
JPART 21:53–86

Managerial Trustworthiness and
Organizational Outcomes

Yoon Jik Cho*, Evan J. Ringquist�

*Georgia State University; �Indiana University, Bloomington

ABSTRACT

Using data from the Federal Human Capital Survey, we demonstrate that the managerial

traits of competence, integrity, and benevolence share an important common dimension

that we identify as the trustworthiness of managerial leadership (TWML). Using recursive

hierarchical linear models, we demonstrate that levels of TWML are strongly and positively

associated with several measures of perceived organizational outcomes. This relationship

between TWML and perceived outcomes is especially strong in low-performing agencies

and in agencies experiencing increased uncertainty due to structural and upper level

leadership changes. We draw two substantive conclusions from these empirical results. First,

it is clear that the characteristics of managers matter for outcomes of public organizations. In

particular, trustworthy managers preside over more productive organizations and are better

able to maintain and even increase organizational outcomes in agencies challenged by low

level of performance and perturbations in the external environment. Second, public

managers and management scholars ought to view trust not only as an exogenous variable

but also as a managerial resource to be cultivated.

INTRODUCTION

The role of trust in facilitating effective democratic government is a recurring theme

in governance studies. We contribute to this literature by investigating the effect of

interpersonal trust on perceived organizational outcomes, though our focus differs

from other work in this area in two important ways. First, rather than examining

the effect of trust per se, we study the precursors of trust or what is often called trust-

worthiness. Trust itself is an outcome, rather than a process, characteristic, or behavior.

As such, admonitions to ‘‘increase trust’’ in public organizations have little practical

value for managers. Levels of trust are manipulable only by focusing upon factors that

build trust. We focus on three facets of trustworthiness: the competence, benevolence,

and integrity of supervisors. Second, we confine our attention to the trustworthiness
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attributed to supervisors within federal agencies, which we term the trustworthiness of

managerial leadership (hereafter TWML).1 Specifically, we examine the relationship

between TWML and several organizational outcomes, including employee satisfaction,

cooperation, and work unit performance, perceived by employees within federal agen-

cies. All previous empirical assessments of trustworthiness, by contrast, focus on private

sector organizations.

We seek to make three contributions to public management scholarship. First, we seek

to make a theoretical contribution by merging the literatures on the effects of trust and the

effects of management on organizational outcomes.2 These two literatures have developed

independently, even though the actions of managers are the most obvious vehicle for in-

creasing levels of trust within organizations. Combining these research traditions helps us

create an explicit framework for studying trustworthiness as a managerial resource. Second,

despite the acknowledged importance of trust (e.g., Kramer 1999) and managerial qualities

(e.g., Meier and O’Toole 2002) to organizational performance, we can find no research

examining the effect of managerial trust building activities on organizational outcomes

in the public sector. Therefore, we aim to make an empirical contribution by answering

a single research question: Are perceptions of managerial trustworthiness related to the

perceived outcomes of public organizations? Our measures of TWML and organizational

outcomes come from the Federal Human Capital Surveys (FHCSs) of 2002, 2004, and

2006.

Third, we seek to make a methodological contribution by using a set of recursive

hierarchical linear models (HLMs) to answer the empirical question posed above. It is

widely acknowledged that organizational outcomes stem from the characteristics of organ-

izations and of the individuals populating them. Studying organizational outcomes, then, is

a multilevel problem (Brewer and Selden 2000; Selden and Sowa 2004). In addition, for

a decade, public management scholars have been encouraged to move away from single-

equation additive models and toward models that explicitly recognize the interactive or

mediating effect of variables (O’Toole and Meier 1999) and the causal linkages among

them (Boyne 2003). A survey of recent scholarship suggests that we have been slow to

act on this advice. After examining all the articles published in Public Administration

Review, the Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, and Administration

and Society between January 2000 and January 2008, we found 28 that used individual-

level data to explain organizational-level–dependent variables without recognizing the

multilevel nature of the problem. By contrast, we found only five articles that explicitly

addressed hierarchical data structures and no articles modeling organizational performance

1 The term managerial leadership may be problematic for some readers. Some leadership scholars make a distinction

between managers and leaders. For example, Bennis and Nanus (1985, 21) insist that ‘‘managers are people who do

things right and leaders are people who do the right things.’’ However, although scholars agree that all managers are not

leaders, they also agree that some managers play leadership roles. With increased attention to the role of mid-level

managers as leaders, scholars began to use the term managerial or administrative leadership (Rost 1985; Van Wart

2003). VanWart (2003, 216) defines this concept as ‘‘leadership from the frontline supervisor (or even lead worker) to

the nonpolitical head of the organization.’’ Furthermore, the current leadership literature emphasizes leadership more

as ‘‘a collective process shared among the members’’ (Yukl 1989, 252).

2 We use the phrase ‘‘organizational outcomes’’ throughout most of the article because our empirical models utilize

three outcome variables, only one of which might be properly thought of as a measure of performance. In our heuristic

models, however, one can substitute ‘‘organizational performance’’ for ‘‘organizational outcomes’’ and therefore

connect these models more explicitly to research into organizational performance.

54 Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory



within a multiequation causal framework. In the work that follows, we model organiza-

tional outcomes as a function of individual and organizational characteristics, external fac-

tors, and temporal factors and explicitly allow organizational-level variables to mediate the

impact of individual-level variables. In addition, we employ multiple measures of organi-

zational outcomes in a recursive framework. By employing a system of recursive HLMs,

we hope to illustrate the value of this approach for future research into organizational

behavior.

The remainder of the article unfolds as follows. In the section ‘‘Trustworthiness,

Management, and Organizational Performance,’’ we summarize previous research and

provide heuristic models of the mechanisms by which trust and management affect or-

ganizational outcomes and performance. We then integrate these models into an explicit

framework for studying trustworthiness as a managerial resource. The section ‘‘Measur-

ing Trustworthiness and Organizational Outcomes’’ describes the measurement of

TWML and organizational outcomes and the linkages between our measures of out-

comes. The section ‘‘Modeling Organizational Outcomes’’ presents the empirical model

linking TWML to organizational outcomes. The section ‘‘Testing the Assumptions of the

Empirical Model’’ reports some preliminary analyses testing key assumptions underlying

the empirical model. The section ‘‘Estimating the Relationship between TWML and Or-

ganizational Outcomes’’ presents the results from our models of organizational outcomes.

To foreshadow our conclusions, we find that managerial trustworthiness has a large direct

effect on perceived organizational outcomes, especially on employee satisfaction and

cooperation. This effect is especially large in agencies challenged by low levels of these

outcomes and in agencies with high levels of uncertainty stemming from structural

change and top-level leadership change. Although our models do not allow us to claim

a causal relationship between TWML and perceived outcomes, the results are strong

enough to indicate that trustworthiness may have significant potential as a management

tool within organizations. The latter findings are also consistent with the proposition that

trustworthy managers help agencies maintain organizational outcomes in the face of

perturbations from the external environment. The section ‘‘Sensitivity Analysis’’ con-

cludes with a discussion of the limitations of our analysis and recommendations for future

research.

TRUSTWORTHINESS, MANAGEMENT, AND ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE3

Trust and Trustworthiness

Although occasionally we use the terms trust and trustworthiness interchangeably,

they are distinct concepts. Trust is a psychological construct or state or mind. A typical

definition of trust is ‘‘the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of an-

other party based upon the expectation that the other party will perform a particular

action important to the trustor’’ (Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman 1995, 712). We are

interested in trust only as a product of the measurable and manipulable factors that

3 The literature we draw upon to construct our heuristic models emphasizes organizational performance, rather than

organizational outcomes, so we use the term performance in this section. Performance is a narrower concept than

outcomes, however. Later, we return to using the term organizational outcomes as it more properly describes our three

dependent variables.
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build trust; that is, characteristics and behaviors that signal trustworthiness. Our empha-

sis on trustworthiness, as opposed to trust, is purely practical. It is trust, rather than

trustworthiness, that is hypothesized to affect organizational outcomes. But trust is built

through the demonstration of trustworthiness. Admonitions to ‘‘increase levels of

trust’’ within organizations invite the obvious response of ‘‘how?’’ What actions can

public managers take to build trust within their agencies? What behaviors demonstrate

trustworthiness?

Several scholars have sought to identify the most important antecedents of trust

(e.g., Butler 1991; Cook and Wall 1980; Ellis and Shockley-Zalabak 2001; Larzelere and

Huston 1980; Mishra 1996; Sitkin and Roth 1993). Mayer et al. (1995) synthesized this

work into three core ‘‘factors of perceived trustworthiness’’: ability (which we also call

competence), benevolence, and integrity. We employ the framework by Mayer et al. to

measure the TWML. Ability is understood as a trustee’s competence in her role in the

organization. If a trustee does not have the ability to do what a trustor expects, trust

might not emerge (Hardin 2006). Benevolence is ‘‘the extent to which a trustee is

believed to want to do good to the trustor, aside from an egocentric profit motive’’

(Mayer et al. 1995, 718). Integrity is a broader concept involving issues such as (1)

the consistency of the trustee’s past actions, (2) belief that the trustee has a strong sense

of justice, and (3) the extent to which the trustee’s actions and words are consistent

(Mayer et al. 1995).

Although the relationship between trust and ability may seem obvious, we

should be careful not to overemphasize its importance. Trustworthy managers

are more than competent administrators. Kramer and Tyler (1996) point out that

employees’ decisions to trust authority figures are influenced more by the perceived

intentions of the leader (i.e., benevolence and integrity) than by assessments of the

leader’s competence. Carnevale (1995) concurs, concluding that employees will trust

leaders when their actions are fair, ethical, and nonthreatening. We can find similar

sentiments in studies of federal administrative capacity. In a 2002 survey of 1,500

federal employees, the National Academy of Public Administration (NAPA) found that

integrity and honesty were viewed as the most important of 27 specific executive com-

petencies (NAPA 2003). Clearly trustworthiness is more than a reflection of managerial

competence.

Trust and Organizational Performance

The recent explosion of research on organizational performance has produced at least

three important benefits for public management scholarship. First, it has generated

general frameworks for assessing performance (e.g., Heinrich and Lynn 2000; Rainey

and Steinbauer 1999). Second, it has generated high-quality empirical assessments of per-

formance (Brewer 2005; Brewer and Selden 2000; Jennings and Ewalt 1998; Meier and

O’Toole 2002; Selden and Sowa 2004). Third, it has generated comprehensive summaries

identifying the most important factors explaining performance (Boyne 2003). As a rule, this

impressive body of work does not consider a role for trust (see Lundin [2007] for an

exception). This is not to say that public management scholars have ignored the concept

of trust altogether. Only that when we focus on trust within public organizations, it is

viewed as a dependent variable to be explained (Carnevale and Wechsler 1992; Gilbert
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and Tang 1998) or as a theoretically important but untested factor contributing to organi-

zational outcomes (Behn 1995; Carnevale 1995).4

Trust is featured more prominently in models of organizational performance in the

private sector (e.g., Dirks and Ferrin 2002; Kanter and Mirvis 1989; Zand 1972). This lit-

erature distinguishes between interpersonal trust (i.e., trust between members of the same

organization) and interorganizational trust (i.e., trust in one organization by members of

another organization) (Zaheer, McEvily, and Perrone 1998). A substantial body of research

finds that interpersonal trust is positively related to several measures of organizational out-

comes (see Whitener et al. [1998] and Kramer [1999] for good reviews). Empirical evi-

dence also links interorganizational trust to a greater willingness to participate in and higher

performance from interfirm cooperative agreements (Muthusamy andWhite 2005; Webber

2002; Zaheer et al 1998). A fair summarization of this literature is that trust may influence

organizational performance via three avenues: decreasing transaction costs, encouraging

organizational citizenship behaviors, and promoting voluntary deference (Kramer 1999).

Figure 1 presents a visualization of this heuristic model linking trust to organizational

performance.

Reducing Transaction Costs

Transaction costs are the costs associated with negotiating, monitoring, and enforcing

agreements (Williamson 1996). In the public sector, these agreements can be between man-

agers and employees, between agency leaders and political principles or collaborating

organizations, or between agency officials and the targets of public policy (e.g., job training

recipients or pollution sources). Transaction costs, then, arise whether a public manager is

Figure 1
Heuristic Model of Trust

4 Given the important role for trust in studies of policy and administration writ large, the absence of trust in modern

scholarship on organizational performance is somewhat surprising. Scholars of American politics and policy have

identified several important consequences of reduced trust in government at the system level, including lower

performance ratings of governing institutions and substantially different policy preferences among less trusting

citizens (Braithwaite et al. 1998; Hetherington and Globetti 2002; Rudolph and Evans 2005). More closely related to

organizational performance is the literature on policy implementation, where higher levels of trust in those responsible

for implementation are associated with greater compliance and, hence, more effective public policy (LaPorte and

Metlay 1996; Scholz and Lubell 1998). Consequently, scholars have turned their attention to how governance

procedures and practices might be changed to generate greater levels of trust among stakeholders in the implementation

process (Beierle and Konisky 2000; Sabatier et al. 2005; Tyler 1994; Yang 2005).
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managing ‘‘down, up, or out’’ (Moore 1995). Trust has been found to reduce transaction

costs by reducing negotiation costs (Zaheer et al. 1998) and by reducing conflict between

organizational partners (Brockner and Siegel 1996). Reduced transaction costs, in turn, can

improve organizational performance by increasing cooperation between firms (Das and

Teng 1998; Rousseau et al. 1998). As Smith, Carroll, and Ashford (1995, 9) note, ‘‘although

research has identified many determinants of cooperation, virtually all scholars have agreed

that one especially immediate antecedent is trust.’’ In the public sector, increased interor-

ganizational trust has been associated with better performance of central-municipal

government partnerships, largely through facilitating cooperation (Lundin 2007).

Encouraging Organizational Citizenship

Organizational citizenship consists of cooperative, altruistic, and extra-role–oriented

employee behaviors that enhance the collective well-being and performance of the orga-

nization (Kramer 1999). Generally, these behaviors are aimed at pursuing a shared sense of

organizational mission. Higher levels of interpersonal trust are associated with several

examples of organizational citizenship (Podsakoff et al. 2000), for example, pursuing col-

lective rather than individual goals (Parks and Hulbert 1995), exercising restraint in the face

of opportunities to use organizational resources for personal gain (Parks, Henager, and

Scamahorn 1996), creation of larger numbers of higher functioning teams (Webber

2002), higher levels of cooperation with fellow employees (Smith et al. 1995), and higher

quality of communication among employees (Muchinsky 1977).

Increasing Voluntary Deference

Assuming managerial competence, deference to managerial decision making is a necessary

condition for organizational performance. Organizations operate more smoothly and

accomplish tasks more rapidly when those in positions of authority do not have to contin-

ually explain and justify their decisions and high levels of interpersonal trust encourage

voluntary deference to these decisions (Kramer 1999). In general, there is a high correlation

between employees’ trust in the leadership and their willingness to follow rules and orga-

nizational procedures, especially when their relationship to employee self-interest is un-

clear (Kramer and Tyler 1996).5 This effect of trust on performance is particularly

important in hierarchical organizations.

The Variable Value of Trust

The effect of trust is not the same for all organizations. Interpersonal trust in particular

seems to be most valuable for organizations facing hardship. For example, Mishra

(1996) finds that firms with high levels of interpersonal trust respond differently during

times of crisis, whereas Tyler and DeGoey (1996) conclude that trust gives managers

a cushion of employee support during these periods. Both these differences serve to en-

hance the performance of high-trust organizations. Similarly, Brockner et al. (1997) find

that trust is an especially important resource for leaders when organizational outcomes are

unfavorable. We incorporate this expectation into our empirical models using a series of

5 One could also view this effect of increased interpersonal trust through a transaction cost lens since it reduces

managers’ monitoring costs.
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interaction terms that condition the effect of TWML as a function of organizational-level

characteristics.

Management and Organizational Performance

A key question in modern organizational performance research is ‘‘does management

matter?’’ Ingraham, Joyce, and Donahue (2003) argue persuasively that effective man-

agement is perhaps the most important factor contributing to better organizational perfor-

mance, whereas Boyne (2003) identifies management as the explanation for organizational

performance with the greatest empirical support. Several studies have concluded that

measures of managerial quality are positively associated with organizational performance

(Brewer 2005; Brewer and Selden 2000; Meier and O’Toole 2002), whereas others

have linked performance to specific managerial methods, including building external po-

litical support (Moynihan and Pandey 2005), fostering interorganizational cooperation

(Jennings and Ewalt 1998), and changing organizational culture (Moynihan and Pandey

2005). Combining this work with the more general literature in public administration, we

devise a heuristic model linking management to organizational performance (see figure 2).

This model viewsmanagement as contributing to organizational performance via managing

the external environment and internal resources and fostering a productive organizational

culture.

Managing the External Environment

The most important elements of managing the external environment include cultivating

allies among political principals, cultivating supportive clientele groups, identifying poten-

tial collaborators and allies in other organizations, and identifying and neutralizing threats.

The perspective that effective public managers must have exceptional political skills has

a long history in public administration (Heclo 1977; Moore 1995). Recent research in pub-

lic management corroborates the notion that each of these elements makes an important

contribution to organizational performance (Agranoff and McGuire 2003; Jennings and

Ewalt 1998; Lundin 2007; Moynihan and Pandey 2005).

Fostering a Productive Organizational Culture

The received wisdom in public affairs is that understanding organizational culture is the key

to understanding organizational behavior (Wilson 1989). Not surprisingly, influencing

Figure 2
Heuristic Model of Management
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organizational culture is often identified as the surest way for managers to affect perfor-

mance (Boyne 2003; Brewer and Selden 2000; Hennessey 1998; Moynihan and Pandey

2005; Rainey and Steinbauer 1999). The general public administration and business leader-

ship literatures reinforce this perspective. For example, Meier and Bohte (2006) suggest

that a shared sense of mission and professional values constitutes the most effective check

on inappropriate bureaucratic behavior, whereas Podsakoff et al. (1990) point out that

‘‘transformational leadership behaviors’’ aimed at altering organizational vision and

performance expectations can have positive effects on organizational outcomes.

Managing Internal Resources

By managing internal resources, we mean designing appropriate systems for the manage-

ment of financial, human, and information resources and administering these systems

effectively. Managing internal resources, then, is the nuts-and-bolts of traditional public

management, though these actions are sometimes referred to as ‘‘transactional leadership

behaviors’’ in leadership studies (Podsakoff et al. 1990) and ‘‘managing downward’’ in the

strategic management literature (Moore 1995). Modern public management research has

identified managerial skill in this area as an important element explaining organizational

performance (e.g., Becker and Gerhart 1996; Huselid, Jackson, and Schuler 1997;

Ingraham et al. 2003).

Trust, Management, and Organizational Performance

The previous section illustrates the breadth of research linking management to organiza-

tional performance. Virtually none of this research, however, explicitly recognizes trust as

a resource that can be developed through the behaviors of managers. Public managers are to

be effective politicians, culture builders, and administrators, but there is no emphasis here

that that they should be trustworthy or that this quality might help them become more

effective in their three traditional roles. In short, previous research has neither answered

the empirical question asked here nor identified it as particularly important. There are

exceptions to this conclusion in the business administration literature. First, two studies

examined the joint effects of trust and leadership behaviors on employees within large

firms. Both found that a leader’s skill at managing internal resources was unconditionally

related to job satisfaction but that behaviors aimed at influencing organizational culture

were only effective at increasing job satisfaction and citizenship behavior among employ-

ees with high levels of trust in their supervisors. In other words, the effectiveness of man-

agement was conditioned by the existence of interpersonal trust (Pillai, Schriesheim, and

Williams 1999; Podsakoff et al. 1990). Second, Ellis and Shockley-Zalabak (2001) inves-

tigated the relationship between trust in top managers and immediate supervisors on var-

ious indicators of organizational performance within 60 firms in the United States and Italy.

These authors concluded that trust in both levels of management was positively associated

with perceived organizational performance. The lesson from this research is that managers

displaying the characteristics of honesty, consistency, professionalism, interpersonal

benevolence, and openness in communication presided over organizations seen as more

effective by their employees.

The dearth of research regarding the effect of managerial trustworthiness on organi-

zational performance may be due to the fact that there is no obvious theoretical model
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motivating such research. The heuristic in figure 1 explains why trust might influence

organizational performance, but it contains no role for management. The heuristic in

figure 2 explains how management affects organizational performance, but it contains

no role for trust. Combining these two heuristics seems natural, given that managerial char-

acteristics and behaviors are the surest way to build interpersonal and interorganizational

trust. Indeed, a common perspective in the business management literature is ‘‘that man-

agers actions and behaviors provide the foundation for trust and that it is actually manage-

ment’s responsibility to take the first step and initiate trusting relationships’’ (Whitener

et al. 1998, 514).

Figure 3 presents a heuristic model linking management, trust, and organizational out-

comes. The literature we draw upon to construct our heuristic model emphasizes organi-

zational performance; hence, we use the term performance exclusively when discussing

figures 1 and 2. Performance is a narrower concept than outcomes, however, and our

empirical research examines three organizational outcomes, only one of which might

be properly viewed as a measure of organizational performance. Since figure 3 begins

the transition between our heuristic and empirical models, we reintroduce the term orga-

nizational outcomes and use outcomes and performance interchangeably when discussing

figure 3.

Figure 3 posits six avenues through which managerial efforts to build trust can influ-

ence outcomes. Avenue 1 illustrates the independent effect of interorganizational trust on

outcomes, whereas avenue 2 shows that the effectiveness of managerial efforts to navigate

the external environment is conditioned by levels of interorganizational trust. Avenue 2

Figure 3
Heuristic Model of Trust, Management, and Organizational Outcomes
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reflects the expectation that efforts to generate support among political principles, cultivate

supportive clientele groups, and build interorganizational coalitions will all be more suc-

cessful if agency managers and leaders are seen as trustworthy by potential partners. The

trust heuristic explains why this is so: interorganizational trust reduces transaction costs for

these relationships. This connection between managerial political efforts, interorganiza-

tional trust, and organizational performance might seem familiar. Behn (1995) famously

identified this combination as the core of the first ‘‘big question’’ of public management.

According to Behn, a lack of trust between different branches, units, and levels of

government exacerbates the tension between the political imperative of accountability

and the administrative imperative of granting discretion, and this tension undermines

organizational performance.

Avenue 3 illustrates the independent effect of TWML on organizational outcomes

through the creation of interpersonal trust. Furthermore, avenues 4 through 6 illustrate

the contention that managerial efforts to improve organizational outcomes are all more

effective when these managers are perceived as trustworthy by their colleagues and sub-

ordinates. Specifically, avenue 4 shows that managerial efforts to change organizational

culture will be more effective if managers exhibit trustworthiness. Once again, the trust

heuristic shows why this is so: interpersonal trust encourages citizenship behaviors at

the heart of productive organizational cultures (Parks and Hulbert 1995; Parks et al.

1996; Podsakoff et al. 2000; Smith et al. 1995), and trustworthy managers are better able

to reshape organizational culture (see Podsakoff et al. 1990). Avenue 5 demonstrates that

managerial trustworthiness can improve performance by creating the deference to mana-

gerial decisions that makes timely administrative action possible. Line workers are more

accepting of financial, personnel, and programmatic decisions and will implement these

decisions more rapidly, when they come from trustworthymanagers (Kramer 1999; Kramer

and Tyler 1996). Of course, if these decisions are ill advised, this deference could also

undermine effectiveness. The interplay of management, interpersonal trust, and organiza-

tional performance in avenues 3 through 5 can be viewed as the central concept in Behn’s

second ‘‘big question’’ of public management: that is, how can public managers motivate

public employees to work energetically and intelligently toward achieving public purpo-

ses? (Behn 1995, 315). One answer is that trustworthy leaders can more easily motivate

employees to pursue a shared collective vision and implement managerial decisions.

Avenue 6 demonstrates that interpersonal trust may also increase the effectiveness of

efforts to manage the external environment. This environment is not only populated by

potential resources but also by threats to the organizational status quo. Most obviously,

and best studied, are efforts by political principals to change agency behavior (e.g., Calvert,

McCubbins, andWeingast 1989; Wood andWaterman 1991). Bureaucratic theory strongly

suggests that organizational cultures characterized by high levels of professionalization and

a strong sense of mission should insulate agencies from the effects of political control.

Meier and O’Toole (2006), however, point out that this role for bureaucratic values is

almost completely absent from the empirical political control literature. We agree with

Meier and O’Toole that models of political control ought to place bureaucratic values front

and center, and avenue 6 shows a mechanismwhereby trustworthy managers may be able to

buffer the effects of the external environment through cultivating a sense of mission and

commitment to professionalism among agency rank-and-file (though this resistance to

efforts at external control is not unambiguously a good thing).
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The thin lines in figure 3 signify the effects of managerial actions on organizational

outcomes that are independent of interorganizational and interpersonal trust. These effects

are not estimated in our analysis. The six avenues and their associated solid arrows in

figure 3 represent testable propositions regarding the effect of managerial trustworthiness

on organizational outcomes.

Proposition 1: There is a positive relationship between interorganizational trust and

organizational outcomes (unconditional effect via avenue 1).

Proposition 2: Efforts to manage the external environment will have a larger effect on

outcomes in organizations having higher levels of interorganizational

trust (interaction effect via avenue 2).

Proposition 3: There is a positive relationship between interpersonal trust (generated

by TWML) and organizational outcomes (unconditional effect via

avenue 3).

Proposition 4: Efforts to change organizational culture will have a larger effect on

outcomes in organizations having higher levels of interpersonal trust

(interaction effect via avenue 4).

Proposition 5: Administrative skill at managing internal resources will have a larger

effect on outcomes in organizations having higher levels of interpersonal

trust (interaction effect via avenue 5).

Proposition 6: Efforts to manage the external environment will have a larger effect on

outcomes in organizations having higher levels of interpersonal trust

(interaction effect via avenue 6).

Testing all these propositions is beyond the scope of this article. First, TWML is most

closely related to interpersonal trust, so we can say nothing about the effect of interorga-

nizational trust on organizational performance. That is, we cannot test propositions 1 or 2.

Second, we onlymeasure the TWML, not administrative skill, capacity, or efforts to change

organizational culture. Therefore, although we will be able to observe a relationship

between TWML and organizational outcomes (e.g., avenue 3 and proposition 3), we cannot

determine whether TWML is more effective at helping managers change organizational

culture (avenue 4 and proposition 4) or through affecting the implementation of routine

managerial decisions (avenue 5 and proposition 5). Finally, our HLM model allows us

to see whether TWML moderates the effect of external environmental factors on organi-

zational outcomes and therefore provides a test of proposition 6. In the next section, we

begin to develop the empirical model supporting these tests.

MEASURING TRUSTWORTHINESS AND ORGANIZATIONAL OUTCOMES

We obtain our measures of TWML and perceived organizational outcomes from the FHCSs

of 2002, 2004, and 2006. The purpose of the FHCS is to measure the perception of federal

employees about ‘‘how effectively agencies are managing their workforces’’ (US Office of

Personnel Management 2007, 34). A total of 221,479 employees completed the 2006

FHCS, whereas nearly 150,000 and 100,000 responded to the 2004 and 2002 FHCS,

respectively.
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Measuring the TWML

All waves of the FHCS contain questions tapping the concepts of competence, integrity,

and benevolence. Respondents answer using a Likert scale ranging from 1 (lowest rating)

to 5. Employee assessments of the competence, integrity, and benevolence of their super-

visors are captured by the following questions:

Competence: Overall, how good a job do you feel is being done by your immediate

supervisor/team leader?

Integrity: My organization’s leaders maintain high standards of honesty and integrity.

Arbitrary action, personal favoritism, and coercion for partisan political

purposes are not tolerated.

I can disclose a suspected violation of any law, rule, or regulation without fear

of reprisal.

Benevolence: My supervisor supports my need to balance work and family issues.

Discussions with my supervisor/team leader about my performance are

worthwhile.

Supervisors/team leaders in my work unit support my/employee development

at work.

Although specific wordings are different, the measures are similar to the TWML

measures commonly used in management research (Colquitt, Scott, and LePine 2007;

Davis et al. 2000; Mayer and Davis 1999). To represent the TWML using a single indicator,

we first included the three indicators of integrity and benevolence into preliminary principal

component factor analyses.6 We use this common factor score as our key measure of the

TWML (see the Appendix for details of the factor analysis).

Measuring Perceptions of Organizational Outcomes

The effect of TWML on objective measures of organizational performance is obviously

important, and scholars often employ objective measures in studying organizational per-

formance (e.g., Andrews et al. 2007; Meier and O’Toole 2002). In this article, however, we

investigate the effect that TWML has on employee perceptions of organizational outcomes.

Dirks and Ferrin (2001) divide the organizational outcomes of trust into two categories:

(1) workplace attitudes and cognitive constructs and (2) workplace behaviors and perfor-

mance outcomes. Job satisfaction is an example of the former, whereas the latter includes

communication and information sharing, organizational citizenship behavior, individual

performance, and unit performance (Davis et al. 2000; Dirks and Ferrin 2001, 2002; Mayer

et al. 1995; Zand 1972). We employ three indicators of organizational outcomes that are

6 The unrotated results reported a single integrity factor with an eigenvalue of 2.32 accounting for 77% of combined

variance and a single benevolence factor with an eigenvalue of 2.11 accounting for over 70% of combined variance.

We then entered the integrity and benevolence factors and responses to the ability question into a second principal

components factor analysis. The reason for this is to fairly reflect all three factors of TWML: because ability has only

one measurement, we first calculated factor scores of integrity and benevolence and then used the scores in the final

integration for TWML measure. The unrotated results reported a single common factor with an eigenvalue of 2.31

that accounted for 77% of the combined variance of the constituent indicators. The factor loadings demonstrate that

the indicators of competence, integrity, and benevolence are strongly correlated with the resulting TWML factor

score.

64 Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory



consistent with the schema of Dirks and Ferrin (2001): employee satisfaction, cooperative

behaviors, and perceived work unit performance.7 The FHCS contains questions that

directly tap each of these outcomes. Respondents answer these questions using a Likert

scale ranging from 1 (lowest rating) to 5:

Employee Satisfaction: Considering everything, how satisfied are you with your job?

Considering everything, how satisfied are you with your

organization?

I recommend my organization as a good place to work.

Cooperative Behaviors: The people I work with cooperate to get the job done

Employees in my work unit share job knowledge with each other

Work-unit Performance: How would you rate the overall quality of work done by your work

group?

In order to get single indicators of employee satisfaction and cooperative behaviors,

we included the questions tapping these concepts into principal components factor anal-

ysis.8 These factor scores serve as measures of employee satisfaction and cooperative

behavior. We use the single question assessing perceptions of work quality as our indicator

of work unit performance. We expect that our three indicators of perceived organizational

outcomes will themselves be causally related. Specifically, we expect that employee sat-

isfaction influences cooperative behaviors, and both these in turn influence perceptions of

work quality. This ordering is reflected in our theoretical framework (figure 4).

At least three criticisms could be leveled against our operationalization of organiza-

tional outcomes. First, our measures are perceptual, rather than objective, and therefore

may be only weakly related to the objective construct of interest. In response, we point

out that perceptual measures of organizational outcomes are commonly used in empirical

research (Brewer 2005; Brewer and Selden 2000; Ellis and Shockley-Zalabak 2001; Lundin

2007; Moynihan and Pandey 2005) and that perceptual measures often correlate well with

more objective measures (Delaney and Huselid 1996; Walker and Boyne 2004, but see

Jennings and Ewalt 1998). Second, some observers might prefer an explicitly causal model

linking TWML to organizational outcomes. Using data from the FHCS alone, however, we

are unable to establish causal relationships with any certainty. We are, however, addressing

this shortcoming in our ongoing research. Finally, some observers may question our causal

ordering of employee satisfaction / cooperative behaviors / organizational perfor-

mance. We cannot establish this causal ordering empirically given our data, but we believe

that this ordering is consistent with current research. For example, although earlier reviews

reported that job satisfaction had only a weak relationship with job behaviors (Iaffaldano

and Muchinsky 1985), a more recent and comprehensive meta-analysis reported a much

stronger relationship between these concepts (Judge et al. 2001), whereas another con-

cludes that job satisfaction is temporally prior to productive job behaviors (Harrison,

7 The FHCS does not provide a definition of work unit. In the survey, the USMerit Systems Protection Board defines

work unit as ‘‘the group of people with whom an employee works on a regular basis; typically all work for the same

immediate supervisor’’ (US Merit Systems Protection Board, 2005, 5). Thus, the work unit is commonly smaller than

a subunit, which is the organizational level the proximate leadership change is measured.

8 The analysis of employee satisfaction produced a single common factor with an eigenvalue of 2.45 accounting for

82% of shared variation and the analysis of cooperative behaviors produced a single common factor with an eigenvalue

of 1.49 accounting for 75% of shared variation.
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Newman, and Roth 2006). Therefore, we assume that employee satisfaction affects coop-

erative behaviors. Furthermore, Norris (1990) and Hoegl and Gemuenden (2001) find that

cooperation is a prerequisite for successful innovation and productivity improvement in

organizations. Therefore, we assume that cooperative behaviors affect perceived work unit

performance.

MODELING ORGANIZATIONAL OUTCOMES

In order to obtain a consistent estimate of the independent effect of TWML, we need

to place this measure within a well-specified model of organizational outcomes. We rely

on several excellent theories of organizational performance to guide model construction.

Rainey and Steinbauer (1999) provide one list of critical elements for performance: rela-

tions with stakeholders, autonomy, mission valence, strong organizational culture, leader-

ship, task design, resources, and motivation. Boyne (2003) offers a more parsimonious

alternative identifying five determinants of performance: resources, regulation, market

structure, organization, and management. Finally, Heinrich and Lynn (2000) provide

a complementary framework explaining governance outcomes. Their reduced form model

includes environmental factors, client characteristics, treatments, structures, and manage-

rial roles and actions.

Clearly, a model of organizational outcomes that incorporates all the recommenda-

tions from these scholars would be unwieldy, but this is not our goal. Rather, our task is to

employ a parsimonious model of perceived organizational outcomes that allows us to

isolate the independent effect of TWML, although remaining faithful to these general

theories of organizational performance. We identify three common determinants of

Figure 4
Framework Linking TWML to Organizational Outcomes
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organizational outcomes shared by all these theories: managerial factors (identified as

‘‘management’’ by Boyne, ‘‘managerial roles and actions’’ by Heinrich and Lynn, and

‘‘leadership’’ by Rainey and Steinbauer), environmental factors (identified as ‘‘resources

and relations with stakeholders’’ by Rainey and Steinbauer, ‘‘environmental factors’’ by

Heinrich and Lynn, and ‘‘market structure’’ by Boyne), and organizational factors (iden-

tified as ‘‘structures’’ by Heinrich and Lynn, ‘‘organization’’ by Boyne, and ‘‘autonomy,

mission valence, resources, and organizational culture’’ by Rainey and Steinbauer).

Note that there is not unanimity across theories on how to categorize certain factors:

for example, Rainey and Steinbauer discuss resources as an element of organizations,

Heinrich and Lynn discuss resources as an environmental factor, and Boyne places resour-

ces in their own category. All agree, however, that resources are an important determinant

of organizational performance. To these three common determinants we add a fourth: in-

dividual characteristics. Since organizational outcomes are measured by individual per-

ceptions, individual-level characteristics (e.g., race and gender) may help account for

variation in the dependent variable, thereby allowing us to extract a more precise estimate

of the effect of TWML on perceived outcomes than would be possible were we to exclude

these factors.

Managerial Factors Affecting Perceptions of Outcomes

We operationalize managerial factors using TWML measured at the level of individual

survey respondents. We expect that TWML will have the direct effect of increasing per-

ceptions of the quality of organizational outcomes across respondents, organizations, and

time (proposition 3). We do not expect, however, that the effect of TWML on perceived

outcomes will be constant across organizations. The organization-specific effect of TWML

on perceived outcomes is captured by the organizational random effects in the mixed model

presented below. Finally, we also expect that TWML may have indirect effects on percep-

tions of organizational outcomes by moderating or amplifying the effects of other variables

in the model. For example, we expect that the negative effect of agency reorganization on

perceived outcomes will be moderated in agencies with high levels of TWML (proposition

6). Estimating these indirect effects of TWML requires the use of HLM.

Environmental Factors Affecting Perceptions of Outcomes

We include two measures of environmental factors in our model of perceived organi-

zational outcomes: remote leadership change and changes to organizational structure.

We place these changes in the environmental factors category because changes in

agency structure and top agency leadership generally originate with external political

principles and are typically aimed at changing agency actions from the outside

(Light 2006; Rourke 1984; Wood and Waterman 1991). Some readers may be more com-

fortable placing these changes in the organizational characteristics category. We would not

object to this recategorization, especially since there is not unanimity regarding the cat-

egorization of factors affecting organizational performance (e.g., Boyne 2003; Heinrich

and Lynn 2000; Rainey and Steinbauer 1999). We expect that the effects of remote leader-

ship change and structural change on perceptions of organizational outcomes will be both

direct and indirect.
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Measuring Leadership Change and Structural Change

Leadership change and structural change are measured using the US Government Manual.

Revised every June, the Manual includes information for virtually all government agencies

and some government corporations. Leadership change is investigated by comparing

whether a leadership position is held by the same person across years. Two leadership

change variables are created: leadership change at the Department/Agency level (remote

leadership change) and leadership change at bureau level (proximate leadership change).

Structural change is measured using two steps. First, we compare organizational charts

provided by the US Government Manual. If there is any change, we confirm the change by

checking if the relevant leadership position is created or terminated. Some organizations,

especially independent agencies, do not provide organizational charts, or they do not appear

in the US Government Manual. For those cases, we acquired the relevant information from

agency Web sites and annual reports. When we could not obtain information on structural

change using these methods, the data were treated as missing.9 If leadership or structural

changes take place in the year preceding an FHCS, the leadership change and structural

change variables take on a value of 2. If these changes occur between 1 and 2 years before

the FHCS, these variables take on a value of 1. If no change takes place between consec-

utive FHCSs, the variables take on a value of zero. We adopt this trichotomous measure-

ment scheme because we expect that the longer the time elapsed after the change, the

smaller its effect (as employees adapt to the uncertainty created by the change).

Direct Effects of Remote Leadership and Structural Change

One of the best-supported conclusions in the field of organizational behavior is that organ-

izations resist change (Robbins and Judge 2008). Both remote leadership change and struc-

tural change introduce uncertainty, and it takes some time to understand and adjust to this

uncertainty. For this reason, we expect that the direct effects of remote leadership change,

and structural changes will be to reduce perceptions of organizational outcomes.

Indirect Effects of Remote Leadership and Structural Change

We expect that changes in the leadership at the top of the agency will increase the effect

of TWML on perceived organizational outcomes (or alternatively that managerial trust-

worthiness will be more effective during periods of top-level leadership transition, see

proposition 6). With uncertainty at top levels of agency leadership, employees will rely

more on the supervisors within their work unit that they already know and trust. This

expectation reflects the importance of middle managers in shaping the behaviors of sub-

ordinates and serving as linkages between top management and frontline workers

(Brewer 2005). Structural change also generates uncertainty within organizations. We

expect that employees will react to this uncertainty in much the same way as they react

to top-level leadership change, that is, by relying more upon the familiar relationships

forged with immediate supervisors. Thus, we expect that the effect of TWML on perceived

organizational outcomes will increase immediately following changes in agency structure

(proposition 6).

9 Ten of 147 organizations have missing value for their structural change. The total number is the sum of

organizational entities used from 2002, 2004, and 2006 surveys. Among these, 27 organizations are overlapped across

three surveys.

68 Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory



Temporal Environmental Factors

Remote leadership change and structural change are not the only external factors that might

influence perceived organizational outcomes. We expect, for example, that perceptions of

organizational outcomes will change over time. This expectation is especially likely during

the 5 years used in this analysis. At the time of the 2002 FHCS, President Bush was barely

1 year into his first term and was promoting his administration as one seeking to unite

citizens and public servants alike behind a common goal of improving prosperity and

national security. Bush’s post-9/11 approval rating was well above 70%, and public con-

fidence in government was higher than at any time in the past 20 years. At the time of the

2004 FHCS, federal employees had experienced 3 years of President Bush’s personnel

strategy of appointing leaders on the basis of loyalty over other competing criteria (Lewis

2007). Bush’s approval ratings were hovering near 50%, and public confidence in govern-

ment had fallen. By the time of the 2006 FHCS, the President’s administrative priorities

were embattled on all fronts, his popularity had fallen to near-historic lows, and public

confidence in government had eroded further. So the era of the FHCS has been marked

by extraordinary volatility in public confidence in government and the exercise of Pres-

idential power within the executive branch. It would be unusual if federal employees’ per-

ceptions of organizational outcomes remained immune to these changes in the broader

political environment. The effects of environmental factors not explicitly incorporated

as independent variables are captured by the temporal random effects in the mixed model

presented below.

Organizational Factors Affecting Perceptions of Outcomes

We include two measures of organizational characteristics in our model of perceived

organizational outcomes, agency resources, and proximate leadership change. This is

not an exhaustive list of organizational factors that might influence perceived organiza-

tional outcomes. The effects of other organizational factors that do not change over time

are captured by the organizational random effects in the mixed model presented below.

Agency Resources

We hypothesize that perceived organizational resources are positively associated with

perceptions of organizational outcomes (Boyne 2003; Mazmanian and Sabatier 1989).

Rainey and Steinbauer (1999) identify three kinds of resources related to organizational

performance: financial, human, and technological. Our measure, which utilizes responses

to the following FHCS question, captures the human and technological facets of organi-

zational resources. Respondents answer this question using a Likert scale ranging from 1

(lowest rating) to 5.

The workforce has the job-relevant knowledge and skills necessary to accomplish

organizational goals

Proximate Leadership Change

Proximate leadership change refers to changes in the leadership within the survey respond-

ents’ organizational subunit, which commonly indicates the bureau level. We expect that

proximate leadership change will have both direct and indirect effects on perceptions of

organizational outcomes. Like remote leadership change, proximate leadership change
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introduces uncertainty into organizations, and it takes some time to understand and adjust to

this uncertainty. For this reason, we expect that the direct effect of proximate leadership

change will be to reduce perceptions of organizational outcomes. Above, we suggested that

the direct effect of high-level leadership change on reducing organizational outcomes will

be moderated by trustworthy managers. It is possible that the effects of leadership change at

any level might be moderated in this manner. We do not expect this; for example, for an

employee in the US Fish andWildlife Service within the Department of Interior, we expect

that changing the Director of the Service will have a different effect than changing the

Secretary of the Interior. But we should test this expectation. For most respondents, prox-

imate leadership change is the change of the leader whom they know and trust. Therefore,

we expect that such changes in these leaders may reduce the effect of TWML on organi-

zational outcomes. The measurement of proximate leadership change is described in the

previous section.

Individual Characteristics Affecting Perceptions of Outcomes

In order to keep our model parsimonious, we emphasize individual characteristics that are

correlated with perceptions of both organizational outcomes and managerial trustworthi-

ness, for it is the exclusion of these factors that pose the greatest threat to the consistency of

our parameter estimates for TWML. Accordingly, our model includes variables represent-

ing perceptions of the adequacy of individual resources, the supervisory status of survey

respondents, and their gender and ethnicity.

Individual Resources

Individuals with sufficient resources will be more productive, more available to others, and

have a more optimistic attitude (Giddens 1991). Therefore, we hypothesize that the per-

ceived adequacy of individual resources is positively associated with perceptions of orga-

nizational outcomes. Individual resources are measured using responses to the following

question from the FHCS. Respondents answer this question using a Likert scale ranging

from 1 (lowest rating) to 5.

I have sufficient resources (for example, people, materials, budget) to get my job done

Supervisory Status

Brewer (2005) finds that employees with supervisory status have more positive perceptions

of organizational outcomes.Wemeasure this concept using a dichotomous variable coded 1

for employees with supervisory responsibilities and 0 otherwise.

Gender and Ethnicity

The attitudes, values, methods of interpersonal interaction, and workplace perceptions

often vary significantly according to the gender and ethnicity of employees (Loden and

Rosener 1991; Pitts 2005; Wise and Tschirhart 2000). Therefore, our model contains

dichotomous variables for the gender (female 5 1) and race/ethnicity (nonwhite 5 1)

of FHCS respondents.

A Hierarchical Causal Model of Perceived Organizational Outcomes

Figure 4 illustrates the relationships between managerial characteristics, environmental

factors, organizational factors, individual characteristics, and perceptions of organizational
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outcomes. By using three waves of FHCS data, we have observations on individuals nested

within organizations, with individuals, and organizations nested within years. The direct

effects of individual, organizational, and temporal factors on organizational outcomes, cou-

pled with the indirect effects of organizational factors working through TWML, make this

model especially well suited for HLM (Raudenbush and Bryk 2002). Figure 4 illustrates

a three-level recursive hierarchical model with random intercepts at levels 2 and 3, random

slopes for TWML at level 2, and cross-level effects between level 2 organizational factors

and the level 1 indicator of TWML. This model is estimated using the following

equations10:

Level 1 : Yijt 5b0jt1b1jTWML1b2 individual resources

1b3 organizational resources

1b4 supervisory status1b5 gender1b6 ethnicity1eijt

Level 2 : b0jt 5g00t1g01structural change1g02 proximate leadership change

1g03 remote leadership change1u0j

b1jt 5g101g11 structural change1g12 proximate leadership change

1g13 remote leadership change1u1j

Level 3 : g00t 5 z0001v00t:

Mixed model : Yijt 5 z0001g10 TWML1b2 individual resources

1b3 organizational resources

1b4 supervisory status1b5 gender1b6 ethnicity

1g01 structural change1g02remote leadership change

1g03 proximate leadership change1g11ðTWML� SCÞ
1g12 ðTWML� RLCÞ1g13

�
TWML� PLC

�
1v00t1u0j

1u1j TWML1eijt:

In this model, g10 is the fixed portion of the effect of TWML on organizational out-

comes and represents the average direct effect of managerial trustworthiness on outcomes

via avenues 3 in figure 3 (i.e., it provides the parameter estimate for testing proposition 3).

g11, g12, and g13 are the effects of TWML on organizational outcomes conditioned by struc-

tural change, remote leadership change, and proximate leadership change, respectively. g11
and g12, then represent the additional (cross-level) effect of trustworthiness on outcomes

under conditions of structural change and remote leadership change (i.e., they provide the

parameter estimates for testing proposition 6). u1j is the effect of TWML on organizational

outcomes unique to each agency. b2 through b6 are the fixed effects of individual character-

istics, and g01 through g03 are the fixed effects of structural change and the two types of

leadership change. Finally, z000 is the unconditional mean of perceived outcomes across all

individuals, agencies, and years, v00t is the random temporal element of outcomes, u0j is the

10 To save space, only the parameters with higher level variance are subscripted and receive their own equations at

the higher level. That is, b2 is actually b2jt, but since the effect of individual resources on organizational performance is

not expected to vary across agencies or over time, we use the simpler subscript.
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agency-specific element of organizational outcomes, and eijt is the random individual

element of perceived outcomes.

TESTING THE ASSUMPTIONS OF THE EMPIRICAL MODEL

The appropriateness of the empirical model described above rests on a set of assumptions,

and we test two of the most important assumptions here. Our first assumption is that man-

agerial trustworthiness is related to and precedes trust. The section ‘‘Trustworthiness, Man-

agement, and Organizational Performance’’ justifies this assumption theoretically, but

recent experimental research also supports the perspective that trustworthy behaviors

are grounded in intrinsic motivations more than expectations of reciprocity (Ashraf,

Bohnet, and Piankov 2006). The general conclusion from this research is that trustworthy

behaviors beget trust but that the later does not cause the former (Chaudhuri and

Gangadharan 2007; Schotter and Sopher 2006). Demonstrating that trustworthiness pre-

cedes trust in experimental settings is one thing. Demonstrating that our selected character-

istics of competence, benevolence, and integrity are related to employee trust in supervisors

is quite another. This assumption is testable using data from the FCHS. The 2006 FHCS

asks respondents to rate the trust they have in their supervisor on a scale of 1 (very low trust)

to 5 (very high trust). Using only respondents to the 2006 FHCS, the correlation between

our TWML measure and responses to this trust variable is .83, supporting our contention

that managerial trustworthiness is a precondition of trust.

Our second assumption is that perceived organizational outcomes vary across agen-

cies and over time (i.e., that v00t and u0j in the mixed model are not equal to zero). A two-

way analysis of variance uncovers significant differences in average outcome levels across

agencies and years (results not shown). Although these variance components are statisti-

cally significant, they are substantively small. Together, organizational and temporal ran-

dom effects account for less than 2% of the total variation in individual perceptions of

organizational outcomes. This indicates that most of the variation in perceived outcomes

will be accounted for by the individual, organizational, and cross-level effects in the mixed

model.

ESTIMATING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TWML AND ORGANIZATIONAL
OUTCOMES

Employee Satisfaction

The results from our HLMmodel predicting employee satisfaction are presented in figure 5

(since the HLM is estimated as a recursive path model, all coefficients are standardized).11

As expected, we find a positive and statistically significant relationship between the TWML

and perceptions of organizational outcomes as measured by employee satisfaction. Leaders

who can cultivate a perception of trustworthiness manage organizations in which

11 We employ one-tailed significance tests throughout the discussion of the empirical analysis. The review of the

literature in section ‘‘Trustworthiness, Management, and Organizational Performance’’ provides a strong theoretical

support for the directions of all variables except gender and race. Moreover, there is little practical difference; results

are not changed by whether one employs one-tailed or two-tailed tests.
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employees experience higher levels of satisfaction. Untrustworthy leaders, on the other

hand, face an uphill battle in extracting high performance out of dissatisfied employees.

Moreover, the effect of TWML on employee satisfaction is substantially quite large. Since

both the TWML and the satisfaction variables are factor scores, the TWML parameter in

figure 5 indicates that on average, a 1 standard deviation (SD) change in TWML leads to

more than a one-half SD change in employee satisfaction.12 The coefficient for TWML is

several times larger than any other variable in the model. Not only is TWML an important

predictor of employee satisfaction, it is the dominant predictor of this measure of organi-

zational outcomes.

Changes in leadership and agency structure have no significant direct effects on

employee satisfaction. As predicted, however, these factors do condition the positive re-

lationship between TWML and satisfaction. The global uncertainty generated by remote

leadership change strengthens the relationship between TWML and perceived perfor-

mance, whereas leadership changes at the bureau level attenuate this relationship (see

the estimates in brackets in figure 5). During periods of uncertainty stemming from

high-level leadership changes, administrative subunits led by trustworthy leaders will

perform better than those led by less trustworthy leaders.

Parameter estimates for cross-level effects (i.e., interaction effects) are notoriously

difficult to interpret, so figure 6 illustrates the interactions between TWML, structural

Figure 5
Recursive HLM Model of Employee Satisfaction

12 Since TWML and all measures of organizational performance are factor scores, we obtain the same interpretation

from nonstandardized models.
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change, and leadership change using the technique recommended by Brambor, Clark, and

Golder (2006). Although structural change and leadership change both condition, the effect

of TWML, the direct effect of TWML on satisfaction dominates. Although confidence

bands are not shown, the total effect of TWML is statistically significant over the entire

range of structural change and leadership change. At the margin, then, these results rein-

force the conclusion that trust in leadership is especially important for organizations facing

difficult circumstances.

Additional results from the HLM are presented in the table insert in figure 5. The effect

of trustworthiness on employee satisfaction varies significantly across agencies even after

controlling for leadership and structural changes, as evidenced by the significant random-

effect coefficient for this variable. Although we cannot specify the source of this variation

in TWML effects, the substantial negative correlation (2.53) between the random intercept

for satisfaction (u0j in the mixed model) and random slope for TWML (u1j in the mixed

model) gives us some context for interpreting these differences. Specifically, this correla-

tion means that TWML has the largest effect in low-performing agencies (i.e., the agency-

specific effect of TWML is largest in agencies having the smallest average values of

employee satisfaction). Trustworthy leaders have the largest positive effect on employee

satisfaction within agencies most in need of improvement in this area. The combined take

away from the analysis of satisfaction is that (1) trustworthy leaders manage agencies with

high level of satisfaction, (2) trustworthy leaders have an especially large effect on satis-

faction during periods of organizational uncertainty stemming from leadership changes,

and (3) trustworthy leaders make the biggest difference in agencies with low levels of

employee satisfaction.

Figure 5 also shows that factors other than TWML affect satisfaction. At the individ-

ual level, supervisors, women, minorities, and employees who perceive that they have

adequate resources all report higher levels of satisfaction. At the organizational level,

respondents perceiving that their organization has adequate resources also report higher

satisfaction.

Cooperative Behaviors

The results from our model predicting cooperative behaviors are presented in figure 7.

Again, the relationship between TWML and cooperation is positive and significant. Indi-

viduals in agencies with trustworthy leaders report higher levels of information sharing

Figure 6
Effect of TWML on Employees Satisfaction Conditional upon Structural and Leadership Change
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and teamwork. This effect is substantial; on average, a 1 SD change in TWML leads to

a 0.23 SD change in cooperative behavior. This coefficient, however, underestimates the

relationship between TWML and cooperative behavior because it does not include the in-

direct effect of TWML through its relationship with employee satisfaction. This indirect

effect (.595� .146) is over one third the size of the direct effect. Once again, TWML is the

dominant predictor of cooperative behaviors.

The direct effects of leadership change and structural change are only slightly

more obvious in the cooperative behaviors model. Only proximate leadership change

affects cooperative behaviors directly, but this negative effect is consistent with theoret-

ical expectations. In addition, only one cross-level effect is statistically significant: As

predicted, TWML has a larger positive effect on cooperative behavior in agencies

recently experiencing high-level leadership change. Although this interaction is statis-

tically significant, figure 8 shows that the direct effect of TWML dominates the relation-

ship between TWML and cooperative behaviors. The effect of TWML is statistically

significant across all levels of the remote leadership change variable (confidence bands

not shown).

Additional results from the HLM are presented in the table insert in figure 7. The effect

of TWML on cooperative behaviors also varies across agencies as evidenced by the ran-

dom-effect coefficient. We see again the large negative correlation between the agency-

specific effect of TWML on cooperative behaviors and baseline levels of these behaviors

(2.69). This coefficient illustrates that trustworthiness has a larger positive effect on

Figure 7
Recursive HLM Model of Cooperative Behaviors
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cooperative behaviors in agencies with relatively low levels of these behaviors. The overall

picture painted for cooperative behaviors then is very similar to the story we tell about

employee satisfaction. Trustworthy leaders manage agencies where cooperative behaviors

are more common, and trustworthy leaders are especially effective in low-cooperation

agencies and during periods of uncertainty stemming from remote leadership change.

The effect of individual factors is slightly different in the cooperative behaviors

model. Respondents who feel that they have sufficient individual resources perceive

more cooperative behavior, as do supervisors. Women and racial/ethnic minorities, how-

ever, see significantly less cooperative behavior in their agencies. Finally, these results

support our decision to predict levels of organizational outcomes within a recursive cau-

sal system. Employee satisfaction has a large positive effect on reported levels of coop-

erative behaviors within agencies. It appears that satisfied employees are cooperative

employees, and this relationship magnifies the effect of trustworthiness on cooperative

behaviors.

Work Unit Performance

Results from our work quality model are reported in figure 9. On average, the TWML has

a positive and significant association with perceived performance. Individuals in agencies

with trustworthy leaders report that these organizations produce higher quality work prod-

ucts. The size of the TWML effect on work unit performance is smaller than was true for

employee satisfaction and cooperative behavior (.205). To estimate the total effect of

TWML on perceived work unit performance, however, we must also calculate the indirect

effect of TWML through its effect on employee satisfaction and cooperative behaviors

(.220). The total effect of TWML on work quality, .425, is larger than the effect of

any other variable in the model except cooperative behavior, .488. As was the case with

employee satisfaction and cooperative behaviors, TWML is a major predictor of perceived

work unit performance.

The direct effects of leadership change and structural change are most pronounced in

the work quality model. As expected, respondents in agencies experiencing a recent change

in proximate leadership perceive lower levels of work quality. Unexpectedly, however,

respondents in organizations experiencing leadership change at the top perceive higher

levels of work quality. Structural change has no direct effect on perceptions of work quality.

On the other hand, structural change is the only cross-level effect conditioning the

Figure 8
Effect of TWML on Cooperative Behaviors Conditional upon Structural and Leadership Change
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relationship between TWML and perceived performance. As expected, TWML has a larger

effect on work unit performance in recently reorganized agencies. Figure 10 shows that

although the interaction between TWML and structural change is meaningful at the margin,

the direct effect of TWML on perceived work quality dominates this relationship. The ef-

fect of TWML on perceived work quality is statistically significant at all values of the

structural change variable (confidence bands not shown).

Additional results from the HLM are presented in the table insert in figure 9. The

relationship between TWML and perceived performance varies across agencies in ways

not captured by the variables in our model. Of particular interest is the large negative

Figure 9
Recursive HLM Model of Work Unit Performance

Figure 10
Effect of TWML on Work Unit Performance Conditional upon Structural and Leadership Change
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correlation between the agency-specific effect of TWML and the agency-specific baseline

level of perceived work quality (2.43). Similar to what we observed previously, the effect

of TWML on perceived performance is stronger in agencies with low levels of perceived

work unit performance. At the risk of sounding redundant, the story of the relationship

between TWML and work quality is the same as it was for employee satisfaction and co-

operative behaviors. Trustworthy leaders manage agencies in which perceived work quality

is higher, and trustworthy leaders have an especially large effect on perceived work quality

in low-performing agencies and during periods of organizational uncertainty stemming

from structural change.

Supervisory status is positively related to the perceived work quality within organ-

izations. Adequate organizational resources are positively related to perceived work qual-

ity, but individual resources are not. And although women generally perceive work quality

to be higher than do men, racial minorities perceive just the opposite, all other things equal.

Finally, the recursive modeling strategy is again supported by the fact that employee sat-

isfaction and cooperative behaviors are strong positive predictors of work unit performance

within organizations.

SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

Results from statistical models are subject to many threats to validity. In our case, the strong

positive relationship between TWML and multiple measures of perceived organizational

outcomes may be an artifact of measurement choices or model specification. We address

each in turn.

First, to assess whether our results are an artifact of measurement, we created two

additional measures of TWML: an unrotated principal components factor score based upon

all seven questions and an unrotated principal components factor score that excludes the

last two questions tapping supervisor benevolence. Thesemeasures are correlated at .99 and

.96, respectively, with the measure that we use here. When we estimate our models using

these alternative measures of TWML, the results do not change. In addition, we estimated

a model employing a single measure of perceived organizational outcomes (i.e., a factor

score from a principle components analysis employing all six questions used to tap

employee satisfaction, cooperative behaviors, and work quality). Again, the relationship

between TWML and perceived organizational outcomes was unaffected (results available

from the authors). Given the magnitude of the relationship between TWML and perceived

organizational outcomes, this robustness to changes in measurement and model specifica-

tion should not be surprising.

Second, it is possible that our results are contaminated by halo effects or common

method bias. Employees may hold generally positive or negative feelings about their

agency. If these feelings color responses to all questions in the FHCS, some share of

the statistical relationship between responses may be artifactual (i.e., the ‘‘halo effect’’).

In addition, all responses come from the same survey instrument, and consequently, they

may be correlated due to common method bias. At least one review has found little ev-

idence that either halo effects or common method bias is a serious problem in management

surveys (Fried and Ferris 1987), though Podsakoff, MacKenzie, and Lee (2003) review

meta-analyses, suggesting that the problems may be more common. One simple test is

to include all subjective survey responses in a principal components factor analysis. If this
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analysis produces a single meaningful factor accounting for a large majority of shared

variation, halo effects and common method bias are more likely (Podsakoff and Organ

1986). A factor analysis of all questions related to TWML and organizational outcomes

produces two meaningful factors, and the dominant factor accounts for less than 50%

of shared variance. In and of itself, the common factor test is not very powerful and does

nothing to correct for common method bias if it is present (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, and

Lee 2003), but our results from this test are consistent with an interpretation that

common method bias may not be a serious problem. We are more reassured by the fact

that all questions used to measure TWML load positively on the second factor, whereas all

questions about organizational outcomes load negatively on this factor. Thus, although we

are not free from common method bias, there is some evidence that halo effects and com-

mon method bias may not pose a serious threat to the validity of our results. In ongoing

research, we are investigating the presence of halo effects and method bias in data from

the FHCS.

CONCLUSION

Using data from the FHCSs, we demonstrate a strong positive relationship between the

trustworthiness of managers and perceived organizational outcomes among federal gov-

ernment employees. These results are robust to alternative measurement strategies and

changes in model specification. Still, these results have important limitations. First, we

employ subjective rather than objective measures of organizational outcomes, so that

we cannot exclude common method bias. Second, these results do not establish a causal

relationship between trustworthiness and outcomes. Establishing causation would require

us to control for any potential endogeneity of trustworthiness stemming from a simulta-

neous relationship between trustworthiness and organizational outcomes or from unob-

served factors affecting perceptions of trustworthiness and outcomes. Third, without

stronger evidence of a causal relationship, we are hesitant to provide advice regarding

the recruitment and training of managers within federal agencies. Each of these limitations

should be addressed by future research.

These limitations notwithstanding our analysis support the proposition that the

TWML is positively associated with perceived organizational outcomes. Employees in fed-

eral agencies with trustworthy managers are more satisfied with their jobs, engage in more

cooperative behaviors, and produce higher quality work outputs. This result confirms

avenue 3 (and provides circumstantial evidence regarding avenues 4 and 5) in the heuristic

model of organizational performance from figure 3. This effect of trustworthiness on

organizational outcomes varies significantly across agencies. Of particular note is that trust-

worthiness has a stronger relationship with outcomes in agencies experiencing high levels

of uncertainty due to reorganization and leadership change, indicating that managerial trust

is one resource organizations that can rely on to resist efforts at political control. This result

confirms avenue 6 from figure 3. We conclude, therefore, that trustworthiness is a valuable

organizational resource to be cultivated by managers and that the concepts of trust and

trustworthiness ought to hold a more prominent place in studies of managerial contributions

to organizational outcomes.
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APPENDIX

Descriptive Statistics and Factor Analysis

Table A1
Zero-Order Correlation

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. Work Unit Performance

2. Cooperative Behaviors .57*

3. Employee Satisfaction .50* .52*

4. TWML .54* .56* .74*

5. Individual Resource .26* .27* .44* .39*

6. Organizational Resource .43* .43* .48* .44* .37*

7. Supervisory Status .12* .13* .12* .13*2.13* .04*

8. Gender (Female) .01* 2.06*2.02*2.03* .06*2.02*2.19*

9. Race (Minority) 2.05* 2.06*2.02*2.06* .07* .01*2.09* .19*

10. Proximate Leadership

Change 2.00 .00 .01* .01*2.01* .01*2.00 2.03*2.03*

11. Remote Leadership

Change .01* .00 .01* .01*2.00* .02*2.04*2.02*2.03* .37*

12. Structural Change 2.001 2.00 .00 .01* .01*2.01*2.03* .04* .05*2.10*2.25*

N 5 193,638.
1p ,.05; *p,.01.

Factor Analysis

TWML

Benevolence

Integrity

Principal component factor analysis

Factor Eigenvalue Proportion

Factor 1 2.11 0.70

Factor 2 0.50 0.17

Factor 3 0.39 0.13

Factor loadings

Variables Factor 1 Uniqueness

Benevolence 1 0.81 0.3441

Benevolence 2 0.85 0.2716

Benevolence 3 0.85 0.2715

Principal component factor analysis

Factor Eigenvalue Proportion

Factor 1 2.32 0.77

Factor 2 0.37 0.12

Factor 3 0.31 0.10
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TWML

Employee Satisfaction

Cooperative Behaviors

Factor loadings

Variables Factor 1 Uniqueness

Integrity 1 0.87 0.2462

Integrity 2 0.89 0.2112

Integrity 3 0.88 0.2228

Principal component factor analysis

Factor Eigenvalue Proportion

Factor 1 2.31 0.77

Factor 2 0.45 0.15

Factor 3 0.24 0.08

Factor loadings

Variables Factor 1 Uniqueness

Ability 0.88 0.2304

Benevolence 0.92 0.1586

Integrity 0.84 0.2987

Principal component factor analysis

Factor Eigenvalue Proportion

Factor 1 2.45 0.82

Factor 2 0.31 0.10

Factor 3 0.23 0.08

Factor loadings

Variables Factor 1 Uniqueness

Satisfaction 1 0.90 0.1895

Satisfaction 2 0.92 0.1529

Satisfaction 3 0.89 0.2039

Principal component factor analysis

Factor Eigenvalue Proportion

Factor 1 1.49 0.75

Factor 2 0.50 0.25

Factor loadings

Variables Factor 1 Uniqueness

Cooperation 1 0.86 0.2547

Cooperation 2 0.86 0.2547
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