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. ABSTRACT
é, Y madel of %ﬁ» generatiﬂn of inittal tzuszlng
attltudes toward groups by dividuals who were not members of those
. groups was developed from the literature on interpersoral trust. The
“model, proposed that perceptions of situational threat would be -
,pfecenditicns to the saliency of trust as a concept. Given that trust
was a salient concept, the model predicted that competence,.
motivation, and openness would serve as tndependent determinants of "
trusting attitudes. A test of the.model involving 319 college-
\students provided support for the model. Under conditions of high,
threat, each of the three factors predicted variation in trusting
attitudes and no significant interaction effects were observed. Under
~conditions of low threat, nanipulation of the three variables made no
difference in determining trusting attitudes. The findings show that
initial trust of groups in threatening situations can be predicted
from perceptlans of - cgmpetencé. mgtivaticn. and openness. (FL)
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g -;, e mmmﬁ {TRUST QF A GROUP

While heing cﬂaraete ized as "slippery and "elugive" by more than ane
. \'\ ﬁriter, trustihas lang been gonsidéred an impartant cémponent thénterpeﬁf
e N

=*'senal cﬂmmunicatian.l Iypical studiés af trust in cammunieatian have- Ielated

2 .
trust ta caaperative behav1or, tﬂ gredibility,s ta grcup pr@cessgévtg sglf—

\F\.

diselasﬁre 5 and ta ‘the devalapment af healthy gg%atignships.éf{'J>

oS gv=L \ﬂheeless has characterlzed research on trust as f@cusing on one af
’ thrée ‘areas: (1) risky situations, (2) depenignt or rlsky behaviars, or

4 e
(3) favnrable:perceptlans of @thers-7 While éach of these dimens;ans un-
—daubtedly Plays'a role in the praeess of dévelaping and malﬂtaining 1ﬂter=
.ypersanal trust exaetly haﬁ each role is plaged cut has been more difficult

f". i : N

fitc dete,

.prublem. The first model, by Kee. and Kngx,g beglns w1th the general notion
af "previaus experlence*" that is, a persan (P)'s experlence with another

'ij (0) will dictate in;tlai levEls f'trust, If there is no previgus EIPEIE

'ience, situational factara (e g., incentive, Pcwar, characterlstics of 0)

and dz;pas;tlgnal faetars (e g , P's PETgDﬁallty and generallzed 1evef9}‘
_Qf trugt),w1ll cantrgl initial pgrceptlgnsg- Ihes? twé\factcrs may alsa
‘influence the effécté*éf persgnal expériencé— The initi%lépéfceptian*ié
thén mnderated by perceptions af O's m@t;v&s and/or Q'q egnpeteﬁge Withln

the situatlani If. these are faund to be favgrable! SubJECtlve trust is® _i

\enhagced, Which, in turn, 1ead$bta trq?% beh§v1ari
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f b e aﬂfer mciael, by Pegrce,—g mdiﬂea\'%he"xe‘é ‘and -Km;-j; model. to £it

E ﬁ;}::_liths intEIPErSanal c@mmunicatign situatian. Béginning with' the assumptic” .
x :  §‘f;'ihat situgtianal factcrs dictate when trust is a salient :;ncep%f Pearce  a
k .:v vcantended that these factors are (1) cnntlngéncy, or a degre$$af "riskingfs"n
bl that is p:esent or perceived, (2) Predlctatbi;ity, Qg thé degree to. which

P is eertain that 0} w111 or will mgt take advantabé Qf P's trusting behaxy er!
i-and (3)'alternative Dptlons, or the ability af P to discérn that both trus
;5 1’ « W'and suspicign are possible behavigral EhDices within the situatien. The‘i
SR predietability—faet@r seems to account for aatﬁ of Kee and Knox's 5 "past \

erpérience“ and “dlspésitzanal" fact@rs Pearee PIDEEEdéﬂ to..add percep-
Ations of O as, knawledgeable, edmpetant and weilalntenti@ned as preccndlt;ansl
‘ta what he called é "cagnltlve 'state of trust.” The deseript;an of thls \
“vtstate is 51m;1ar to what we shall call a "trustlng ttltuié.“‘ Pearcé‘neted
that pecple do nat a;ways bahave in aceardancé with their attitudes and - _
. eantended that trusting behav;ar would nat be a result af a cagnltlve state‘
o %”fki? - Vwnile thege models aﬂdlsupparﬁipg regsearch seem to indicaée that a!
 {rusting attitude and trusting behavior can be diétinguiéhed in intérpersonal
rélétiaﬂshipg: almast’né é%tenﬁiaﬁ has'beeﬁ’paid %Q’tﬁe iésue'@f’whather |
.

trust ecan be exhlblted taward entlﬁles Dther than- 1nd1v1dual persons. in;’

iuitlon tells us that a trustlng attltude gan be eghlbited toward any obe ‘

: ¥
' jeet (e. g s gr@up, orgaﬂlzaticn or 1nstitut1@n) having the.capacity to act
!tqward'uS; and that' lack of trust;ng attitudes can lead to distructive
Lo . : : . _

aeti%ns; + Examples of this phenomenon are many aqd'vafiéd_ Unwillingness
to cdppera}e with a police officer may-be a product of lack of trust for -

police in general., A’campaign against an oil profits tax on thé California

¥ ' vl-
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E@llgt argusd that the measuze ,mmuld be defeated be7éuse the Tevenue wauld
placed in the hgﬂds af “the bumblers " Almpst gny cargarate manager *

can reeaunt stary cf an e:periment in Partieipative deaisianimsking that

F

failed beeauSEathe gTﬂup charged with making the declsian was nat "trusted" .

v
by the pegple wha wauld be affeated by that decisign.;,, f‘; ‘L

i

’ ,{1a; The purpase of th;s fesearch was then twu-fgld First, a E@difieatién A:‘

af existlng m@dels was uﬁdértaken to agcsunt far thé s;tuatian in which an o
# - .
inﬂiv1dual's trust of grﬂﬁp would be Sallent. Se;and, a’préliminary'test.'.

'l,

!
L.

i

1 ) 4

Ear pu;pases af parsimony, it was ;;sumed that the trustlng 1nd1vidual

(P) had ﬂD prevlcus experlencé with the group that was the abject of truét

‘=#(G)g”.The focus of ﬁge model, was placed on the development af a trusting

- attitude toward the group, Taiher than on “the exhibiﬁiaﬂ’afitrusting behaviarijil

While lndlvidual d;spcsltlcns mayﬂﬁave an 1mpaet on thé degree to wh;ch
any given P w111 trust groups in genaral these d15EQSltanE shauld be d15=’
tributed ﬂ@fmally.ln.the p&pulatlgn and should thus have little or no Eys-'

tematic 1mpaet on, trustlng attitudes. iIESignatiﬁg situational factors which

=

make trustlngaﬁtlfudé sallent 1s.thus'thé ﬁ@del's primar?ktaskf Certainly, ;

.-\,

the s;tuatlan should be a r;sky one, but what makes a gr@up rlsky for an
ind1v1dual wha is nDt a’ member Qf 1t? Generai nctlang of the c@ncept af

risk might lead us to Epeculate that Quch a group must have both (1) the |
% I
abillty to affect thélndiv;auallﬂ Elthér a @letivé-or*a negative fash;@n'

and (2) that uﬁcprtalnty exists as to wha't Effect the course af the graup s

' actién will have @n_the nonrcember. Th;s Cﬁmblnatlan of factarg might be

- . . . . . H . i w

[
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Qf the mndal was. ecnducted ﬁ)_‘ B A ) s v
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tars wauld appear‘tc influence the direatién aﬂd dégree that attitude takés.

-TWé af the factars; competenee Eﬁd mctivatlﬂgy appear in bath the Kee—

T \
thQI and Pearge ﬁgdéls, agﬁ these tWﬁ gactcr also appear in Reddiﬂg'

l

4¢freview of trust in the crganisatiﬁnal setting, , The third factor is drawn

B
i

"-‘frcm the literaturé @n aelf disclasu:e s relatlansh;p Wibh trust 12 If :

‘;apenn—ss ngendars trust in many 1nterperagnal situatlans, ;t wauld seenlthat

a.graup wh;ch bcth cperated Dpénly and whlch was . cpén to measages fr@m ncns‘

'memEErs would wauld be: afféeted by lts acti@ns wauld alsa bé likely ta en-.

"igender trust w1thln those n@nm&mbers.

¥ s N . . -
/ : : ;- .
‘ / ! .
v iﬁ"ﬁ : M o | T —- —— R _ % -
P B Figuré 1 about here . .

A ﬁictarialiﬁatian of the ﬁiéviaus-discﬁssicn-ggfi%rs'iﬁ Figuré 1, To

suﬁﬁ%nge the_mgdel pastulaﬁés that .threat of G's. aetlan tgward Pis a pre—-

dlt;an tD the sallence of & trustlng attitude of P toward . G  Onece that

ia,titu&e is a sallent éne, 1t3 dlrect;an and 1nten51ty w1l1 depenﬂ on P's"

',rceﬁ%lans of G's camp@tence EQthatan and gpenne 88, ., . e b

TD test thls madél then, the fgllgW1ng research h%;Ltheses wé%s for

Llated: -, o _' . :

¢~ Under conditions of high perceived threat, there will be significant
o : AT S
-main effects on trusting attitudes fer levels of competence, motiva- _

. . « . : ]'.‘
C ) s ol L]
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tion and apenness. T "’*ifa

Eé: 'Under canditians of 1nw perceived threat, the e ﬁill be no signiff%ant—

_:main effects cn trusting attitudes far levels of e’”iftence, ﬁgtivaticn e

fos ' aﬁd apennezs

. & T L = L : = ¥

- - Subjects J’Subgects were 319 students énralled in 1ower é§v1s;cn speech P
: }l . B s L EEL LR LT PE I P a,”in__—.'s".‘..a a;a..i i.;_.ias TRArer as sy S .T\ g
-r:ammicatmn E;LE.SSES at C- )’,E,""if.- pamo o T & E C%\LESES ’

V’used in the study sat;sfy genéral educatlan regu;rementi)and thus en:cll a o

1% ‘ 16
_wide va;lety of students Subjeets were Tandomly assigned’ tg one af*sixggen

i, | #

A ”»treatment c@nditinns. S :'_, ; - v

Treatment - Eaéh Df the four 1ndegenﬂent variables, threat c@mpetence,

uat;cn‘was canstructed Whlch stlpulatéd that the subgect was to take the . \_

’,ctive of an émployee w;th three yearg SEﬁ;Drityln a carparatian under— ii'

-+

4 flnanc;al d;fflcu;tles Thé pres1dent of the ccrparatign had gust
appci@iadsa §amm;ttee to invest;gata the diff;cultles.',Frcm that prgmlse,

.‘the subject was presented w;th one of 51xteen dlfferent deserlggzahs orf the‘»5 o

ccmm;ttee I EE S N o !_ N\, .
" Threat Wés manipulated by varying thé_president'sj;éhafgg to the cg%siii“F -

mittee.,hlﬁ the:high ihrea{ Eéﬁditiénu the. eammittea‘WSS instructed both %é

lay off emplajees and ta dEQldE whlch émployees wauld be termlnated. In the o

low threat candltlcn, the cammlttee was 1nﬁtructed to make rec@mmendatlonﬂ

about économies but was specifically farbldden from récommendlng 1ay=éffé_
.- ' o e

Competence was manipulated-at the percep%ﬁél level. In both conditions, -

. the subject's superviser made. a statemeni about the .competence of the .com="
R ‘ S

-+
3
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m.ttee, which, aecurding tc the case, the ‘subordinaté liad taisén'ta:ﬁeért. 7

In the high campetence c@ndition, fhe supervisnr had remarked that the f;ve

N . -Eest peaple .for the jcb had EEen plcked anﬁ lﬂ "the lDW campetence canditlanp”5 g

T ';ii supervisar had labeled the. eammittee as the five worst peaple far hé

%4

o ~Jobs - {. }» k;
P . ' v‘

1 Hbtivation was" alsc manlpulatad at. the Eercéptuai 1evel } In;fhﬁ posiilve

_ mativatian egnditicn, the case. stlpu;ated that the subjéct had perQELved ,-@:

e membérs af the e@i;'ttee to bte e;cepti@nally cammltted ta the goad Qf

. | - \
that the subJéct percel ed the c@m@ittee 8 members ta be pursulng individual
\ 1 \ .

= . . . , ‘, 7.5 . L

'interests and to hsve "pet! subgrdinates :ggg BN o

the gampany Iﬁathe nﬁiatlve thlVatan¥CDndit1Dn, the material lndlgated *...

° Dpeﬂness was manlpulatgd thruugh the actlons of the committee. :lsthe ;1$
A .
- open eand;tlén, “the ggmmlttée had c@mmunicated its Pragress ta nonmembers.

via regular bulletlns and insn;tuted pracedures to insure th%f‘it recéﬂvéd

suggest;ans from the rest Df the Drganlzatlani In thé glased e@nd;tlénk the

¥

i .grégggmalntalned secrecy abaut 1%:§§rﬂgress, and rumors. were-the anly &Vall-

‘able source of ;nfgrmat;an. ; .

k4

- ’ o« A .
~ Each gf ‘the man;ﬁulat;aﬁs had been tested on a pilot ﬂampl drawn from -Ql

the same papulatlan as had tgi eventual subgectS— Based Dnﬂcamments drawn

-

Geirarts of the tréatments "were revised bdth

Pr@cedure - Each qubge t received a boaklet c@ntalnlng case materlals, R

a measure of trust, and\scal.;

-

: » | < i

were informed that the study¥s pufpaﬂe Wwas to /determine Q@ﬂé effects of
. & ' . . = A = 3
"eroup process" in organizations 4nd that the case materljﬁs varied from
i = _f ]
's_(g';-‘"ﬁ = ' ' / ) &

. % s B #
(. : S ‘

L
”
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auhjeet ta subject. After subjecta caﬂpletéd the items, the natu:e bf the. : .
T N Eg R I
- study was discussed and questians were, anéwered Lﬁf(g \\T L L 0
: \,( v R ~ c .

The trust measure ccnsisted of. faurteen semﬂntic differentialﬁtype
fiftéén items B

drawn gram Giffln's Tr%st Differential;l3 Dfiginally,

Lh -s\ i
dmseen séléctea but one item Was eliminated after a. Pilct
Caéfficieni alpha_relaiab;lity

,dministra— -

ticn iilgtq lgw carrelatian hlth tatgl score.
—_— ‘
N was camputed to be 88 in the gllat sample aﬂd 86 whéh the study was ean—

#

;vuid respanse setting.

ductedg The items were vafied ln d;rectian in Qrd'i'
-t

Y

Eﬁhipulétlgns were asse Ssed thraugh a Jsezies cf fau: quest;ans\ one for

%

each of the lndependent varJEbQES. Subjeets were asked ta respcnd to these - :

';a; B

: Questians?@n a seven paint semantic—dlffErént;aletype scale with either
“ s

"high!-or "p351t1ve“ at one and'and “lcw“ or "ﬁégative" at the cther end

= £l

h B * : . " = - 75 ) : » ‘i e ‘ : : ‘ 7!{# . ! ! ! \ =
'5 . . ’ o 5 of R WA
e T .+ RESULTS . e SR
i v - o ! | L \_
. _; : Mgnipulatlan Checks - To determine Whaihér-each!iﬁdepeﬂdént variable

had been percelved as 1ntended tatests were camputed between conditions far

In all cases, t values exceeded the

eagh of the four manipglati@n items. . t
.001 level of significance. ' C . ‘ '
L * ' \“‘\% . ,
) - Table 1 about here ’
—— ..
e * Ll . ﬂ

Table 1 presents means and standard deviatigns fpriégch condition on

its respective item. It.should be noted that, in addition to being different
from each other, means for all iﬁdependenﬁ'variablés except threat were sit-

5

vated on the appr@pria&é side of the scale's milpoint.

»
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?: ' ‘T&eee ef hypetﬁeeee-; Siﬁee the threeﬁ wee'eEneiaeredete’be'evpreeendi—”
: tien fer hypetheeie purpoeee, it was net 1neluded in ‘the ANDVA medel Eatger,“’
_ y -
eepe:ete .2x2x2 enelyeee ef variance WETE eemputea fe: eeeh ef the high threet
s o and 1ew threet eenditiene.. '_ o . _Z'E : T
. ' Ieble 2 ebeut here ) A
. . , _ . > '
g:’. : X . . i. . LT x . b g» » . v, ) } F

7 ieble 2 presents Eeengveﬁé standard dewiations n' the trust scale for
esth level of.the.three independent variables in both the high and low
threet:eenditiene. In the hlgh threat eendltien, ell three independent

varieblee predueed elgn;iieeﬂt main effeete fCempetegee &= 20. 849, P ) =

i _lej.gtagve !34; Motivation: F = 9,193; p.= DQ3: Etaz.f -23; [Openness
F = 4.738, p = .031, eteg = ,16; R = .158). One interaction, CDmPEtEnce L

F=4.738, p

-

—

!, by metivetapn, eppreeehed significance (p 066)* ell other intereetlene
 were neneign;fleenti Thus, Hypetheeeig; was eupperted.

In the. 1ew threet eendltlen, elgnlf;eent meln effeete were predueed

for competence and metivetien;ermpeteﬂee: F = 29_285 p = .001, etﬂeg =

;35 Notivation: F = 21.553, p = .00, eta® = .3%; B° = .183)." No main
effect was observed for openness (F = 1.206, p = .274, power = .70 for small

- ; - . .
- effeete end .99. far =edium and 1e1ge effects). The competence by openness

intereet;en appreeehed elgnlfleenee, eﬂd no ether elgnlfleent 1nteraetlene

£ W
. & - Y

v ’ . : ¥ . : : { =

Were observed. ' Lo . . .

Reeell hewever, that subjects eeneletently dleterted their pereeptlene,g

= "

- of threet as eempered to the1r pefeeptlene of the ofher indevendent veri—

ables: Thue, a better test of Hypethee%a 2 weuld have been provided by




!-Albeit selécting anly thase subjegts ehegking pgsitlans fram the midpaint ta i ;

. 7 i : Y
ithE\law ené af the Egale eliminated all but‘thirty—five individuals, that

£

number was still sufficient for scruitinlzing mgin effeats..:;?

N i" '7 .

=

. +.'  Table 3,abdut here -

"

% .y | . i ) : e, -

Table 3 1ists means and standard deviat;gns on the trust scale prna

duced by this g re seLectlve group f@r éach indapendent vaflable. Analysis i

- of varlaﬂce results lndicated that no sig flcant maln effg;ts Were géner—

ated (Gampetenge: F=2.608, p= 1;6; Mbtivatlég:'? :_,506, P = .442; Open-

W

ness: F = .137, p | T Péﬁer for all tests = .21 for small effects, .83
for Qedium»effécté and .99 for large efﬁectg);’fUéiﬁg this second analysis,
tﬂen,!Hyﬁgthééis_Efwas supported. '

5

DISCUSSION

A podel of the generatlan of initial trustlhg.attltudes toward groups

by indlv;duals who weré not members of those grgups was developed out of
the 11teratur2'an 1ﬂteTpEfSDﬂal trust. The madel prgposed that PETEEPtiDnS
of situatlonal threat Wauld be preconditions tc the saliency of trust as a

cgncept_ leen that tlugt was a sallent concept, the m@dei pfed;cted that

-

competence, ‘motivation and DPEDEE;S would serve as independent determinants .
; ) . ;

of trusting attitudes.

Ev1dence from a test of the madel provided eupp@rt for its structure.-
Under conditions of high thTeat, each @f the uhree factors predlcted var-

Sy ""s. o /-



ietien in trueting ettitudee, end no eignificant intereet%en effecte were -

LI

- dbeerved iﬁnder cenditidne of ldw threat (emgldying enly fheee_eubjeete
5, -

-fﬁhﬂ pereeived the eituetidn eccuretely), menipulatian &"

*three indepeneg}
dent veriablee mede ne differeneee in deterndning trueting’etxitudeen o ‘
While these reeulte are eneeureging, they elee pdint te theereticel

\ L :
"weekneeeee which need to be develdped end etrengthened threugh further

o m
0 g

leeernr:h. Theeee weakneeeee end their eceempenying direetiene fdr ré- B B
ljeeeareh will be dlecueeed in the peregrephe which fellew \ . T “
i_ = % Firet e clerifieetien Df the ccneept ef eituetienel ﬁhree£ seems to

"be in erder In the preeent etndy, high threat was eperetienalieed by the
il o éreup’e ebllity to affeet the euﬁject in'a negetive menner and by uncertein—
tY as 3@ th'thet pdwer Weuld be ueed.;Lew*threet on the other hend was
eperetienelleed By withhelding from the grdup the power to lay off the sub-
Jeet and by stipulating th&t th;e lack of’ power é‘e a eerte;nty. Yet, most ;h.
of. the eﬁbjeete ;n the, 1ew threet ‘condition perce;ved the Situatl@ﬂ as being
'Sdmewhet tﬁreetening,(even if the level of threat was ndt up to thdee of the

high threer cenditlcni ‘There are at leeetgthree explainations fdr such dis-

: . v - =
tortion. Elwet, eubgeete in the low threat EDﬂdltan mey heve perceived that

/*

!trueﬁ was €%e dependent verleble, end since trust’ ceuld net be salient Wlth—

© out eeme ferm ef threet; the eituetlen Was distorted te prdv1de thet threat.
4

-ﬂSeednd irregerdleee ef the pre sence ef trugt as a dependent varisble, eube

‘jeetg may have peree;ved some other ferm of threat in the El@?le exietenee

: ;ef a edmmittee wh;eh is deelgned to 1nve°t1gete a metter of petentlel negeﬁ
tive impeet on beth the prgen;zetien and on thé eubjeet Third, the cen-\

‘ceptien ef three+ as eeneietlng of power end uneertelnty dver hew thet

ipewer will be;u;ed may be inedequete. Other feeterg mey eentrlbute td the
, ,
L 7
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'ta'the'pér%%pticﬁ of a sitﬁati@nvas being threatening, and.continuing re-

¢

séarch might focus, its efforts on elaborating the preconditions for threat-
en;Lng snuat,

A sae?nd cautic::nafy note eﬂerging f‘rom ‘these ‘data is that the model's
utility may lle only in the predictlan of init;al trusting attitudes. .

These attitudes are certair?ly Sub,ject’ to modification as interaction betw"een
person and group proceeds, and certain clues in the data suﬁp@rt indicati@ns
that the indepéndence of :the factors from each other may not h@li beyond
inttial impressions. For example, when perceptions of the degree of threat
weré lowered somewhat, openness dropped out as an independent variable, with
some indication (p<.10) being present that it interacted with campetenca
instéadi There was also a nonsignificant C;mill@) trend toward an iuter;
actian between competence and motiva tion in the hlgh threat condition.

Some practical evidence of how trusting attitudes can be modified thraugn
%ﬂtg;aéLigu can be found iu the regulatlon by Guuélébb of the C.1.A. VFor
many years, the C.l.A. was perceived as-a highly cumpetent group ot 1ndal-
vidﬁ;als who were working "for the good of the country.” As a result, trusting

attitudesd were apparcnt, and the © LA "2 sprguuent that 1t could nol Le very

i
4
Qpeh about its u}g;;a‘,ix,)ii;; wa. readlly swcwpted, A, cviden.e aveawulaled

that the C LA wuo sl oo eflly 1o agleemeny wllh Lhe Uungress alooual
!

whatl was the "o a0 the couwntyy” ovwnress leap uded Ly ohowlig less trast
L}f ti‘i Byl Aiied .!i'll.r:\lnli..é s s 1T iy [ AV S YA ;I\E&I’LLiIlg Ila ukiL.L'ésLi« Lind L)f

late, ulie poeaae bl wn g tu hinive ul‘ﬁ\LZ\g:; in tle iy calite Jrrectlon agal,,, wit
the ¢ 1A Llatudly, to bLoowde i, tune with tle cow Ly '8 Pi"iuLiLlff;; th.n

PXUuiuUAlJ alil o thuiUQ tloy b 1 L heuld bLe totl Uive bed alld allghsd la: 1 &

turn Lo wo.h Ll o lows op on wadan In paectic | then, 1L da qulte Jlucly

.

.
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that interaction among the variables modifies tfusting attitudes, with one

or more of the variables ﬁssuming greater or lesset importance than others
the situati@n cha?gesé 'Research could focus on how the dynamics of in-

L]

T a

4]

teraction modifies trusting attitudes.
Finally, despife the fact that theoretical ynderpinnings of the model
wer2 drawn from the literature on interpersonal trust, support for the
4

E@é?l,cinﬂpt be generalized to all interpersonal} situation The person

Q

O
=]
Py
5
[o%
w

group relationship implied in this model is a complementary

o
i
=
It
-
[
iy
™
:

the model may also hold for other complementary relationship

perior amd subordinate or teacher and student. Yet, 1t makes little con-
ceptual seunse to apply the model %o Syumetrical relationships. How, for

example, 1s the situation threatening in such relatiouships? When the re-
i =

lationship is not based on a task, how is campetence assessed? How is one

b

to determnine the degree to which another Individual is positively or neg-

allvely motluatled, and what ls the wbjeutl of the motivation?y unly openness

e
oo
ll--l\

(in terus of willingne.s cluse and to recelve disclosurce) secms to
waks any oense in this situation. Perhaps initial trusting attitudes In cas
selatlon Ligo e dolestiducd Ly o wlherle Jdliterend .-l ..U vaulables (¢ g

atliactllu Loowegliyg) Sulovegee U duv wtipgation wourd a0 well te Intlegrata
) t A . £ &

Che Allecat oo ow dInlodl oo latoractl o Lo casual oo datlo ohape wlth U it

P N WA

Fooo Lo praoe o L . Lo S Vot deoaal oo, :
O T L T o P P e S O T T LTI S
pelone | lvatlon o 1 sfealicao 1, a5, “hu -4 1th ,‘;)gc,:ull,;liﬂg gy 3wl

sl
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13
will be perceived as being highly competent to undertake the task; who will

be perceiveé as working for the good of the whole rather than for individual

%

gain, and who will be willing to glve to &nd receive from nonmembers infor-

mation pertinent to the group's progress toward a solution.

e
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Factor

‘Threat 1

High
Low

Competence

« High
Low

Motivation

Positive
Negative

Openness

Open
Closed

Lhansf. Sta;ldard Deviations, and Gase Cr:)unt.s

\x% .
2 ‘

TABLE 1

Far Manlpulat;an Check Items

Mean . Standard Deviation

3.6747 1.562.
4.6013 1.545

3.4248 1.
46566 1.

3.2582 1.700
6.1679 1.198

Scale: 1 = high ur pusitive; 7 = low or negative

L

o~
-

[

|=

164
155

166
153 .

153
166



_.)

Means, Standard Deviations, and Case Counts

&

For Factors of Trust Under High and Low Threat Conditiens

‘ ’ o

. 7
I

HIGH THREAT:
Competence

| High - . 50.048 12.994
i Low 58.800 14.574

Motivatian

Positive 52.582 14.531
Negative 55.929 . 14.228

QOpenness
Open 52.047 12.789
Closed 56.821 15.749

LOW THREAT

Compe terice 4

High PIVEN WY 1g wazp

Low 56.904 11.293
M»JLlV,ﬂL—i\.eu

Pusitive 47 240 V3,503
Negative 56,1383 12,350

Opehiess

Open 52.630 le wue

Closed 54.407 ) 12.752

/o

£

.*Potentlal Range. 14 (hlgh;_iL) to 98 (lowe.t)

Mean Siagda;dlgéYiéﬁi@n

o

=

8.

73

4

81

90
59

3

&%



¢ PD’Q:LLLJS.#;\,J; Hange . 14 (Elél;c;aL) Lo 98 (lowsol)

P

l Campeténcé’ f

i

Factor

High
Low

Motivation

‘Positive
Negative

QpennesEﬁi

~ Open
Closed

£

TABIE 3

El

. ." Means, Standardigg‘(riatiansj and Case Counts
For Factors of Trust Unéﬁf’Nondistg?ted Low Threat Conditions

Mean Standard Deviation .

#

.;i,;m@ 10.599 =
s1.727 12,236

:
50,950 12.841
46.067 10.833 .

48.000 12.536
50.308 11.679
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