) profile,
and 8.5 for a low-violation (high loyalty/low fairness) profile.

Measured variables

Outcome Variables:

1) Trustworthiness: Participants will evaluate the target profile’s trustworthiness with a
single item (7-point Likert, Not at all trustworthy to Extremely trustworthy)

2) Trust intentions: Participants will respond to 2 disclosure-related and 2 reliance-related
trust intention questions adapted from Gillespie’s Behavioral Trust Inventory (2003).

3) Recommendation decision

4) Likelihood that others in similar positions would prefer him as a manager
Manipulation Check Questions (8-point Likert, 1-not at all, 7-extremely, 8-no idea): -
Loyalty to team - Commitment to team - Sense of belonging to team - Fairness -
Impartialty - Honesty - Competence - Being moral

Covariates & other:

- Basic demographic variables (gender, age, experience, education, upbringing, birthplace
etc) - Religiosity, political orientation, socioeconomic status - Propensity to trust (3 items
from Yamagishi & Yamagishi, 1994; 7-point Likert) - Individual power distance
orientation (Earley & Erez, 1997; 7-point Likert) - Interdependent vs independent
selfhood (Self-Expression and Self-Interest subscales adapted from Vignoles et al., 2016;
the items are also are adapted for use as descriptive norm measures; 7-point Likert) -
Traditionality (Farh et al., 1997; 7-point Likert) - 3 items intended to measure system
trust, - 4 items adapted from Alpay et al. (2008) and Kocak et al. (2014) to measure the
degree of formalization imagined by participants as part of the scenario.

Indices

Reliance and Disclosure intentions will be calculated by taking the mean of the relevant
questions.

Statistical models

We will use a 2x2 ANCOVA with repeated measures to analyze the results for each
outcome variable. Gender, age, and generalized trust will be entered as covariates, along
with the relevant cultural difference variable when applicable. Main effect of both factors
(country, condition) as well as their interaction is of interest. Planned contrasts include
within-country and within-condition means. Additional analyses will be conducted using
linear regression (either using HLM (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) or OLS with standard

error correction for clustering to account for multiple ratings from each participant) to
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investigate the effect of cultural variables on the outcome measures, especially with
respect to the moderation hypothesis. As a secondary analysis, the difference in each
outcome measure for the two condition profiles may be used as a dependent variable in
linear regression to test the effect of individual-level cultural variables.
Transformations

As part of the secondary analyses, delta scores will be calculated for each outcome
measure per participant as the difference between the profiles. It is possible that outcome
variables may need to be centered within each country to adjust for differences in
response scale use. In addition, the data may be mean-centered if we use HLM
(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) to analyze data, to facilitate interpretation of coefficients.
Inference criteria

Standard p<0.05 criteria will be used.

Data exclusion

Any participant who fails two or more attention questions will be excluded automatically.
We do not intend to exclude outliers unless there is evidence of straight-lining in the
response patterns.

Missing data

If a participant fails to respond to respond to the outcome measures for both treatment
profiles, they will be excluded.

Exploratory analysis

We intend to measure individual-level differences in power distance orientation, system
trust, and perceived formalisation. We will explore the possible role of these on the
outcomes using the same approach as that used in testing the effect of selfhood and
traditionality.
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A3.4 Study 5-B Preregistration Form

Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1: When faced with a trade-off between authority and fairness, managers'
level of authority (in MFT terms) will positively influence trust outcomes for Turks more
than it does for Americans such that:

H1-A) trust outcomes of managers high in authority but low in fairness (Type I) will be
higher in Turkey than the US,

H1-B) trust outcomes of managers high in fairness but low in authority (Type I1) will be
lower in Turkey than the US,

H1-C) the difference in trust outcomes between Type | and Type Il managers will smaller
in Turkey than the US

Hypothesis 2: In each country, power distance / traditionality will moderate the impact of
managers' level of authority (in MFT terms) on trust outcomes such that

H2A) Type | managers will be evaluated lower in trust outcomes by individuals with
lower (vs higher) power distance / traditionality.

H2B) Type Il managers will be evaluated higher in trust outcomes by individuals with
lower (vs higher) power distance / traditionality.

Study type

Experiment - A researcher randomly assigns treatments to study subjects, this includes
field or lab experiments. This is also known as an intervention experiment and includes
randomized controlled trials.

Blinding

For studies that involve human subjects, they will not know the treatment group to which
they have been assigned.

Study design

We employ a 2 (country) x 2 (condition) mixed design with omitted cells. Country is a
between-subject factor while condition is a within-subject factor. Each participant will
view two treatment profiles (I: high authority, low fairness; Il: low authority, high
fairness). To ensure that participants are familiar with their task and the role they will
play, they will first view and rate a dummy profile (though they will not know it is a
dummy). Profiles for the conditions will be presented in random order. Participants will

be instructed that they will pretend to be Human Resources managers who are evaluating
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a number of middle-level managers from their company for being recommended to a post
at a new facility. For each profile, they will view the profile details and then respond to
questions measuring the outcome variables. The profile will be repeated prior to the
manipulation check questions. Thus, participants will view each profile twice. All profiles
will belong to male managers with engineering degrees. Each profile will include a name,
degree information, education and performance information in addition to the treatment
effect information. Performance and other demographic information will be comparable
across profiles and conditions. The dummy profile will be a manager who is at the
medium-point for both fairness and authority. Fairness and authority information will be
presented as mean survey ratings from subordinates, peers, and managers of the target on
three items for each independent variable. The mean of high ratings will be 8.5 and the
mean of low ratings will be 2.4 (out of 10). For fairness, the survey items are: - Is impartial
when making managerial decisions. - Evaluates subordinates based on performance,
doesn't show favoritism. - Respects the rights of all stakeholders in the firm. For authority,
the survey items are: - Respects the rules and established order of the organization. -
Expects decisions by superiors to be carried out without question. - Shows utmost respect
to people's titles, ranks, and seniority.

Randomization

Since only country is a between-subjects factor, random assignment to condition is not
part of the study. However, the order of presentation for authority and fairness will be
random for each participant (but constant within each subject).

Existing Data

Registration prior to creation of data

Data collection procedures

In Turkey, participants will be recruited using snowballing methods via researchers'
network and the services of up to two market research companies, which will solicit
participants and distribute an anonymous link to the survey-based study. To confirm data
quality (i.e., that real individuals responded to the survey), spot checks may be performed
by the companies following data collection. However, no other services will be
performed. A gift e-certificate will be given to any participant who is recruited by the
research companies and completes the study. We will control for differences in data
collection strategies. In the US, participants will be recruited through Prolific. Subject to
study length, 2-3 USD (priced in British Pounds at a set level) will be paid to each

participant upon completion of the study. Submissions by participants who fail two or
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more attention checks will be rejected and no payment will be paid. Each participant
whose submission is approved will receive the same amount of payment. All participants
must be at least 18 years old and have paid full-time work experience. For the US
participants, the survey will include screener questions regarding current country of
residence, country of birth, and citizenship.

Sample size

Our target sample is 200 participants in each country.

Sample size rationale

We used G*Power to calculate the required sample size for a repeated measures ANOVA
to test the interaction of a within-between factor given a medium effect size (0.10) at 0.05
alpha error probability with 0.80 power and zero correlation between repeated measures
(as indicated by the pilot tests). Total calculated sample size is 396.

Variables

Manipulated variables

Authority level: 1) Low/No violation of authority principles (High authority) 2) Habitual
/ high violation of authority principles (Low authority). Participants will see manager
profiles that will include: - Mean rating on 3 items related to authority - Mean ratings on
3 items related to fairness . (Scored not at all to extremely, out of 10 in each case.) The
mean of all 3 items will be 2.40 for a high-violation (low authority/fairness) profile, and
8.5 for a low-violation (high authority/low fairness) profile.

Measured variables

Outcome Variables:

1) Trustworthiness: Participants will evaluate the target profile’s trustworthiness with a
single item (7-point Likert, Not at all trustworthy to Extremely trustworthy)

2) Trust intentions: Participants will respond to 2 disclosure-related and 2 reliance-related
trust intention questions adapted from Gillespie’s Behavioral Trust Inventory (2003).

3) Recommendation decision

4) Likelihood that others in similar positions would prefer him as a manager
Manipulation Check Questions (8-point Likert, 1-not at all, 7-extremely, 8-no idea): -
Respect for the established order - Values respect for authority - Prizes obedience -
Fairness - Being just - Being moral - Competence - Warmth - Typical / common -
Trustworthiness

Covariates & other: - Basic demographic variables (gender, age, experience, education,

upbringing, birthplace etc) - Religiosity, political orientation, socioeconomic status -
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Propensity to trust (3 items from Yamagishi & Yamagishi, 1994; 7-point Likert) -
Individual power distance orientation (Earley & Erez, 1997; 7-point Likert) -
Interdependent vs independent selfhood (Self-Expression and Self-Interest subscales
adapted from Vignoles et al., 2016) - Traditionality (Farh et al., 1997; 7-point Likert) - 3
items intended to measure system trust, - 5 items adapted from Alpay et al. (2008) and
Kocak et al. (2014) to measure the degree of formalization imagined by participants as
part of the scenario.

Indices

Reliance and Disclosure intentions will be calculated by taking the mean of the relevant
questions.

Statistical models

We will use a 2x2 ANCOVA with repeated measures to analyze the results for each
outcome variable. Gender, age, and generalized trust will be entered as covariates. The
relevant cultural difference variable at the individual level may also be included in the
specified model. Main effect of both factors (country, condition) as well as their
interaction is of interest. Planned contrasts include within-country and within-condition
means. Analyses will also be conducted using linear regression (either using HLM
(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) or OLS with standard error correction for clustering to
account for multiple ratings from each participant). The latter method will be primarily
used to investigate the effect of cultural variables measured at the individual level on the
outcome measures, especially with respect to the moderation hypotheses.
Transformations

In addition to actual ratings, delta scores will also be calculated for each outcome measure
per participant as the difference between the profiles, primarily to test for H1-C. It is
possible that outcome variables may need to be centered within each country to adjust for
differences in response scale use. In addition, the data may be mean-centered if we use
HLM (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) to analyze data, to facilitate interpretation of
coefficients.

Inference criteria

Standard p<0.05 criteria will be used.

Data exclusion

Any participant who fails the comprehension questions posed at the end of the main

portion of the study will be excluded automatically. Additional controls for attention will
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be included and may be used for exclusion. We do not intend to exclude outliers unless
there is evidence of straight-lining in the response patterns.

Missing data

If a participant fails to respond to respond to the outcome measures for both treatment
profiles, they will be excluded.

Exploratory analysis

We intend to measure individual-level differences in selfhood construals, system trust,
and perceived formalization. We will explore the possible impact of system trust and
formalization on trust outcomes in lieu of internalized values, in line with recent
socioecological arguments (Liu et al., 2021). The same approach as that used in testing
the effect of power distance and traditionality will be used. In addition, we will explore
whether the country effect on trust outcomes is mediated by internalized values using a
moderated mediation approach.
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APPENDIX IV

Manager profiles used in Study 4-A

Manager Profiles (US)

Manager Profiles (TR)

Please review the candidate information. You will proceed to the next page for your assessmer

John R.

Profession: Civil Engineer

Waork Experience: 13.5 years

Performance Score: 8.65

{Mesn of multiple performance dimensions adjusted to a scale of 10.)

Survey Scores and
‘Common Remarks That Stand Qut:
{Response scale between 1 and 10.)

Survey Scores:
Highly committad to their team and their organization.

8.23 Db wary
X e iy
10

Doosiil
doscribe at ol
1
Views concerns of the organization as their own personal concerns.

9.04 Describes very

Doesiit
doserbe al o1 X = scruratety
1

Always looks out for their team's interests.
Doscseil 823

Doscribes oy
dosente ol st X

‘cruentely
0

‘Common Remarks That Stand Out:
= Always stands by his team, on good days as well as bad ones

» |s committed to his team like they are family

Communication Skills Score:
{Scored out of 5.)

4.15

Please proceed to the next page to evaluate the candidate. We would like to remind you that itv

Litfen adayla ilgili bilgileri inceleyin. Dederlendirmek icin sonraki sayfaya ilerleyeceksiniz

Ahmet T.

Meslek: Ingaat Mihendisi

Deneyim: 13.5 yil

Performans Skoru: 8.65

(Farili performans boyutlannin 10 iizerinden ortalamasidi)

Anket Dederlendirmeleri ve
Yorumlarda One Cikan Ortak Noktalar:
{1 ila 10 dizerinden degerlendimistic)

Degerlendirme Puanlarn:

Ekibine ve girkete gok baghidir.

645
X

Hig i ok iy
tamentimiyor tonuminyor
1 10
Sirket meselalorini kendi meselesi gibi sahiplenir.
540
Vo i ”
taneniomiyor X tanwniryor
1 0
Ekibinin menfaatini her zaman gézetir.
Hol 585 ok
tanemiamiyor X tammiryor
1 10

Yorumlarda One Cikan Ortak Noktalar:
= Bir problem oldugunda ekibine ancak bir yere kadar destek verdidi

= Ekibinin profesyonel veya kisisel meseleleriyle orta seviyede
ilgilendigi

iletigim Becerileri Puani:
(Deferlendirme 5 Gzerinden yapiimistic)

Aday dederlendirmek icin sonraki sayfaya ilerleyin. Bu ankette bir onceki sayfaya danmenin m
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Liitfen adayla ilgili bilgileri inceleyin. Dederlendirmek icin sonraki sayfaya ilerleyeceksiniz.

Ahmet T,

Meslek: Ingaat Mihendisi

Deneyim: 13.5 vl

Performans Skoru: 8.65

(Farkli performans beyutlannin 10 Gizerinden ortalsmasidir)

Anket Degerlendirmeleri ve
Yorumlarda One Cikan Ortak Nokt
{1 ila 10 iizerinden degerlendirilmistic)

Degerlendirme Puanlan:

Ekibine ve sirkete cok baghdir,
Hig i 8.23

tanaenlareayor X —— e
i i

Sirket meselolerini kendi meselesi gibi sahiplenir.
904 oK iyi

X o tariurieyoe
1 I

i i
tanemlameyor

Ekibinin menfaatini her zaman gozetir.
8.23

Gok i
A, ...

Hig
tarumiamryor
1

Yorumlarda One Gikan Ortak Noktalar:
» Ekibinin iyi giiniinde, kéitii giiniinde hep yanlannda oldudu

» Ekibine ailesiymigcesine badh oldugu

iletisim Becerileri Puan:
e e & Gzeri

4.15
1 Xe— s

Adayl dederlendirmek icin sonraki sayfaya ilerleyin. Bu ankette bir dnceki sayfaya dénmeni

Please review the candidate information. You will proceed to the next page for your assessme

John R.

Profession: Civil Engineer

Work Experience: 13.5 years

Performance Score: 8.65

{Mean of multiple performance dimensions adjusted to a scale of 10.)

Survey Scores and
Commeon Remarks That Stand Qut:
{Respense scale between 1 and 10.)

Survey Scores:

Highly committed to

ir team and their organization.
6.45

Ooesat
duscriba ol a X
1

Views concerns of the organization as their own personal concerns.

Dosssi 540 Descrbous vory
dasciba ot al X ‘accurstoly
1 10
Always looks out for their team's interests.
5.85
Desceies very
dusciiba at sl X
1

accuratoly
0

Common Remarks That Stand Qut:
= When there are problems, his concern for his team only goes so far

= Is somewhat attentive to the professional and personal problems of
his team

Communication Skills Score:
{Scored out of 5)

415

Please proceed to the next page to evaluate the candidate. We would like to remind you that it




Manager Profiles (US)

Please review the candidate information. You will proceed to the next page for your assessment

John R.
Profession: Civil Engineer

Work Experience: 13.5 years
Performance Score: 8.65

{Mean of multiple performance dimensions adjusted to a scale of 10.)

Survey Scores and
Common Remarks That Stand Qut:
(Respense scale between 1 and 10.)

Survey Scores:
Highly committed to their team and their organization.
4.30
Dosaibas vy
X ccuratedy
10

Doosiil
describe ot s
1

Views concerns of the organization as their own personal concemns.

Doesrt e Descrbes veey
daserbe ol st X accaralely
1 10
Always looks out for their team's interests.
Doesil 380 Cuscrbes vory
doserbe at X ‘accurately
1 0

Common Remarks That Stand Qut:
» He definitely doesn't approach his team with a "team spirit"

= Takes zero interest in the professional or personal problems of
members of his team

‘Communication Skills Score:
{Scored out of 5

415

Please proceed to the next page to evaluate the candidate. We would like to remind vou that it wi
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Manager Profiles (TR)

Latfen adayla ilgili bilgileri inceleyin. Degerlendirmek icin sonraki sayfaya ilerleyeceksiniz.

Ahmet T.

Weslek: ingaat Muhendisi

Deneyim: 13.5 yil

Performans SKoru: 8.65

{Farkli performans boyutlannin 10 dzerinden ortalamasidin)

Anket Degerlendirmeleri ve
Yorumlarda One Cikan Ortak Noktalar:
{1 ila 10 iizerinden dejerlendirilmigtic)

Degerlendirme Puanlan:

Ekibine ve girkete ok baghdir,

i i §° Gokivi
tansmiamryor tarmminyor
1 10
Sirket meselelerini kendi meselesi gibi sahiple
335
i i
tarumimayor X tanumiyce
1 10

Ekibinin menfaatini her zaman gézetir.

o 360
trumiamn

1

Yorumlarda One Gikan Ortak Noktalar:
= Ekibine kesinlikle bir takim olma anlayigiyla yaklagmadigi

= Ekibindekilerin ne profesyonel ne de kigisel meseleleryle hig
ilgilenmedigi

iletisim Becerileri Puan:
(Defierlendirme 5 Gzerinden yapilmighr)

415

Aday deferlendirmek icin sonraki sayfaya ilerleyin. Bu ankette bir 6nceki sayfaya dénmenir



Manager profiles used in Study 4-B

Please review the candidate information. You will proceed to the next page for your assessme  Litfen adayla ilgili bilgileri inceleyin. Dederlendirmek icin sonraki sayfaya ilerleyeceksiniz

John R.

Profession: Civil Engineer

Work Experience: 13.5 years

Performance Score: 8.65

{Mean of multiple parformance dimensions adjusted to a scale of 10.)

Survey Scores and
Common Remarks That Stand Out:
[Response scale between 1 and 10.)

Survey Scores:

Respects the rules and order of the organization

Dowsn

. 823
ssscrbeat ol X

Duscribars viny
— iy

Expects decisions by superiors to be carried out without question

Doesn gxbﬂ -

Describes very

doscribe st sl accur sty
1 10
Shows due respect to people’s titles, ranks, and seniority
Doosm 823 Ouscrbes vory
doscribe ot ot X e ncruenioty
1 10

Commeon Remarks That Stand Out:

« Is very careful to always preserve the formality dictated by the
hierarchical relationship between himself and his team

« Strongly belisves in the merit of discipline in supenising his team

Communication Skills Score:
(Scored out of 5.}

415

Please proceed to the next page to evaluate the candidate. We would like to remind you that it
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Ahmet T.

Meslek: Ingaat Miihendisi

Deneyim: 13.5 yil

Performans Skoru: 8.65

(Farkhi parformans boyutlannin 10 iizerinden ortalamasidi)

Anket Degerlendirmeleri ve
Yorumlarda One Gikan Ortak Noktalar:
(1 ila 10 iizerinden dederlendirilmigtic)

Degerlendirme Puanlar:

Sirket kurallanini ve diizenini gozetir.

Wi s§3 Gak iyl
e ..
“Yukandan gelen kararlann sorgulanmadan uygulanmasini bekler.
004 o,
i X — i
: ™
Kigilerin we gereken saygryi gasterir.
Hg i “53 Gokip
[ — tarnmiryce
i 10

Yorumlarda One Gikan Ortak Noktalar:

« Ekibiyle arasinda ast-istiligkilerinin gerektirdigi resmiyeti her
zaman muhafaza stmeye gok dikkat ettigi

» Ekibinin yonetiminde disiplinin kiymetine kuwetle inandigi

iletigim Becerileri Puani:
(Def 56

4.15
1 Xe— 5

Aday deferlendirmek icin sonraki sayfaya ilerleyin. Bu ankette bir dnceki sayfaya donmer



APPENDIX V

Measures used in Study 4-A and Study 4-B

Dependent Measures:

How trustworthy a manager is
[Manager]?

How willing would you be to depend
on [Manager] to handle an important
issue on your behalf?

How willing would you be to rely on
[Manager]'s advice on important
issues?

How willing would you be to confide
in [Manager] about personal issues
that are affecting your work?

How willing would you be to discuss
work-related problems or difficulties
with that could potentially be used to
disadvantage you with [Manager]?

[Yonetici] ne kadar guvenilir bir
yonetici??

Onemli  konularda  [Yonetici]'nin
tavsiyesine gore hareket etmeye ne
kadar istekli olurdunuz?

[Yonetici]'nin 6nemli bir meseleyi sizin
adiniza ele almasina ne kadar istekli
olurdunuz?

[Yonetici] ile isinizi etkileyen kisisel
sorunlarinizi paylagsmaya ne kadar
istekli olurdunuz?

Isle ilgili yasadigimz problem ve
zorluklar1 aleyhinize kullanilabilecek
olsa bile [Yonetici] ile paylagsmaya ne
kadar istekli olurdunuz?

Not at all
trustworthy
1

Not at all
willing

1

Not at all
willing
1

Not at all
willing
1

Not at all
willing
1

Hic
gavenilir
degil

1

Hic istekli
olmazdim
1

Hic istekli
olmazdim
1

Hic istekli
olmazdim
1

Hic istekli

olmazdim
1
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Extremely
trustworthy
7
Extremely
willing

7

Extremely
willing
7

Extremely
willing
7

Extremely
willing
7

Son derece
gvenilir
7

Son derece
istekli
olurdum

7

Son derece
istekli
olurdum

7

Son derece
istekli
olurdum

7

Son derece
istekli
olurdum

7



Cultural VValues Measures:

Selfhood — Self referent

Below are some statements that someone might use to try to describe you. For each
statement, please use the scale to indicate how well it describes you. (1-Doesn’t describe
me at all, 7-Describes me exactly)

e You try not to express disagreement with members of your family.

e You prefer to preserve harmony in your relationships, even if this means not
expressing your true feelings.

e You try to adapt to people around you, even if it means hiding your feelings.

e You like to discuss your own ideas, even if it might sometimes upset the people
around you.

e You show your true feelings even if it disturbs the harmony in your family
relationships.

e You prefer to express your thoughts and feelings openly, even if it may
sometimes cause conflict.

e You would sacrifice your personal interests for the benefit of your family.

e You value good relations with the people close to you more than your personal
achievements.

e You usually give priority to others, before yourself.

e Your own success is very important to you, even if it disrupts your friendships.

e You protect your own interests, even if it might sometimes disrupt your family
relationships.

e You usually give priority to your personal goals, before thinking about the goals
of others.

Asagida sizi anlatmak i¢in kullanilabilecek bazi ifadeler yer aliyor. Bu ifadelerin her biri
icin sizi ne kadar dogru yansittigim Olcegi kullanarak belirtin.  (1-Hi¢ dogru

yansitmiyor, 7-Son derece dogru yansitiyor)

e Ailenizin i¢indeki uyumu bozsa bile ger¢ek duygularinizi gosterirsiniz.
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o Gergek duygularinizi gostermemek anlamina gelse de iliskilerinizde uyumu
korumayz tercih edersiniz.

e Kendi duygulariniz1 saklamak pahasina da olsa etrafinizdaki kisilere ayak
uydurmaya calisirsiniz.

e Bazen anlagmazliga neden olsa da kendi fikirlerinizi ve hislerinizi agik¢a ifade
etmeyi tercih edersiniz.

e Ailenizdeki kisilerle fikir ayriligina diistiiglinizde bunu onlara sdylememeye
calisirsiniz.

e Bazen ctrafinizdaki insanlari tizse de kendi fikirlerinizi tartismaktan
hoslanirsiniz.

e Ailenizin ¢ikarlari i¢in kendi ¢ikarlarinizi feda edersiniz.

e Kigsisel basarilarinizdan daha ¢ok, yakin oldugunuz insanlarla iyi iliskilere sahip
olmaya 6nem verirsiniz.

e Cogunlukla kendinizden 6nce bagkalarina 6ncelik verirsiniz.

e Arkadaslarimizla iliskinize zarar verse bile kendi kisisel basariniz sizin i¢in ¢ok
onemlidir.

e Bazen ailenizle olan iliskilerinize zarar verebilecek olsa da kendi ¢ikarlarinizi
gozetirsiniz.

e Baskalarinin hedeflerini diisiinmeden 6nce genellikle kendi kisisel hedeflerinize

oncelik verirsiniz.

Selfhood — Descriptive norms

Please evaluate each statement below in terms of how well it describes most people in
your society. Use the scale to indicate your opinion. Most people in my society... (1-
Doesn't describe most people in my society at all, 7- Describes most people in my society

exactly)

e Try not to express disagreement with members of their family.
e  Prefer to preserve harmony in their relationships, even if this means not
expressing their true feelings.

e Try to adapt to people around them, even if it means hiding their feelings.
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Like to discuss their own ideas, even if it might sometimes upset the people
around them.

Prefer to express their thoughts and feelings openly, even if it may sometimes
cause conflict.

Show their true feelings even if it disturbs the harmony in their family
relationships.

Sacrifice their personal interests for the benefit of their family.

Value good relations with the people close to them more than their personal
achievements.

Usually give priority to others, before themselves.

Their own success is very important to them, even if it disrupts their friendships.
Protect their own interests, even if it might sometimes disrupt their family
relationships.

Usually give priority to their personal goals, before thinking about the goals of

others.

Asagidaki ifadeleri yasadigimiz toplumdaki insanlarin ¢ogunu ne kadar iyi tanimladigi

acisindan degerlendirdin. Her ifade icin olcegi kullanarak goriisiinlizii belirtin. Bu

toplumdaki insanlarin ¢ogu... (1- Hig iyi tanimlamiyor, 7- Son derece iyi tanimliyor)

Ailesindeki kisilerle fikir ayriligina diistiiglinde bunu onlara sdylememeye
calisir.

Gergek duygularini gostermemek anlamina gelse de iliskilerinde uyumu
korumay1 tercih eder.

Kendi duygularini saklamak pahasina da olsa etrafindaki kisilere ayak
uydurmaya calisir.

Bazen etrafindaki insanlar1 lizse de kendi fikirlerini tartismaktan hoslanir.
Bazen anlagmazliga neden olsa da kendi fikirlerini ve hislerini acik¢a ifade
etmeyi tercih eder.

Ailesinin i¢indeki uyumu bozsa bile gercek duygularini gosterir.

Ailesinin ¢ikarlari i¢in kendi ¢ikarlarini feda eder.

Kisisel basarilarindan daha ¢ok, yakin oldugu insanlarla iyi iligkilere sahip
olmaya 6nem verir.

Cogunlukla kendisinden 6nce baskalarina 6ncelik verir.
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e Arkadaslartyla iliskisine zarar verse bile kendi kisisel basarisi ¢ok onemlidir.

e Bazen ailesiyle olan iligkilerine zarar verebilecek olsa da kendi ¢ikarlarin
gozetir.

e Bagkalarinin hedeflerini diistinmeden 6nce genellikle kendi kisisel hedeflerine

oncelik verir.

Generalized Trust

Please indicate how much you agree with each statement using the scale. (1-Strongly

disagree, 4-Neither agree nor disagree, 7-Strongly agree)

e Most people are basically honest.
e Most people are basically good-natured and kind.
e Most people are trustworthy.
Liitfen 6l¢egi kullanarak asagidaki ifadelere ne kadar katildiginizi belirtiniz. (1- Hig

katilmiyorum, 4-Ne katiltyorum ne katilmiyorum, 7-Kesinlikle katiliyorum)

e (Cogu insan temelde diiriisttiir.
e  Cogu kisi temelde 1y1 huylu ve iyi ytireklidir.
e Cogu kisi giivenilirdir.

Power Distance Values

Please indicate how much you agree with each statement using the scale. (1-Strongly

disagree, 4-Neither agree nor disagree, 7-Strongly agree)

e Managers should make most decisions without consulting subordinates.

e Itis frequently necessary for a manager to use authority and power when dealing
with subordinates.

e Managers should seldom ask for the opinions of employees.

e Managers should avoid off-the-job social contacts with employees.

o Employees should not disagree with management decisions.

e Managers should not delegate important tasks to employees.

¢ In work-related matters, managers have a right to expect obedience from their

subordinates.
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Liitfen 6l¢egi kullanarak asagidaki ifadelere ne kadar katildiginizi belirtiniz. (1- Hig

katilmryorum, 4-Ne katiliyorum ne katilmiyorum, 7-Kesinlikle katiltyorum)

Yoneticiler kararlarinin ¢ogunu astlarina danismadan almalidir.

Bir yoneticinin astlarin1 yonetirken sik sik otorite ve gii¢ kullanmasi gereklidir.
Yoneticiler calisanlarin fikirlerini nadiren sormalidir.

Yoneticiler ¢alisanlarla is dis1 sosyal goriismeden kaginmalidir.

Calisanlarin, yonetimin kararlariyla uyusmazIig: ve fikir ayriligi olmamalidir.
Yoneticiler onemli gorevler i¢in ¢alisanlarina yetki devretmemeli, ¢alisanlarini
gorevlendirmemelidir.

Isle ilgili konularda bir y&neticinin astlarindan itaat beklemeye hakk1 vardir.

Traditionality Values

Please indicate how much you agree with each statement using the scale. (1-Strongly

disagree, 4-Neither agree nor disagree, 7-Strongly agree)

The chief government official is like the head of a household. The citizen should
obey his decisions on all matters.

The best way to avoid mistakes is to follow the instructions of senior persons.
Before marriage, a woman should subordinate herself to her father. After
marriage, to her husband.

When people are in dispute, they should ask the most senior person to decide
who is right.

Those who are respected by parents should be respected by children.

It is better to be good than to be bad.

Asagida ifadelere ne kadar katildigimiza verilen 6lgegi kullanarak belirtiniz. (1- Hig

katilmiyorum, 4-Ne katiliyorum ne katilmiyorum, 7-Kesinlikle katiliyorum)

Insanlar fikir anlasmazliklarinda son sézii en kidemli kisiye birakmalidr.

Hata yapmay1 dnlemenin en iy1 yolu biiyiiklerin s6ziinii dinlemektir.

Bir kadin evlilikten 6nce babasina, evlilikten sonra kocasina tabi olmalidir.
Devletin bagkan1 evin babasi gibidir, tiim memleket meselelerinde vatandas ona

itaat etmelidir.
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e Cocuklar, anne-babalarinin saygi duydugu insanlar1 saymalidir.

Honor Values (Social Respect)

How important do you consider feeling valued by society? (1-Not at all important, 7-
Extremely important) // Cevrenizde degerli bulunmak sizin i¢in ne kadar 6nemlidir? (1-

Hig 6nemli degil, 7-Son derece 6nemli)

How important do you consider being highly regarded by others? (1-Not at all important,
7-Extremely important) // Baskalarn tarafindan itibar goérmek sizin i¢in ne kadar

onemlidir? (1- Hi¢ 6nemli degil, 7-Son derece 6nemli)

How important do you consider being appreciated by others? (1-Not at all important, 7-
Extremely important) // Bagkalari tarafindan takdir edilmek sizin icin ne kadar 6nemlidir?

(1- Hig 6nemli degil, 7-Son derece 6nemli)
Interdependent Self-construal

Please indicate how much you agree with each statement using the scale. (1- Strongly

disagree, 7-Strongly agree)

e My close relationships are an important reflection of who | am.

e When | feel very close to someone, it often feels to me like that person is an
important part of who | am.

e | think one of the most important parts of who | am can be captured by looking
at my close friends and understanding who they are.

e Ingeneral, my close relationships are an important part of my self-image.

e When I establish a close friendship with someone, | usually develop a strong
sense of identification with that person.

Asagidaki ifadelerin sizi ne derece yansittigini verilen 6l¢egi kullanarak belirtiniz. (1- Hig

katilmiyorum, 7-Kesinlikle katiliyorum)

e Yakin iliskilerim kim oldugumun 6nemli bir yansimasidir.
e Kendimi birine ¢ok yakin hissettigimde, sik sik o kisinin kendi kimligimin
onemli bir pargas1 oldugunu hissederim.
e Benim nasil biri oldugum 6nemli 6l¢lide yakin arkadaslarimin kim olduguna
bakip anlasilabilir.
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e  Genellikle yakin iligkilerim kendimi nasil biri olarak gordiigiimiin 6nemli bir
parcasidir.

e Birisiyle yakin bir iligki kurdugumda, kendimi genellikle o kisiyle kuvvetli bir
sekilde 6zdeslestiririm.

Demographic and Other Measures
Formalism of the scenario context:

Please think about the sort of company we described (mid-sized manufacturing company
with multiple shareholders). Evaluate each statement below in terms of how well it

describes such companies? In such companies... (1-Not at all, 7-Definitely)

e Performance appraisal criteria are applied consistently to everyone.
e Pay and promotion decisions are determined by employees’ personal
relationships with top management.
e There are specific written rules for organizational processes.
e Employees’ task responsibilities or discretion in decision making are unclear.
e Top management gives importance to creating a family environment in the
workplace.
e If needed, top management is ready to help employees with their non-work
problems (e.g. housing, education of the children, health etc.).
Size gore degerlendirdiginiz tipteki firmalar (orta biiyiikliikte cok ortakli iretim sirketleri)
asagidaki konular bakimindan nasil ozellikler gostermektedir? Her ifadenin bu tip

firmalar1 tanimlamak acisindan ne kadar uygun oldugunu belirtin.

e Performans degerlendirme kriterleri her ¢alisana ayni sekilde uygulanir.

e (alisanlarin maas artis1 ve terfisi gibi konular iist yonetim ile kurduklar kisisel
iliskilere belirlenir.

e Sirket ici siireclerle ilgili yazili kurallar bulunmaktadir.

e (Calisanlar karar alma yetkilerinin veya is sorumluluklarinin nerede baslayip
nerede bittigi net degildir.

e  Ust yonetim isyerinde aile ortami yaratmaya 6nem Verir.

e  Ust yénetim ihtiyaclar1 oldugu zaman, ¢alisanlara is dis1 konularda (6rn., ev

kurma, ¢ocuk okutma, saglik, vs.) yardim etmeye hazirdir.
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Demographic Variables:

e What is your family's socioeconomic status? (1-Very poor, 5-Middle class, 9-
Very wealthy) // Ailenizin sosyoekonomik diizeyi nedir? (1-Cok yoksun, 5- Ne
cok yoksun, ne ¢ok varlikli, 9-Cok varliklr)

e How would you describe the place you grew up? (1-Very rural, 9-Very urban) //
Biiytidiigiiniiz yeri nasil tanimlarsiniz? (1-Cok kirsal, 9-Cok kentsel)

e How would you define your political views? (Very left-wing / left-wing /
slightly left-wing / center / Slightly right-wing / Right-wing / Very right-wing) //
Politik goriisiiniizli nasil tanimlarsiniz? (Son derece sol goriislii / Sol gortislii /
Biraz sol goriislii / Merkez / Biraz sag gortislii / Sag goriislii / Son derece sag
goriisglii)

e Overall, how much do you trust the economic system in the country you reside?
(1-Not at all, 7-Very much) // Genel olarak, ekonomik sisteme ne kadar
gliveniyorsunuz? (1-Hi¢ givenmiyorum, 4-Ne guveniyorum ne giivenmiyorum,
7- Cok gliveniyorum)

e  Overall, how much do you trust the justice system in the country you reside? (1-
Not at all, 7-Very much) // Genel olarak, adalet sistemine ne kadar
guveniyorsunuz? (1-Hic glivenmiyorum, 4-Ne giveniyorum ne giivenmiyorum,
7- Cok glveniyorum)

e How religious are you? (1-Not at all religious, 9-Very religious) // Kendinizi
dine baglilik agisindan nasil tanimlarsiniz? (1- Hig bagli degilim, 7— Son derece

bagliyim)
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