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Abstract 

 

Since the 1980s, new forms of organising have developed which address 

the needs of organisations to make adaptive changes to their structures and 

processes and to rapidly respond to customer and market demands. Where 

previously the dominant form of organisation in western countries was 

bureaucracy, it is now being replaced by more organic forms of organisation 

(McSweeney, 2006). Where bureaucratic organisations have clear boundaries 

and control structures, standard operating procedures, and hierarchical chains 

of command, the post-bureaucratic organisation is characterised by normative 

forms of control that are sustained by socialisation and teamwork (Styhre, 

2008).  

One prominent characteristic of these new structures is trust. Although 

trust has always been required in organisations, the object of trust has moved 

from organisation and systems trust to trust in individuals (Lowe & Locke, 

2008). Similarly, control has moved from hierarchical and structural forms to 

trust-based control (Maravelias, 2003). While forms of organising and control 

are being reconsidered in the workplace, the role of emotions in organisational 

life is also a growing area of investigation (Ashkanasy, Härtel, & Zerbe, 2000). 

Emotions are integral to the relationship between control and trust, given that 

trust has both cognitive and emotional dimensions (Lewis & Weigert, 1985).  

The program of research outlined in this thesis tests a model of trust, 

specifically in relation to short-term trust decisions. More specifically, it looks at 

the effects of emotion, emotional intelligence, and control on trust decisions. 

Although these concepts have been have been researched at both an 

organisational (Jordan, Ashkanasy, & Härtel, 2003; Kramer, 1999; 

Tannenbaum, 1962) and an interpersonal level (Lewicki, McAllister, & Bies, 
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1998; Lopes et al., 2004; Rothbaum, Weisz, & Snyder, 1982), there is a gap in 

the literature on the combined effects of emotion, emotional intelligence, and 

control on trust. My theoretical contribution to addressing this gap will be the 

development of a model of trust which extends current models by Kee and Knox 

(1970) and R.C. Mayer et al. (1995). The importance of context will be 

discussed and I will also outline how the role of emotion and control impact on 

trust, specifically in the context of short-term trust. The design of my studies 

provides an empirical contribution as I use a workplace sample to test the 

combined relationships in my overall model and a quasi-experimental design to 

examine both between- and within-person changes in trust in the short-term. My 

research illustrates that training in emotional intelligence abilities provides a 

practical contribution to the development of trust in the workplace. 

The results of two major studies are outlined in this thesis. Firstly, a 

survey-based data collection using a sample of teachers tests a basic model of 

trust in a specific industry group. Teachers were chosen as they need to 

maintain control in their classrooms yet be adaptable enough to work in teams 

with other teachers on school-wide matters in which a level of trust is required. 

This first study in my thesis tests the links between a trustor’s mood, control, 

trust, emotional intelligence and cognitive perceptions of others’ ability, 

benevolence, and integrity. Many of the participants in my first study had 

worked together on previous occasions and therefore had already developed a 

general level of trust in each other. 

The second major study in my thesis was specifically designed to test 

short-term trust in a context where individuals were not familiar with each other. 

This provides a contribution to both the theory and practice of trust and an 

examination of both between- and within-person differences. Study 2 has two 
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parts. In the first part of Study 2, a cohort of undergraduate students was used 

to test the research model using a split-administration survey design and 

between-person analysis (Study 2a). The second part of Study 2 was 

developed around a within-person quasi-experimental design involving 

participation by students in a trust game conducted over 10 rounds during which 

real-time trust, control and emotions data were collected (Study 2b). 

Mood/emotion, trust, control and emotional intelligence were tested using the 

survey and trust game data. Data on perceptions of success during the trust 

game were also collected. Reinforcement from the success/failure of previous 

experiences is known to be a key factor in social learning and trust (Rotter, 

1971). 

Findings from Study 1 indicate that those with high emotional intelligence 

are more trusting and, although control is generally seen as the antithesis of 

trust, a moderate amount of control is compatible with trust. Specifically, using a 

positive yielding mode of control will increase trust as will having a greater 

capacity to perceive the emotions of others. An individual’s perceptions of 

others’ ability, benevolence and integrity were the antecedents most strongly 

related to trust.  

Findings from Study 2a support the generalised model in Study 1, and 

show that emotional intelligence and a positive sense of control have a positive 

influence on trust. A positive sense of control was also found to mediate the 

relationships between both positive and negative mood and trust. In this study, 

the emotional intelligence ability to manage one’s own emotions was a 

significant predictor of trust whereas both manage own emotions and 

awareness of other’s emotions were related to a positive sense of control.  
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In Study 2b, repeated measures analysis showed that the level of trust 

can vary over the short term in a trust game. During the trust game in Study 2b, 

the participants experienced no significant change in negative emotions over 

time; however, the experience of positive emotions did fluctuate. Those who 

experienced positive emotion in one round were more willing to trust in the 

subsequent round. Negative emotion had an inverse relationship with trust. 

Individuals also experienced a greater sense of control as the game progressed 

and a positive sense of control was shown to be a significant factor in the 

decision to trust in the short term.  

Overall, Study 2b supported and strengthened my research model 

showing that sense of control and perceptions of success sequentially mediate 

experienced emotion and trust. In particular, negative emotion was found to 

have a direct negative effect on perception of success whereas positive emotion 

had no direct effect on either perception of success or trust. In contrast, positive 

emotion had a stronger and more significant relationship with sense of control 

than negative emotion did. The findings of this research lay a foundation for the 

further exploration of the role of emotions in short-term trust and control. 

This research extends the current literature by exploring the role mood, 

emotion, and control play in the decision to trust in the short term, in particular, 

by examining the combined effects of the antecedents on trust. It also 

investigates the impact of emotional intelligence on trust and control. By setting 

it in the context of short-term trust decisions, this research examines more than 

a generalised disposition to trust and illustrates how emotion in particular plays 

a significant role in the decision to trust. A previous model of trust developed by 

Kee and Knox (1970) was extended through the analysis of short-term trust, 

emotion, and control at both between-person and within-person levels. 
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Empirical support is provided for the usefulness of emotional intelligence 

abilities in connection with trust and control.  

The practical implication of this research is that trust can vary in the 

short-term and this highlights the need to focus on processes in the workplace 

such as the forming of teams and workgroups. A key factor in enhancing trust, 

particularly in short-term situations, is the success of initial interactions with 

others. Organisations also need to be aware of the impact of removing or 

reducing structural controls and how this increases the focus on forms of 

personal control. When individuals have limited opportunities to control a 

situation and are experiencing negative emotion, this may have a negative 

impact on workers’ perceptions of success thereby negatively affecting 

subsequent decisions to trust. Another implication is that training and 

development of staff will be required particularly in abilities such as emotional 

intelligence. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

Introduction 

Chapter Aims 

In this chapter I outline the need for my program of research on emotion, 

control and trust in the context of recent adaptive changes in organisational 

forms and structures. The initial aim of this chapter is to consider the 

importance of extending research to increase our understanding of the uses of 

trust and control in modern organisations. Trust in my research is defined as 

“the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based 

on the expectation that the other will perform a particular action important to the 

trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party” (R.C. 

Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995, p. 712).  

The importance of trust has been recognised in social (Cvetkovick & 

Lofstedt, 1999; J. D. Lewis & Weigert, 1985), organisational (Hosmer, 1995; 

Kipnis, 1996; Lane, 1998; Mills & Ungson, 2003; Porras, Clegg, & Crawford, 

2004), economic (Barney & Hansen, 1994; Sabel, 1993; Williamson, 1993), and 

psychological (Rempel, Holmes, & Zanna, 1985) literature and contexts. There 

are a variety of models that consider the antecedents and outcomes of trust 

(Kee & Knox, 1970; Martins, 2002; R. C. Mayer et al., 1995; Serva & Fuller, 

2004). Each perspective adds to our knowledge, understanding, and potential 

application of the concept of trust. In this program of research, trust will be 

examined in the context of both generalised trust and in short-term 

relationships. The Kee and Knox (1970) model forms the basis for the approach 

taken in my thesis. Components of the R. C. Mayer et al. (1995) model of trust 

are also relevant to this research and incorporated where relevant. 
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Investigating the role of control in influencing trust is a major aim of my 

research. Control in organisations has two aspects. The first is a form of output 

control which focuses on policies, rules, procedures and the monitoring of these 

to achieve performance goals. This form of control is rational in nature. 

Organisations seek to achieve specific outputs by controlling or standardising 

the behaviour of individuals. Another approach is to specify the outcome to be 

achieved and allow workers to achieve this through a variety of performance 

outputs or ways of operating (e.g., when a desired output cannot be specified 

an individual may be given the freedom to control how they achieve a set 

outcome). This second form of control focuses on encouraging desirable 

outcomes through social control, values, norms, and the internalisation of the 

goals of the organisation (Costa & Bijlsma-Frankema, 2007; Mills, 1983). The 

nature of this form of control incorporates principles of socialisation including 

between-person and within-person differences. In my thesis I focus on this latter 

type of control when examining the relationship of control to trust. 

The second aim of this chapter is to establish five research questions 

that will guide my program of research. The final aim of this chapter is to outline 

the program of research I will undertake to contribute to the theoretical and 

empirical literature around the variables of emotion, trust and control to answer 

these research questions. This includes the development of an extended model 

of trust, emotion, and control, based on the Kee and Knox (1970) model of trust. 

A brief description of each chapter will also be given outlining the studies to be 

conducted in my program of research and the analysis to be undertaken.  

Finally, I will identify the contributions this program of research will make to both 

theory and practice. 
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Research Context 

Interest in the role of trust in organisational settings has been sustained 

in recent years with researchers identifying it as an important factor in 

organisational performance (Jones & George, 1998) and necessary in the new 

era of emerging organisational forms (Tyler, 2003). As organisations change 

from stable, bureaucratic and closed systems to more dynamic, democratic 

systems, the reliance on factors that contribute to adaptive performance 

capability also continues to increase. Factors identified with adaptive 

performance include: handling emergencies, handling work stress, solving 

problems creatively, dealing with uncertain situations, learning, interpersonal 

adaptability, cultural adaptability, and physically oriented adaptability (Pulakos, 

Arad, Donovan, & Plamondon, 2000). As structures of organisations have 

flattened (Barker, 1993; Grey & Garsten, 2001) there has been an increased 

role for trust and control to address issues that were once dealt with by direct 

supervision. There is also more focus on teams in organisations (Devine, 

Clayton, Philips, Dunford, & Melner, 1999) with an emphasis on individuals 

working with others to achieve goals (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). Trust and 

control are essential processes in teams where team members are 

interdependent on each other to achieve goals (Henderson & Lee, 1992). 

Finally, with the rate of employee turnover in companies increasing as the 

psychological contract between employer and employee moves from jobs-for-

life to a number of fixed-term jobs (Rousseau, 1997), trust and control emerge 

as interpersonal processes that are required to manage new employees who 

are not expert in the ways of operating or the standards that apply in a 

company.  Trust and control are also individual differences that can vary 

between-person and within-person over time. 
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Changes to Organisation Structures and Impacts on Control and Trust 

As indicated above, since the 1980s new forms of organisation have 

developed which address the needs of organisations to make adaptive changes 

to their structures and processes and to rapidly respond to customer and 

market demands (Yeatman, 1994). A new focus has also developed in 

organisational research that incorporates the shift from traditional concepts to 

more dynamic and responsive forms of organising (Rousseau, 1997). The 

dominant form of organisation to date has been a bureaucracy. However, Max 

Weber’s (1947, as cited in Weber, 1964) conceptualisation of bureaucratic 

structure is being outdated by more organic forms of organisation. The term 

Post-Bureaucratic Organisation (PBO) is used to describe an organisation that 

goes beyond the control mechanisms used in bureaucratic organisations. 

While the focus of my research is on individual-level constructs within 

organisations, it is important to consider briefly the context within which 

organisations operate to demonstrate how these organisational structural 

changes create a need for my program of research. Where bureaucratic 

organisations have clear boundaries and control structures, standard operating 

procedures, and hierarchical chains of command, the post-bureaucratic 

organisation (PBO) is characterised by more normative and socialised forms of 

control that emphasise identity, culture, and ideology (Styhre, 2008). PBOs are 

not without rational forms of control; rather they combine the previous forms of 

control with principles from networks and democracy (Josserand, Teo & Clegg, 

2006). 

Maravelias (2003) highlights the decentralised power in PBOs as a major 

contributor to the move away from normalising individuals to organisational 

standards and highlights how this breaks the links with organisational identity. 
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He highlights the important role of personal trust in PBOs via a connection 

between trust and identity. Trust within PBOs is based on interpersonal 

relationships founded on shared history, values, and identity. In the absence of 

bureaucratic forms of control, the structure of PBOs relies on the commitment of 

individuals to shared values and norms which create a shared identity and 

emotional commitments for control. This creates a shift of focus from cognitive-

based trust to emotion-based trust in PBOs.  

In organisations, trust exists alongside various types of formal 

(bureaucratic) and informal (socialised) controls (Das & Teng, 1998). These 

controls act to put an emphasis on the task to be achieved and/or the 

relationship between the parties involved. Trust exists alongside both of these 

types of control but it is the type of trust that varies. There are cognitive-based 

forms of trust (that evaluate the trustworthiness of others based on expected 

standards) and affect-based forms that are connected with the development of 

relationships (Young, 2006). Cognitive forms of trust are calculative and 

concerned with the benefits and risks of the trust decision and conformance 

with goals. These cognitive forms are potentially more closely related to formal 

controls. Affect-based trust consists of emotional connections between 

individuals and provides confidence and security to the trustor as a basis for 

cooperation (McAllister, 1995). This form of trust is likely to be more closely 

aligned with informal control.  

These two concepts of cognitive-based trust and emotion-based trust are 

important concepts in my thesis. In the transition from bureaucratic to post-

bureaucratic forms of organising, increased role ambiguities and uncertainties 

create a loss of role-based identity and therefore a loss of cognitive-based trust 

(Josserand et al., 2006). For example, in a bureaucracy an individual’s identity 
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is established by the organisation and that identity is not distinct from the 

individual’s role in that organisation. In PBOs, as well as having a specific role, 

individuals have thoughts, emotions, and values that may be productive and 

these have the potential to be exploited when enacting their role.  As trust and 

identity move away from being role-based (in bureaucratic organisations), 

individuals are required to rely more on their own individuality and personality 

for control (Maravelias, 2003). Thus, the emphasis has changed from external 

and formal control mechanisms to internal self-management as the central form 

of control in organisations (Manz, 1986). This, in turn, leads to a greater focus 

on the nature of trust at between-person and within-person levels, in particular 

the cognitive and emotion bases for trust.  

Although structural characteristics of organisations affect control 

mechanisms, structure and control are separate concepts (Ouchi, 1977). 

Control consists of standards/preconditions against which performance is 

evaluated and monitored (Ouchi, 1977). Having too many rules and regulations 

(controls), or having rules that work to the advantage (or disadvantage) of only 

a small portion of the whole, can be restrictive and authoritarian. The extent and 

purpose of the controls imposed can also give an insight into the ability, 

benevolence and integrity of the authority in charge (Thau, Crossley, Bennett, & 

Sczesny, 2007). Thus, ability, benevolence, and integrity represent indications 

of the trustworthiness of the trustee or organisation (R. C. Mayer et al., 1995). 

Indeed, organisational benevolence has been shown to have a greater 

influence on commitment than interpersonal benevolence (Ganesan & Hess, 

1997). In general though, rules and other forms of control in organisations and 

society provide protection and security.  
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Rules and controls provide protection from one group’s interests 

dominating others. They also provide security for individuals.  While individuals 

operate within the boundaries established by the controls, they experience 

freedom in terms of how they behave (Maravelias, 2003). This enables the 

expression of creativity, imagination and adaptability of behaviour within those 

boundaries. Individuals can be secure and confident in knowing that the 

organisation or society will act on their behalf and in their favour against barriers 

to adaptability which would seek to limit their effectiveness. Therefore, a large 

decrease in or absence of bureaucratic control can undermine the sense of 

security and protection felt by individuals and leave them to compete with others 

to have their needs met (Barker, 1993). In essence, the optimal type of control 

in organisations is where external, formal or output control is focussed on 

empowering workers (for example, in quality management) and internal, social 

or outcome control is managed through trust (Mills & Ungson, 2003). 

Trust and Control 

The relationship between trust and control has been examined in terms 

of corporate governance (D. Skinner & Spira, 2003) informal social control (S. 

P. Shapiro, 1987; Wittek, 2003), trust in the control itself or in the controller 

(Castelfranchi & Falcone, 1999), generating confidence (Das & Teng, 1998), 

control as a substitute for trust (Fox, 1974), control building trust (Goold & 

Quinn, 1990), trust as control (Mills & Ungson, 2003), and in terms of emotions 

(Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005). The decision to trust is also influenced by 

individuals’ values, attitudes, moods, and emotions (Jones & George, 1998). In 

general, it is accepted that trust requires a willing relinquishment of control over 

valuable outcomes (Tanis & Postmes, 2005) but not the total relinquishment of 

all control. 



  8 

As indicated earlier, the extent and nature of control used can provide 

insights into the motives of the authority in charge and individuals can use this 

information in deciding whether or not to engage or cooperate with others in that 

context. That is, trust is based on a confidence that a trustor’s vulnerabilities will 

not be exploited by the other party (Barney & Hansen, 1994). The capacity to 

enforce controls (i.e. ensure rules and procedures are enacted in accordance 

with set standards) gives an indication of the ability of the authority. To be able 

to rely on the other party to do what they say they will do is foundational to trust 

(Rotter, 1967). Interpersonal trust involves risks, expectations about the 

behaviour of others, and a willingness to cooperate with others, and trust in 

organisations has similar aspects. Risks are evaluated at a system level and 

risks to the trustor are viewed in terms of economic costs (Barney & Hansen, 

1994) and potential for opportunistic behaviour (Ring & Van de Ven, 1994) by 

the trustee. Expectations about the behaviour of others are concerned with 

issues of predictability (Bhattacharya, Devinney, & Pillutla, 1998). Issues 

associated with predictability decisions include evaluating whether the situation 

is similar and whether the trustee is going to behave as they have previously. 

Consequently, there is an element of risk involved in this relationship. 

Willingness to cooperate with others involves vulnerability (Bigley & Pearce, 

1998), and requires collective rather than individual goals (Hosmer, 1995).  

Little has been written about how control impacts on the individual’s 

decision to trust and how increased risks stemming from the need to work with 

others effects trust in the short term. Changes in context resulting from the 

flattening of organisational structures necessitate an examination of how control 

and trust relate at the interpersonal and intrapersonal levels.  A core question 

that emerges is: “when the familiarity and certainty provided by external control 
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are removed, what factors will assist individuals to maintain cooperative and 

trusting relationships in the workplace?”  

Mood, Emotion, and Affect 

In this research, I argue that the shifting focus from cognitive-based trust 

to emotion-based trust in PBOs has not only led to an increased focus on trust 

in the workplace, but also an increased need to consider the role of emotion in 

decisions to trust. The role of emotions in the workplace is receiving increasing 

attention in the literature. Ashkanasy and Humphrey (2011) note a number of 

recent developments in the study of emotion in organisations. There is research 

on the effect of mood on the performance of individuals (Fisher, 2000); 

identifying emotion as the link between workplace events and employee 

behaviour (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996); risk (Isen, Nygren, & Ashby, 1988); 

affective states and traits and affect-driven behaviour (Grandey, Tam, & 

Brauburger, 2002); organisational citizenship behaviour and workplace 

deviance (Lee & Allen, 2002); and potential applications of emotional 

intelligence in the workplace (Jordan, Ashkanasy, & Härtel, 2002). More 

recently there has been a growing interest in emotions at work, particularly in 

dynamic environments (see Zerbe, Härtel, & Ashkanasy, 2010) and how trust 

connects with constructs such as emotion, emotion management and emotional 

intelligence (Barczak, Lassk, & Mulki, 2010; Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005; M. 

Williams, 2007).  

Mood, emotion, and affect can be differentiated in terms of their intensity 

and duration. Emotions are generally high intensity, but short in duration and 

have an identifiable cause (Grandey, 2008). Moods are generally less intense 

and not necessarily associated with a direct cause, but are longer lasting in 

duration (Frijda, 1986). Affect refers to a dispositional state that is fairly stable 
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and typically measured in terms of positive and negative affectivity (Watson, 

Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). My program of research focuses specific attention on 

how both positive and negative emotions are related to trust and how the 

awareness, understanding, experience and management of emotion are also 

related to short-term trust decisions. My research has also been developed in 

line with calls for further research at the within-person level of analysis 

(Ashkanasy & Humphrey, 2011; Gooty, Gavin, & Ashkanasy, 2009). 

Emotion does not directly shape behaviour. It is possible for an identical 

situation to result in a different emotion on the second occurrence according to 

the way in which the emotion was appraised in the first instance (Lambie & 

Marcel, 2002; Siemer, Mauss, & Gross, 2007). Emotion shapes behaviour 

through feedback, anticipation, and reflection, rather than direct causation 

(Baumeister, Vohs, Dewall, & Zhang, 2007). Therefore, an individual’s ability to 

be aware of and understand emotions is important.  In particular, my program of 

research considers how emotional intelligence operates as an antecedent of 

trust and control at the individual level. 

Emotions have a signalling function which identifies how individuals feel 

or experience the current situation. This signal to the cognitive system then 

allows individuals to appraise the situation (Bless, 2002), name the emotion and 

link it with previous appraisals associated with the same name stored in their 

memory (Barrett, 2006a).  Affective states such as mood are critical in the 

nature and type of information processing in which an individual engages.  

Affective states also contribute to the emphasis that is placed on how close or 

far away a present behaviour may be to a goal or intention as they signal 

conformity, or a lack of conformity, with the goals of the individual. For example, 

positive affective states are connected with goal achievement and the speed of 
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progress toward that goal (Lawrence, Carver, & Scheier, 2002). Consequently, 

the learning and interpretational effects of mood and emotion have significant 

implications for social judgements and behaviour management and will be used 

as individual difference variables in this research. Emotions are characterised 

by various forms of appraisal, and positive emotions that have control 

appraisals have been shown to influence trust (Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005). 

Thus, the relationships between emotions, trust, and control are examined in 

this program of study. 

Emotions and Trust and Control 

While the concepts of emotional intelligence, trust and control have been 

studied separately at organisational (Jordan, Ashkanasy, & Härtel, 2003; 

Kramer, 1999; Tannenbaum, 1962) and interpersonal levels to some extent 

(Lewicki et al., 1998; Lopes et al., 2004; Rothbaum et al., 1982), my research 

aims to draw these concepts together and explore the relationships between 

them.  As mentioned above, control in organisations is comprised of output 

control (e.g., rules to control behaviour) and control over outcomes (e.g., 

through shared identity, values, norms, and goals) (Tanis & Postmes, 2005). 

Control over outcomes emphasises the importance of having skills and abilities 

that enable individuals to work cooperatively and to adapt quickly to new 

contexts such as forming and reforming groups. I suggest trust allows for 

greater freedom as it works in conjunction with other forms of outcome control 

(Maravelias, 2003) such as cooperative behaviour and organisational 

citizenship behaviour (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001). Having the ability to decide when it 

is appropriate to trust in any given situation is extremely important. Where 

cognitions and motivations are fundamental to controlling behaviour, our 

emotions play a key role in evaluating what is helpful or harmful to our goals. 
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Since emotional intelligence is comprised of emotional awareness and 

emotional management abilities (Jordan & Lawrence, 2009), it is proposed that 

emotional intelligence will be a key individual difference influencing trust and 

control. 

Emotional Intelligence 

The model of emotional intelligence commonly used in academic 

research is the J.D. Mayer and Salovey (1997) four-branch iterative model that 

involves the perception, assimilation, understanding, and management of 

emotions. While it will be acknowledged in the literature review that an alternate 

view of emotional intelligence exists employing a mixed model of personality 

and competencies, the J.D. Mayer and Salovey (1997) conceptualisation will be 

used in this research.  

According to Levenson (1999), emotions have two basic systems that 

contribute to intrapersonal and interpersonal functions in different ways. The 

first is an information processing system and the second a set of control 

mechanisms. Emotional intelligence involves using both the information 

processing capabilities and the control mechanisms associated with emotions in 

perceiving the trustworthiness of others and in controlling how we appraise 

events and how we choose to respond. My research utilises the emotional 

intelligence construct to identify individual differences in the ability to use 

emotional information to understand and manage one’s self and others. I argue 

emotional intelligence is particularly relevant in the context of dynamic situations 

and circumstances such as those emerging in PBOs and short-term trust 

decisions. 
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Development of My Research Program and Research Questions 

In my program of research I develop both between-person and within-

person research designs to better understand the relationships between the key 

constructs of interest. First, survey data will be used to increase our 

understanding of the relationship between emotion, trust and control between 

individuals. Further, my program of research evaluates within-person 

differences to determine the degree of variance, over a short period of time 

using a trust exercise.  

Mischel (2004) highlighted the need for between-person and within-

person research into personality in diverse situations to determine whether 

inconsistencies or changes in an individual’s behaviour over time actually 

identify a stable internal personality system. He argued that because our 

behaviour varies across situations, it is not sufficient to examine cross-sectional 

data alone. Mischel (2004) indicates that a pattern of variability in diverse 

circumstances actually is an indication of a stable, yet adaptable personality. 

For example, if someone is generally a trusting person, being able to discern 

when someone else is lying is important. They must either not trust the person 

in that circumstance or apply some control. This involves varying one’s own 

stable tendencies (i.e., to be trusting) and showing adaptability (i.e., interacting 

with the situation through the use of self-regulatory mechanisms).  The research 

design for my studies enables me to investigate whether individuals with high 

emotional intelligence are able to see a pattern of adaptable responses and 

identify another person as reliable and trustworthy.  

 Organisations need to be able to predict trusting behaviour yet there is a 

gap in the current literature in relation to the integration of the interpersonal and 

intrapersonal dynamics at play in the relationship between trust, emotion, and 
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control in the current models of trust (Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005; Rousseau, 

Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998). The general aim of this research is to develop a 

model of trust incorporating emotion and control based on past theory; test that 

model at two levels – interpersonal and intrapersonal; and test and discuss 

factors that enhance or encumber the decision to trust. Primarily, the focus is on 

short-term trust which is used to describe trust when the parties involved have 

not developed a significant level of familiarity with one another. In summary, this 

research seeks to address the gap in and extend the current literature by 

answering the following Research Questions. 

RQ 1. What individual difference variables influence trust decisions? 

RQ 2. Is there a link between emotions and trust decisions? 

RQ 3. Is there a link between control and trust decisions? 

RQ 4. How do emotion and control combine to impact on trust? 

RQ 5. Can the level of short-term trust vary within a single-event activity? 

Theoretical Underpinnings of the Research 

 There are a number of theories and models outlined below, which 

underpin my research. These include the models of trust developed by Kee and 

Knox (1970) and R. C. Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman (1995); behaviour 

theories such as Rotter’s (1954) social learning theory, Bandura’s (1986) social 

cognitive theory, and attribution theory (Weiner, 1974, 1985); control theories 

such as expectancies for internal versus external control of reinforcement 

(Rotter, 1966) and Miller’s (1979) mini-max theory; and cognition, emotion and 

appraisal theories such as emotional intelligence (J. D. Mayer & Salovey, 1997), 

two factor theory of emotion (Schachter & Singer, 1962), Mischel’s (2004) 

dynamic personality system, and the affect infusion model of mood and 

judgement (Forgas, 1995). 
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 Each of these theories recognises that there are dispositional and 

situational determinants of judgement and behaviour stemming from internal 

and external dimensions or agency (e.g. self/other focus) and that there are 

cognitive, motivational, and emotional factors to be considered. These theories 

underpin my research by outlining the systems and processes through which 

the behaviour of individuals (individually and/or collectively) can be interpreted. 

 The models of trust used (Kee & Knox, 1970; R. C. Mayer et al., 1995) 

highlight the dispositional and situational nature of trust as well as the impact of 

the attributes and actions of the trustee in the risk-taking associated with the 

decision to trust. Reciprocity, or how the other person responds, is pivotal to 

trust in the short term. When a trustor is not familiar with the trustee, the trustor 

relies on previously developed, generalised expectations (Rotter, 1966, 1971) of 

how the trustee will behave until they can gather more information about the 

trustee. How the trustee behaves either reinforces these generalised 

expectations or requires the trustor to find other explanations for it including the 

attribution of various causes or motivations (Weiner, 1974, 1985). Rotter (1971) 

proposes that the reinforcement value of the trustee’s behaviour either 

motivates or deters the trustor from engaging in the same behaviour in similar 

situations. For example, if a trustee betrays the trustor and the trustor suffers a 

high financial loss, the loss would make the trustor wary of trusting that person 

in subsequent encounters. If the trustor was not betrayed and the encounter led 

to a successful outcome, the trustor would develop a generalised expectancy 

that they would get a similar result in similar circumstances in future. This type 

of learning loop is at the core of Rotter’s (1954) social learning theory and 

Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory.  
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 Bandura’s (1986) theory accentuates the role of human agency, 

intentionality, and self-regulation much more than Rotter’s (1954) theory which 

gives the impression that we merely respond to situations and others without 

self-consciousness or self-reflection. Bandura (1977) theorised that an 

individual’s expectations about their self-efficacy determined whether they 

would engage in mastery or coping behaviours. Mastering experiences in safe 

learning environments leads to increases in self-efficacy and expectations about 

success in that context in future. One of the influences on the cognitive 

processing of perceptions of self-efficacy and control is emotion (Bandura, 

1977).  

 Theories that consider the emotion-cognition interface of trust are 

important. Schachter and Singer (1962) developed the two factor theory of 

emotion which outlined the connection between cognitions and emotions. 

Human beings are able to identify, label, and distinguish between feelings. 

Physical arousal occurs in response to a stimulus and this is given a cognitive 

label which is then immediately followed by a conscious experience of the 

emotion. The theory suggests that individuals can be manipulated into various 

positive or negative states through the use of cognitive cues (Schachter & 

Singer, 1962). The two factor theory points to the salience of the construct of 

emotional intelligence (J.D. Mayer & Salovey, 1997) that comprises the abilities 

to perceive, utilise, understand, and regulate emotions. These theories provide 

a framework for how individuals experience and make sense of emotions 

however they do not shed light on why individuals behave in different ways in 

different circumstances. In my research I use these theories and models as a 

base for the development of a model of emotion, control, and trust. 
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 Mischel’s (2004) Dynamic Personality System, which is grounded in 

social learning theory (Rotter, 1954), cognitive-behavioural learning (Bandura, 

1986), and Mischel and Shoda’s (1995) Cognitive-Affective System theory of 

personality, highlights the capacity for individuals to maintain a stable 

personality through their ability to perceive and respond to changes in 

situations. It addresses the inconsistencies between people’s behaviour in 

different circumstances and over time. This enables them to deal with external 

and situational adaptability requirements. The dynamic personality system also 

emphasises the interplay between cognitive and affective systems in 

information processing and decision-making. This interplay involves affective 

influences on judgement wherein emotional states assist the access and 

retrieval of similar or related cognitive information in one’s memory (Bower, 

1981). Since trust has been conceptualised as both cognitive-based and affect-

based (McAllister, 1995; Payne & Clark, 2003), my research in Study 1 will 

examine the combined influence of the trustor’s emotions and perceptions of 

others on the decision to trust. 

 It is important to consider the controllability of events in relation to trust. 

In unique circumstances an individual cannot always rely on previous 

experiences and sources of cognitive and emotional information. Miller (1979) 

suggests that controllable events may cause the individual less distress such 

that it is better to have control over an aversive event than to have no control or 

potential, unexercised control. When individuals avoid aversive events they 

believe it to be the result of a stable cause, namely, their own actions (Miller, 

1979). Relying on others is considered an unstable source of control. Miller 

(1979) therefore suggests that individuals seek to maximise gains and minimise 

hurts which leads to seeking to control aversive events themselves if it will lead 
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to a more positive outcome and allow others to have control when they perceive 

they will not successfully be able to control the outcome. A similar process 

occurs in the decision to trust whereby individuals must decide whether they are 

willing to be vulnerable to the trustee, irrespective of their ability to control the 

other person (R. C. Mayer et al., 1995). 

 It is also important to consider how both moods and emotions influence 

the decision to trust. In contrast to the view that mood, emotion, and affect 

influence social judgements based on various conditioning principles, Forgas 

(1995) developed an affect-as-information model which suggests, in part, that 

affect infusion should not influence judgements where the target is highly 

familiar or typical (e.g., trust in long-term relationships). In this case, memories 

of relevant past judgements could be accessed directly and used. Affect 

infusion is important when heuristic and substantive processing is required such 

as in short-term or new encounters with others (Forgas, 1995). In Studies 1 and 

2a, I examine the relationship between mood and trust, whereas in Study 2b, I 

gather real-time data on the emotions experienced during a trust game.   

 Each of the theories above contributes to the theoretical foundations of 

my research. Many of the concepts covered in this research are multifaceted 

and therefore the interrelationships among them need to be supported by a 

comprehensive set of theories which can explain the sometimes disparate 

results obtained in various contexts. My program of research was designed with 

these theoretical considerations in mind and, in conjunction with the 

philosophical underpinnings of the research, they provide the framework within 

which the research was developed. 
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Philosophical Underpinnings of the Research 

My research program will investigate the research questions within a 

post-positivism paradigm. While positivism studies only that which can be 

observed and measured, post-positivism enables the examination of 

phenomena that cannot directly be observed, such as thoughts and emotions 

(Reichardt & Rallis, 1994). Positivism uses deductive reasoning to posit a 

theory and then empirically test it (Mertens, 2005). This provides a 

representation of reality, which can then be compared with a proposed theory 

that in turn could be supported, modified, or discarded. This discernment of 

cause and effect enables a degree of prediction and control over future 

behaviours. While post-positivism is founded in positivism, it extends the 

paradigm through its focus on exploring non-observable factors and the context 

of the research (Crossan, 2003).  

 Post-positivism embodies a philosophy of critical realism (Mertens, 

2005). As all researchers have their own perspectives and biases, it is not 

possible to have a complete view of reality (Blankertz, 1998; Lincoln & Guba, 

2000). In this program of research, a post-positivist paradigm has been chosen 

primarily because of the need to examine more than just observable factors 

within a pre-established theory. As a model is being developed that integrates a 

number of existing and new perspectives, there is a need for a variety of 

methods to be used to examine the constructs of the model (McGregor & 

Murnane, 2010). While trust and control have been studied at the 

organisational, team, and individual level, in this thesis I examine these 

concepts in conjunction with other individual difference variables at both 

between-person and within-person levels. Consequently, a methodology 

involving between- and within-person quantitative methods will be used. 
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Specifically, the first study will use a cross-sectional survey and the second 

study will be based on an experimental research design in keeping with the 

post-positivist approach. 

Theoretical Contribution of Research Program 

The intention of this research project is to extend and further delineate 

the conceptual models of trust proposed by Kee and Knox (1970) and R. C. 

Mayer et al. (1995). The Kee and Knox (1970) model established that 

antecedents of subjective trust, which include dispositional and situational 

factors, influence the trustor’s perceptions of others which then influences their 

trust or suspicion of the trustee. The R. C. Mayer et al. (1995) model included 

the role of risk in the decision to trust. My thesis seeks to extend these by 

examining the impact of emotions and control on trust in the context of short-

term trust situations. By testing the integrated model developed in this thesis, 

researchers in the area of trust will be provided with a better theoretical insight 

into the short-term trust process. My research will also draw on some of the 

relevant theories of emotion (Forgas, 1995; Schachter & Singer, 1962) and 

emotional intelligence (J. D. Mayer & Salovey, 1997) to explain the differences 

in trust and control in short-term versus more generalised contexts.  

Practical Contribution of Research Program 

This research investigates the link between emotions/emotional 

reactions, trust and control. By testing my theoretical model in the context of 

newly formed groups (in Study 2), the dynamic nature of the workplace has 

been simulated as well as the requirement to work interdependently with others. 

Findings from this research will give managers a better understanding of trust 

and control in an equivalent context and provide insight into how to deal with 
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similar situations. Increasing the awareness of individuals regarding the need 

for control and how it impacts on relationships in teams could assist in efforts to 

increase trust in the workplace (Costa, Roe, & Taillieu, 2001). This greater 

awareness might also affect organisational outcome variables such as reducing 

conflict and intentions to leave, increasing organisational and affective 

commitment, and decreasing absenteeism (R. Morrison, 2004; Probst, 2005).  

Another practical implication is that managers should recognise that their 

emotions impact on their judgements of the trustworthiness of others (Frith & 

Singer, 2008) and also the control they engage in to regulate their behavioural 

trust responses (M. Williams, 2007). Becoming aware of the role that emotions 

play in judgements of trustworthiness and consequent behavioural responses to 

others is critical in identifying strategies for improvement. Training in emotional 

intelligence, for example, is one such method of increasing awareness of others 

emotions and developing appropriate responses (George, 2000).  

Overview of Chapters 

 In Chapter 2, I provide a detailed review of the literature that forms the 

foundation for this research. Specifically, I examine the construct of trust and 

discuss how trust has been considered as both a process and a personality 

trait. I also examine literature that deals with trust within the context of the 

organisation and review this literature to provide a foundation for my research. 

In particular, I examine the antecedents and outcomes of trust and make a clear 

distinction between short-term and generalised trust. Similarly, various 

perspectives of control will be discussed including subjective, objective, and the 

experience of control. In particular, the construct of control will be explained in 

terms of self-control, a sense of control, and behavioural modes of control. A 

general overview of research around mood, emotions and affect will then be 
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provided and the links between trust, control and emotions outlined. Finally, 

based on the literature reviewed, I will establish research gaps that my program 

of research will address. 

 In Chapter 3, I develop an overall theoretical model of trust, emotion, and 

control that is based on the Kee and Knox (1970) model. This framework forms 

the foundation of my research program. The hypothesised links established in 

each path in the model will be discussed in terms of the current literature. The 

theoretical underpinnings of the research are outlined to provide an 

understanding of the interpersonal and intrapersonal mechanisms which inform 

this research. 

 In Chapter 4, I present Study 1. The sample, research method and 

design for the study are outlined as well as the results of the analyses. This 

chapter reports on a study of primary school teachers undertaken to test the 

generalised model of trust, emotion, and control proposed in this thesis. The 

Study involved the use of a cross-sectional survey and was conducted using 

both paper-based and online data collection techniques. The psychometric 

qualities of the measures used in this chapter are outlined as well as the factor 

analyses that confirm the structure of the data. Bivariate and multivariate 

techniques will be used to examine the data. In essence, Chapter 4 addresses 

the first four research questions of my program of research. These questions 

are:  

RQ 1. What individual difference variables influence trust decisions? 

RQ 2. Is there a link between emotions and trust decisions? 

RQ 3. Is there a link between control and trust decisions? 

RQ 4. How do emotion and control combine to impact on trust? 
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The second study consisted of two parts – a cross-sectional survey (Chapter 

5, Study 2a) and an experiment involving a trust game played over 10 rounds 

by a sample of university students (Chapter 6, Study 2b). In Chapter 5, I 

describe the design and administration of the cross-sectional survey. The data 

collection that comprises Study 2 was conducted using a split administration 

across two times. The experimental activity was conducted during the Time 2 

data collection period. Chapter 5 addresses the first four research questions 

again, this time in the context of short-term trust with specific non-familiar others 

(i.e., the members of their newly-formed team). For the studies outlined in both 

Chapters 4 and 5, the documentation of the analyses undertaken will show the 

progression from describing, exploring, manipulating and checking the reliability 

of the data to exploring the relationships among the variables by use of basic 

correlation and multiple regression techniques in addition to bootstrapping 

analysis of the indirect effects.  

In Chapter 6, a detailed model is presented to illustrate the intrapersonal 

dynamics in the decision to trust. This is a subset of the interpersonal process 

of trust and will be tested in a different way using a game conducted over 10 

rounds.  I then describe the experiment and examine the results in detail. The 

third, fourth and fifth research questions will be addressed through the 

hypotheses in this chapter.  These questions are: 

RQ 3. Is there a link between control and trust decisions? 

RQ 4. How do emotion and control combine to impact on trust? 

RQ 5. Can the level of short-term trust vary within a single-event 

activity? 

In Chapter 6 comparisons will be undertaken using ANOVA (one-way 

repeated measures ANOVA), multiple regression, and bootstrapping techniques 
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to explore the iterative nature of the model. Research findings show further 

support for the research model. The analyses will compare data taken from an 

early round of the game (a low-risk situation) and from a later round after 

participants have been given the opportunity to communicate their intentions to 

trust or betray each other (a high-risk situation).  

 Chapter 7 contains an integrated discussion of the results presented in 

Chapters 4, 5 and 6. This discussion will compare and contrast the results with 

the hypothesised relationships between the variables outlined in my general 

research model developed in Chapter 3. The findings will be discussed in light 

of relevant theories and evidence that contributes to the extant literature will be 

highlighted. The significance of these findings will be articulated in terms of 

extensions to existing models of trust, particularly the Kee and Knox (1970) 

model; the connection between trust and control; and the role of emotion and its 

influence on trust and control. Lastly, the discussion of the findings in the 

preceding chapters will be integrated to develop a comprehensive overview of 

the research and its outcomes. 

 I conclude that being able to control negative emotions and use positive 

emotions contributes significantly to short-term trust and control and that 

abilities such as those incorporated in the concept of emotional intelligence are 

useful in this regard. I will also outline the limitations of my research program 

and provide suggestions for further research to address the limitations of this 

research and to progress research in this field in general. Finally, I will 

summarise my program of research and demonstrate how I have contributed to 

both the theory and practice of trust and control in the workplace.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

Literature Review 

Chapter Aims 

 In this chapter, I give a detailed review of the literature in the areas of 

trust, control and emotions and identify current debates in these fields. The 

chapter begins by outlining the need for this research in light of changes to 

organisational structures in recent years. Flatter structures and the 

decentralisation of control to create more competitive and adaptive 

organisations have been the major contributing factors to this change (Wang & 

Ahmed, 2003). Accompanying these changes are increasing numbers of teams 

and more flexible work arrangements with workers required to be more 

adaptive, communicative and interdependent in general (Grey & Garsten, 

2001). Changes in the nature of formal control in organisations have increased 

interest in trust as a form of socialised control (Das & Teng, 1998). In this 

chapter, I focus on the relationships between trust, emotion, and control as key 

factors in developing new relationships. 

 Changing hierarchical structures to team-based structures that form and 

re-form dynamically creates increased turnover of staff in teams and the need 

for staff to make short-term trust decisions (Pfeffer & Veiga, 1999). In my 

program of research, I use the term short-term trust in the context of 

relationships formed in rapidly changing workforces where individuals form and 

reform groups and working partnerships frequently. Short-term trust describes 

trust when the parties involved have not developed a significant level of 

familiarity with one another and is delineated from long-term trust which 

develops as those relationships deepen. 
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  I will explore the construct of control in detail as well as its connection 

with trust in terms of managing risk. The way in which trust is built on 

perceptions of others developed through social learning (Rotter, 1954), 

reliability and familiarity is also examined. Next, I describe the distinctions 

between mood, emotions, and affect.  The role of emotions is explored 

particularly with reference to how emotions affect decision-making in short-term 

trust situations (G. R. Jones & George, 1998). The specific implications of this 

are considered in light of trust, emotion, and control both between individuals 

and within individuals.  

Changes in Control at Organisation Level 

Bureaucratic to Post-Bureaucratic Organisations 

 At the heart of the move from bureaucratic to post-bureaucratic 

organisations (PBOs) is the change in control structures. Maravelias (2003) 

identified the change from an organisation’s focus on directing and controlling 

individual’s direct behaviours to seeking to change their thoughts, emotions and 

identities. This focus on the individual, rather than on the collective in 

organisations, gives rise to new organisational forms and ways of working 

together and managing performance.  

Bureaucracies sought to separate work role descriptions and tasks from 

the individual’s identity. This created new identities constructed by the 

organisation that individuals were supposed to assume when they were in the 

workplace. Individuals were meant to operate from their workplace identity, 

rather than maintaining and enhancing their own identities (Kallinikos, 2003). 

For example, an individual who joins an organisation is supposed to align their 

goals and desires with those of the organisation and work cooperatively to 
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achieve a cohesive organisational identity. In the past, this was managed 

through bureaucratic structures and formal policies and protocols (Hoggett, 

1996). Part of the dilemma for individuals, however, is that while changes are 

being made from bureaucratic to post-bureaucratic structures, there are not yet 

complete transformations in organisations.  

Morris and Farrell (2007) describe new organisational forms in 10 public 

sector organisations in the United Kingdom, among them are diverse attempts 

at the transition from bureaucratic to post-bureaucratic structures. Making 

structural changes such as removing functional lines of authority does not, in 

itself, make an organisation post-bureaucratic. New forms, mechanisms, and 

processes must also be incorporated. What has happened though is that 

changes in structural forms have left workers exposed and removed previous 

certainties such as job security, established career paths, and seniority-based 

pay mechanisms (Morris & Farrell, 2007). 

The major impact for workers is the increase in emphasis on individual 

identity, culture, ideology and other forms of subtle personal control, rather than 

on written documents and protocols for managing behaviour (Styhre, 2008). 

Josserand et al. (2006) identify some of the difficulties in transition, including 

establishing new role identities distinct from their previous role identities and 

developing open and proactive network structures, since these cannot be 

imposed with a top-down approach. Unfortunately, it is individuals who are 

required to deal with dismantling the old bureaucratic structures and creating 

new dynamic ones as this shift in control generally does not occur through 

intentional or planned change processes. These new structures are heavily 

based on teams and network structures to increase adaptability and flexibility 

within the organisation (Hodgson, 2004).  
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Thus, a greater reliance is placed on personal control in work teams and 

on subsequent short-term trust decisions. Porras et al. (2004) indicate that trust 

increases when participants view the relationship between the parties as long-

term as this increases the likelihood of mutual benefit being achieved. Short-

term relationships do not have the same level of security and certainty that 

cooperation will be reciprocated. Since the risk of no reciprocity is increased in 

short-term relationships, I argue that there is a greater focus on the individual’s 

sense of personal control and the impact this has on their decision to trust in the 

short term.  

Trust 

The construct of trust is as multi-faceted as control and perhaps more so. 

Trust is one of the key issues in understanding how individuals and 

organisations can cooperatively work together in the absence of formal 

contractual arrangements and controls (Das & Teng, 1998). It is a dynamic 

process evolving in accordance with the development of the relationship (Porras 

et al., 2004). Rousseau et al. (1998) have called trust a meso-concept that 

integrates aspects of individual psychological processes, group dynamics, and 

institutional arrangements. This can be seen in the diversity of the trust 

literature. Trust has been identified as a mechanism, which is involved in 

coordinating individuals’ expectations, interpersonal relationships, and social 

structures (Hosmer, 1995). There is a distinction between trust at various levels.  

For example, a distinction exists between trust as a personality variable and 

intragroup trust which is an emergent state (Kiffin-Petersen, 2004). Trust is also 

comprised of behavioural, cognitive, and emotional dimensions (Deutsch, 1960; 

Lewis & Weigert, 1985; R. C. Mayer et al., 1995; McAllister, 1995) all of which 

influence the propensity to trust others. It involves more than a calculation of 
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risk in dealing with others in an economic transaction and is influenced by a 

variety of differences in individual personalities (Mikulincer, 1998; Sorrentino, 

Hanna, Holmes, & Sharp, 1995) and their emotional states (Dunn & Schweitzer, 

2005). 

Trust is often described in terms of its antecedents and its outcomes. 

The common antecedents relate to both character and behaviour and include: 

dispositional factors such as motivational orientation (Deutsch, 1960); 

personality (Schlenker, Helm, & Tedeschi, 1973); and attitudes and 

moods/emotions (G. R. Jones & George, 1998). Situational factors such as 

communication (Greenhalgh, 1997), incentives (H. S. James, 2001), and power 

(Bachmann, 2003; Fox, 1974) are also related to trust. Additionally, antecedents 

include characteristics such as ability/competence, benevolence, integrity, 

consistency, and loyalty among others (Butler, 1991; Knoll & Gill, 2011). The 

common outcomes of trust include better cooperation and communication 

(Loomis, 1959), reduced transaction costs (Barney & Hansen, 1994), increased 

subjective well-being (DeNeve & Cooper, 1998), and reduced opportunism 

which allows decisions to be made over a longer time frame (Barney & Hansen, 

1994). 

Given the diverse nature of the literature on trust, I have selected a few 

key areas to examine which relate specifically to the studies conducted in my 

research. I begin by outlining the definition of trust to be used in this thesis. I 

then examine the uncertainty and risk associated with the decision to trust. The 

connectedness of trusting parties is highlighted with a discussion of the 

mutuality of trusting and the reliability required between what a person says and 

does. Expectancies for success in trust decisions are also discussed. Over 

time, these between-person and within-person factors can be known to others 
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as individuals develop greater familiarity with each other and therefore 

familiarity and its relationship to trust will be highlighted. Finally, since I allow 

communication between participants in one of my studies in the high risk 

condition, I also examine trust and communication. 

Definitions of Trust 

There is no single definition of trust that is agreed upon by all authors, so 

a definitive meaning of trust remains unclear. However, there are two common 

themes namely, that trust is comprised of both task and relational factors (Levin 

& Cross, 2004; Sherwood & DePaolo, 2005) and that it matures over time, 

moving from a regulated task or ability focus to a relational or interdependency 

focus (Barney & Hansen, 1994; Sheppard & Sherman, 1998). A popular 

definition of trust, and the one used in my research, examines this aspect of the 

joint relationship. R. C. Mayer et al. (1995, p. 712) describe trust as: 

“the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of 

another party based on the expectation that the other will perform 

a particular action important to the trustor, irrespective of the 

ability to monitor or control that other party”. 

This definition acknowledges the risk involved in trust and the need for a 

willingness to be vulnerable or yielding to others. The trustor is relying on the 

trustee and has a stake in the outcome. However, the definition also 

emphasises that the trustor acts without the intention to control the other party 

to achieve that outcome. Since the natural reaction is to be self-protective and 

controlled when confronted with difficulties (Bandura, 1994), there is a need to 

develop skills and abilities that will counteract such desires and enhance the 

willingness to trust in circumstances which on the surface may appear less 

hopeful. In R. C. Mayer et al.’s (1995) definition, this willingness is based on 
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expectations about the other party. Here, both the risk and the mutuality of the 

decision to trust are important and form a basis for developing familiarity with 

the trustee over time.  

Uncertainty and Risk 

Trust is required when parties need to engage in situations in which there 

is uncertainty in relation to the anticipated behaviour of the parties involved and 

the outcomes of the situation (Porras et al., 2004; Sorrentino et al., 1995). The 

requirement for trust is further accentuated when the stakes are higher and 

there is more at risk by one or both of the parties involved (Nooteboom, 2002). 

Through perceiving, anticipating and evaluating the risks of responding 

cooperatively with others in situations in which there is incomplete information, 

individuals are able to make decisions about the level of risk they are willing to 

accept. This, in turn, moderates their behavioural responses. This risk stems 

from uncertainty about the cooperativeness, reliability, competence, and 

credibility of the trustee (Kim, Ferrin, Cooper, & Dirks, 2004).   

Loomis (1959) indicates that trust requires “promotive interdependence” 

which is described in terms of the trustor seeking a goal, knowing that the 

trustee has a similar goal, being aware that both need to cooperate to achieve 

that goal, and believing that the trustee is intending to respond based on the 

same motivations, assumptions/knowledge, and perceptions. Consequently, in 

the decision to trust, a trustor is engaging their own motives, cognitions, and 

emotions and is attempting to perceive and hopefully coordinate their motives 

with those of the trustee. This promotive interdependence between the trustor 

and the trustee creates a need relationship (Deutsch, 1958). For example, the 

trustor may need to trust another, even if he/she would be disadvantaged if it 

doesn’t work out. The consequences of it not working out may be better than if 
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he/she does not attempt to trust in the first place and hence there is a need to 

trust. The temptation though is to control others or the situation to minimise the 

risks associated with this interdependence. 

Deutsch (1958) focuses on the motivational aspect of trust, while still 

including the concept of confidence or assured expectation. He asserts that 

trust is involved where the trustor’s behaviour could lead to a harmful or 

beneficial event, the outcome is dependent on the behaviour of another person, 

yet there is sufficient motivation to warrant engaging with the trustee. Where 

there is high risk, this approach can be controlled or protective as it is prompted 

by a fear of failure (or other negative emotion), rather than the potential for 

success. I argue that trust by this definition is merely avoiding the negative 

consequences of not engaging with the trustee. In other words, win or lose, it is 

better to have played the game than not played at all. If a trustor cannot achieve 

their goal on their own, there is motivation to engage with another person in the 

hope that it may be achieved. I suggest that this hope (or another similar 

positive emotion) is stimulated by the anticipation of the potential success that 

could be achieved by working with another and utilising their abilities and talents 

to achieve a shared goal. A positive sense of control can therefore lead to either 

mastering the situation through objective control of the situation, or by trusting 

and cooperating with others to achieve a common goal. 

Trust is a choice or a decision motivated by a need in the trustor. If there 

is no potential loss to the trustor involved in the situation, then trust is not 

involved. In fact, Luhmann (1979) takes it one step further suggesting that for 

trust to be more than merely hope, expectation, or confidence, the trustor must 

be so committed to acting in the situation that if the goal is not realised, they will 

feel the consequences of their lack of trust. The risk involved relates to the 
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potential for an unsuccessful tangible outcome and a risk of intangible 

outcomes (e.g., the other parties involved may change their attitudes, for better 

or for worse). In effect, trust is an act of delegation (Castelfranchi & Falcone, 

1998). The trustor is giving the trustee the right to make a decision or take an 

action that will affect both parties.  

Mutuality  

Trust requires a degree of mutuality. Although trust may be conferred for 

the benefit of the trustor, it is also necessary that it suits the trustee’s motives. 

Barney and Hansen (1994) emphasise the mutuality of trust in their view which 

highlights the vulnerability in trust. Both the trustor and the trustee are 

vulnerable in terms of how they act in the situation. If the trustee behaves in a 

trustworthy manner, the benefit to both parties can be realised. However, if the 

trustee does not behave in a trustworthy manner, one or both parties lose. Their 

reputations may suffer if they do not act appropriately which creates barriers to 

trust in the future. Here the confidence in the relationship stems from the 

knowledge of the other party’s reputation. While a person’s reputation may 

include aspects of their ability, it is generally used in terms of the qualities or 

attributes for which they are known. If one is known to perceive and exploit 

another’s vulnerabilities, this would be considered competitive or controlling and 

manipulative. The appropriate behaviour, therefore, is reciprocated vulnerability. 

For the trustee not to reciprocate would be considered malevolent, as the 

trustor acts on the basis that the trustee is aware of the intent of his/her actions 

and is in a sense obligated to comply (Deutsch, 1958). This creates a dyadic 

relationship in which part of the individual’s response is dependent upon the 

other party’s behaviour (Yakovleva, Reilly, & Werko, 2010). 
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Reliability 

A difficulty with mutuality is that the intentions to reciprocate are not 

always perceived in the same way by the trustor. A number of different 

strategies may be used by the trustor to determine a trustee’s intentions, one of 

which is determining their reliability. Rotter (1954) uses social learning theory to 

claim that both situation-specific experiences, and those from other situations, 

are used in varying degrees to determine the expectancy to trust. Therefore, 

instead of relying on specific information about the other parties involved, the 

trustor uses prior knowledge of similar situations. He or she expects that the 

persons involved in the current situation will behave in the same way those in 

previous encounters behaved. In other words, by evaluating what a person did 

and how well they did it the last time they made a commitment or promise, a 

trustor can evaluate the likelihood that the trustor can and will do it again in the 

present circumstances.  

Similarly Good (1988) identifies that trust is based on an evaluation of 

how a person will behave in future by drawing on their current and previous 

claims about their behaviour. In a way, this is a calculation of probability. 

Unfortunately, this is only reliable in controlled circumstances because the 

context for such claims needs to be the same for subsequent judgements of 

trust to hold true. When trust is situational in nature, that is, outcome-focussed, 

the capacity to predict the behaviour of others based on past behaviours can be 

lost. More information is needed in the decision to trust. Examining the 

motivations and past performances of the trustee is only half the equation. The 

trustor must be willing to engage in trusting behaviour across a range of 

situations including new and unique situations. Further information is available 
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from situational cues such as expectations developed through observing current 

and reciprocating behaviours. 

Expectancies 

Expectation is not merely confidence or high probability. Rather, when 

trust is conferred by the trustor, there is an expectation of a favourable 

response from the other party (K. Jones, 1996). Expectations are the degree of 

investment that an individual puts into the relationship and they highlight the 

value of the transaction. Trust and unmet expectations can both have a 

significant effect on an individual’s subsequent efforts (S. L. Robinson, 1996). 

Indeed, reciprocity expectations have been found to have a greater influence on 

trusting behaviour than having control (Tanis & Postmes, 2005). Rightly then, 

R.C. Mayer et al.’s (1995) definition describes the stronger guiding force in 

decisions to trust namely, to what extent will the trustor willingly behave in 

accordance with their expectations. This view involves more than determining 

the intentions to reciprocate as in Deutsch’s (1958) view, and is based on more 

than reliability as in Rotter’s (1971) view. An individual may believe a person will 

have favourable intentions towards them but may not be willing to put 

themselves in a vulnerable position. Without this signal of vulnerability though, 

the other party may not perceive the potential interdependence of the 

relationship and may not respond cooperatively. 

 Payne and Clark (2003) tested dispositional and situational determinants 

of trust with immediate supervisors and senior managers and found that 

personality factors predicted trust in immediate supervisors. On the other hand, 

situational factors better predicted trust in senior managers. The senior 

managers were from throughout the industry, so it is not surprising that the 

decision to trust them was based on generalised expectancies of situations and 
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for immediate supervisors it was personality factors (based on familiarity). The 

degree of contact with the senior managers was low (as they worked in other 

locations) so there was little opportunity for staff to observe the behaviours of 

these senior managers and make judgements about their trustworthiness. 

Research by Ferrin, Bligh, and Kohles (2007) would suggest that it is the 

alignment of goals that is significant in such a relationship. Those who work with 

you may be familiar because you can predict how they will behave but they are 

also more likely to be working toward similar goals. They are therefore more 

likely to be trusted than those who may have competing goals or motives. 

Familiarity 

Familiarity with the trustee has an impact on trust. Rotter (1971) claimed 

that in more novel situations, there was greater emphasis on generalised 

expectancies. In other words, the closer the association of the trustor and the 

trustee, the more that trust should be dependent upon the people and not 

situational determinants. So, if trust acts to activate people toward collective 

goals, a dependence on each other, and a familiarity with the trustee as 

evidenced above, then it follows that trust provides a relational bond between 

individuals. Consequently, trust has been equated with a psychological contract 

and is considered to substitute for legal contracts which can be used in 

organisations as controls (Ring & Van de Ven, 1994). Indeed, S. L. Robinson 

(1996) has found a strong negative relationship between trust and psychological 

contract breach (i.e., breaches of psychological contracts decrease trust). 

Similarly, perceptions of organisational contract breach have been linked to 

reduced trust, lower job satisfaction, lower intentions to remain with the 

organisation, and poorer in-role and extra-role performance (S. L. Robinson & 

Morrison, 2000).  
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 Early foundations for these thoughts can be found in the work of 

Luhmann (1979) who conceptualised trust in terms of social complexity. 

Luhmann (1979) argues that individuals view the world from their own 

perspective, but when they need to work with others, they need to incorporate 

the perspectives of others. If everyone cooperates and behaves in accordance 

with pre-established rules or social norms, then this aids in reducing cognitive 

complexity in dealing with others and increasing trust. Where cooperative action 

is required, there is the danger of multiple perspectives clashing and thereby 

confusing an individual’s understanding of the situation. Trusting requires 

confidence in one’s expectations of others to reduce this type of complexity. If 

an individual distrusts the other party without reason there will be an increase in 

complexity (Kramer, 1999). To increase our understanding of things/people, we 

must become familiar with them and the way they operate. Luhmann (1979) 

advocates that familiarity and trust are complementary ways of addressing 

complexity. The process of becoming familiar with others includes acquiring 

information about them and this forms our perceptions of others. Both Kee and 

Knox (1970) and R. C. Mayer and Davis (1999) indicate that perception of the 

trustworthiness of others is an antecedent to trust. R. C. Mayer and Davis 

(1999) break this down into an assessment of the ability, benevolence, and 

integrity of others. 

Forms of Trust 

Rousseau et al. (1998) have identified trust as a psychological state.  

This leads on to the views of those who have called it a form of non-cognitive 

security (Becker, 1996), an affective attitude (K. Jones, 1996), based on 

competence and integrity (Kim et al., 2004), and based on affect and cognition 

(McAllister, 1995; Payne & Clark, 2003). Trust has been categorised according 
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to the stage of its development over time, with terms such as weak-form, semi-

strong-form, and strong-form trust (Barney & Hansen, 1994). It has also been 

categorised through other facets of its nature such as knowledge-based and 

identification-based trust (Velez, 2000), personal and impersonal (Hassan & 

Semerciöz, 2010), competence-based and benevolence-based trust (Levin & 

Cross, 2004), conditional and unconditional (G. R. Jones & George, 1998), and 

task-oriented and relationship-oriented trust (Sherwood & DePaolo, 2005). In 

various ways, these descriptions of trust highlight the deepening of trust through 

greater knowledge, experience, and familiarity between the parties, which 

enhances the relationship and creates stronger bonds between them. This 

reduces the impact of other factors such as power and control that limit trust. 

But even having a complete knowledge of the other party and the situation does 

not compel an individual to trust (Lewis & Weigert, 1985).  

 When deciding to trust, it is not sufficient to know that the trustee can do 

what is required, it is important to know that the trustee will do it. Incentives and 

disincentives to trust can be found in rule-making and rule-breaking behaviour 

(Gambetta, 1988). This highlights the distinction between subjective and 

behavioural trust.  An individual may consider another trustworthy, yet not 

engage in behavioural trust and conversely, they may not subjectively trust 

another, but may engage in trusting behaviour to achieve a desired goal. 

In considering trust as a psychological state, it is necessary to 

understand how individuals respond to the need for trust and the difficulties 

associated with trusting. When familiarity is not possible, and trust is still 

required to achieve a desired outcome, other antecedents of trust become 

evident. Individuals rely on understanding and using clues and assumptions to 

increase their control over situations (Luhmann, 1988). This aligns with Rotter’s 
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(1971) theory of generalised expectancies, wherein individuals make 

assumptions in a current situation based on the expectancies developed 

through prior social learning (Rotter, 1954). 

To be useful in applied settings, findings from research on trust should 

be generalisable. Rotter (1971), using his generalised expectancy theory, 

argued that if an individual could generalise the behaviour of one person and 

expect others in similar circumstances to behave the same way, then the 

individual would build a generalised expectancy that could be viewed as a 

relatively stable personality trait. While it is important to measure how 

individuals respond in familiar circumstances, more research is required in 

circumstances with unfamiliar others in short-term trust situations.  

Trust and Communication 

In the social learning process (Bandura, 1986), other people’s behaviour 

and responses provide feedback in the form of symbols or clues that enable 

individuals to cope with large amounts of information by reducing it to abstract 

information and useable images. What people say and the stories they tell 

express their salient values and this becomes a way in which others can identify 

whether they interpret the world in the same way (Earle & Cvetkovich, 1999). 

This can then be tested in accordance with Rotter’s (1971) definition of trust to 

determine whether the other person’s actions are an accurate manifestation of 

their words. Research has revealed a correlation between communication and 

trust (Schlenker et al., 1973). 

Another form of usable images we use to remember abstract information 

is through recognising emotions, both ours and those of other people. Incidental 

emotions (those that stem from a prior, unrelated event) significantly influence 

trust. However, emotion has less influence when the trustor is familiar with the 
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trustee (Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005). Indeed, it has been argued that 

understanding the emotional content of trust is crucial to understanding the 

concept (Young & Daniel, 2003). Communication of values, moods, and 

attitudes can be used to increase both our perceptions of others generally, and 

our awareness of relevant contextual factors in current circumstances. This 

communication can be verbal or non-verbal such as facial cues or expressions 

and bodily gestures. Trust has also been conceptualised more widely in terms 

of the relationship between an individual’s values, attitudes, moods, and 

emotions (G. R. Jones & George, 1998). It is this interplay that enables trust to 

develop over time. 

Control 

As argued above, more informal control resides within individuals within 

the organisation. It is important, therefore, to review the types and nature of 

control. An initial review of the control literature suggests there are many 

diverse definitions of the construct. Yet a deeper review of articles with control 

in the title showed that while there are inconsistencies and contradictions in the 

way the names and definitions are used (E. A. Skinner, 1996), some general 

themes emerge for consideration. In essence, there are three main categories 

of definitions and these are described as a) objective control, b) subjective 

control, and c) the experience of control (E. A. Skinner, 1985). Objective control 

refers to actual control in a given context. For example, if a specific action 

causes a specific outcome the individual has exercised actual or objective 

control.  Subjective control is perceived control and relates to an individual’s 

beliefs about the control available in a specific context. For example, an 

individual may believe that if they acted they could control the outcome. 

Experience of control relates to the experiential feeling that one’s effort exerted 
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is making a difference to the outcome and is similar to self-efficacy or mastery 

(E. A. Skinner, 1996). Other literature on control can be summarised in terms of 

agents (internal/external), means (competence), and ends (contingency) of 

control (E. A. Skinner, 1996). These will be described in more detail below. As 

identified in the introduction, more cognitive forms of trust are related to more 

directive and output-focused forms of control. This requires individuals to have a 

level of objective control over their activities and the desire to maintain that 

control. 

Objective Control 

 Definitions of objective control include behavioural control, decisional 

control, and behavioural responses. Behavioural control is being able to 

respond in a way that could directly influence or modify specific characteristics 

of a threatening event (Averill, 1973).  For example, self-control is a form of 

behavioural control. Decisional control is being able to choose between a 

variety of actions (Miller, 1979). Behavioural responses include both positive 

and negative forms, for example mastery versus helplessness, and responding 

to challenges with persistent patterns of responses versus using a pattern of 

maladaptive, non-persistent responses (Dweck, 1991). Other definitions include 

the active relinquishment of control or yielding control to another (Miller, 1980). 

Also, primary control or attempting to change others and one’s circumstances to 

fit in with one’s own needs (Rothbaum et al., 1982) and secondary control or 

attempting to fit in with others and the circumstances (Rothbaum et al., 1982) 

are definitions which are frequently used in the literature on coping. Secondary 

control is similar to primary control, but has different agency. This type of 

agency is similar to the agency of internal and external control as it focuses on 

whether someone is self-referent or not. Each of these definitions describes a 
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form of active control by the individual which can be quantified by the extent of 

actual control present (E. A. Skinner, 1985). Types of objective control then 

describe the actual control or influence over a person (including self) or a 

situation. Objective control is not based on perceptions or beliefs; rather it 

describes instrumental abilities or activities. The need for control or desire for 

control (Burger & Cooper, 1979) is driven by our motivation to maintain control 

over our world and attributions regarding the source of control and its 

controllability are generally made in areas where we desire more control. The 

desire for control itself is not objective control but it is the source of motivation to 

engage in objective control activities. 

One component of objective control is the capacity to maintain control. 

Maintaining control involves an attempt to hold oneself, another party, or the 

environment constant in some situations.  At other times, maintaining control 

requires adaptation or change in oneself, others, or the environment. In addition 

to managing others and the environment, it is equally important to consider the 

need to control one’s self particularly through the cognitive and emotional 

processes that control behaviour (Davis & Luthans, 1980). Self-control not only 

involves an aspect of the agency of control, but also whether it relates to short- 

or long-term outcomes (Fishbach & Trope, 2005).  Rachlin (2000) describes 

self-control in terms of the ‘discounting’ of rewards which allows behaviour that 

gains larger remote or abstract rewards to be given preference over behaviour 

that gains smaller instant or particular rewards. For example, not engaging in 

conflict with a team member to maintain a working relationship, rather than 

engaging in an argument to prove you are right on a matter. Self-control is not 

about instant gratification, but rather about perseverance and higher-order goal 



  43 

satisfaction. Thus, maintaining control involves moving toward the desired goal 

as well as the rate of progress toward that goal. 

Objective control is also connected with perceptions of success. The 

perception of a rapid rate of progress towards reducing the discrepancy 

between one’s current situation and desired goal can also have a significant 

effect on stimulating activity, particularly where the discrepancy between self 

and a standard is large (Duval, Duval, & Mulilis, 1992). When there is a long-

term goal, control can be maintained by taking small steps toward it in the short 

term. A goal-directed motive is necessary, but there is also an expectation that 

behaviour will lead to an incentive (Klinger, 1975) or feelings of success. That 

is, some form of short-term reward is equally important in terms of maintaining 

confidence in achieving that goal. This may take the form of maximising a 

positive outcome or reducing a negative one. Consequently, in a given situation, 

control may be manifested in the form of approach or avoidance behaviours 

depending on subjective factors such as an individual’s motives, cognitions and 

emotions. For example, an approach behaviour may be instructing a team 

member on how to improve their performance whereas an avoidance behaviour 

may be not mentioning their mistakes. The motivation of improved team 

performance may be the same in both instances; however, the action taken in a 

given situation may depend on how one feels about the team member 

concerned. 

Proactive, approach behaviours associated with objective control, such 

as information-seeking by newcomers to the workplace, are positively related to 

job satisfaction, improved performance, and reduced intentions to leave 

(Ashford & Black, 1996; E. W. Morrison, 2002). Yet, active control based on 

goal focus is not desirable in all circumstances. It is most useful when the 
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desired outcome is known and can be perceived as controllable (McClure, 

Densley, Liu, & Allen, 2001). When it is not possible for an individual to control 

an event or achieve their goal, there may be negative consequences such as a 

relinquishment of personal control (Burger, 1989).  

Research (e.g., Miller, 1980) suggests we relinquish control to others we 

believe to be superior and a more stable source of control. By contrast, Strube 

and Berry (1985) found that although relinquishing control does occur in favour 

of a more stable source of control, the superiority of the other party is not a 

relevant factor. One explanation for these different findings is that Miller’s 

(1980) participants believed the other party did not know that they had a choice 

regarding maintaining or relinquishing control. In the Strube and Berry (1985) 

study, the other party was aware of this information. So the issue of whether a 

party has choice over how to behave is a key determinant in control 

maintenance and relinquishment. Indeed, choice has been found to be one of 

the major factors in subjective control (E. A. Skinner, 1996).  

Subjective Control 

The perception of whether or how much control is available can be 

classified as subjective control. Definitions of subjective control include 

perceived control or a perception of one’s ability to significantly change events 

(Burger, 1985). It also includes expecting one has the power to participate in 

decision-making, which should result in positive consequences and provide a 

sense of personal competence in that specific type of  situation (Rodin, 1990). 

Potential control or believing that you have some controlling response available 

to you, even if you choose not to use it (Miller, 1980), is another form of 

subjective control. Desire for control, which is a stable trait involving one’s 

motivation to control the events of their life (Burger & Cooper, 1979), and sense 
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of control, or a belief that one can exercise personal choice in a given 

circumstance (Lefcourt, 1973), are also defined as forms of subjective control. 

The absence of a subjective determination of control has been studied as 

learned helplessness (Seligman, 1975) and relinquishment of control 

(Rothbaum et al., 1982). An important issue in relation to subjective control is 

that it can operate despite the reality of the potential for objective control.  Even 

when actual objective control is not possible, an individual may perceive that 

they have control and this can be a stronger determinant of behaviour than 

having actual control (Averill, 1973).  

Experience of Control 

Experiencing control provides feedback information regarding the 

success or failure of our control choices and this experience confirms or 

demands changes to subjective and objective control. The experience of control 

(E. A. Skinner, 1985) involves external conditions (action-outcome 

contingencies), subjective interpretations (ascriptions to ability or luck, etc.), and 

an individual’s actions. An individual is more likely to experience control when 

they exert effort towards a goal and believes the effort being applied will 

generate the desired outcome, or prevent an undesired outcome. This belief 

stimulates the individual to maintain or alter their subjective or objective control 

by providing success/failure type feedback.  

Agency, Means, Ends 

Within each of these types of control (i.e., objective, subjective, and the 

experience of control), the factors of agency, means, and ends need to be 

considered. Generally the self is the agent in constructs of control. However, 

agency has also been defined in terms of proxy control or control delegated to 
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more effective others (Bandura, 1986), collective efficacy or the effectiveness of 

groups and institutions (Bandura, 1993), and others as a means of increasing 

one’s self-efficacy (S. C. Thompson, Sobolew-Shubin, Galbraith, 

Schwankovsky, & Cruzen, 1993). 

The means of control can be distinguished by internal or external agency  

(locus of control; Rotter, 1954) and separated into behavioural, cognitive, and 

decisional (Averill, 1973); emotional (Gray, 2004); and motivational (Markman & 

Weary, 1998) means such as desire for control (Burger & Cooper, 1979). The 

combination of agency and means provides for concepts such as primary and 

secondary control (Rothbaum et al., 1982). Coping behaviours likewise are a 

means of modifying the self to deal with the situation (Pearlin & Schooler, 

1978). These primary and secondary control perspectives can also be found in 

literature on mastery (Lachman & Weaver, 1998; Welch & West, 1995) and the 

relinquishment of control (Abramson, Seligman, & Teasdale, 1978; Burger, 

McWard, & LaTorre, 1989) respectively. 

The ends or outcomes of control can be identified in a variety of ways. 

Personal control is related to mastery efforts (Gurin, Gurin, & Morrison, 1978), 

high sense of control is related to health and well-being (Lachman & Weaver, 

1998), high desire for control is related to higher performance expectations 

(Burger, 1985), and where events are uncontrollable learned helplessness 

pervades (Abramson et al., 1978). For these control constructs, there emerge 

two types of behavioural outcomes regarding the aspects of control identified. 

The first type of behaviour is where active effort is applied and individuals try 

harder, are more optimistic, hopeful, and contented, and engage in problem-

solving. The second stems from the perception that control is not possible and 

is found in outwardly passive and withdrawn responses such as helplessness 
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(Seligman, 1975). Inwardly however, those who display passive and withdrawn 

responses may be displaying greater subjective control over themselves. For 

example, walking away from an argument with a team member may appear to 

be a withdrawal response, but may also be an act of high self-control.  

Deciding what type of control to use in a given situation is partially 

dependent on the other party involved, in that, to be effective, appropriate types 

of control should be chosen to minimise the risks or maximise the gains 

associated with the relationship.  Control is therefore critical in situations in 

which there is a need to work cooperatively with others and is especially 

significant in the decision to trust. 

Emotion, Mood, Affect 

  The debate regarding the direction of emotion in relation to the causation 

of behaviour is quite complex and not able to be resolved in this research 

(Lazarus, 1991a). However, it is important to better understand the role emotion 

plays in the relationship between trust and control. What does need to be 

acknowledged for the purposes of my research is that there are opposing views 

of causality. It can be shown that affective responses to stimuli inform 

behavioural choices, but also that we choose to behave in certain ways to seek 

or avoid emotional stimuli (Baumeister et al., 2007). 

Whether the cause has an external locus or an internal locus, the stages 

of development remain the same. Emotions are responses to specific stimuli 

and so are object-oriented and are generally high in intensity although quite 

short-lasting (Frijda, 1993). Mood is more general and longer-lasting and does 

not relate to the occurrence of a specific incident. Affect is a fairly stable trait or 

disposition measured by its valence, that is, whether it’s positive or negative in 

nature (Watson et al., 1988). A more detailed examination of these concepts 
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therefore is warranted to understand how they impact on control and the 

decision to trust.  

Firstly, I will outline various definitions of emotion which show that there 

is both an ‘emotions as reactions’ approach in the literature (Winkielman & 

Berridge, 2004) and an approach based on emotions generated from 

perceptions and cognitions (M. D. Robinson & Clore, 2002a). Both of these 

approaches are informative so in my review I draw from both, beginning with a 

discussion of emotions and cognitive functions such as memory.  Following that 

is a breakdown of the attributes of emotions into schemas and categorisations, 

the valence of emotions, its appraisal dimensions, and emotional expression 

and control. The distinctions between emotion, mood, and affect are then 

outlined. Lastly, emotional intelligence is reviewed in terms of competing 

models, definitions, and its relationship with trust. 

Emotions 

 Definitions. James (1884) defined emotion in terms of bodily changes. It 

was thought that after an individual perceived or became aware of an event, it 

would create a change in their physiology, for example, trembling. They would 

then experience emotion by feeling this bodily change. In expounding these 

ideas, James took a view that the sequence was perception-bodily change-

emotion. For example, when an individual sees a scary movie, their heart starts 

to pound, and then they feel afraid. According to James’ view, it is the pounding 

of their heart that makes them feel afraid. This definition acknowledges a 

number of ideas. Firstly, there is a strong link between cognition/perception and 

behaviour. Secondly, the source of emotions could be related to, but distinct 

from, cognition. Thirdly, difficulties in perception of emotion may stem from 

inaccuracies in the perception-bodily change connection. James had a narrow 
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view of what categorised an emotion, and did not describe all feelings 

associated with mental operations as emotions, only those which were 

associated with bodily changes, that is, only “felt emotion”. 

 In contrast, Cannon (1927) believed certain processes in an area of the 

brain not related to cognitions, called the thalamus, added to simple sensations 

and generated emotion. In his view, bodily changes occurred at the same time 

as the emotional experience. Using the example above, seeing a scary movie 

would result in both a pounding heart and fear simultaneously.  Emotion was 

not reduced to only “felt emotion” in this view, but also encompassed subtle 

emotions and feeling states.  

 Later, Schachter and Singer (1962) developed a two-factor theory of 

emotion which included cognitions. Their theory explained that the intensity of 

arousal determines the emotional experience, but the cognitive appraisal of it 

determines which emotion is generated. This theory emphasises the importance 

of language and the labelling of emotions. So, according to Schachter and 

Singer (1962), the pattern of arousal an individual experiences is the same for 

all emotions, however emotions are differentiated by the cognitive appraisal 

process which provides information regarding the source of the arousal. The 

theory holds that, if an individual experiences arousal in a situation for which 

they have no immediate explanation, they label that state of arousal and 

describe their feelings in relation to cognitions regarding the event or situation 

that are available to them. Again, using the example above, if an individual’s 

heart is pounding and they feel afraid while seeing a movie, they call it a “scary” 

movie. They would remember the appraisal of the situation from the last time 

they saw a scary movie. This highlights the important role that memory and 

attributions play in our emotional experiences. 
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 Emotion and memory. Much of the literature on emotions comes from 

the field of psychology and debates in this field continue on various aspects of 

emotion. One such debate that is relevant to my dissertation is in relation to 

emotions and memory. To predict the role of emotion in my research, it is 

necessary to understand how individuals use emotion to process information. 

Emotions can be stored in memory permanently and accurately (Bower, 1981; 

Fanselow & Gale, 2003; LeDoux, 1996), and yet it has been found that people 

only retrieve a representation of emotions based on details of the situation or 

event (episodic knowledge) or approximations of how one is likely to have felt  

(semantic knowledge;  M. D. Robinson & Clore, 2002a, 2002b).  

Memories can be explicit or implicit and the emotions contained in them 

provide essential information regarding the relationship between the current 

situation and individual’s goals and expectations (Baumeister et al., 2007). 

Explicit memories can be used intentionally to influence decision-making 

regarding whether to approach or avoid situations in the future, based on the 

emotion information contained in them. Implicit memories, however, are 

involuntarily evoked in response to specific situational cues that cause retrieval 

of information based on a resemblance between the current situation and the 

situation in which the emotion was originally experienced. Therefore, memories 

provide storage and retrieval of information from emotional experiences that 

have been appraised in accordance with the person’s goals and expectations at 

the time the emotion was experienced. Both emotions themselves, and 

memories of emotions, give rise to action readiness. Frijda and colleagues 

(Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Schure, 1989) define this as a readiness to engage with 

one’s environment.  When, how, and why an individual engages with their 
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environment is dependent on the attributes of the emotion they pay attention to 

in that context. 

Attributes of Emotion 

 Schemas and categorisations. A number of schemas and 

categorisations have been developed to define the various types and natures of 

emotions. These include hierarchical organisation and prototypes (Shaver, 

Schwartz, Kirson, & O’Connor, 1987) and basic feelings and emotion blends 

(Izard, 1977).  Taxonomies of emotion have been developed using a variety of 

classification schemes such as valence, expression, and physiological activity 

(Ekman & Davidson, 1994), activation and valence (Watson & Tellegen, 1985), 

and cognitive appraisal (C. A. Smith & Ellsworth, 1985).  

 Valence. Valence theory (see Schwarz & Clore, 1996) identifies that 

happy individuals use heuristic processing strategies with a top-down approach 

and generally rely on established knowledge structures. Sad individuals use 

more systematic processing strategies with a bottom-up approach and focus 

more on the details at hand. Happy people are not necessarily more co-

operative. While it is true that happy people use heuristic processing, this can in 

fact lead them to imitate the behaviours of others which may produce 

cooperative or uncooperative behaviour (Hertel, Neuhof, Theuer, & Kerr, 2000). 

So although valence is relevant, the cognitive appraisal dimension of emotions 

also needs to be acknowledged.  

 The valence of affective responses provides information in the form of 

feedback on behaviour. When confronted with the need to approach or avoid 

certain circumstances, affective responses are triggered by the effectiveness or 

sense of success/failure to achieve a desired goal (Carver, 2003). Positive 

affect can trigger a tendency to go with the flow whereas negative affect can 



  52 

draw the focus to the details of the situation (Carver & Scheier, 1998). However, 

people differ in the extent to which they attend to the valence of emotions 

(Barrett, 2006b). Indeed, how we appraise affective experiences has a major 

impact on our emotional reactions to situations (Siemer et al., 2007). 

 Appraisal dimensions. Emotions with the same valence can have 

differing appraisal dimensions. Lerner and Keltner (2000) have shown 

specifically that anger and fear have differing appraisals that are linked to 

control. They demonstrated that fearful people make pessimistic judgements 

whereas angry people make optimistic judgements. The differing appraisal 

dimensions influence when and why we access emotion information in specific 

circumstances. C.A. Smith and Ellsworth (1985) highlighted six appraisal 

dimensions: uncertainty, unpleasantness, attentional activity, anticipated effort, 

control, and responsibility. For example, anger has an appraisal of personal 

control whereas sadness provides situational control. The ability to engage 

cognitive appraisals intentionally over and above a valence-based approach 

may be part of the role of emotional intelligence. 

The valence of emotions has an effect on trust such that those with 

positive valence increase trust, and those with negative valence have been 

found to decrease trust (Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005). However, when considering 

the control appraisal of these emotions, it was found that those with other-

person control appraisals such as anger and gratitude, as well as those with 

weak control appraisals such as happiness, had a greater influence on trust 

than those appraised by personal (pride, guilt) or situational control such as 

sadness (Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005). In general then, control appraisals 

influence evaluative judgements on the type and extent of control and the 
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valence of the emotion constrains these judgements in accordance with the 

valence of the event. 

 Emotional expression and control. Rafaeli and Sutton (1989) note the 

ability of people to distinguish between what they feel and the emotions they 

then express. Expressive behaviours are observed by individuals and used to 

attribute emotional states to that other person (Frijda, 1986). Luhmann (1979) 

notes that it is this expressive ability and our awareness of, and control over it, 

which helps to reduce social complexity. Accurate perceptions of others are 

fundamental to subjective trust. In addition to perceiving and understanding the 

expressed emotional reactions of oneself and others, individuals tend to 

anticipate emotional experiences. Emotional displays by group members have 

been found to moderate the effect of trust on cooperation, in particular, displays 

with a high level of activation such as enthusiasm had a greater effect than 

boredom (Tanghe, Wisse, & Van Der Flier, 2010). Not all such experiences may 

be helpful however. Anticipating negative events may lead to high levels of fear 

that effectively immobilise the individual.  

Emotional control (Epstein & Fenz, 1965) can moderate reactions to 

uncertainty as it enables predictable or controlled responses to events. 

Controllability is not just the ability to actually control outcomes, but includes the 

sense of control where the person perceives they have the capacity to control 

the outcome whether or not they choose to do so in any given circumstance 

(Frijda, 1986). As such, controllability may be objective or subjective. Implied in 

this there is a breakeven point where an individual must decide between the 

burden of responsibility that comes with emotional control and controllability of 

outcomes and the ability to abandon these efforts and engage in ‘secondary 

control’ (Rothbaum et al., 1982). Secondary control reduces emotional tension 
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and frustrations by gaining control through changing the self to conform with the 

environment. The extreme of this can be a form of “learned helplessness” 

(Abramson et al., 1978) where the action tendency of emotion becomes 

blocked.  

Moods 

Moods are described as low in strength and diffuse feeling states that are 

not associated with clear antecedents (Forgas, 1992). While moods are 

generally less intense than emotions, there are instances such as depression in 

which moods are highly intense (Thayer, 1996). Moods are not centered on 

specific objects or events so the mood an individual is experiencing could stem 

from previous experiences. Consequently, an individual’s behaviour may not be 

prompted by the current situation as the cause of moods can become detached 

(Frijda, 1986). Moods can therefore be experienced without any simultaneous 

awareness of what caused them, as there is no cause-effect relationship 

between moods and events (Thayer, 1996).  

Moods can influence judgements and motives and consequently 

behaviour. They have positive or negative valence which is commonly known as 

feeling good or bad. They are part of conscious experience and can be 

described in terms of feelings. The control and maintenance of mood involves 

managing mood-eliciting events within situational constraints (Erber, Wegner, & 

Therriault, 1996) and incorporates various mood-dependent ways of processing 

information. The valence of mood does not always dominate, and decisions are 

not always made to increase pleasure and avoid pain, giving rise to a number of 

mood-incongruence theories (Erber & Erber, 2001; Martin, Ward, Achee, & 

Wyer Jr., 1993; Schwarz, 1990). 
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Affect 

Affect, as distinct from emotion, is generally used when referring to a 

stable individual difference or dispositional tendency to experience or express 

certain emotions. Confusingly, the terms affect and emotion are often used 

interchangeably. As mentioned above, affect is mostly referred to in terms of 

valence (positive affect or negative affect) yet one of the attributes of emotion is 

also its valence. Watson et al. (1988) have found that positive and negative 

affect form dominant dimensions of emotional experience. For the purpose of 

naming the variables in my research, the terms mood or emotion will be used. 

Emotions in Organisations 

The context or situation in which an emotion occurs is of primary 

importance in understanding how individuals behave. Consequently, there has 

been increasing interest in researching emotions in organisations. Ashforth and 

Humphrey (1995) describe the institutionalised methods of regulating the 

experience of emotion in the workplace, yet they also foresaw the potential for 

research into the functional use of emotions in the workplace, which was not 

prevalent at that time. They review some of the factors that, in time, became 

important factors in PBOs. These include their focus on involving the self in 

work to increase motivation, organisational commitment, leaders developing 

systems of shared meaning (symbolic management), and the role of emotion 

and emotional contagion in groups to develop group cohesion.  

Weiss and Cropanzano (1996) examined employees and their emotional 

reactions to events at work and developed the Affective Events Theory (AET), a 

model that illustrates how moods and emotions produce affect-driven decisions 

and judgement-driven decisions. The AET model shows that work events affect 

employees positively or negatively and the intensity of their reaction to these 
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events is dependent on their mood. The intensity of the employee’s response 

then affects decisions they make at work. Interestingly, Weiss and Cropanzano 

(1996) also discuss how negative emotional events can produce shocks that 

can have lasting affective reactions resulting in these events being remembered 

and cited in exit interviews. With past experiences of affect, it has been shown 

that two main experiences are more important than others. Fredrickson (2000) 

found that the peak affect (most intensely experienced) and the end affect (the 

last one that concluded the experience) were the most influential in subsequent 

decision making. Peaks convey information regarding our capacity for emotion 

and ends convey certainty and enable the past to be known. If an event is 

ongoing, then we do not have this certainty, and finality (end event) to be able 

to amend our expectations of the future with surety. 

The event itself, though, does not determine the emotional experience of 

the individual involved in it. Basch and Fisher (2000) explored a small 

component of the AET model and were able to extend our understanding of the 

links between affect-producing events and emotions. Their results indicate that 

because people appraise events differently, they can experience different 

emotions from the same event. This suggests that there are factors working at 

multiple levels. This is consistent with the affect-as-information theory (Forgas, 

1995) which suggests that the infusion of affect into judgements varies along a 

continuum. Complex and atypical events require more systematic and 

substantive processing and are equated with greater affective biases on 

judgements (Forgas, 1995). Trust in short-term contexts is one such example of 

atypical situations so this would suggest that the mood or emotion of the trustor 

will influence their decision to trust. 
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Indeed, Ashkanasy (2003) has provided an overview of emotions in 

organisations and presents a multi-level model consisting of five levels; within-

person, between-persons, interpersonal interactions, groups, and organisation-

wide. He outlines arguments for developing the ability to read emotional and 

affective signs in employees. One such concept that incorporates the 

awareness and management of emotions is emotional intelligence (Jordan & 

Lawrence, 2009).   

Emotional Intelligence 

Competing models. A clear distinction exists between trait emotional 

intelligence that focuses on behaviour or personality and information processing 

models of emotional intelligence that examine mental abilities (Petrides & 

Furnham, 2000). The most common models of emotional intelligence are the 

trait model (Goleman, 1995), which focuses on emotional competencies and the 

abilities framework (J. D. Mayer & Salovey, 1997; Salovey & Mayer, 1990) 

which focuses on emotional intelligence as the interaction of emotion and 

cognition. In later research, Mayer and Salovey conceptualised emotional 

intelligence as being comprised of a set of abilities in a four-part model that 

incorporates (a) perceiving emotion, (b) using emotions to facilitate thought, (c) 

understanding emotion, and (d) managing emotions in a way that enhances 

personal growth and social relations (J. D. Mayer & Salovey, 1997).  

The construct of emotional intelligence needs to be clearly defined and 

distinguished from emotional and social competence (Cherniss, 2010). 

According to Brackett and Mayer (2003), J.D. Mayer and colleagues have 

attempted to maintain a robust definition of emotional intelligence based on 

mental ability, which can be differentiated from existing personality constructs 
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and measures of a more general social intelligence (Cantor & Kihlstrom, 1987; 

Stricker & Rock, 1990). 

There is continuing debate regarding the concept of emotional 

intelligence and whether it is indeed comprised of or related to intelligence. 

Matthews, Emo, Roberts, and Zeidner (2006) note the need to distinguish 

between aptitudes as interpersonal qualities and the outcomes of them such as 

differences in behaviours or competencies. The abilities model (J.D. Mayer & 

Salovey, 1997) is preferred for academic research as it has been found to be 

psychometrically sound and relatively distinct from personality traits (Caruso, 

Mayer, & Salovey, 2002). In contrast, the mixed model approach (Bar-On, 1997; 

Goleman, 1995) is favoured in management consulting applications and school 

settings where the focus is on emotional competencies and adaptive learning 

(Lopes, Salovey, & Straus, 2003).   

Overall, the construct of emotional intelligence has been investigated in 

three streams of research differentiated by the type of measures used to assess 

it (Ashkanasy & Daus, 2005). The streams are: the abilities model assessed 

using tests of emotional abilities; the abilities model assessed using self-report 

measures; and the mixed model which is predominantly assessed using self-

reports. The abilities model (J.D. Mayer & Salovey, 1997) has been criticised in 

relation to measurement issues (Conte, 2005). Equally, self-report measures 

based on the J.D. Mayer and Salovey (1997) model have been criticised 

regarding their discriminant validity (Conte, 2005). However, Daus and 

Ashkanasy (2003) note that the construct is in its infancy and measures are 

improving as part of an overall construct development process (Daus & 

Ashkanasy, 2005).  Likewise, the mixed models comprising the third stream 

have been criticised for not being sufficiently distinct from personality or 
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behavioural dispositions (McRae, 2000). Cherniss (2010) redefines the 

distinction between abilities models and mixed models calling the former 

“emotional intelligence” and the latter “emotional and social competence” and 

highlights the fact that these competencies are not forms of intelligence. 

In my research I will be using the J.D. Mayer and Salovey (1997) 

construct of emotional intelligence to test how cognitive emotional abilities 

impact on trust and control. I will be using measures from the second research 

stream which are self-report measures based on the J.D. Mayer and Salovey 

(1997) model as outlined below. 

Definition. As described by J.D. Mayer and Salovey (1997), perceiving 

emotion is about the ability to identify, discriminate between and accurately 

express emotion in one’s self and others. Using emotions to facilitate thought 

relates to the ability to use emotions to prioritise thinking, aid judgement and 

memory, to consider the influence of moods on our point of view, and to 

encourage specific problem-solving approaches appropriate to our emotional 

state. Understanding emotion relates to understanding and analysing emotions, 

including the meanings they convey and employing this emotional knowledge to 

understand complex feelings.  Managing emotions describes the ability to stay 

open to both positive and negative emotions, engage or detach from emotion 

based on its utility, monitor the reasonableness of emotions in oneself and 

others, and moderate emotion in oneself and others without altering the 

information those emotions seek to convey.  This has come to be known as the 

Four-Branch Model of emotional intelligence (J. D. Mayer, Salovey, Caruso, & 

Sitarenios, 2001). 

The Mayer and Salovey (1997) model is an iterative model meaning that 

one level informs the next. In testing this model, Joseph and Newman (2010) 
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excluded the second factor (facilitation) on the basis that they believed it was 

conceptually redundant to include it with emotion regulation, particularly since 

they found it had little construct validity in their meta-analysis. However, Joseph 

and Newman (2010) did find that there was a sequential ordering of the other 

three factors; perception, understanding, and regulation or management of 

emotion.  

In my program of research I have taken two approaches to the 

measurement of emotional intelligence using scales which are both 

conceptually designed to measure the J.D. Mayer and Salovey (1997) 

construct. The first is the Self-Rated Emotional Intelligence Scale (SREIS; 

Brackett, Rivers, Shiffman, Lerner, & Salovey, 2006) and the second is the 

Workgroup Emotional Intelligence Profile - Short version (WEIP-S; Jordan & 

Lawrence, 2009). The SREIS was co-authored by Peter Salovey and has strong 

conceptual links with his theoretical model (J.D. Mayer & Salovey, 1997). Given 

that trust is the dependant variable in this research, an important consideration 

in choosing the SREIS was that it does not correlate with social competence 

measures (Brackett et al., 2006). In the SREIS, emotion management is 

separated into management of own emotions and social management of 

emotion giving five subscales.  

The issue of context is important in relation to the use of emotional 

intelligence models and measures (Jordan, Dasborough, Daus, & Ashkanasy, 

2010). Appropriate measures were used for each of the studies. The SREIS 

(used in Study 1) was designed to be used with individuals whereas the WEIP-

S (used in Study 2) was designed to be used in a team or workgroup context. 

The WEIP-S has four subscales based on combinations of self versus other 

focus of attention and emotional awareness versus emotional management 
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abilities. This results in the subscales of Awareness of Own Emotions, 

Awareness of Others’ Emotions, Management of Own Emotions, and 

Management of Others’ Emotions.  

The relationship between emotional intelligence and performance 

outcomes is well established (Van Rooy & Viswesvaran, 2004) as well as its 

effectiveness in situations requiring conflict resolution (Jordan & Troth, 2004), 

team process effectiveness (Clarke, 2010) and goal focus (Jordan, Ashkanasy, 

Härtel, & Hooper, 2002). To minimise conflict and develop an atmosphere of 

creativity in the workplace, it is necessary to control emotionally charged 

situations, while still enabling the development of creative and new ideas. 

Emotional intelligence, particularly in leaders, has been found to be an integral 

part of this creativity in the workplace (Zhou & George, 2003).  

Each of the branches of emotional intelligence has been found to be 

related to performance. To be able to deal with others in difficult circumstances, 

it is essential to have a high degree of awareness of one’s own emotions as 

self-awareness is a key building block of emotional intelligence (Jordan & 

Ashkanasy, 2006). While emotion recognition skills are valuable in 

organisations, it has also been noted that their use needs to be considered in 

terms of the specific workplace and situational requirements, since factors such 

as recognising and acting on negative emotions can be detrimental (Elfenbein & 

Ambady, 2002). The ability to understand emotions utilises cognitive attribution 

processes and first impressions are formed from visual cues and information 

associated with the situation. For example, seeing someone yell and punch a 

photocopier would be understood as anger at the machine not working and 

behaviour based on frustration. These impressions play an important part in 

determining our views of the personality of others (Bar, Neta, & Linz, 2006) and 
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their abilities to cope in various situations. Understanding one’s own emotions is 

just as important, for example, understanding why we get angry when others 

are unfairly treated (De Cremer & Van Hiel, 2010). Similarly, the ability to 

manage emotions is related to social performance in the workplace as it has 

been found to enhance the quality of social interactions (Lopes et al., 2004). 

Emotional intelligence abilities are therefore useful in terms of personal control 

and the decision to trust.  

Emotional Intelligence and Trust 

Trust is a prosocial behaviour (Omodei & McLennan, 2000) and a 

positive concept in that you have a positive expectation of its fulfilment, 

otherwise it becomes mistrust.  Schul, Mayo, and Burnstein (2004) have 

identified that trust enables people to access the central meaning of a message, 

whereas distrust functions to suspend belief in the message and allow other 

scenarios to be considered. The regulation or use of emotion is similarly 

connected with this ability to moderate what is retained as belief or 

understanding (M. Williams, 2007). Individuals are able to hold information in 

suspense and code it as suspicious even though they may not be able to 

differentiate a truthful from an untruthful person (Schul et al., 2004).   

The experience of trust is determined by the interplay of people's values, 

attitudes, and moods and emotions (G. R. Jones & George, 1998). In particular, 

there is a connection between emotional intelligence and interpersonal 

behaviours. George (2000) discussed emotional intelligence in relation to 

various interpersonal aspects of the leadership process, or more specifically five 

factors contributing to leader effectiveness. One of these was generating and 

maintaining enthusiasm, confidence, optimism, cooperation, and trust. She 

theorised that by being able to better understand and use their emotions, 
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leaders high in emotional intelligence would be able to maintain cooperation 

and trust by engaging in constructive thinking and high quality interpersonal 

relationships. Cooperative behaviours increase trust (Weingart, Bennett, & 

Brett, 1993) and high emotional intelligence has been shown to increase 

cooperative behaviours. For example, Schutte et al. (2001) found that those 

with higher scores for emotional intelligence were more likely to cooperate with 

others.  

While there is some research on emotional intelligence and trust, the 

tendency has been to focus on its importance for leadership (George, 2000), 

team outcomes (Prati, Douglas, Ferris, Ammeter, & Buckley, 2003), and 

marketing (Heffernan, O’Neill, Travaglione, & Droulers, 2008). There is need for 

more research on the impact of emotional intelligence on trust and control. 

Chapter Summary 

In this chapter, I reviewed the literature around trust, control and 

emotion. This review provides a foundation for the development of a new model 

of trust, emotion, and control. In particular, the review revealed that trust and 

control are complex and multi-faceted constructs with a variety of antecedents. 

Consequently, further research is required on the role of emotion in the trust-

control nexus. In the next chapter I will outline my research model and provide 

evidence of the linkages between the major variables in the generalised model. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

Model Development And Propositions 

Chapter Aims 

In the previous chapter I reviewed in detail the constructs of trust, control 

and emotions. I also argued that these three constructs are related and, at 

present, there is no comprehensive model that considers the relationships 

between these variables, in particular, how control is connected to short-term 

trust, and emotional intelligence. The aim of this chapter is to specify my 

Research Model. The Research Model articulates the general relationships 

between trust, control, and emotion. It was developed after considering in detail 

(as per Chapter 2) the nature, antecedents and consequences of trust, control, 

and emotion as well as consideration of the gaps in the literature. My overall 

model addresses the Research Questions identified in Chapter 1. Each of the 

paths in this model will be explained in more detail and formal propositions 

developed for each of these connections.  

 From my review of the literature provided in the previous chapter, the 

trust literature has not explored the relationship between trust, control and 

emotions in any systematic way. The model I propose in this thesis extends a 

basic model of trust developed by Kee and Knox (1970) and extends this 

framework to include the role of emotions and control in what is largely a 

cognitively and motivationally based model of trust. In Chapter 1, I noted the 

aim of my program of research is to answer the following Research Questions: 

RQ 1. What individual difference variables influence trust decisions? 

RQ 2. Is there a link between emotions and trust decisions? 

RQ 3. Is there a link between control and trust decisions? 
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RQ 4. How do emotion and control combine to impact on short-term 

trust? 

RQ 5. Can the level of short-term trust vary within a single-event activity? 

Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical underpinnings I have adopted in developing my research 

model stem from three broad theories. Given that trust has been found to have 

cognitive, emotional, and motivational antecedents as outlined in Chapter 2, I 

have drawn on social learning theory (Rotter, 1954), Bandura’s (1986) social 

cognitive theory, Mischel’s (2004) dynamic personality system, and Weiner’s 

(1974, 1985) attribution theory to underpin my model development. In particular, 

attribution theory will be used to explain the within-person processes involved in 

trust and control decisions. The model of trust developed in this chapter is 

based on the Kee and Knox (1970) and R. C. Mayer et al. (1995) models of 

trust. The process involved in the trust decision is founded in control theories 

such as expectancies for internal versus external control of reinforcement 

(Rotter, 1966) and Miller’s (1979) mini-max theory. 

Theories that integrate cognition, emotion and appraisal processes such as 

emotional intelligence (J. D. Mayer and Salovey, 1997), two factor theory of 

emotion (Schachter & Singer, 1962), and the affect infusion model of mood and 

judgement (Forgas, 1995) are also drawn upon in this research.  

Model Development 

Existing Models of Trust 

Kee and Knox (1970) developed a model of trust that articulates the 

relationship between behavioural trust and three independent variables namely: 

previous experience; structural and situational factors, and; dispositional factors 
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(Figure 1). This relationship is mediated by both perceptions of the motives 

and/or competence of others, and subjective trust, which is defined as an 

underlying subjective state based on an appraisal of the probability of the other 

party’s trustworthiness. Perceiving the motives and/or competence of others 

involves making judgements about the trustworthiness of others and in this 

research will be included as perceptions of others’ ability, integrity, and 

benevolence. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.  Kee and Knox (1970) model of trust and suspicion. 

 

This model draws a distinction between the subjective appraisal of trust 

and the behavioural action of trust (Kee & Knox, 1970). The Kee and Knox 

(1970) model acknowledges that individuals may behave in a trusting manner, 

while still harbouring a degree of uncertainty in their subjective appraisal of the 

situation. At some point though, the degree of uncertainty would reach a point 

where the decision to trust becomes too risky and behavioural trust is 

withdrawn. The distinction between subjective trust and behavioural trust is an 

important factor to consider in my research, as it will help to further define at 
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what point other factors such as control may impact on trust. In my research I 

consider the inclusion of dispositional factors and situational factors in 

determining trust as noted by Kee and Knox (1970). Although some of these 

concepts and their relationships to trust have been studied previously, it has 

been predominantly in the context of long-standing work relationships. These 

relationships may apply in trust situations where others are known, however, in 

short-term trust decisions, there may be a lack of prior information about others 

and therefore research is warranted on whether the relationships outlined by 

Kee and Knox (1970) still apply. 

 Another model that considers trust is that of R. C. Mayer, Davis, and 

Schoorman (1995) who examined factors that influence the perception of 

trustworthiness of others, namely the trustor’s perceptions of the ability, 

benevolence, and integrity of the party to be trusted.  In combination these 

factors then influence the level of trust, however, in this model this relationship 

is moderated by the trustor’s propensity to trust. In a second moderation within 

this model, perceived risk moderates the relationship between trust and risk-

taking in the relationship, which in turn leads to outcomes (Figure 2). The 

outcome in this model (R. C. Mayer et al., 1995) is identified by the authors as 

the long-term effects of trust in the relationship based on the success or failure 

of the trust decision. R. C. Mayer and colleagues (1995) have distinguished 

their model from the Kee and Knox (1970) model through focusing on the 

relational nature of trust. Where the Kee and Knox model (1970) focuses on the 

factors that contribute to the trust decision, R. C. Mayer and colleagues (1995) 

suggest that it is the specific context factors and identity of the other party that 

are important. The outcomes in the R. C. Mayer et al. (1995) model include the 

development of the reputations of the parties based on a trust encounter in a 
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specific situation. It should also be noted that the trustor’s judgement of the 

trustee can be dynamic and context-specific. The loop developed in the model 

is completed with the outcomes informing the perception of trustworthiness of 

others.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.  Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman (1995) model of trust. 

 

This model highlights the propensity to trust (Trustor’s Propensity) as a 

stable within-person factor which, in effect, is the trustor’s willingness to trust. In 

this model, the trustor’s propensity to trust others (a dispositional variable) is 

specified whereas in the Kee and Knox (1970) model this dispositional variable 

is not specified.  The significant issue in the R. C. Mayer et al. (1995) model is 

that perceived risk and risk-taking in the relationship are conceptualised to 

occur after the demonstration of trust, that is, between trust and the outcome. 

The reason for this is that supposedly there is “no risk taken in the willingness to 

be vulnerable” (R. C. Mayer et al., 1995, p. 724) and that risk is only involved 

after an individual behaviourally manifests trust. The inclusion of risk after trust 

was intended to distinguish between intention or willingness to risk and actually 
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engaging in risk-taking behaviour. Although I agree that this latter distinction is 

relevant, assuming that there is no risk involved in the propensity to trust denies 

that there could be a within-person struggle between trusting someone 

subjectively (propensity to trust) and then actually behaving in a trusting 

manner. For example, it is possible to not trust someone and yet still behave in 

a trusting manner. I contend that risk occurs earlier in the process due to the 

involvement of influences such as emotions. The R. C. Mayer et al. (1995) 

model ignores factors such as emotional reactions to previous events and how 

this could increase a perception of risk in the decision to trust. 

The two models outlined above are widely cited in literature reviews on 

trust and have not been actively refuted in the literature. However, there is 

potential for these models to be adapted. The model of emotion, trust and 

control proposed in my research (Figure 3) primarily extends the Kee and Knox 

(1970) model of trust and suspicion. It is based on the Kee and Knox (1970) 

model in that it explores the antecedents of trust identified in their model. 

However, I propose alternative relationships, principally that situational and 

dispositional factors have a direct impact on trust and are not mediated by 

perceptions of others. Specifically, I suggest that there is a relationship between 

mood and trust which is mediated by control and a relationship between 

emotional intelligence and trust which is also mediated by control. In addition, I 

propose direct relationships between emotional intelligence and trust and 

between perceptions of others and trust.  

In my model, I use the “factors of perceived trustworthiness” namely 

ability/benevolence/integrity, from the R. C. Mayer et al. (1995) model to assess 

the “perceptions of others” identified in the Kee and Knox (1970) model. Since 

trust has been conceptualised as cognitively-based and emotion-based 
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(McAllister, 1995), I have included mood as a dispositional antecedent of trust in 

my model as well. A major contribution of my model is the inclusion of control, in 

Chapter 6, as a situational factor that is essentially used to reduce risk. In Study 

2b (Chapter 6) I vary the degree of objective control available to participants by 

allowing them to converse with each other prior to a trust decision.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.  Generalised model of short-term trust, emotion and control. 
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can be emotionally based. In framing their Cognitive-Affective Personality 

System, Michel and Shoda (1995) argue that situational factors mediate the 

relationship between personality (dispositional factors) and behavioural 

consequences. If the act of trust is a behavioural decision, then it follows that 

these factors can also directly influence trust. To address this issue I also 

extend the model with the inclusion of emotional intelligence as an individual 

difference variable that is an antecedent to trust and control.  

 Previously, in Chapter 2, I outlined significant qualities of each of the key 

constructs shown in Figure 3. I also demonstrated the progression from a need 

for behavioural or output control mechanisms in organisations, to the need for 

greater social relations and control (Maravelias, 2003; Styhre, 2008). This social 

control functions in a symbiotic relationship with trust (D. Skinner & Spira, 

2003). In other words, trust becomes a substitute for social control. Both trust 

and social control are predicated on personal control, that is, one’s subjective 

control or sense of control (Hayashi, Ostrom, Walker, & Yamagishi, 1999). 

While part of the decision to trust is informed by a perception of the 

trustworthiness of others, it is also informed by an individual’s values, goals and 

desires (Weibel, 2007). 

In the last chapter, I showed that emotions alert individuals to changes in 

circumstances and the extent of progress toward goals based on primary 

appraisals (Lazarus, 1991b). They provide a useful source of information for 

decision-making (Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001). Memories of past experiences can 

be triggered in present circumstances and alter an individual’s present mood 

(i.e., mood induction) and conversely, mood can have an effect on memories 

(Chepenik, Cornew, & Farah, 2007). However, unless an individual reappraises 

their past experiences in terms of their current circumstances, they tend to 
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respond in accordance with their generalised patterns of behaviour (Gross & 

Thompson, 2007). In Chapter 2, I proposed that emotional intelligence (J. D. 

Mayer & Salovey, 1997) is an ability which improves an individual’s subjective 

and emotional control through the awareness and management of emotions 

(Forgas & George, 2001). I will now provide a rational for the relationships 

between the variables in my general research model.  

Propositions 

Control and Trust 

There is debate regarding the relationship between trust and control.  

Some authors identify trust as a substitute for control, because trust lowers the 

costs of monitoring and other control mechanisms (Cummings & Bromiley, 

1996), and involves high cooperative behaviours (Costa, 2003; Currall & Judge, 

1995). On the other hand, Das and Teng (1998) refute that trust is a substitute 

for control, identifying that both contribute to the cooperation needed in a 

relationship. They argue that the intention to trust is subjective and needs to be 

manifested in an action for trust to actually occur. According to Das and Teng 

(1998) the other person (or their word) must actually be relied upon for trust to 

be tested. Most definitions of trust (Deutsch, 1960; R. C. Mayer et al., 1995; 

Rousseau et al., 1998) are in agreement that acting on trust involves submitting 

to someone else and involves a potential risk that they may abuse or subvert 

the power or responsibility given to them.  

While not trusting other people minimises these risks, there are situations 

where we need to trust others even though we may have doubts about the 

outcome. In this case, control is a way of alleviating or minimising risk, for 

example, high self-monitoring individuals have been found to have good 
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reputations as reciprocating trustees as a result of their abilities to respond with 

social and situational appropriateness (Flynn, Reagans, Amanatullah, & Ames, 

2006). To be clear, this risk is not about an unsuccessful outcome, it is risk 

associated with being vulnerable to others. For example, a worker may allow 

(trust) a co-worker to arrange an event, but in planning discussions may specify 

(control) requirements that suit themself. The inclusion of specific requirements 

(control), however, shows that the worker is unwilling to risk being entirely 

vulnerable to the efforts of their co-worker. A trusting worker however, would 

allow the co-worker to act without interference or control and trust that the co-

worker would make arrangements with the trustor’s best interests at heart (i.e., 

show benevolence).  

Once potential risks have been minimised, it is easier to trust (Bijlsma & 

van De Bunt, 2003). According to the R. C. Mayer et al. (1995) model of trust, 

risk lies between trust and the outcome. However, I would argue that control, or 

managing the risk, comes before trust. In fact, it has been shown that internally 

controlled individuals are more likely to take risks (Strickland, Lewicki, & Katz, 

1966). Whether control is considered in terms of objective control or subjective 

control, or internal (dispositional) or external (processes) control, I argue that 

control is required for trust to occur. 

One of the factors that influence the type of control that is applied in a 

given situation is the time frame for the individual’s goals. Whether they are 

seeking an outcome of a short-term goal in the present situation or whether 

there are longer term goals at stake (Rachlin, 2000) makes a difference in 

relation to the action that is required by the trustor to achieve that goal. For 

example, when an individual has a goal with an extended time frame such as 

engaging in a relationship with someone by trusting them, objective control may 



  74 

be minimised in favour of subjective control. In the case of short-term goals, 

however, more objective control may be needed to align their behaviours and to 

work toward a common goal. This is because objective control behaviours such 

as indulging immediate impulses can be used to alter an individual’s mood 

particularly when they believe their moods are changeable (Tice, Bratslavsky, & 

Baumeister, 2001). People’s perception of how much control they have is 

therefore a fundamental probability judgement informed by past experiences of 

control, the potential for objective control in the current situation.  

When objective control is applied from an external source such as by 

managers, the opportunity for individuals to exert their own forms of control is 

decreased and so is their trust. Wells and Kipnis (2001) found that when strong 

influence tactics were used, subordinates were distrustful of managers. In 

contrast, individuals with a desire for control have been found to attempt to gain 

personal control by engaging in proactive activities such as relationship building 

in situations where they were newcomers to the organisation (Ashford & Black, 

1996). Together, these findings demonstrate that an aversion to excessive 

external control and a preference for personal control in developing 

relationships with others is associated with trust. Therefore it is expected there 

would be a positive relationship between control and trust in general. 

Based on these findings, and shown in Figure 3, it is proposed that: 

P1. The link between an individual’s control and their trust is 

positive. 

Perceptions of Others and Trust 

In general, perceptions of others are built up over time and those 

perceptions change or are confirmed as we become familiar with the other 

person (Burger, 1986). Yet in judgements of others people also consider the 
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current situation as the context for those judgements. These perceptions are 

reinforced through success/failure in achieving outcomes. In his Social Learning 

Theory, Rotter (1954) argued that through repeated events, individuals develop 

confidence that their behaviour (and the behaviour of others) will result in an 

expected (or probable) outcome. It is through this that individuals are able to 

identify stable traits in others. Outcomes reinforce a belief that success/failure is 

either due to the individual’s own behaviour (internal) or sources outside 

themselves (external; Rotter, 1966) such as others, the environment, or 

government.  Rotter (1971) identified that situation-specific experiences and 

experiences from previous situations are used in varying degrees to determine 

the expectancy to trust. One approach to anticipating what behaviours others 

will engage in involves making judgements based on heuristics from previous 

experience. The assumption here is that, all things being equal, an individual 

will follow previous patterns of behaviour, and therefore, similar outcomes can 

be anticipated.  

This cause-effect process is also at the core of attribution theory (Weiner, 

1974, 1985); a theory that explains how individuals attribute success or failure 

based on the locus of the cause (internal/external), expectations of whether the 

cause will change or stay the same, and whether the cause can be controlled. 

So, where Rotter’s view is based on the source of the cause (i.e., is there an 

internal/external locus of control), Weiner adds that the stability of the cause is 

also important. For example, as individuals experience situations that are new 

to them, they need to determine whether the reasons for how an individual 

behaved in a previous encounter still hold true (are stable) in the new situation. 

In judgements of the competence and motives of others, there is a need to 

examine one’s own prior knowledge of similar events and behavioural 
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information from the current situation. However, in short-term trust situations, 

there is limited information available about the other party. Rotter (1971) 

contends that instead of always relying on specific information about the other 

parties involved, the trustor uses prior knowledge of similar situations. The 

trustor expects that persons involved in the current situation will behave in the 

same way that those in the previous encounters behaved. This creates 

familiarity over time with the other party and is a generalised perception and 

therefore, not reliable in all circumstances.  

Whether we believe success/failure is due to someone’s ability (relatively 

stable) or their effort (unstable) is important in determining whether or not they 

can be trusted. As noted earlier, the perception of the ability of others has been 

shown to be an antecedent to trust (R. C. Mayer & Davis, 1999). Homsma, Van 

Dyck, De Gilder, Koopman, & Elfring, (2007) separated out the influence of 

causal interpretations (internal/external, stable/unstable) from explicit causes of 

situations such as lack of effort or perceived control. An example of an internal 

unstable cause is mood which is much harder to control than an external stable 

cause such as how much effort is applied to the task. An important finding in 

relation to this shows how internal unstable and external stable attributions after 

errors have been made provide better performance such as fewer errors in 

future (Homsma et al., 2007). Homsma et al. (2007) found that internal unstable 

causes are connected with higher perceived control after an error has been 

committed. Having a sense of personal control and responsibility predicts 

improved task behaviours such as asking for assistance (Homsma et al. , 

2007). Developing constructive ways of handling mistakes and correctly 

attributing the cause of the error is important in dealing with the success/failure 

of our decisions. In a trust decision, individuals need to gather information about 



  77 

the trustee from the situation at hand and from any responses or reactions of 

the trustee. 

If the trust situation is novel or unfamiliar, information other than the 

trustee’s locus of control may be required to make a judgement to trust such as 

affect or mood information (Zajonc, 1980). In this type of unfamiliar environment 

individuals look for clues regarding the other person’s responses or reactions to 

the situation. Weiner, Graham, Stern, and Lawson (1982) found that even 

young children are able to infer a cause of another’s behaviour (e.g., high or low 

ability or effort) from affective cues. From the trustor’s perspective, a lack of 

ability to decode non-verbal communication cues has been found to co-vary 

with low trust expectancies (Sabatelli, Buck, & Dreyer, 1983). Also, there is a 

positive correlation between our own trustworthiness and our trust of others 

(Rotter, 1980). Klapwijk and Van Lange (2009) have shown that generosity 

communicates trust, which is useful when the other party cooperates less than 

expected on various occasions. In other words, engaging in a positive activity 

with others signals a level of benevolence towards them. Other researchers (R. 

C. Mayer et al., 1995; Yakovleva et al., 2010) have found that ability, 

benevolence, and integrity are important in determining the trustworthiness of 

others and are positively related to trust. Interestingly, information about the 

other party’s trustworthiness predicts the trustor’s intention to trust (Rotter, 

1980). However, when that information is not available the trustor’s 

predisposition to trust (high generalised expectancy) informs the intention to 

trust (Gill, Boies, Finegan, & McNally, 2005). If information on the 

trustworthiness of the other party is present, then a trustor’s predisposition to 

trust does not significantly influence their intention to trust. This suggests that 
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individuals tend to favour situational cues over dispositional cues to determine 

whether to trust another or not.  

Based on this, and as shown in Figure 3, it is proposed that: 

P2.  There is a positive relationship between an individual’s 

perceptions of the trustee and their trust in the trustee. 

 

Emotional Intelligence and Trust  

When individuals first meet each other, they form first impressions 

quickly that are either reinforced or amended over time, and from which they 

make trait inferences about the other person (Bar et al., 2006). With no prior 

knowledge of someone, situational and personal cues increase in importance. 

At the same time, individuals must perceive and monitor their own emotions and 

emotional displays to give the impression that they are worth trusting. 

Trust has been shown to be an iterative, relational process in that 

individuals seek to determine if they can trust someone at the same time as 

they are trying to determine whether they will trust the other person (Ferrin et 

al., 2007). Therefore, it creates a mutual dependency. Skills such as emotional 

intelligence which include emotional awareness and management are important 

(Jordan & Lawrence, 2009). Although there are four branches of emotional 

intelligence (J. D. Mayer & Salovey, 1997), in my research I focus on two main 

areas of relevance, namely; emotional awareness and emotional management 

in accordance with the Jordan and Lawrence (2009) conceptualisation. The 

reciprocal nature of the trust relationship requires, in particular, skills to read the 

cues others send and to control the signals sent in interpersonal situations. 

In the next sections I will be examining specific emotional intelligence 

abilities and their connections with control and trust. It is expected that the 
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factors within the construct will have differing relationships with control and 

trust. Indeed, Joseph and Newman (2010) show that emotional intelligence 

should be viewed as a cascading model and not as one overarching concept as 

highlighted in Chapter 2.  

Some quick impressions of others are grounded in the physical ability to 

make judgements about facial attributes and impressions about the 

trustworthiness of others is one such example (Winston, Strange, O’Doherty, & 

Dolan, 2002). It has been found that trust and social recognition processes are 

associated with distinct patterns of emotional activation in the brain (Winston et 

al., 2002). Winston and his colleagues found that some faces appear less 

trustworthy than others, and that individuals can perceive untrustworthy people 

automatically (i.e., there is emotion processing activity occurring in the brain 

even if the person is not engaged in making an explicit trustworthiness 

judgement). Behavioural cues such as eye gaze direction are also related to 

trust. For instance, Bayliss and Tipper (2006) found people who gazed in a 

different direction to the target provided misleading gaze cues and were 

considered to look untrustworthy.  

This evidence suggests that individuals can get an initial impression of 

whether they trust someone or not from facial cues, long before they have 

started to think about their qualities such as trustworthiness. In turn, this 

suggests that emotional intelligence ability in relation to trust is distinct from 

perceptions of others measured through cognitive processes. That is, how 

individuals perceive someone based on awareness of emotion cues is distinct 

from how they understand and manage the emotion cues they send others. 

Ultimately, perceiving or being aware of emotions does not indicate their cause. 
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Since individuals with high emotional intelligence are able to manage 

their own emotions (J. D Mayer & Salovey, 1997), it is anticipated that their 

emotional management ability could be used to ameliorate the consequences of 

negative emotional reactions in themselves and from others (R. A. Thompson, 

1991). This does not mean that emotional intelligence will prevent the 

experience of a negative emotional reaction in the face of a perception of trust 

failure. Rather, it means that the trusting behaviour that follows that emotional 

reaction may be affected by an individual’s emotional intelligence. Those with 

high emotional intelligence have been found to display significantly more 

cooperative responses towards others (Schutte et al., 2001) as measured by 

the Prisoner’s Dilemma game.  In this type of game mutual cooperation benefits 

the individual but if one person defects they can gain more. So, individuals need 

to trust others and cooperate or they become the defector and risk sending 

negative relational signals.  

The emotional intelligence ability to manage emotions is perhaps the 

most likely dimension of emotional intelligence to be used in judgements of 

trust. This is particularly so in specific situations where building a relationship 

with the trustee is possible. This ability enables the person high in emotional 

intelligence to engage in perspective-taking and consider issues and problems 

from the other person’s point of view (Shi & Wang, 2007). Indeed, low emotional 

intelligence inhibits individuals from effectively using their emotions to facilitate 

cognitive processes and they may find it difficult to incorporate how they feel 

with what they do (Zhou & George, 2003). Conversely, by being able to see 

things from another’s perspective, those with high emotional intelligence are 

more likely to moderate extreme emotional reactions and seek to create a 
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collaborative flow to overcome problems they perceive (Jordan et al., 2002). 

This ability is certainly necessary in the decision to trust. 

Based on these findings, and as shown in Figure 3, it is proposed that: 

P3. There is a positive relationship between emotional 

intelligence and trust. 

 

Emotional Intelligence and Control 

To understand why both emotional intelligence and the capacity to exert 

control are important determinants of trust, it is necessary to identify how the 

emotions are involved. The concept of emotional intelligence taps into the 

interactions between emotions and cognitions (J. D. Mayer & Salovey, 1997). 

Although most research separates cognitive and emotional control, there is 

increasing support for an integrated perspective (Gray, 2004; Peters & Slovic, 

2000; Vuilleumier, 2005). This perspective needs to include information on the 

aspects of emotions that influence our decision-making. Gray (2004) found that 

individual differences in dispositions regarding approach and withdrawal 

behaviours predicted which people would experience an emotion more strongly 

and be more influenced on a performance task more by that emotion. Where it 

was once thought that too much emotion reduced the capacity of individuals to 

think and reason, this is being challenged through the identification of the 

functionality of the component parts of emotions such as valence and intensity. 

In a study of the effects of emotional intelligence and job control on 

organisational commitment and job satisfaction, Abraham (1999) found that 

although emotional intelligence predicted these outcomes strongly, the inclusion 

of job control as a mediating variable substantially increased the effect. This 
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research suggests that recruiting people with high emotional intelligence is not 

sufficient; they must also be given the capacity to exert control in their job. 

Perceiving or emotional awareness is the first branch of emotional 

intelligence. Perceiving how they feel in a situation enables individuals to make 

decisions about whether to engage in the situation and control it or control the 

feelings involved. Having the emotional intelligence ability of being able to 

perceive or recognise emotions in one’s self and others (J. D. Mayer & Salovey, 

1997), is necessary in making sense of this dissonance.  

Facilitation or integration of emotions is the second branch of emotional 

intelligence and relates to how emotions contribute to reasoning (J. D. Mayer & 

Salovey, 1997). Moods and emotions provide information on past experiences 

and help retrieve various cognitive schemas about those experiences without 

having to recall actual incidents (Banaji & Greenwald, 1995). For example, 

individuals can choose between doing enjoyable tasks or unenjoyable tasks 

without recalling a particular occurrence of either. This is because they have 

associated the memories of past experiences and how they felt about them with 

positive or negative appraisals which then inform their subsequent choices. 

Understanding emotion (J. D. Mayer & Salovey, 1997), the third branch 

of emotional intelligence, is being able to label felt or experienced emotions 

using language or non-verbal communication such as facial expressions. 

Rafaeli and Sutton (1989) note the ability of people to distinguish between what 

they feel and the emotions they then express. Expressive behaviours “make the 

observer attribute emotional states to the person” (Frijda, 1986, p. 9). For 

example, if an individual sees someone smile they may conclude the other 

person is a happy person. Not only can individuals observe the emotional states 

of others but they can also be aware of their own emotional states from their 
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reactions or expressive behaviours directed at others. Luhmann (1979) 

observes that it is this expressive ability and an awareness of and control over it 

that helps individuals to reduce social complexity and trust others. Emotional 

understanding involves comprehending the blends of emotions that make up 

various feeling states (J. D. Mayer & Salovey, 1997). For example, happiness 

and excitement may be understood as joy, but when coupled with desire for 

another, may be interpreted as love. Emotional intelligence involves 

understanding the connections between emotions and the progressions toward 

more complex emotions (J. D. Mayer & Salovey, 1997).  

The fourth branch of emotional intelligence is managing emotions to 

promote emotional and intellectual growth (J. D. Mayer & Salovey, 1997). It 

involves being able to engage or detach from an emotion based on its 

usefulness and to be able to manage one’s own and others’ emotions by 

reducing negative emotions and increasing positive ones (J. D. Mayer & 

Salovey, 1997). Managing emotions consists of both evaluation and regulation. 

Knowing when to exert control requires evaluation and being able to resist 

controlling the emotions of others requires regulation. For example, being aware 

that one can manipulate or control the emotions of others may lead to an 

increased sense of control, but a lack of success in achieving outcomes in the 

long run if the other person views the behaviour as manipulative and resists 

such attempts at control. 

Based on these findings, and as shown in Figure 3, it is proposed that: 

P4. There is a positive relationship between emotional 

intelligence and control.  
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Mood and Control 

Individuals regulate their moods to enhance their self-presentation when 

anticipating social exchanges as identified by Erber et al. (1996) who found that 

individuals did not seek to regulate their moods when they anticipated 

interacting with individuals in the same mood (i.e., positive/negative). Erber and 

colleagues (1996) also found that when moods were induced, individuals who 

anticipated no interaction did not seek a mood-altering stimulus, whereas those 

who anticipated interaction with a stranger sought a stimulus that was 

incongruent with their mood. The explanation given was that individuals attempt 

to neutralise their moods before social exchanges, that is, change their existing 

positive or negative mood state to neutral through self-exposure to a mood-

altering stimulus. When mood was not induced, individuals reduced their self-

exposure to positive and negative stimuli when interaction with others was 

expected. This suggests some form of social norming in terms of mood such 

that it may have differential effects on trust depending on the situation and the 

trustor’s perceptions of the trustee.   

In much the same way as we try to reduce social complexity through 

shared cognitive perspectives and meaning, perhaps there is an equivalent 

emotional process occurring (Li, Ashkanasy, & Ahlstrom, 2010). The need to be 

socially accepted has a strong effect on decision making (Baumeister, DeWall, 

Ciarocco, & Twenge, 2005; Baumeister, Vohs, & Tice, 2005). Individuals who 

anticipate social exclusion are likely to risk engaging (intentionally or 

unintentionally) in unhealthy and irrational self-defeating behaviour (Twenge, 

Catanese, & Baumeister, 2002). When deciding whether or not to trust others, 

individuals may engage in behaviour that is self-defeating in the long-run (e.g., 

betray another) to obtain some short-term benefit such as maintaining a sense 
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of control over the situation. By satisfying a short-term goal an individual can 

maintain or alter their mood (Fishbach & Labroo, 2007). 

Hertel et al. (2000) have shown that negative or insecure feeling states 

generate more effort or involvement when others are uncooperative than when 

they are cooperative.  This may indicate that negative mood promotes a 

tendency in individuals to instigate greater control over the situation to ensure a 

positive, or minimise a negative, outcome. Wanting to gain greater control over 

a situation results from a loss of a sense of control by the individual (D. H. 

Shapiro, 1994). The individual’s sense or perception of control can 

consequently change independently of any real or tangible opportunity to 

control the situation. Engaging in instrumental activities such as helping others 

is one way of repairing negative mood, yet it does not alter (intensify) positive 

mood, rather it is associated with maintaining positive mood (Manucia, 

Baumann, & Cialdini, 1984). This shows that helping others is a way for 

individuals to increase their sense of control. In situations where others are not 

helping and an individual increases their helping, their negative mood 

decreases (Manucia et al., 1984). Conversely, positive moods are more likely to 

lead to individuals engaging in positive assertive modes of control.  

Based on these findings, and as shown in Figure 3, it is proposed that: 

P5a.  Positive affect will be positively related with control. 

P5b.  Negative affect will be negatively related with control. 

Chapter Summary 

In this chapter I have developed a generalised model of short-term trust 

which incorporates perceptions of others, emotional intelligence, mood, and 

control. Since the constructs used in this research are complex and multi-

faceted, a rationale was given for the relationships between a number of facets 



  86 

of the variables used such as the types of control and branches of emotional 

intelligence. In subsequent chapters I outline a program of research to explore 

this model across two studies. Hypotheses will be developed in relation to the 

specific measures used for each of the constructs. Study 1 is outlined in 

Chapter 4 and uses a cross-sectional design to examine my generalised model 

of short-term trust and control (see Figure 3) using a sample of teachers.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

Study 1: Testing A Generalised Model Of Trust, Control And Emotion 

Among School Teachers 

Chapter Aims 

In this chapter I outline my first study which involves a test of the 

generalised model I developed in Chapter 3. The sample for my study 

predominantly comprises primary school teachers in a public school setting.  

The study involves a cross-sectional research design and one aim of this 

chapter is to examine the psychometric properties of the scales contained in the 

survey measure to test their validity and reliability with this sample. The second 

aim of this chapter is to test the linkages in the generalised model using 

bivariate correlations and regression analyses.  

Research Context 

The participants in this study were from the teaching profession. The 

rationale for conducting my research in schools is that, at work, teachers need 

to trust others to achieve outcomes. Conversely, lack of trust can have a 

negative impact on workplace health and performance. Troman (2000) has 

identified that stress in teaching environments has increased in recent years as 

a result of both intensification of work and changing trust relations. One cause 

specified for this increase in low-trust schooling is the promotion of 

managerialism and the consequent changing social relations (Troman, 2000). 

Teachers are required to engage in managerial and administrative functions in 

addition to classroom teaching and this requires additional skills, for example, 

increased social and communication skills (Troman, 2000). The nature of the 
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teaching workforce also leads to regular changes in personnel between schools 

and this results in changing work teams. These continual staff changes mean 

teachers are often working with colleagues with whom they may not have 

worked before or with whom they have not established a close personal 

relationship. Teaching requires individuals to be masters of their own classroom 

and yet be able to work with others in school-wide matters and cooperate with 

teaching partners in team-teaching circumstances. These duelling requirements 

therefore demand teachers have a desire for control and yet equally have self-

control in team situations. A strong desire for control is related to control over 

others and the environment (Burger, 1992) and higher levels of self-control 

provide control over one’s own behaviour (Tangney, Baumeister, & Boone, 

2004). The mode of control (D. H. Shapiro, 1994) individuals use to maintain a 

sense of control is also important. Since there is no direct supervision of 

teachers in classroom situations and little supervision in team-teaching 

situations the need for trust in others is accentuated.  

Research Model for Study 1   

Study 1 addresses Research Questions 1, 2, 3, and 4. The questions, as 

outlined in the introductory chapter are: 

RQ1. What individual difference variables influence trust decisions? 

RQ2. Is there a link between emotions and trust decisions? 

RQ3. Is there a link between control and trust decisions? 

RQ 4. How do emotion and control combine to impact on trust? 

Study 1 examines the variables of trust, perceptions of others, emotional 

intelligence, control, and mood in the hypothesised relationships illustrated in 

Figure 4 below.   
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Figure 4. Variables of proposed model examined in Study 1. 

 

As outlined in the literature review, there are a number of facets of 

control (Fishbach & Trope, 2005; Rodin, 1990; E. A. Skinner, 1996). This study 

includes measures of self-control, desire for control, and mode of control. Self-

control and desire for control are trait measures of control and are used to 

examine whether an internal or external focus on control is more likely to 

influence trust (D. H. Shapiro, 1994; Tangney et al., 2004). The mode of control 

measure examines behavioural preferences which incorporates a motivation for 

control and an individual’s sense of generally how much control is necessary 

(D. H. Shapiro, 1994). Since the construct of control and its measures are quite 

diverse, these three forms of control will be measured in this study to explore in 

more detail the nature of control affecting trust. 

The need for individuals to feel they have control is necessary for the 

development of trusting relationships in the workplace. Moye, Henkin, and 

Egley (2005) have shown that teachers who believed they were empowered in 

their workplace had higher levels of interpersonal trust in their principals. 

Woolfolk and Hoy (1990) found that personal efficacy correlated positively with 

bureaucratic orientation whereas teaching efficacy, which was more relational in 
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nature, was negatively related. Multivariate analysis revealed that personal 

efficacy was associated with control that endorsed the school’s control over 

teachers but not teacher’s control over students. This shows that there is a 

need for teachers to have a bureaucratic perspective, yet have a more 

humanistic or less custodial approach to their students. It also shows that the 

direction of control is important. 

 In Study 1, trust will be assessed using an interpersonal trust inventory 

that focuses on trust in specific others. Perceptions of the ability, benevolence, 

and integrity of others are captured to determine the trustor’s perceptions of 

others’ trustworthiness. Both trust and the trustworthiness of others are context 

dependent. Serva and Fuller (2004) found that the ability of team members was 

more important in a task context whereas integrity was more important in a 

relational context for determining the trustworthiness of team members. 

Teachers need to be able to trust their team members and consider them 

trustworthy in both task and relational contexts. Trust may suffer however if the 

trustor gains a negative perception of the trustee’s benevolence or goodwill 

toward them (M. Williams, 2007). 

The emotional intelligence measure used was chosen because it 

examines emotional abilities that align with those in the J.D. Mayer and Salovey 

(1997) model of emotional intelligence. The specific measure (Brackett et al., 

2006) will be discussed in detail later but, in summary, it contains subscales that 

measure an individual’s ability to perceive, use, understand, and manage 

emotion. Since trust has been conceptualised as both cognitive and emotion-

based, it is therefore important to include measures which will examine both 

judgements of trustworthiness (as indicated above) and the perception of 

emotion in others. 
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As a first step in examining the role of emotion in trust and control, the 

impact of mood will be examined in this chapter to explore the role individual 

difference variables have on trust and control. In Chapter 6 the specific roles of 

positive and negative emotions experienced during Study 2 will be discussed. In 

this chapter, mood is explored in terms of positive and negative affect 

dimensions (Watson et al., 1988). Teachers work in achievement-related 

contexts and it is suggested that affect and the expectancy of success guide 

motivated behaviour (Weiner, 1985). For teachers to trust others, there is a 

need for confidence in others and their trustworthiness as well as a degree of 

certainty about either the controllability of the situation or the individual’s ability 

to adapt to it. 

Hypotheses 

Control and Trust 

As outlined earlier, Rotter’s (1966) theory of internal/external locus of 

control focuses on the direction from which individuals expect to control the 

reinforcement they receive. A cause-effect relationship exists where an 

individual receives positive or negative reinforcement for their decision to 

behave in a certain way based on the effect of their actions. Some individuals 

value internal reinforcement and others value external reinforcement. There are 

a number of measures of locus of control. However, in a review of the 

psychometric properties of widely used measures, Leone and Burns (2000) 

highlighted that many do not adhere to Rotter’s (1966) original concept. Rotter 

(1966) outlined a behaviour-outcome contingency approach within a social 

learning framework.  The measurement of locus of control now appears to have 

been widened to include concepts such as desire for control (need to influence 
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others) and forms of self-efficacy (perceived ability to exert control) (Leone & 

Burns, 2000). In line with this later research, my work in Study 1 does not 

measure behaviour-outcome contingencies per se, but instead uses the related 

measures of desire for control and self-control. Below I will consider the 

differential relationships I expect to find between control and trust in terms of a) 

desire for control; b) self-control; and c) mode of control. 

 Desire for control. Individuals with a high desire for control are 

motivated to try to control the events and people in their environment and are 

more likely than those low in a desire for control to use attribution information to 

explain events (Burger & Hemans, 1988). Desire for control gives individuals a 

motivation to control the events in their lives (Burger, 1986). Burger (1985) 

found that individuals high in desire for control had higher expectancies 

regarding their performance on achievement-related tasks and that they 

showed greater effort and persistence on more challenging tasks. However, 

there is one caveat worth noting.  Those high in a desire for control took more 

risks when they perceived they had a greater chance of being successful. 

Wolfgang, Zenker, and Viscusi (1984) demonstrated in a betting game that, 

when individuals perceived they had greater chance of success, those with a 

high desire for control placed larger bets but at more conservative odds.  

 This awareness of the potential for success is also evident in the 

relationship between desire for control and trust. Sundaramurthy and Lewis 

(2003) have observed that executives generally have internalised performance 

standards yet when coercive forms of control were applied from boards, it was 

perceived as an attempt by the board to satisfy it’s desire for control. The effect 

was that it reduced the executives’ willingness to trust. This can be explained by 

the findings of Frey (1993), which indicate that when a psychological contract 
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exists between a principal and agent, such increased monitoring signals distrust 

and results in reduced work effort. In other words, when we create relational 

bonds there is an expectation that external control pressures from the trustor 

will decrease because there is trust in the abilities of the trustee. This confirms 

the previously identified strong relationship between the psychological contract 

and trust (S. L. Robinson, 1996). Psychological contracts and trust are similar in 

that they both involve an expectation of reciprocity. The relationship between 

psychological contracts and trust could be positive or negative depending on 

the extent of trust in the relationship. In the context of a low-trust relationship it 

is expected that both parties would have low expectations of reciprocity and 

would therefore maintain a high desire for control. In the context of a high-trust 

relationship, it would be expected that the trustor would not need to maintain 

their desire for control of others or the circumstances and would seek to control 

their behaviour in accordance with the psychological contract between them.  

  Based on the arguments above it is hypothesised that: 

 H1a.  There will be a positive link between desire for control and 

trust. 

 

 Self-control. Leone and Burns (2000) indicate that individuals with an 

internal locus of control, who expect success to be contingent upon their own 

behaviours, believe they can achieve desired outcomes and avoid undesirable 

outcomes. However, not everything can be achieved through individual effort. 

The extent to which an individual seeks to exert instrumental control over an 

event is contingent on the risks involved in that situation (Miller, 1979). Miller’s 

(1979) mini-max theory explains how individuals seek to maximise gains and 

minimise losses. Where an individual’s ability is not sufficient to achieve a task 
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or there is a higher relational goal at stake, there is a need to work with others 

in trusting relationships. Individuals often relinquish control at the behavioural 

level in favour of gaining control at a higher level of personal control (Burger et 

al., 1989). In an experiment where individuals could collect a blood sample from 

themselves or let an assistant do it, those who thought the assistant was more 

competent relinquished active control, whereas in conditions where it appeared 

the individual was more competent, the collection of the sample was self-

administered (Burger et al., 1989). In other words, self-control is perceived as 

necessary when there is little trust in the other party, particularly when it may 

lead to harm or pain. Foregoing self-control is advantageous however when 

there is the opportunity to minimise harm.  In this case there would be a 

negative relationship between self-control and trust as the trustor allows the 

trustee to control the situation. 

Fishbach and Trope (2005) found that when there were no externally 

imposed controls, and high short-term costs of choice options (e.g. pain of 

treatment with the goal of a positive health outcome), individuals engaged in 

counter-active self-control or internal efforts. These internal efforts were aimed 

at increasing the focus on the long-term goal such as putting up with the pain of 

treatment. Conversely, when externally imposed controls were present with the 

same high short-term costs there were less self-control efforts. This shows that 

self-control is focused on achieving short-term gains for the individual or 

minimising short-term losses. Fishbach and Trope (2005) also found that 

external controls (applied by others) and self-control could be substitutes for 

each other and prevent short-term costs from affecting an individual’s intention 

to engage in a task. The long-term goal may remain the same but self-control 
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and externally imposed controls change the means by which it is approached in 

the short-term as a way of managing short-term losses or risks.  

Based on the arguments above it is hypothesised that: 

 H1b. There will be a negative link between self-control and trust. 

 

Mode of control. In a potential trust relationship the risks are associated 

with whether or not the trustee will reciprocate in a trusting manner. This 

depends on the extent to which the trustee has internalised the goals of the 

trustor (Weibel, 2007). The way in which this is done could be described as the 

individual’s mode of control. The concept of mode of control relates to the 

behavioural styles that individuals use when responding to control-related 

issues (D. H. Shapiro, 1994). Ring and Van de Ven (1994) identify that while 

individuals may perceive the other party as trustworthy they may still be 

reluctant to rely on that party without appropriate informal controls being 

present. These controls include informal sense-making in place of formal 

bargaining and psychological contracts in place of formal legal contracts. As 

outlined above, there are other modes of control at the intrapersonal level that 

are used to either change others or the circumstances to fit in with the 

individual, or to change the individual to accept or fit in with the environment. D. 

H. Shapiro (1994) describes these respectively as assertive or yielding modes 

of control. They are also categorised in terms of positive or negative. Positive 

indicates they are beneficial whereas negative indicates they are detrimental. 

For example, a negative assertive mode of control would indicate the individual 

is over-controlling. The assertive modes are active or instrumental forms of 

control while the yielding modes involve learning to accept the situation, other 

person, or oneself as is (D. H. Shapiro, 1994). This is based on the concepts of 
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primary and secondary control articulated by Rothbaum and colleagues (1982). 

Both are founded in Rotter’s (1966) locus of control theory. As such it is 

expected that assertive modes of control function in a similar manner to primary 

and internal control. Yielding modes of control are akin to secondary forms of 

control and yielding to external control.  

Based on the arguments above it is hypothesised that: 

 H1c. Mode of control will be positively linked to trust through 

yielding rather than assertive modes. 

 

Perceptions of Others and Trust 

 One of the major antecedents to trust is the degree to which the trustor 

finds the trustee to be trustworthy. Thus, the construct of trustworthiness needs 

to examine the perceptions of the trustor in relation to the trustee on a variety of 

grounds. Trustworthiness has been shown to be comprised of a number of 

factors, three of which are perceptions of the ability, benevolence, and integrity 

of others (R. C. Mayer et al., 1995). Perception of the ability of the trustee is a 

judgement of whether they have the required level of skill and competency for a 

specific task or exchange (R. C. Mayer et al., 1995). A trustor needs to be 

confident that the trustee is capable of acting in accordance with their word. 

Being able to complete a task for the trustor is not sufficient though. A trustor is 

also interested in the gains to be made from the exchange and therefore the 

benevolence of the trustee is important. Benevolence indicates that there is a 

positive orientation by the trustee to the trustor, that is, that the trustee will act 

without expecting to profit from the exchange (R. C. Mayer et al., 1995). 

Perception of the integrity of the trustee is a judgement of whether the trustee 

will adhere to standards or principles that are important to the trustor. These 
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may include work standards, moral standards, or standards of fairness (R. C. 

Mayer et al., 1995).  

 Gill et al. (2005) have used the R. C. Mayer et al. (1995) model of trust 

(see Figure 2) and found that the model outlined was generally reliable. As with 

all generalised models, situational distinctions did make a difference to their 

findings. Gill et al. (2005) found that when information regarding the 

trustworthiness of others was clear, trustworthiness did not correlate with 

intention to trust. However, when information on trustworthiness was 

ambiguous, trustworthiness did correlate positively with intention to trust. In 

other words, the need for accurate perceptions of others’ abilities, benevolence, 

and integrity is greater in unfamiliar or unclear circumstances. 

 Adding to the research on trustworthiness in specific circumstances is 

the work by Serva and Fuller (2004) who found that when the goal was task-

focused perceptions of other’s abilities was important. When the goal was 

relationship-focused, the trustee’s integrity was more important. Becker (1996) 

differentiates between cognitive and non-cognitive trust by identifying cognitive 

trust as that which is associated with expectations about the trustworthiness of 

others. The antecedents of non-cognitive trust include affect, emotions, and 

motivational structures. Becker (1996) contends that even when we have limited 

trust of individuals on cognitive grounds we may still trust them on non-cognitive 

grounds. So, while other information may be used in our decision to trust, our 

perceptions of other’s trustworthiness, specifically their ability, benevolence, 

and integrity are important. 

  Based on the arguments above it is hypothesised that: 

 H2. Perceptions of others’ ability, benevolence, and integrity will 

be positively related to trust. 
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Emotional Intelligence and Trust  

 The need to work effectively in teams is important in teaching 

environments and emotional intelligence is an ability that is at the core of team 

processes and developing trusting relationships among team members (Druskat 

& Wolff, 2001). In particular, being aware of the emotions of others is important 

in determining whether they will act in a trusting manner. This can be done by 

examining facial expressions and the body language of others. Bayliss and 

Tipper (2006) have shown that we can identify cooperative versus non-

cooperative others from the eye gazes of others which positively relates to our 

trust of that person. Bayliss and Tipper (2006) have shown that we have an 

ability to attach affective information to eye gaze cues (i.e. what we do with our 

eyes when we interact with others) so that we can make appraisals about 

others. This would suggest that perceiving the emotions through their facial 

expressions and being able to make appraisals about their trustworthiness 

would be related to trust. A number of researchers (Connor-Smith & Flachsbart, 

2007; Heffernan et al., 2008; Martins, 2002) have identified the linkages 

between emotional intelligence and the Agreeableness factor on the Big Five 

the definition of which includes trust. 

 Based on the arguments above it is hypothesised that: 

 H3 Emotional intelligence will be positively related to trust. 

 

Emotional Intelligence and Control  

 The literature generally shows that the link between emotional 

intelligence and control is positive. Individuals with a high desire for control are 

assertive, decisive, and able to manipulate events to achieve desired outcomes 

(Burger & Cooper, 1979). Higher levels of performance are associated with the 
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ability to recognise non-verbal signals (Elfenbein & Ambady, 2002) such as 

facial expressions. However, Elfenbein and Ambady (2002) also found that 

perceiving negative non-verbal signals could have negative consequences, 

particularly where the negative expressions are unintended or uncontrollable. 

Individuals with a high desire for control seek to maintain control over their 

environment and outcomes (Burger & Cooper, 1979) but, when the environment 

or others cannot be changed, emotional intelligence abilities such as the ability 

to manage one’s own emotions becomes important.   

 Grandey, Fisk, and Steiner (2005) have highlighted the distinction 

between emotion regulation (which is control over one’s own emotions) and that 

which is influenced by others such as emotional labour (Hochschild, 1983). 

They contend that personal control over events helps reduce the disadvantages 

of emotion regulation that an individual experiences when there is dissonance 

between their goals and those of the organisation. This shows that both 

emotional intelligence (ability to regulate emotions) and self-control are 

required.  

 Oaten and Cheng (2005) found that high levels of stress decrease self-

control. In contrast to this, Tice and colleagues (2001) show that this may 

depend on whether or not we believe our negative moods are unchangeable. In 

a series of studies, Tice et al. (2001) found that when people are upset they try 

to make themselves feel better by attending to short-term affect regulation. In 

this the individual is being aware of their emotions and seeking to gratify their 

immediate emotional needs in preference to other self-regulatory or self-control 

goals. While not specifically tested in this study, it is expected that individuals 

with high emotional intelligence would not view their negative mood as 

unchangeable. 
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 As suggested earlier, D. H. Shapiro (1994) argues that there are 

essentially two basic modes of control. They are an active or assertive mode of 

control and a passive or yielding mode of control. An assertive mode of control 

involves efforts to change others or the situation and can be positive or 

negative. Overcontrolling and manipulative behaviour is an example of negative 

assertive behaviour. To ensure an assertive mode of control does not become 

negative, emotional intelligence is needed to determine the appropriate 

response for the given situation. Emotional intelligence involves the ability to 

perceive the emotions of others and use them for improved social management 

(Brackett et al., 2006). Emotional intelligence also involves understanding and 

managing one’s own emotions (Brackett et al., 2006) and these abilities are 

useful for a yielding mode of control as this requires the individual to adapt and 

fit in with others and the situation. 

 Based on the arguments above it is hypothesised that: 

 H4a. The link between emotional intelligence and desire for control 

will be positive. 

 H4b. The link between emotional intelligence and self-control will 

be positive. 

 H4c. The link between emotional intelligence and assertive modes 

of control will be positive. 

 H4d. The link between emotional intelligence and yielding modes 

of control will be positive. 

  

Mood and Control  

 Desire for control is correlated with subjective wellbeing in the workforce 

(DeNeve & Cooper, 1998) and it is associated with positive mood. Individuals 
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who have a high desire for control are confident because they believe they can 

perform in a superior way compared with others whereas those who relinquish 

control do so believing other people can provide a more stable controlling 

response (Strube & Berry, 1985). This is supported by Ruthig et al. (2008) who 

found that enjoyment predicted improved performance in high-control 

individuals.  

 There are conflicting findings on the relationship between mood and self-

control. Tamir and Robinson (2004) suggest that individuals attempt to put 

themselves in a negative mood to facilitate performance on specific tasks. 

Whereas Fishbach and Labroo (2007) have found that individuals may put 

themselves in positive mood states to achieve success in general. Research 

using a goal attainment model (Keltner & Gross, 1999) suggests that positive 

mood decreases performance on self-control tasks as it signals that the goal 

has been reached. Similarly, negative mood signals that there is still a goal 

discrepancy so further self-control is warranted. Fishbach and Labroo (2007) 

found that when a task was goal related and that goal was accessible, 

individuals in a negative mood experienced reduced self-control. By contrast, 

when Fishbach and Labroo (2007) primed their participants with a mood 

management goal, negative mood increased self-control. Mood in this study 

was assessed as a global trait and was independent of any task performance 

so the research on effects of mood with a mood management goal are likely to 

be more relevant to this research. 

 One aspect of an assertive mode of control is Type A behaviour which 

involves gaining control over others or the environment (Rhodewalt, Strube, & 

Wysocki, 1988). Rhodewalt and colleagues found no changes to the illusion of 

control held by Type A individuals when they induced positive and negative 
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mood states. However, they did find that lower control (yielding) expectations 

were associated with negative moods (Rhodewalt, Strube, & Wysocki, 1988). 

Having a positive sense of being able to control a situation is associated with a 

positive mood state. S. Williams and Voon (1999) found that as positive mood 

increased so did managers’ perceptions that they could influence outcomes 

which were risky. 

 Based on the arguments above it is hypothesised that: 

 H5a. Positive mood will be positively related to desire for control. 

H5b. Negative mood will be negatively related to self-control. 

H5c. Positive mood will be positively related to positive modes of 

control (i.e., assertive and yielding). 

H5d. Negative mood will be positively related to negative modes of 

control (i.e., assertive and yielding). 

  

Emotional Intelligence, Control, Perceptions of Others and Trust 

 A trustor relies on their perceptions of others (e.g. ability, benevolence, 

integrity) to gauge the trustworthiness of the trustee (R. C. Mayer et al., 1995). 

A trustor also develops expectations about the future behaviour of the trustee 

based on both emotional and cognitive dimensions of trust (Lewis & Weigert, 

1985). Expanding on this, Dunn and Schweitzer (2005) have highlighted the 

links between affect and cognition in the decision to trust and shown that control 

appraisals are important mediators in the relationship between emotions and 

trust. Emotional intelligence abilities (Brackett et al., 2006), which provide 

individuals with skills in perceiving, using, understanding, and managing 

emotions in themselves and others, are an integral part of trust judgements 

(Heffernan et al., 2008).  
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Based on these findings, it is proposed that: 

H6. The combined effect of emotional intelligence, control, and 

perceptions of others on trust will be positive. 

 

Method 

Participants 

 A sample of approximately 350 teachers was contacted for Study 1. A 

total of 87 surveys were completed yielding 84 useable responses. This 

resulted in a useable rate of approximately 24% overall. Approximately 10% of 

those contacted online completed the survey whereas approximately 50% of 

those given paper-based surveys responded. Baruch (1999) suggests that in 

studies where surveys are not administered as part of their job, the term 

“response rate” should not be used. This survey was not administered as part of 

the teacher’s job so responding was completely optional.  An investigation of 

top journals, principally American, in the years 1975, 1985, and 1995 found that 

the average response rates for non-managerial staff were 60% plus or minus 

20% and were declining (Baruch, 1999). All participants worked in either 

Government and non-Government funded educational institutions. Participants 

were mostly current teachers however a couple had recently retired but were 

working casually. The sample was comprised of 61 females (72.6%) and 23 

males (27.4%). The minimum age was 20 and the maximum was 70 with a 

mean of 40.61 and a standard deviation of 12.64 years.  Of the 84 respondents 

67 were born in Australia, which equates to approximately 80%. When asked 

“at what level have you taught for most of your career”, 47 taught 
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preschool/primary, 23 taught secondary/high school, one taught at a technical 

college, and 13 taught at university. 

Procedure 

Data were collected as an online data collection using Surveymonkey, an 

internet-based survey program (Surveymonkey Management Team, 2012). 

Participants were recruited for this survey by approaching the Dean of a 

teachers’ training college and requesting that an invitation to complete the 

survey be emailed to the alumni group of teachers who had graduated in the 

past five years. The link to the survey was emailed to approximately 250 alumni. 

In accordance with my ethics approval, it contained the terms and conditions for 

a prize draw as participants were eligible to win a small prize of book vouchers 

for completing the survey.   

 Additional data were collected using a snowballing methodology 

(Neuman, 2003) and paper-based surveys were distributed through identified 

contacts in a number of schools. A reply-paid envelope was issued with each 

survey so that responses could be mailed directly to the university. This method 

was used to maintain the promised level of confidentiality for participants. On 

both the online surveys and the paper-based surveys, participants were asked 

to create a unique identifier so that specific feedback could be given if 

requested while the responses remained de-identified. 

 

Measures 

The psychometric properties of the research measures are outlined 

below. A copy of the survey is included in Appendix A. 
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Self-control  

 A brief version of the Self-Control Scale (Tangney et al., 2004) was used 

in this study (Appendix A, Section F, p. 247).  The concept of self-control used 

in my research relates to the ability of individuals to alter or interrupt their inner 

responses and behavioural tendencies so that they do not act on them.  This 

self-report measure contains 13 items. The Cronbach alpha reliability for the 

brief scale is approximately .83 (Tangney et al., 2004). It is measured on a 5-

point Likert scale where 1 represents not at all and 5 represents very much. 

Typical items include “People would say I have iron self-discipline”, “I often act 

without thinking through the alternatives” (reverse scored), and “I am able to 

work effectively toward long-term goals”. 

Shapiro Control Inventory (SCI)  

Specific measures from the Shapiro Control Inventory (D. H. Shapiro, 

1994) were used in this study. The main scales used in this study are the Desire 

for Control Scale and Mode of Control Scale. 

 Desire for control scale. The Desire for Control Scale is an 11 item self-

report scale which utilises a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (always) 

based on how accurately the statements apply to the respondents (Appendix A, 

Section D, p. 245).  The scale describes the individual’s desire or motivation to 

attain and keep control including a fear of losing control, appearing in control, 

and the need for power (D. H. Shapiro, 1994).  Items include “I make a great 

deal of effort in order to try to stay in control of my life”, “It is important for me to 

be in control of others: people and situations” and “It is important to give the 

appearance to others that my life is in control”. The reliability for the Desire for 

Control Scale has previously been reported as .76 (D. H. Shapiro, 1994).  
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 Mode of control. The Mode of Control Scale is a self-report measure 

with 50 items in the full scale that is comprised of four subscales (Appendix A, 

Section G, p. 248). The scale describes preferred styles of responding to 

control-related issues. There are four modes arranged in a matrix of positive to 

negative on one continuum and assertive to yielding on the other (D. H. 

Shapiro, 1994). Positive Assertive involves believing you have actual control. It 

is based on the expectation of having primary control where the individual seeks 

to alter their environment or influence others to maintain their sense of control. 

Positive Yielding is akin to secondary control where the individual lets go of 

active control efforts over others and circumstances and changes oneself to 

adapt to the situation or others. The negative styles have the same focus as 

their positive counterparts but are extreme versions. Negative Assertive mode 

of control is having too much control or being over-controlling or manipulative of 

others. It is related to having too high a need for control. Conversely, Negative 

Yielding leads to what Seligman (1975) describes as learned helplessness. It 

involves letting go to the extent that one begins shutting down or withdrawing 

and giving control to others. It can also be based on the belief that no-one is in 

control and all is hopeless. 

All scales are measured on a 4-point Likert scale, which asks participants 

to rate how well the words or phrases listed describe them ranging from 1(not 

well) to 4 (extremely well). Items such as “Rational”, “Leading”, and “Attentive” 

are representative of the Positive Assertive subscale, while “Withholding”, 

“Tense”, and “Manipulating” represent the Negative Assertive subscale. 

“Gentle”, “Trusting”, and “Open” represent the Positive Yielding subscale and 

“Timid”, “Indecisive” and “Dependent” represent the Negative Yielding subscale. 

The Cronbach alphas for the subscales were reported as follows: Positive 
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Assertive .88, Positive Yielding .77, Negative Assertive .82, and Negative 

Yielding .70 (D. H. Shapiro, 1994). 

Perceptions of Others  

R. C. Mayer and Davis (1999) considered that the trustworthiness of a 

person could be perceived by examining the trustee’s ability, benevolence, and 

integrity (Appendix A, Section I, p. 249). Separate scales for these qualities 

have been included as there is no prima facie reason for combining them in a 

total trustworthiness measure. The original scales referred to “top management” 

as the focus of the evaluation however this was changed to “my team members” 

for this study.  Participants were asked to think of their fellow workers or the 

team they currently work with when answering questions referring to their team. 

Examples of items in the ability scale include “I feel very confident about my 

team members’ skills” and “My team members are well qualified”. Items in the 

benevolence scale include “My team members are very concerned about my 

welfare” and “My team members will go out of their way to help me”. The 

integrity scale has items such as “I like my team members’ values” and “My 

team members have a strong sense of justice”.   

All three scales were measured using a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging 

from 1 (disagree strongly) to 5 (agree strongly). The reliability of these scales 

has previously been measured with a group of employees in a 3-wave field 

experiment. The scale was reduced after the first wave and there was a 

management intervention in the middle of the second and third waves involving 

performance appraisal. The experiment was conducted in a manufacturing firm 

in the plastics industry. The Cronbach alpha reliabilities reported by J.D. Mayer 

and Davis (1999) ranged from .85 to .88 for the ability scale, .87 to .89 for the 
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benevolence scale, and .82 to .88 for the integrity scales across waves two and 

three.  

Emotional Intelligence 

The Self-Report Emotional Intelligence Scale (SREIS) is a 19-item scale 

(Appendix A, Section E, p. 246) which contains the five sub-scales of Perceiving 

Emotion, Use of Emotion, Understanding Emotion, Managing Emotion, and 

Social Management (Brackett et al., 2006). The items in this scale were rated 

on how accurately the item represents the respondents on a 5-point Likert scale 

ranging from 1 (very inaccurate) to 5 (very accurate). Sample items in the 

perceiving emotion sub-scale include “I am aware of the nonverbal messages 

other people send”, in use of emotion “When making a decision, I listen to my 

feelings to see if the decision feels right”, in understanding emotion “I have a 

rich vocabulary to describe my emotions”, in managing emotion (self) “I am able 

to handle most upsetting problems”, and in social management “I know the 

strategies to make or improve other people’s moods”.  

The SREIS was selected for this study because it was designed to map 

onto the emotional abilities outlined by J. D. Mayer and Salovey (1997) and it is 

a parsimonious measure of emotional intelligence. The Cronbach alpha for the 

19-item scale has been reported in scale development as .84 and in 

subsequent use as .77 (Brackett et al., 2006). The Cronbach alpha for the full 

scale only has been previously reported by the scale developers as .77.  

Mood 

The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson et al., 

1988) was used to assess mood (Appendix A, Section B, p. 244). In this study 

participants were asked to report on the feelings they were experiencing at that 
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present moment. The PANAS is a self-report mood measure with a total of 20 

items with 10 items each in the positive and the negative scales. Examples of 

the positive affect items include “proud”, “interested”, “alert” and negative affect 

items include “nervous”, “afraid”, and “upset”. The items within these scales 

were rated on a 5-point Likert scale where 1 represents a very slight feeling or 

not at all and 5 indicates an extremely strong feeling. According to Watson and 

colleagues (1988) the positive affect scale has a Cronbach alpha reliability of 

.89 compared with .85 for the negative affect scale. 

Trust 

 The Trust Inventory (Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005) was used in this study 

(Appendix A, Section H, p. 249). It is an attitudinal trust measure that examines 

trust in specific others. In particular, it examines a trustor’s expectations of the 

trustworthiness of the trustee and the trustor’s intention to trust that person. The 

scale was an abbreviation of a larger scale published by Johnson-George and 

Swap (1982). It is a self-report scale comprising 10 items.  The measure utilises 

a 7-point Likert rating scale ranging from 1 (not at all likely) to 7 (very likely). 

The instructions and items were adapted in this study to refer to the participant’s 

team members with items such as “I would expect my team members to pay me 

back if I loaned them $40”, “If my team members were late to a meeting, I would 

guess there was a good reason for the delay”, and “My team members would 

never intentionally misrepresent my point of view to others”. The reliability of the 

scale has previously been reported as having a Cronbach alpha of .86 (Dunn & 

Schweitzer, 2005) in a study of the influence of emotional states on trust.  

  



 110 

Data Screening and Cleaning 

The data were analysed using SPSS (version 17). All the data were 

screened both visually and through the use of SPSS to determine the accuracy 

of the data entry and identify the extent of missing values. The descriptive 

statistics function in SPSS was then used to identify outlying cases (Pallant, 

2007). Cases with large amounts of missing data (i.e., whole scales) were 

omitted from the sample (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998).  There were 

four cases that had minor omissions (i.e., random items missing) and means 

were calculated and substituted for these cases (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 

Validity and Reliability of Scales 

Prior to analysis of my hypotheses all scales were checked for validity by 

using factor analysis and for internal reliability by checking Cronbach alphas. 

Principal axis factoring (PAF) was used for the analysis of measures in this 

study as it is widely recommended as the best method for exploring underlying 

factors (Child, 2006). The rotation method used for all factors was varimax 

rotation with Kaiser normalisation. The factor analysis for each scale will be 

reported along with the reliabilities for each scale and subscale and any 

modifications required will be noted. Hair et al. (1998) recommend that a 

minimum of 50 cases is required for factor analysis.  Hair et al. (1998) also note 

that it is preferable to have five cases per item to be analysed although ten 

cases per item would be preferable. Due to the small sample size in this study, 

adjustments to the scales were required. A description of the changes made to 

the published scales is contained in Appendix B.  

Pallant (2007) indicates that to determine the factorability of the 

correlation matrix there should be correlations of r = .3 or greater. In addition, 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity should reach statistical significance at p < .05. The 
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Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy value should be .6 

or greater when the factors are extracted to determine the number of factors for 

use (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Varimax rotation was applied to the factors of 

scales with subscales to enable easier interpretation of the data. This rotation 

technique does not change the solution, rather it re-orders the factors into 

patterns of loadings that are easier to interpret (Pallant, 2007). Since the 

sample size is small, only factor loadings above .4 were included for all scales 

which is above the .3 recommended by Tabachnick and Fidell (2007).  

Factor analysis of the scales used in this study resulted in the scales 

measuring trust, mood, and perceptions of others conforming to the published 

scales. Three items were omitted from both the self-control and the emotional 

intelligence measures and one item was omitted from the desire for control 

measure. The mode of control scale failed to converge after 25 rotations so a 

four factor solution was forced and items with cross-loadings were removed. 

The factor analysis was re-run but did not conform to the published scale. Items 

from the original negative yielding subscale were dispersed throughout the 

other subscales. The positive assertive subscale was split into two subscales 

which were labelled “PA (in)” and “PA (out)”. PA (in) represents more internal 

modes of control such as “self-control” and “decisive”. PA (out) represents more 

external modes with items such as “assertive” and “initiating”. The full factor 

analysis for all variables in Study 1 is contained in Appendix B in Tables 19 to 

27. 
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Results 

Bivariate Correlations 

 The first hypothesised relationship in the model was between control and 

trust. Three aspects of control were considered: desire for control; self-control; 

and mode of control. I firstly needed to ensure that these constructs of control 

were measuring different facets of control. The correlation analysis shown in 

Table 1 reveals there was no significant relationship between desire for control 

and self-control. There was however a significant positive relationship between 

self-control and a positive assertive (in) mode of control r = .56, (p < .01). Both 

these results would be expected since self-control is measuring how well an 

individual regulates their inner responses so they do not act on them. Desire for 

control showed a positive relationship with the assertive modes of control but 

not with a yielding mode of control. This too was expected since desire for 

control relates to an individual’s desire or need to control themselves, others, 

and the environment.  All the correlations among the various facets of control 

were quite low suggesting that, although there may be some crossover, they 

are measuring distinct concepts.   

Only Hypothesis 1c, that mode of control will be positively linked to trust 

through yielding modes rather than assertive modes, was supported in the 

correlation analysis. However, Table 1 shows positive yielding was significantly 

and positively correlated with trust, r = .23 (p < .05).  That is, teachers who 

engage in positive yielding modes of control (i.e., they tend to give control to 

others) were more likely to trust others. Neither self-control nor desire for control 

showed significant correlations with trust and nor did the assertive modes of 

control. Therefore, Hypotheses 1a and 1b were not supported. 
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Table 1  Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations of Study 1 Variables 
 

 
 
 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

1.  Age 40.61 12.64 -

2.  Gender 1.73 .45 -.20 -

3.  Trust 3.90 .55 .17 -.12 (.84)

4.  Desire for Control 4.90 .80 -.18 .20 -.07 (.80)

5.  Self Control 3.60 .58 .17 .15 -.08 .15 (.80)

6.  MOC_Positive Assertive (out) 2.76 .56 -.05 -.06 .06 .37
** .20 (.82)

7.  MOC_Positive Yielding 2.63 .49 -.09 -.09 .23
* .08 -.16 .22

* (.78)

8.  MOC_Negative Assertive 1.89 .48 -.05 -.16 -.12 .29
** -.16 .20 -.16 (.81)

9.  MOC_Positive Assertive (in) 2.89 .51 .23
* .00 .06 .32

**
.55

**
.51

** -.03 .08 (.75)

10. Perception of O's-Ability 3.96 .67 .02 .05 .68
** -.08 -.19 .06 .19 .03 -.02 (.90)

11. Perception of O's-Benevolence 3.53 .79 -.08 .22
*

.56
** .08 -.11 -.02 .15 -.11 .03 .56

** (.90)

12. Perception of O's-Integrity 3.78 .68 .06 .10 .69
** .00 -.14 .02 .18 -.13 -.00 .70

**
.76

** (.84)

13. SREIS Perceiving 3.74 .60 -.15 .07 .31
** .20 .20 .24

* .02 -.16 .10 .16 .11 .24
* (.70)

14. SREIS Use of Emotion 3.49 .87 -.07 .21 -.08 -.02 -.13 .11 .23
* .05 -.38

** -.04 -.10 -.07 .05 (.83)

15. SREIS Understanding 3.46 .70 .03 -.03 .16 .16 .28
*

.45
** .21 -.03 .19 .12 -.18 .01 .31

** .15 (.82)

16. SREIS Mging Emotion (self) 3.40 .81 -.10 -.19 -.01 .01 .17 .31
** -.14 -.05 .39

** -.01 -.04 -.11 .15 -.41
** .13 (.72)

17. SREIS Social Management 3.57 .68 -.17 .23
* .15 .23

*
.22

*
.39

** .20 -.15 .23
* .10 .18 .10 .46

** .11 .42
**

.28
** (.63)

18. SREIS Total 3.55 .42 -.14 .12 .19 .20 .24
*

.51
** .21 -.11 .13 .12 -.03 .07 .68

**
.40

**
.74

**
.28

*
.75

** (.77)

19. Positive Mood 2.99 .63 .02 .08 -.08 .30
** .15 .37

** -.06 .02 .29
** -.03 .05 .06 .13 -.03 .05 .23

* .15 .15 (.86)

20. Negative Mood 1.54 .58 .16 .06 -.09 -.02 -.30
** -.17 .02 .12 -.13 -.05 -.14 -.08 -.33

** .11 .04 -.32
**

-.25
* -.21 -.12 (.87)

N.B.  MOC = Mode of Control; Cronbach alphas in parentheses; n  = 84; ** = (p  < .01), * = (p  < .05)
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The second hypothesised relationship in my research model was 

between the trustor’s perceptions of others and their trust of others. As 

hypothesised, there were significant correlations between trust and perceptions 

of others’ ability r = .68, (p < .01), benevolence r = .56 (p < .01), and integrity r = 

.69 (p < .01). That is, teachers with higher scores on perceptions of others’ 

ability, benevolence, and integrity were significantly more likely to place higher 

trust in others. 

The third hypothesised relationship in the model was between emotional 

intelligence and trust. As Table 1 indicates, there is a significant correlation, 

although modest, between emotional intelligence and trust. This was revealed 

through the perceiving subscale r = .31 (p < .01). Teachers rating themselves 

higher on their ability to perceive the emotions of others were more likely to 

have higher trust scores partially supporting hypothesis 3. 

 The fourth set of hypothesised relationships in the model was between 

emotional intelligence and control. In partial support of Hypothesis 4a, 

emotional intelligence was found to be related to desire for control through the 

Social Management subscale (r = .23, p < .05). Hypothesis 4b was partially 

supported through the relationship between Self-Control and both the 

Understanding subscale (r = .28, p < .05) and the Social Management subscale 

(r = .22, p < .05). In partial support of Hypothesis 4c, each of the subscales of 

the SREIS was related in some way with a positive mode of control. Perceiving 

emotions of others correlated with Positive Assertive (out) (r = .24, p < .05). Use 

of emotion had a positive relationship with Positive Yielding (r = .24, p < .05) 

and a negative relationship with Positive Assertive (in) (r = -.38, p < .01). 

Understanding emotions correlated with Positive Assertive (out) (r = .45, p < 

.01). The ability to Manage Own Emotions was related to both Positive 
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Assertive (out) (r = .31, p < .01) and Positive Assertive (in) r = .39 (p < .01). 

Likewise Social Management ability was related to both Positive Assertive (out) 

(r = .39, p < .01) and Positive Assertive (in) r = .23 (p < .05). Hypothesis 4d was 

not supported as there were no significant relationships between emotional 

intelligence and negative modes of control. 

 The fifth set of hypothesised relationships was between mood and 

control. In support of Hypothesis 5a, there was a significant positive relationship 

between desire for control and positive mood r = .30 (p < .01). In accordance 

with Hypothesis 5b, self-control was negatively related to negative mood r = -.30 

(p < .01).  Positive mood was positively related to the positive assertive modes 

of control – PA (out) r = .37 (p < .01) and PA (in) r = .29 (p < .01) as per 

Hypothesis 5c. It was also hypothesised that negative mood would be 

negatively related to the negative modes of control (Hypothesis 5d). However, 

as Table 1 shows, the relationship between Negative Mood and Negative 

Assertive mode of control was not significant.  

Regression Analyses 

 Building on the significant bivariate relationships shown in Table 1, a 

series of multiple regression analyses were conducted to examine the 

combined effect of the significant univariate predictors on outcome variables 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).  Multiple regression analysis also controls for the 

inter-correlations found between the predictors in Table 1 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2007).  The adjusted R square values have been used when reporting the 

regression analyses since the sample size was quite small (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2007).  

 According to my research model, emotional intelligence, perceptions of 

others, and control should combine to predict trust (see paths H1, H2, and H4 in 
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Figure 4, page 89) in support of H6. Perceiving emotion, perceptions of others’ 

(ability, integrity, and benevolence), and positive yielding were entered into a 

hierarchical regression equation sequentially as independent variables and trust 

was included as the dependent variable. Table 2 below shows that the 

relationship between perceiving emotion and trust in Step 1 of the regression 

equation was statistically significant F(1, 82) = 8.422, p < .01 and contributed 

9.3% of the variance in trust with an AdjR2 = .08. Step 2 showed that positive 

yielding was significant F(1, 81) = 6.651, p < .01 and contributed 4.8% of the 

variance in trust with an AdjR2 = .04 after controlling for perceiving. The Beta 

weight for perceiving was still significant (r = .30, p < .01). The model at Step 3 

which included perceptions of others was significant overall F(3, 78) = 21.587, p 

< .001.  

 
Table 2.  Regression of Perceiving, Positive Yielding, and Perceptions of 
Others on Trust 

 Dependent Variable Trust           

  
Step 

 1   
Step 

2   
Step 

3   

       SREIS - Perceiving .31 ** .30 ** .16 * 

Positive Yielding 
  

.22 * .08 
 Perceptions of others - Ability 

    
.38 *** 

Perceptions of others - Benevolence 
    

.10 
 Perceptions of others - Integrity 

    
.29 * 

       F =  8.42 ** 6.65 ** 21.59 *** 

AdjR2 .08 
 

.12 
 

.55 
 Total R2 .09 

 
.14 

 
.58 

    R2 .09  .09  .44  

n = 84 
      ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05 
       Standardised coefficients are reported. 
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The combined factors contributed to 55.4% of the variance in trust with 

an AdjR2 = .55. The Beta weights indicate that emotional intelligence 

(perceiving) was weakened but still significant (r = .16, p < .05) although 

positive yielding was no longer significant (r = .080, p = .291). Only perceptions 

of others’ ability (r = .38, p < .001) and integrity (r = .29, p < .05) had an 

influence on trust. 

Discussion 

The purpose of Study 1 was to draw out the distinction between previous 

approaches to trust based on perceptions of others in terms of their ability, 

benevolence and integrity and test a model of trust and control which 

incorporates the role of emotion and emotional intelligence. Overall the results 

identified a number of significant correlations and demonstrated predicted 

patterns of relationships among the data. In particular there were five paths 

examined in Study 1 as part of the development of my research model. 

Hypothesis 1 speculates on the relationship between trust and control.  

Since the mode of control is akin to behavioural control, it proved to be the 

strongest link between trust and control. Having too much control or no control 

at all is not conducive to trust (D. Skinner & Spira, 2003). The results show that 

having a positive yielding mode of control contributes the most to trust.  

Hypothesis 2 examined the relationship between perceptions of others 

and trust and the results showed that they were strongly correlated. This is not 

surprising as this relationship, identified in the R. C. Mayer et al. (1995) model 

of trust, has already been demonstrated empirically by R. C. Mayer and Davis 

(1999). A relationship between perceptions of others and emotional Intelligence 

(perceiving) was also identified. It was confirmed that both contribute to trust 
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and are related to each other. There were no relationships between any of the 

facets of control and perceptions of others. 

Hypothesis 3 suggested there is a direct link between emotional 

intelligence and trust. Since perceiving was the only emotional intelligence 

ability associated with trust in this study it may indicate that generalised trust 

only requires a capacity to perceive the emotions of others since it does not 

require any capacity to use or regulate one’s emotions. Another explanation for 

the findings could be the strength of the factors within the emotional intelligence 

measure since two subscales needed to be amended from the original version. 

Low sample size could also be a factor since the scale is being broken into five 

subscales there may not be sufficient power. This will be examined further in 

Study 2 where a larger sample size will be used. 

Hypothesis 4 predicts a positive relationship between emotional 

intelligence and control. The major focus of a desire for control is on controlling 

others and the environment so it is not surprising that the facet of emotional 

intelligence that relates to it is social management. Brackett et al. (2006) 

separated management of own emotions and social management of emotions 

in their measure and the results of my research show that desire for control is 

associated with other-person focussed emotional abilities. If, however, desire 

for control was more cognitive than emotion-based it would be expected that it 

would correlate with perceptions of others, which it did not. 

The evidence for the relationship between self-control and emotional 

intelligence is perhaps also clouded by the weaknesses in the emotional 

intelligence measure.  It was expected that self-control would relate to both 

understanding which requires a capacity to regulate or control one’s emotions 

and to managing emotion (self). While understanding and social management 
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did correlate as expected with self-control, managing emotion (self) did not 

correlate however social management did. Evidence suggests that those with 

high self-control have better interpersonal skills and more self-esteem (Tangney 

et al., 2004) so these findings could be interpreted as those having high self-

control have greater confidence in social management situations. 

Those high in emotional intelligence abilities were also likely to choose a 

positive mode of control and reduce their negative modes of control. This shows 

that the regulatory abilities contained in emotional intelligence have an impact 

on maintaining moderate control behaviours. 

Hypothesis 5 describes the relationships between control and mood. 

Given the nature of mood, it was expected that it would be an underlying factor 

correlating with both emotional intelligence and control. Gendolla and 

Brinkmann (2005) found that both mood and other diagnostic information 

simultaneously affect an individual’s motivation to engage in behaviour. 

Hypothesis 6 suggests there is a combined effect of emotional 

intelligence, control, and perceptions of others. My results were consistent with 

the view of McAllister (1995) who has identified cognitive and affective bases to 

trust. The combined effects found are also consistent with the theoretical 

models proposed by Kee and Knox (1970) and R. C. Mayer et al. (1995). 

 This study shows that a reduction in negative mood increases self-

control. Reducing negative emotion is important as this enables openness to 

others and reduces fault-finding and excessive problem identification (Zak, 

Hunton, Kuhn, & Parks, 1997). Positive mood is connected with a desire for 

control which is, as discussed earlier, more likely to be tapping into a focus on 

others and therefore having certainty in relation to others and the environment 

will impact the individual. 
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Chapter Summary 

Clearly, based on the results reported in this study, there is empirical 

support for some aspects of the model of trust proposed in this research. There 

is a relationship between a trustor’s perceptions of others and their general 

trust. Furthermore there is some empirical evidence for a relationship between 

mood, emotional intelligence and control; perhaps because these all have an 

affective component. The mode of control that is most conducive to trust is a 

positive yielding mode. It is also clear that the emotional intelligence ability of 

perceiving emotions is related to trust as is the trustor’s mood.  Study 2 is 

reported in Chapters 5 and 6. In Chapter 5, I describe the cross-sectional 

survey I administered to a student sample to further evaluate my generalised 

model of control and trust depicted in Figure 3.  I describe my quasi-

experimental study in Chapter 6 in which the model is tested specifically with a 

short-term trust scenario.  It includes within-person analyses of the key 

variables in the model. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

 

Study 2a: Testing The Research Model Of Short-term Trust Using A 

Student Sample: A Cross-sectional Survey 

Chapter Aims 

In this chapter I outline my second study in detail. The aim of this study is 

to test my generalised model within a more rigorous research design and to 

explore the relationships among the variables in greater detail. Study 1 tested 

the model with a working population using a single administration survey 

methodology examining trust as a general construct.  The aim of Study 2 is to 

determine whether the relationships between the variables remain the same 

using a more rigorous split administration design that focuses on a specific 

short-term trust situation. To achieve a more rigorous method this study was 

conducted using a student sample. Study 2 was split into two parts separated 

by approximately two weeks. The first part of the study involved respondents 

completing a cross-sectional survey. The second part of the study involved 

respondents completing a second survey and then being involved in a practical 

activity. This methodology was developed to enable me to undertake both 

between-person level (Study 2a: Chapter 5) and within-person level (Study 2b: 

Chapter 6) analysis. In this chapter, hypotheses will be developed at the 

between persons level and the data analysed. The results from the second part 

of this study, the experimental design, will be described and analysed in 

Chapter 6.   
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Research Context 

The respondents for this second study were enrolled students in an 

undergraduate business course. This second study was conducted with 

students because the nature of the experimental design enabled me to have far 

greater control over the respondents and the activities they completed in the 

study. Another reason for using a student sample was that, as identified in the 

literature review, familiarity has an effect on trust (Luhmann, 1979). As the focus 

of my research is short-term trust the use of a student sample enabled me to 

control for familiarity. The data collection for this study was commenced early in 

the semester before the respondents could develop relationships with other 

students in their class. The intention was to simulate the experience of short-

term or ad hoc work teams in which individuals are required to quickly form and 

manage working relationships without previously knowing the other members of 

the team. To facilitate this, students were encouraged to work with others that 

they had not worked with before. 

Research Aims for Study 2 

Study 2a was designed to further address my first four Research 

Questions which are: 

RQ 1. What individual difference variables influence trust decisions? 

RQ 2. Is there a link between emotions and trust decisions? 

RQ 3. Is there a link between control and trust decisions? 

RQ 4. How do emotion and control combine to impact on trust? 

The hypothesised relationships of my model are illustrated in Figure 5 below.  
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Figure 5. Variables of proposed model examined in Study 2a. 

 

As the aim of this study is to focus on the relationship between trust and 

control in a simulated situation-specific context, the specific trust and control 

variables selected for this study were chosen to test different aspects of trust 

and control. In Study 1 (Chapter 4), control was assessed in terms of desire for 

control, self-control and mode of control. In Study 2, control will be assessed in 

terms of an individual’s sense of control only (D. H. Shapiro, 1994). The 

decision to select sense of control as the primary variable was to enable me to 

test control in a situation where the perception about the ability to control others 

changes over time. This is in keeping with the definition of trust used in my 

research which requires a willingness to trust without necessarily having the 

ability to control the other person (R. C. Mayer et al., 1995). An individual’s 

sense of control is founded on their beliefs about the ability they have to 

exercise control over themselves and events in their life (Bandura, 1989). 
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Hypotheses 

Sense of Control and Short-term Trust  

Cooperation is required in organisations to minimise opportunistic 

behaviour and to promote strategic alliances (Das & Teng, 1998). Trust and 

control have been found to work together in developing cooperation by 

generating confidence in the behaviour of the other party (Das & Teng, 1998). 

At the heart of cooperating with others is an expectation that the other will 

reciprocate. Hayashi et al. (1999) argue that two variables determine this 

process, trust and a sense of control. That is, where an individual believes they 

have an ability to influence the decision of another to reciprocate, the individual 

is relying on their sense of control. When there is no opportunity to control 

another’s response, an individual relies on trust or a generalised expectancy of 

cooperation. This shows that sense of control is an antecedent to trust.   

 Based on the arguments above it is hypothesised that: 

 H1a. There will be a positive relationship between positive sense 

of control and short-term trust. 

 H1b. There will be a negative relationship between negative sense 

of control and short-term trust. 

 

Emotional Intelligence and Short-term Trust  

 Emotional intelligence is associated with a number of positive outcomes 

in organisations that are related to trust including leadership effectiveness 

(George, 2000), emotional task performance (Austin, 2004), interpersonal team 

processes (Clarke, 2010) and trust itself (Heffernan et al., 2008). Since 

emotions influence the decision to trust (Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005; G. R. Jones 
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& George, 1998; M. Williams, 2001) and our first impressions of the general 

personality of others is formed quite quickly from perceiving the emotions of 

others (Bar et al., 2006), emotional intelligence abilities are a potential individual 

difference affecting short-term trust decisions. 

 Prati et al. (2003) have proposed that higher emotional intelligence leads 

to greater trust in teams and positively affects team performance. This 

connection between emotional intelligence and trust has replicated in other 

studies (Barczak et al., 2010; Choi & Kluemper, 2010; Jain & Sinha, 2005). 

Indeed, my research in Study 1 identified a positive relationship between the 

emotional intelligence ability to perceive emotion and trust. 

 Based on the findings above it is hypothesised that: 

 H2 There will be a positive relationship between emotional 

intelligence and short-term trust. 

 

Emotional Intelligence and Sense of Control  

 Emotional intelligence involves the ability to be aware of and manage 

emotions and can be linked to sense of control. The conceptualisation of 

emotional intelligence used in this chapter is the WEIP-S which comprises 

emotional awareness and emotional management abilities (Jordan & Lawrence, 

2009). These abilities are further divided into a self and other focus of attention. 

This results in four parts to the model, namely, awareness of own emotions, 

awareness of others’ emotions, management of own emotions, and 

management of others’ emotions.   

 Clark (2010) suggests that having a high sense of control combined with 

the ability to be aware of and manage the emotions of others would lead to 

improved interpersonal team processes. A sense of control can be gained both 
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through changing one’s self to conform to the environment and through 

attempts to change the environment to conform with one’s own desires 

(Rothbaum et al., 1982; D. H. Shapiro, 1994). Mirowsky (1995) found that sense 

of control successively decreases in individuals over 50 years old but that 

education accounts for more of the differences than other factors such as 

impairment. Education slows the decline of a loss of sense of control. Mirowsky 

(1995) noted the importance of education in developing communication, 

interpersonal skills, and the ability to solve problems which, in turn, gives a 

perception of control over events. Similarly, emotional intelligence has been 

shown to be useful in contexts that require communication (Kelly & Barsade, 

2001) and conflict resolution (Jordan & Troth, 2004).  

 Lopes et al. (2004) have shown that higher levels of emotion 

management ability are positively related to the quality of interaction with 

friends. One reason for this may be that high levels of self-awareness have a 

dampening effect on emotional intensity for both positive and negative affect 

(Silvia, 2002). Consequently, individuals with high levels of awareness of their 

own emotions are less likely to experience extreme reactions to events and 

therefore be able to maintain a positive sense of control. 

 Based on the arguments above it is hypothesised that: 

 H3a. There will be a positive relationship between emotional 

intelligence and positive sense of control. 

 H3b. There will be a negative relationship between emotional 

intelligence and negative sense of control. 

Mood and Sense of Control 

 Individuals can seek to maintain a positive mood by helping others (Isen 

& Simmonds, 1978), particularly when they have a high sense of control, that is, 
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when they believe they can control events which influence their mood (Manucia 

et al., 1984). However, this has been found to be mediated by whether the task 

allows an opportunity to maintain a positive mood or not. Isen and Simmonds 

(1978) found that people in a good mood were more likely to avoid negative 

outcomes so they could maintain a positive mood. So, when a person is in a 

good mood, there are instrumental reasons for taking control of a situation and 

helping others such as maintaining that good mood. 

 Manucia et al. (1984) also propose a concomitance model wherein 

individuals help others for non-instrumental reasons such as liking the other 

person. They found that groups increased their prosocial behaviour for both 

instrumental and non-instrumental reasons showing that individuals in a good 

mood do not seek to regulate their behaviour when they anticipate a positive 

outcome. This may be because they already have a positive sense of control 

and feel no need to change their behaviour. This view is supported by the 

Hedonic Contingency Model (Wegener & Petty,1994) which outlines that 

individuals in a positive mood seek activities to maintain or elevate their positive 

mood, whereas individuals in a negative mood seek activities to reduce their 

negative mood. 

  Both mood and sense of control are trait variables (D. H. Shapiro, 1994; 

Watson et al., 1988) in that they remain relatively stable over time. It is therefore 

necessary to determine the causal direction of whether mood influences one’s 

sense of control or vice versa. Alloy, Abramson, and Viscusi (1981) found that 

subjects who were generally depressed showed illusions of control when they 

were temporarily made to feel elated. Equally, subjects who were generally non-

depressed but were subjected to temporary negative mood inducements gave 

more accurate control judgements similar to what would be expected of those in 
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a general depressed mood. This shows that the current state of one’s mood is 

significant in determining one’s sense of control. 

Based on the arguments above it is hypothesised that: 

 H4a. There will be a positive relationship between positive mood 

and sense of control. 

 H4b. There will be a negative relationship between negative mood 

and sense of control. 

 

Emotional Intelligence, Sense of Control, and Trust 

 Dunn and Schweitzer (2005) have shown that an individual’s perception 

of the type of control they have over other people or situations influences their 

trust judgements. A trustor’s emotional intelligence enables them to perceive 

and use information regarding the affective signals the trustee is sending. For 

example, if a trustor perceived emotions with other-person control appraisals 

(e.g., anger) from the trustee it would suggest the trustee wanted to control 

them and the trustor may then use this information to appraise the situation as 

one in which trust would not be reciprocated. The ability to be aware of and 

manage emotions in one’s self and others (Jordan & Lawrence, 2009) is 

important as it influences the trustor’s sense of control. Being aware of and able 

to control one’s own emotions is associated with having a positive sense of 

control (Clarke, 2010).   

Based on the arguments above it is hypothesised that: 

 H5. Sense of control will mediate the relationship between 

emotional intelligence and trust. 
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Mood, Sense of Control, and Trust 

 Research (Forgas & George, 2001) has shown that the significant 

relationships found between affective states (i.e., moods and emotions) and 

unrelated judgements cannot be explained by valence alone (Keltner, Ellsworth, 

& Edwards, 1993). Dunn and Schweitzer (2005) examined this link between 

emotional states and trust judgements in two contexts; where the cause of the 

emotion was salient and where it was not. Their results showed that angry 

participants trusted less when the cause was not salient but there was no 

change in trust ratings by happy participants. Dunn and Schweitzer (2005) also 

found that other-person control appraisals mediate the relationship between 

emotional states and trust. This shows that mood alone is not sufficient to 

predict trust and that an individual’s sense of control, in conjunction with their 

mood, will have a bearing on their decision to trust. 

Based on the arguments above it is hypothesised that: 

 H6. Sense of control will mediate the relationship between mood 

and trust. 

 

Method 

Participants 

The total number of participants in the first survey were 325 and 356 

participated in the second survey. Any of the surveys with missing data were 

eliminated from further analysis. From Time 1 surveys there were 217 

responses (response rate 66%) and from Time 2 there were 248 respondents 

(response rate 69%). Participants’ responses to both parts of the survey were 

matched by the use of a unique identifier.  This resulted in a total of 210 
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matched data sets (overall response rate 64%) for the total data collection. 

Unfortunately, not all respondents completed every field so this data set was 

further reduced to 175 for the analysis of Study 2a. The surveys and practical 

activity were conducted in tutorial classes and, in accordance with ethical codes 

of conduct, students were given the option to participate or not. Participation 

was not a course requirement.  

Demographics. The age of the participants ranged from 17 to 49 years 

old, the mean age being 21.5 years (SD = 5.03). Male participants comprised 

41.1% of the sample. The majority of the participants were involved in work of 

some kind (64.6%). Of the total sample, 28% worked part-time, 36.6% worked 

casually while 6.3% worked full-time. Within the sample, 5.1% had never 

worked and 2.3% indicated ‘Other’ as their status of employment.    

Procedure 

In the second study, two surveys were administered to students. At Time 

1, the survey contained demographic information and the independent variables 

for this study. The Time 2 data collection involved both the collection of 

dependent variables and the completion of a task performance activity by the 

students in teams of four. This chapter focuses on the survey data contained in 

both Time 1 and Time 2 collections. The two data collections were conducted 

two weeks apart in an effort to reduce common method variance (Podsakoff, 

MacKenzie, Lee & Podsakoff, 2003). Surveys were completed anonymously 

and returned to the researcher by the class tutors.  

 At the beginning of the first data collection students were given an 

information sheet on the research indicating that, in accordance with the 

university’s ethics protocol, participation in the research indicated their consent.  

Those who did not wish to participate were permitted to continue working on 
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their class assignments. During the second data collection, students who did 

not wish to participate in the research were asked to sit in a separate group 

from those who did participate. Students were asked to create a unique 

identifier to enable de-identified feedback to be given to the students and so 

that the two parts of the survey could be identified for each individual and 

combined. In presenting the results of this study to the students, care was taken 

to ensure the privacy and confidentiality of students’ responses.  Consequently, 

results were reported to students using the unique identifiers.  

 

Measures 

The following measures were used in Study 2a. In addition to 

demographic questions, at Time 1 the measures used include mood (Watson et 

al., 1988), emotional intelligence (Brackett et al., 2006), and sense of control (D. 

H. Shapiro, 1994). At Time 2 measures of mood (Watson et al., 1988), team 

emotional intelligence (Jordan & Lawrence, 2009), and the trust measure (Dunn 

& Schweitzer, 2005) were collected. A copy of the survey is attached in 

Appendix C. 

Sense of Control 

 The Sense of Control Scale (D. H. Shapiro, 1994) is a 16-item scale with 

11 items forming a positive scale and five items forming a negative scale 

(Appendix C, Section F, p. 263). The scale is a self-report measure which 

utilises a 7-point Likert rating scale ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (always) based 

on how accurately the statements apply to the respondents. Items in the 

positive scale include “I am able to act assertively and decisively to try to 

change or alter what I want to” and “I am able to choose and make decisions 
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about the important things in my life”, and in the negative scale items such as “I 

lose control of myself” and “Others have too much control over me” are 

included. The Cronbach alpha reliability has previously been reported as .89 for 

the overall scale, .89 for the positive sense of control sub-scale, and .70 for the 

negative sense of control sub-scale (D. H. Shapiro, 1994). 

Emotional Intelligence  

 This study involved testing short-term trust in teams and on this basis I 

decided to use the Workgroup Emotional Intelligence Profile (WEIP-S; Jordan & 

Lawrence, 2009), a measure that assesses the individual use of emotional 

intelligence in teams (Appendix C, Section C, p. 265).  This measure was 

selected as it is a parsimonious measure of emotional intelligence and was 

administered at Time 2. The WEIP-Short is a 16-item scale composed of four 

items in each of four subscales, namely the ability to be aware of one’s own 

emotions (Own Aware) containing items such as “I can discuss the emotions I 

feel with other team members”; the ability to manage one’s own emotions (Own 

Manage) containing items such as “I give a fair hearing to my fellow team 

member’s ideas”; the ability to be aware of other’s emotions (Other Aware) 

containing items such as “I can tell when team members don’t mean what they 

say”; and the ability to manage the emotions of others (Other Manage) 

containing items such as “I am able to cheer team members up when they are 

feeling down”. It was designed to conform to the emotional intelligence 

construct outlined by J. D. Mayer and Salovey (1997). The measure uses a 7-

point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The 

Cronbach alpha for the sub-scales has previously been reported as ranging 

from .77 to .85 (Jordan & Lawrence, 2009). 
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Mood  

 Mood was assessed using the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule 

(PANAS) (Watson et al., 1988). This scale assesses positive (PA) and negative 

(NA) affect. The PANAS is a self-report mood measure with a total of 20 items 

with 10 items in both the positive and the negative scales (Appendix C, Section 

B, p. 261 and p. 264). Examples of the positive affect items include “proud”, 

“interested”, “alert” and negative affect items include “nervous”, “afraid”, and 

“upset”.  The items within these scales were rated on a 5-point Likert scale 

where 1 represents a very slight feeling or not at all and 5 indicates an 

extremely strong feeling. In this study, participants were asked to report on the 

feelings they were experiencing at the present moment. According to Watson et 

al. (1988) the positive affect scale has a Cronbach alpha reliability of .89 

compared with .85 for the negative affect scale. 

Trust 

 The Trust Inventory (Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005) was used in this study 

(Appendix C, Section G, p. 266).  It is a self-report attitudinal trust measure that 

examines trust in specific others comprising 10 items. The scale was an 

abbreviation of a larger scale published by Johnson-George and Swap (1982). 

The measure utilises a 7-point Likert rating scale ranging from 1 (not at all 

likely) to 7 (very likely). The items in the original inventory were closely related 

with a Cronbach alpha of .86 and a composite measure using the mean of the 

10 items can also be used. The instructions and items were adapted in this 

study so that participants would consider it as a measure of short-term trust.  

The measure referred to the participants’ team members with items such as “I 

would expect my team members to pay me back if I loaned them $40”. The 
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Cronbach alpha reliability of the scale has been reported as .86 in a study of the 

influence of emotional states on trust (Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005). 

Statistical Programs 

SPSS was used for data entry and basic data screening, to reverse 

scores as required and run descriptive, frequency, correlation, and regression 

statistics using the cleaned data. Reliability analysis was conducted on each 

scale using SPSS including further factor analysis where required. A macro 

entitled “Mediate” was downloaded (Hayes, 2011) and used for the 

bootstrapping analyses. 

Data Screening and Cleaning 

After the initial data entry data were screened by visually inspecting the 

data and reviewing 10% of the entries to determine whether data had been 

entered accurately and completely. Incomplete surveys, those with missing data 

related to this analysis, and outliers were removed from the collection. The 

difference between the sample in this chapter and the next is that some surveys 

(n = 20) had missing data that related to the analysis in the next chapter but 

these were not excluded from analysis in this chapter.  

Validity and Reliability of Scales 

The validity of the scales used in this study was checked by factor 

analysing the scales and the internal reliability was examined using Cronbach’s 

alpha reliability for each scale and subscale. Principal axis factoring was used 

to explore the underlying factors (Child, 2006). Varimax rotation with Kaiser 

normalisation was the rotation method used. In line with the procedure 

established in Chapter 4, values were obtained for Bartlett’s test of sphericity 
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and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy to determine the 

number of factors to use (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 

Factor analysis of the scale measuring sense of control yielded positive 

and negative subscales that conformed to the published solution. Although one 

item in the positive subscale loaded at less than .4, it was retained in the 

analysis because there would be little change to the reliability of the subscale if 

it were removed. The emotional intelligence measure yielded a four factor 

solution which was similar to the published scale. Cross-loaded items were 

deleted for the Own Aware and Own Manage subscales. The full factor analysis 

for the variables in Study 2a is contained in Tables 28 to 30 in Appendix D. 

 

Results 

Bivariate Correlations 

 The first hypothesised relationship in the model in this study was 

between sense of control and trust. The correlation analysis shown in Table 3 

below confirms the hypothesis that there is a positive relationship between 

sense of control (positive) and trust r = .32 (p < .01). Hypothesis 1b however 

was not supported in the correlational analysis, that is, the relationship between 

sense of control (negative) and trust was negative but not significant. 

 The second hypothesis in this study is between emotional intelligence 

and trust. Table 3 reveals the relationship is significant and positive between 

total emotional intelligence using the WEIP-S and trust r = .40 (p < .01). Each of 

the subscales of emotional intelligence also had a positive relationship with 

trust:  Own Aware r = .30 (p < .01), Own Manage r = .39 (p < .01), Other Aware 

r = .30 (p < .01), and Other Manage r = .30 (p < .01). Therefore, those with 
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higher levels of emotional intelligence are more likely to be more trusting of 

others. 

 The third hypothesis states that there will be a positive relationship 

between emotional intelligence and a positive sense of control and an inverse 

relationship with negative sense of control. Using the WEIP-S, results showed 

that sense of control (positive) did indeed have a significant positive relationship 

with total emotional intelligence (r = .45, p < .01) as well as each of the sub-

factors. The results were Own Aware r = .31 (p < .01), Own Manage r = .36 (p < 

.01), Other Aware r = .39 (p < .01), and Other Manage r = .33 (p < .01). The 

second part of the hypothesis was partially supported by the results. The 

relationship between sense of control (negative) and total emotional intelligence 

(r = -.16, p < .05) was negative and significant. However, while the relationships 

between sense of control (positive) and the sub-factors of emotional intelligence 

were negative, only Own Aware (r = -.15, p < .05) and Own Manage (r = -.22, p 

< .01) were significant.  

 The fourth hypothesis describes the relationships among positive and 

negative mood and positive and negative sense of control. The results in Table 

3 showed that the relationships between mood and sense of control positive 

were significant and in the anticipated directions. Positive mood correlated 

positively (r = .37, p < .01) with sense of control (positive) and negative mood 

correlated negatively with a positive sense of control (r = -.21, p < .01). Negative 

mood was found to correlate significantly and in a positive direction with sense 

of control (negative) (r = .41, p < .01). Although the direction of the relationship 

between positive mood and sense of control negative was negative, it did not 

reach significance. The fourth hypothesis is therefore partially supported. 
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Table 3.  Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations of Study 2a 
Variables 
 

 

Regression Analyses 

 Sense of control to trust. A regression analysis was conducted to test 

Hypotheses 1a and 1b and determine the relative importance of positive and 

negative sense of control in the prediction of trust. Entering both positive and 

negative sense of control scales, Table 4 shows that a positive sense of control 

significantly predicts trust, however, negative sense of control did not emerge 

as a predictor. Closer examination of the Beta weights and their direction shows 

that an increase in a positive sense of control predicts greater trust. The overall 

regression equation was statistically significant, F(2, 172) = 11.25, p < .001 and 

sense of control contributed 12% of the variance in trust with R2 = .12 and AdjR2 

= .11. 

Table 4.  Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Trust 

     

Variable B 
SE 
B β   

Sense of control (pos) .23 .05 .37 *** 

Sense of control (neg) .07 .04 .13  

     

F =11.25***         

R2 =.12     

AdjR2 = .11     

(n = 175), *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1.  Age 21.53 5.03 -

2.  Gender 1.59 .49 -.06 -

3.  Trust 3.57 .49 -.00 -.02 (.77)

4.  Sense of Control (Pos) 5.11 .80 .01 -.05 .32
** (.88)

5.  Sense of Control (Neg) 2.81 .91 -.00 .02 -.02 -.40
** (.68)

6.  WEIP Own Aware 4.38 .98 .08 .07 .30
**

.31
**

-.15
* (.81)

7.  WEIP Own Manage 5.23 .89 .05 .08 .39
**

.36
**

-.22
**

.37
** (.73)

8.  WEIP Other Aware 4.47 .85 .04 -.00 .30
**

.39
** -.11 .61

**
.38

** (.76)

9.  WEIP Other Manage 4.49 .82 .12 .08 .30
**

.33
** -.15 .56

**
.46

**
.61

** (.74)

10. WEIP Total 18.47 2.94 .04 .11 .40
**

.45
**

-.16
*

.82
**

.64
**

.81
**

.81
** (.88)

11. Pos Mood 28.71 7.19 .21
** -.09 .23

**
.37

** -.06 .16
*

.24
**

.28
**

.33
**

.26
** (.87)

12. Neg Mood 15.47 5.71 -.06 -.07 -.01 -.21
**

.41
** -.12 -.22

** -.04 -.10 -.15
* .13 (.85)

Cronbach alphas in parentheses; n = 175; ** = (p < .01), * = (p < .05)
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 Branches of emotional intelligence to trust. A detailed examination of 

each of the branches of the emotional intelligence construct was undertaken to 

test Hypothesis 2 and to determine their relative capacity to predict trust. All four 

branches were entered into a regression equation with trust as the dependent 

variable. Table 5 below shows that the ability to manage one’s own emotions 

was a positive and significant predictor of trust (β = .29, p < .001). The other 

subscales of the WEIP-S (Own Aware, Other Aware, and Other Manage) did 

not emerge as predictors. The overall regression equation was statistically 

significant, F(2, 172) = 9.676, p < .001) and shows that WEIP-S (Manage Own) 

contributes 19% of the variance in trust with R2 = .19 and AdjR2 = .17. 

 

Table 5.  Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Trust 

     

Variable B 
SE 
B β   

WEIP (Aware Own) .05 .05 .11  

WEIP (Manage Own) .16 .04 .29 *** 

WEIP (Other Aware) .06 .06 .10  

WEIP (Other Manage) .03 .06 .05  

     

F = 9.676***         

R2 =.19     

AdjR2 = .17     

(n = 175), *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
 

 Branches of emotional intelligence to SOC (Pos). All the branches of 

the emotional intelligence construct were examined to determine their relative 

capacity to predict a positive sense of control and to test Hypothesis 3a. All four 

branches were entered into a regression equation with sense of control 

(positive). Table 6 shows that the ability to manage one’s own emotions (β = 

.23, p < .01) and the ability to be aware of other’s emotions (β = .24, p < .05) 

were positive and significant predictors of a positive sense of control. The other 
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subscales of the WEIP-S (Own Aware and Other Manage) did not emerge as 

predictors. The overall regression equation was statistically significant, F(2, 

172) = 10.888, p < .001 and shows that the four branches combined contribute 

21% of the variance in a positive sense of control with R2 = .21 and AdjR2 = .19. 

 

Table 6.  Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting SOC (Pos) 

     

Variable B 
SE 
B β   

WEIP (Aware Own) .05 .07 .06  

WEIP (Manage Own) .20 .07 .23 ** 

WEIP (Other Aware) .22 .09 .24 * 

WEIP (Other Manage) .05 .09 .05  

     

F =10.888***         

R2 =.21     

AdjR2 = .19     

(n = 175), *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
 

 Branches of emotional intelligence to SOC (Neg). Lastly, each of the 

four branches of the emotional intelligence construct was examined to 

determine their relative capacity in the prediction of a negative sense of control 

and to test Hypothesis 3b. Table 7 shows that the ability to manage one’s own 

emotions (β = -.19, p < .05) was a significant predictor of a negative sense of 

control. The other subscales of the WEIP-S (Own Aware, Other Aware, and 

Other Manage) did not emerge as predictors. This means that a greater ability 

to manage one’s own emotions will decrease an individual’s negative sense of 

control. The overall regression equation was statistically significant, F(2, 172) = 

2.44, p <.05 and shows that the four branches combined contribute 6% of the 

variance in a negative sense of control with R2 = .06 and AdjR2 = .03. 
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Table 7.  Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting SOC (Neg) 
 

Variable B 
SE 
B β   

WEIP (Aware Own) -.08 .09 -.08  

WEIP (Manage Own) -.19 .09 -.19 * 

WEIP (Other Aware) .04 .11 .04  

WEIP (Other Manage) -.04 .11 -.04  

     

F =2.44*         
R2=.06     
AdjR2 = .03     
(n = 175), *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
 

 

 Mood (PA and NA) to SOC (Pos). A regression analysis was conducted 

to determine the relative importance of positive and negative mood in the 

prediction of a positive sense of control (Hypothesis 4a). Entering both positive 

and negative mood scales, Table 8 shows that both positive and negative mood 

significantly predict a positive sense of control. Closer examination of the beta 

weights and their direction shows that an increase in positive mood predicts a 

greater positive sense of control (β = .36, p < .001) whereas an increase in 

negative mood decreases one’s positive sense of control (β = -.31, p < .001). 

The overall regression equation was statistically significant, F(2, 172) = 20.64, p 

< .001 and the combination of positive and negative mood contributed 20% of 

the variance in sense of control with R2 = .20 and AdjR2 = .19. 

 

Table 8.  Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting SOC (Pos) 

     

Variable B 
SE 
B β   

Mood (Pos) .04 .01 .36 *** 

Mood (Neg) -.04 .01 -.31 *** 

     

F =20.64***         

R2=.20     

AdjR2 = .19     

(n = 175), *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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 Mood (PA and NA) to SOC (Neg). Again, both mood scales were 

entered into a regression analysis to determine their relative importance in the 

prediction of a negative sense of control (Hypothesis 4b). Table 9 shows that a 

negative mood predicts a significant increase in a negative sense of control (β = 

.35, p < .001), however positive mood did not emerge as a statistically 

significant predictor. The overall regression equation was however statistically 

significant, F(2, 172) = 12.01, p < .001, and positive and negative mood 

contributed 12% of the variance in a negative sense of control with R2 = .12 and 

AdjR2 = .11. 

 

Table 9.  Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting SOC (Neg) 

     

Variable B 
SE 
B β   

Mood (Pos) -.01 .01 -.11  

Mood (Neg) .05 .01 .35 *** 

     

F = 12.01***         

R2 = .12     

AdjR2 = .11     

(n = 175), *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 

     

     

Indirect Effects 

 The model in this research indicates that sense of control is an 

intervening variable and has an intermediate effect between both mood and 

trust and emotional intelligence and trust. These relationships can be explored 

using ordinary least squares regression or structural equation modelling. Until 

recently, the most common method of testing the effects of intervening variables 

was through the Baron and Kenny (1986) 3-step causal steps approach. 

However, MacKinnon, Lockwood, and Williams (2004) have demonstrated that 

the bootstrap method is a more valid and powerful method of testing the effects 
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of intervening variables. Using the Baron and Kenny (1986) approach, for a 

one-predictor ordinary least squares regression with power of .8 and p < .05, 

the sample size would need to be 405 or greater (Fritz & Mackinnon, 2007).  

 The Baron and Kenny (1986) approach assumes there is an intervening 

effect if there are relationships between both the independent variable and the 

dependent variable as well as the mediating variable/s and the dependent 

variable. Whereas, bootstrapping allows for the possibility that the total effect of 

the independent variable on the dependent variable may be from direct and 

indirect paths, one or more of which may not be included in the proposed model 

(Hayes, 2009). Additionally, these paths may operate in opposite directions as 

do positive and negative sense of control in my research. Since sense of control 

can be positive and negative, it is also important to check that it does not 

confound the relationships between the independent and dependent variables 

(MacKinnon, Krull, & Lockwood, 2000).  

 The process of bootstrapping has been used in the analysis in Tables 10 

and 11 to determine the relative sizes of the indirect effects. Since the particular 

type of bootstrapping required was not available in the latest version of SPSS, I 

downloaded and installed a macro into SPSS and ran it in accordance with the 

developers’ instructions (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). A diagrammatic 

representation of the bootstrapping model used in this analysis can be found in 

Figure 6 below. 
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Figure 6. Bootstrapping model with one independent variable, two mediators, 

one dependent variable, and one covariate. 

 

 In the analysis shown in Table 10, total emotional intelligence was the 

independent variable mediated jointly by positive and negative sense of control 

with trust as the dependent variable. This produced analyses of Hypothesis 5 

following two paths. Firstly, I analysed the path from emotional intelligence 

through positive sense of control to trust, and secondly, the path from emotional 

intelligence through negative sense of control to trust. Given the relationship 

between mood and sense of control established previously, mood was entered 

as a covariate in this analysis to control for its effects.  

 The total direct effect of emotional intelligence on trust was .0632, p < 

.001 as indicated at the bottom of Table 10. This means that when the 

emotional intelligence of an individual increases by one unit their trust will 

increase by .0632 units. The data in Table 10 is consistent with the broad 

interpretation that greater emotional intelligence leads to a greater sense of 

control, which in turn increases trust. A further examination of the indirect 

effects shows that only sense of control (positive) is a significant mediator in this 

relationship, as indicated by the fact that it’s 95% confidence interval does not 

contain zero (95% CI = .0027 to .0202). The relationship is partially mediated 
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because there is also a direct effect between emotional intelligence and trust 

(.0545, p < .001). 

 Similar analysis was conducted on the relationships between mood, 

sense of control, and trust (see Table 11). In this analysis both positive and 

negative mood were entered as independent variables (H6). Since there is a 

relationship between emotional intelligence and trust, total emotional 

intelligence was included as a covariate in this analysis. Figure 7 provides a 

visual representation of the paths in this model.  

 

 

 
Figure 7. Bootstrapping model with two independent variables, two mediators, 

one dependent variable and one covariate. 
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Table 10.  Mediation of the Effect of Total Emotional Intelligence on Trust through Sense of Control (Pos) and Sense of Control (Neg) 
Controlling for Positive and Negative Mood 

 
Path Coefficients       

Indirect 
Effects   

 
to Trust R4 

 

Sense of 
Control - 
Positive 

 

Sense of 
Control - 
Negative 

 
Estimate 

95% 
Confidence 
Interval 

Total Emotional Intelligence (EI) .0545(.0118) *** .0857(.0199) *** -.0339(.0244)       

Sense of Control - Positive (SOCP) .1012(.0462) ** 
      Sense of Control - Negative (SOCN) .0491(.0376) 

       EI→SOCP→Trust 
      

.0104(.0044) .0027, .0202 

EI→SOCN→Trust 
      

-.0017(.0017) -.0056, .0011 

Bootstrap confidence intervals were constructed using 5000 resamples, n = 175   
 

  

Standard error in parentheses, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
     Total Direct Effect (Total EI→Trust) = .0632 (.0113)*** 
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Table 11.  Mediation of the Effect of Positive and Negative Mood on Trust through Sense of Control (Pos) and Sense of Control (Neg) 
Controlling for Total Emotional Intelligence 

 
Path Coefficients       

Indirect 
Effects   

 
to Trust R4 

 

Sense of 
Control - 
Positive 

 

Sense of 
Control - 
Negative 

 
Estimate 

95% 
Confidence 
Interval 

Positive Mood .0013(.0046)   .0347(.0077) *** -.0105(.0094)       

Negative Mood .0039(.0058) 
 

-.0291(.0095) ** .0655(.0116) *** 
  Sense of Control - Positive (SOCP) .1210(.0462) ** 

      Sense of Control - Negative (SOCN) .0491(.0376) 
       PosMood→SOCP→Trust 

      
.0042(.0020) .0009, .0087 

NegMood→SOCP→Trust 
      

-.0035(.0018) -.0075, -.0006 

PosMood→SOCN→Trust 
      

-.0005(.0007) -.0022, .0006 

NegMood→SOCN→Trust 
      

.0032(.0026) -.0018, .0088 

Bootstrap confidence intervals were constructed using 5000 resamples, n = 175       

Standard error in parentheses, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
     Total Direct Effect (PosMood→Trust) = -.0050 (.0044), (NegMood→Trust) = .0036 (.0054) 
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 Table 11 above shows that positive sense of control mediates the 

relationship between both positive and negative mood and trust, whereas 

negative sense of control does not.  The total direct effects of positive and 

negative mood on trust are not significant as indicated at the bottom of Table 

11. This is a fully mediated model as there are no direct effects of positive and 

negative mood on trust.  

 The indirect effects show that positive sense of control mediates the 

relationship between positive mood and trust (95% CI= .0009 to .0087) and 

between negative mood and trust (95% CI= -.0075 to -.0006). The indirect 

effects also show that negative sense of control did not mediate the 

relationships between either positive or negative mood and trust as the 

confidence intervals for these contained zero (95% CI= -.0022 to .0006, and  

-.0018 to .0088 respectively).  The direction of these effects can be interpreted 

as positive mood increases a positive sense of control and this then increases 

trust and similarly, negative mood leads to a decrease in positive sense of 

control which in turn decreases trust. 

Discussion 

 As control in organisations moves from centralised, bureaucratic control 

to more social forms of control, the need for trust in co-workers increases. The 

definition of trust used in my research highlights the willingness of the trustor to 

be vulnerable to the trustee without having the capacity to control the other 

person (R. C. Mayer et al., 1995). So, although trust by definition excludes 

control over others, it does not exclude control over one’s self. Indeed it has 

been argued that there is a symbiotic relationship between trust and control 
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(Castelfranchi & Falcone, 1999; Costa & Bijlsma-Frankema, 2007; Das & Teng, 

1998).   

In the current study I investigated the relationship between sense of 

control and trust and the factors that impact on this relationship. My results have 

shown that having a positive sense of control or decreasing a negative sense of 

control increases trust. Having a positive mood contributes to having a positive 

sense of control as does having emotional intelligence abilities such as the 

ability to control emotions. The implications of these results are that although 

people’s current emotional state has a strong effect on their sense of control, 

emotional intelligence abilities such as recognising and controlling emotions are 

useful in increasing a positive sense of control and consequently increasing 

trust in others. This study demonstrated a greater role for emotional intelligence 

than was found in Study 1. This could be due to the WEIP-S being administered 

with reference to specific people who were seated in front of them (in Time 2 of 

Study 2) whereas in Study 1, the participants were asked to consider the people 

they last worked with in a team. The SREIS may therefore be tapping into 

general levels of ability in individuals and not into differences resulting from 

appraisals of others in a specific circumstance. It could also be that the WEIP-S 

is a more reliable measure. 

Hypothesis 1 suggested there would be a positive relationship between a 

positive sense of control and short-term trust. One of the difficulties with the 

sense of control scale is that it combines both the sense of control over self and 

over others into the one scale (D. H. Shapiro, 1994). Although Hypothesis 1 

was supported, it is not possible to determine whether the association between 

sense of control and trust is due to a focus on the trustor or the trustee. Ross 

and Sastry (1999) have shown that some individuals attribute a sense of control 
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to their own efforts whereas others have a sense of powerlessness; believing 

that fate, luck, chance, or other forces external to themselves are in control. The 

attribution of control to forces such as fate, luck, or chance is a form of 

relinquishing control but to an unknown source. Schieman and Plickert (2008) 

have found that education is positively associated with a sense of control which 

would suggest that education provides skills and abilities so that unknown 

sources of control are less viable options for consideration. My results are 

similar to those of Schieman and Plickert (2008) who also found that sense of 

control is associated with higher levels of trust. 

Hypothesis 2 suggested that there would be a positive relationship 

between emotional intelligence and short-term trust. My findings support other 

similar findings regarding this relationship (Barczak et al., 2010; Clarke, 2010) 

with a specific focus on team relationships. My research tested trust in a 

situation where participants were placed in newly-formed teams and shows that 

emotional intelligence and short-term trust are positively related. 

Hypothesis 3 predicted a positive relationship between emotional 

intelligence and positive sense of control. All facets of emotional intelligence 

were found to be related to a positive sense of control however, the ability to 

manage one’s own emotions was found to contribute the most variance in the 

relationship. Managing one’s own emotions involves regulating them and this is 

a form of control in itself. Emotional intelligence has been associated with many 

workplace outcomes such as employee performance, organisational citizenship, 

and reducing emotional dissonance, and job insecurity (Abraham, 1999). 

Having the capacity to manage one’s own emotions is critical to relationships 

such as these (Jordan & Troth, 2004; Turnipseed & Bacon, 2010). Emotional 

intelligence has been shown to reduce stress (the inability to control life events) 
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in some individuals although others who have the required ability choose not to 

use it (Gohm, Corser, Dalsky, 2005). This would suggest that there are other 

indirect effects operating in the relationship between emotional intelligence and 

sense of control. 

Hypothesis 4 outlines a relationship between mood and sense of control 

such that positive mood would be positively related and negative mood would 

be negatively related to sense of control. Mood has been shown to effect the 

attributions individuals make about themselves and others (Forgas, 1998) 

including their sense of control. While factors other than the valence of moods 

have been shown to influence judgements (Forgas, 1995), the results in this 

instance conform with valence theories (Barrett, 2006b) which suggest that how 

you feel at the time (i.e. positive or negative) has a major impact on your 

judgements and appraisals regarding one’s self and others.  

Hypothesis 5 suggests that sense of control will mediate the relationship 

between emotional intelligence and trust. Due to the presence of strong links 

between mood and emotional intelligence (see Chapter 4), I controlled for mood 

in the analysis of this hypothesis. The interesting finding in this analysis is that 

only a positive sense of control was found to mediate the relationship. 

Emotional intelligence did not have a direct effect on a negative sense of 

control. In Study 1, a positive yielding mode of control mediated the relationship. 

Positive yielding is defined as knowing when to let go of active control (Shapiro, 

1994). Taken together these results would suggest that yielding to an individual 

is a valid form of a positive sense of control. Indeed, the definition of trust as 

used in this research indicates that trust requires a willingness to be vulnerable 

to the trustee (R. C. Mayer et al., 1995). My findings therefore help to clarify the 

nature of control required in the decision to trust. 
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Hypothesis 6 states that the relationship between mood and trust is 

mediated by sense of control. Since there are links between mood and 

emotional intelligence (see Chapter 4), I controlled for emotional intelligence in 

the analysis of Hypothesis 6. My results show that a positive sense of control 

mediates the relationships between both positive and negative mood and trust. 

It is interesting to note that a positive mood does not have a direct effect on a 

negative sense of control (i.e., it doesn’t significantly reduce it). Whereas a 

negative mood does have a significant effect on (i.e., it reduces) a positive 

sense of control. This means that greater gains can be made from reducing 

negative affect. This finding is expected since the definition of trust according to 

R. C. Mayer et al. (1995) indicates that the trustor should be willing to trust the 

trustee irrespective of the ability to control them. 

Chapter Summary 

In this chapter I analysed the data collected during Study 2 at a between- 

person level. Evidence was provided, based on cross-sectional data, for the 

generalisability of my model of emotions, trust and control outlined in Chapter 3. 

Research Questions 1, 2, 3, and 4 were addressed and analysis of Study 2a 

survey data showed that mood, sense of control, and emotional intelligence 

influence intention to trust in the short term. The results indicate that positive 

emotion has a positive impact on trust through increasing a positive sense of 

control. Negative emotion decreases a positive sense of control and increases a 

negative sense of control, which results in a decrease in trust. Emotional 

intelligence increases trust through increasing a positive sense of control. In the 

next chapter I examine additional data collected in Study 2 that enables me to 

analyse the relationships of emotional intelligence, mood, trust and control at a 

within-person level using an experimental design.  
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CHAPTER SIX 

 

Study 2b: Testing Within-Person Variation in Short-term Trust:  

A Quasi-Experimental Study 

Chapter Aims 

The aim of this chapter is to explore the fifth research question of my 

research program in detail, which is: Can the level of short-term trust vary within 

a single activity? Firstly, I will examine whether trust itself varies in the short 

term. Then I will explore Research Questions 1, 2, 3, and 4 again in terms of 

within-person effects on trust, that is, whether emotion, sense of control and 

perceptions of success impact on variations in short-term trust in teams.  

In this chapter, I outline a study using a quasi-experimental design that 

uses a 10 round interactive trust game to test for within-person variation in 

short-term trust. By using this activity, I want to examine whether experiences of 

emotion, control, and success during a short interaction with other people can 

influence the respondent’s subsequent intentions to trust and whether short-

term trust does indeed vary over time within a single activity. It is predicted that 

the relationship between an individual’s sense of control and perceptions of 

success will be major factors in this process. The results will be discussed in 

terms of my research model and the Kee and Knox (1970) model of trust. Since 

emotional intelligence was shown to influence trust in Chapters 4 and 5, I will 

control for its effect on trust in this study. In particular, I will control for the ability 

to manage own emotions. 
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Research Model for Study 2b 

As discussed previously, expectancy is important in social learning as 

individuals do not evaluate situations completely each time they encounter them 

(Rotter, 1967). Expectations (trust decisions) are built on confidence that, if 

someone could be trusted or relied upon in a previous encounter, then it is 

probable that they will behave the same way the next time (Rotter, 1967). In a 

short-term trust situation, where individuals may not have knowledge of the 

trustworthiness of other people as they have not worked with them before, they 

use simple heuristics to help with the initial decision. Once this initial decision is 

made, I argue that a quick set of adjustments to this initial decision are made 

based on the other person’s initial behaviours. The success of previous 

decisions to trust then becomes a significant influence on subsequent decision-

making as it forms the basis of our expectations and creates a continuous loop 

or social learning process (Boone et al., 2002; Davis & Luthans, 1980; Rotter, 

1972).  

The model for Study 2b is illustrated in Figure 8 below and addresses all 

the research questions in my program of research which are: 

RQ 1. What individual difference variables influence trust decisions? 

RQ 2. Is there a link between emotions and trust decisions? 

RQ 3. Is there a link between control and trust decisions? 

RQ 4. How do emotion and control combine to impact on trust? 

RQ 5. Can the level of short-term trust vary within a single-event activity? 
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Figure 8.  Research model of within-person short-term trust. 

 

Hypotheses 

Variance in Trust in the Short-term 

Dasgupta (1988) concludes that trust is based on reputation, which is 

developed through consistent behaviour over time. He identified that individuals 

apply a type of investment on returns approach to decide on when to behave in 

a trustworthy manner. It may be profitable for the individual to achieve gains in 

the short-term through betraying others, particularly if they are unlikely to have 

to deal with the person again. However, a loss of reputation in the short-term 

may become a significant moderator of behaviour if the individual wishes to 

maintain a long-term relationship (Dasgupta, 1988). Thau et al. (2007) found 

that worker’s perceptions of workgroup cohesion partially mediated the 

relationship between organisational trust and antisocial work behaviours. 

Indeed, betrayals of trust erode the reputation of individuals and violate the 

expectations upon which trust is based (Elangovan & Shapiro, 1998). 

Patchen (1987) found that when two parties are interdependent and 

locked in a competitive situation, this competitive cycle can be unlocked through 

 Future Intention to 
Trust (in the next 

encounter) 
Sense of 
Control 

Experienced 
Emotion 

Positive &  
Negative 

H1 

H2 

H3 

Perception of 
Success 

Subsequent Decision Initial Process 

H4 

H5 
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reciprocity and unilateral cooperative behaviours. Berg, Dickhaut, and McCabe 

(1995) found that when individuals were given social history information about 

the behaviour of others, the individuals were more likely to reciprocate in 

accordance with the social norms.  Social history forms a type of external 

control over the behaviour of individuals (Berg et al., 1995). So reciprocity in 

trust begets trust by creating a social norm and becomes a form of moral 

standard that Dasgupta (1988) says is required to moderate rational choice.  

 Based on the arguments above it is hypothesised that: 

H1 Short-term trust can vary within-person during a brief 

activity. 

 

Short-term Trust and Experienced Emotions 

 In Chapters 4 and 5 it was argued that mood has an impact on short-

term trust. Mood and emotions are prevalent in all interactions between people 

and connected with a variety of behaviours in the workplace (Härtel, 

Ashkanasy, & Zerbe, 2011). In this study, I examine the immediate emotional 

reaction of individuals during a short interaction with others and how this 

impacts on perceptions of trust in the short-term. Schwarz and Clore (1996) 

found that people in happy moods use heuristic processing strategies, 

preferring to use pre-existing knowledge structures. Conversely, people in 

negative moods are more attentive to the information at hand. On this basis, 

tasks that are approached as competitive tasks could result in people 

experiencing greater amounts of negative emotions such as anxiety and fear 

and subsequently dealing with these feeling by having a greater focus on the 

information at hand. One would also expect there to be an inverse relationship 

between negative emotions and short-term trust such that lower levels of 
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negative emotions will be associated with greater trust of others in subsequent 

interactions. Kiefer (2002) describes an organisational change process wherein 

negative emotions such as anger and fear are linked to a loss of trust results 

and withdrawal tendencies. Given the short-term trust task employed in Study 

2b is competitive in nature (i.e. win as much as you can), it is expected that 

negative emotions will be a particularly salient predictor of short-term trust.  

 Based on these findings, it is hypothesised that: 

H2a.  Decreases in negative emotion will be associated with higher 

levels of short-term trust.  

 

Dunn and Schweitzer (2005) have shown that anger is associated with a 

decrease in trust while happiness is associated with increases in trust. G. R. 

Jones and George (1998) make the point that emotions will have a greater 

connection with trust than attitudes and values as emotions fluctuate over time 

with trust and reflect changes in specific circumstances. In a study of powerful 

versus less powerful negotiators, Anderson and Thompson (2004) found that 

having trait positive affect was the strongest predictor of trust in other 

negotiators and of achieving integrative outcomes in negotiations. 

 Based on these findings, it is hypothesised that: 

H2b. Increases in positive emotion will be associated with higher 

levels of short-term trust. 

 

The Mediating Role of Sense of Control 

When examining the relationship between emotion and control, Ruthig et 

al. (2008) showed that, for the best levels of achievement, negative emotion 

should be decreased and positive emotion should be enhanced. According to 
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Bless et al. (1996), mood and emotions have a regulatory function. Positive 

emotions signal all is well and no problem-solving behaviour is necessary. On 

the other hand, negative emotions signal that a greater attention to detail is 

warranted in the situation. Schwarz (1990) speculated this may be due to the 

memory component of emotions whereby an emotional experience can make 

an individual recall similar circumstances and therefore respond similarly to the 

way they responded previously. For example, if an individual experiences fear, 

they may think back to the last time they experienced fear and remember that 

they were in danger. So now they become more aware of their current situation 

and look for potential dangers or pitfalls.  

E. A. Skinner (1985) argues that perceptions of control are more than 

just the assessment of whether or not we have objective control over a 

situation. E. A. Skinner (1985) argues that probability of action is a key 

companion to subjective control beliefs. How a potential trustee acts provides 

experiential information to the trustor about their control judgements by 

providing response-outcome information. Thus, a trustor’s sense of control is 

related to how much they believe they can control outcomes even though the 

importance of various types of outcomes or goals may differ. Rothbaum et al. 

(1982) have found that inferences of causality lead to differences in control 

beliefs and subsequent actions such that a low sense that one’s actions affect 

the outcome leads to a low sense of control or, in extremes, helplessness. 

Based on these findings, it is hypothesised that: 

H3 The relationship between experienced emotion and trust is 

mediated by sense of control such that: 

a. The negative relationship between negative emotion and 

trust is explained by lower levels of sense of control; and  
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b. The positive relationship between positive emotion and trust 

is explained by higher levels of sense of control.  

 

The Mediating Role of Perceptions of Success 

 By reflecting on their perceptions of success of their trust decisions, 

individuals are forced to reconsider their previous short-term trust decisions.  

When individuals feel in control, they are more likely to feel as if their trust 

decisions have been successful (Rothbaum et al., 1982).  On this basis, the 

greater their sense of control, the greater likelihood that an individual would 

consider their trust decision to be successful. 

Tamir (2005) has argued that both achieving outcomes (instrumental 

success) and maintaining feeling states can be motivations for our behaviour 

and create different ways of seeking to control our responses. Tamir (2005) 

showed that negative and even unpleasant affective states could be useful in 

achieving success for those for whom it was trait-consistent. For example, 

worrying was useful for those high in neuroticism. The results showed that not 

all behaviour is motivated by short-term hedonic considerations and that some 

people put up with short-term negative affect to achieve long-term instrumental 

success. According to these findings, it could be argued that individuals in a 

negative mood may feel successful while their negative mood was maintained 

but would lose their feelings of success when their negative mood decreased. 

Wegener and Petty (1994) developed the Hedonic Contingency 

Hypothesis to explain how mood-managing behaviours may be developed. 

Their theory suggests that there are positive and negative rewards associated 

with managing our moods. Wegener and Petty (1994) give the example that, if 

you are in a sad mood, that any activity with positive affect will improve your 
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mood. This is harder to achieve for those who are already in a good mood and 

who will therefore need to exert greater effort to maintain or increase their 

positive mood. In this context, engaging in trusting behaviour may be used to 

maintain positive emotion. According to this theory, decreasing negative 

emotion is going to have a greater connection with a feeling of success than will 

positive emotion although maintaining or improving one’s positive emotion will 

also be associated with increases in perceptions of success. 

Based on this argument, it is hypothesised that: 

H4. Perception of success will mediate the relationship between 

experienced emotions and trust in the next round such that: 

c. The negative relationship between negative emotion and 

trust is explained by lower levels of perception of success; 

and  

d. The positive relationship between positive emotion and trust 

is explained by higher levels of perception of success.  

 

Experienced Emotion, Control, Success, and Future Intentions to Trust 

Hertel et al. (2000) found that the influence of experienced emotion on 

cooperative behaviour is not as simple as increased positive emotion equals 

increased cooperation. They suggest that the experience of positive emotion 

indicates that a situation is safe whereas the experience of negative emotion 

indicates that more systematic processing of information is necessary as the 

situation could be problematic. Where a situation creates perceived risk for 

participants, it is likely that there will be a greater focus on attending to negative 

emotions (Gasper & Clore, 1998). It is the combination of emotion, control, and 

successful previous actions that will inform subsequent levels of trust and 
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cooperative behaviour. Individuals need to feel in control during the task to feel 

successful. However, sometimes individuals have an illusion of control that 

makes them feel confident when there is no reason for it (Langer, 1975). Langer 

(1975) merged control and success in her conceptualisation of illusion of control 

which she defined in terms of a personal success expectancy being higher than 

objectively warranted. S. C. Thompson, Armstrong, and Thomas (1998) have 

outlined various factors which influence illusions of control including skill-related 

factors, emphasis on success or failure, need for the outcome, desire for 

control, stakes, and mood. Induced positive mood has been shown to increase 

an illusion of control in depressed individuals whereas induced negative mood 

decreased the illusion of control in nondepressed individuals (Alloy, Abramson, 

& Viscusi, 1981). 

In my research, I suggest that mood has an impact on control which has 

an impact on success which leads to trust in subsequent encounters. Falcone 

and Castelfranchi (2004) have argued that trust influences trust and that it is 

reinforced by the success of previous experiences. This suggests the process is 

cyclical and incorporates a success/failure feedback loop. 

 Based on these findings, it is hypothesised that: 

H5a The relationship between negative experienced emotion and 

intention to trust is sequentially mediated by sense of control and 

perception of success from previous encounters so that intention to 

trust will decrease. 

H5b The relationship between positive experienced emotion and 

intention to trust is sequentially mediated by sense of control and 

perception of success from previous encounters so that intention to 

trust will increase. 
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Method 

Participants 

The sample for this study is similar to the sample used in Study 2a. From 

the 175 who completed the survey in Time 1 and Time 2, I excluded 20 

respondents on the basis that they did not complete all the fields on the tally 

sheet for Study 2b (see Appendix C that presents tally sheet) that were required 

to analyse within-person variation in trust. Thus, the total useable data sets for 

study 2b are 155. The sample was comprised of 90 females (58.1%) and 65 

males (41.9%). The minimum age was 17 and the maximum was 49 with a 

mean of 21.59 and a standard deviation of 5.31 years. Of the 155 in the sample, 

92 were born in Australia, which equates to 59.4%.  The next highest 

percentages were 4.5% from China, 3.9% from Taiwan and 3.9% from Hong 

Kong. The majority (72.4%) of participants worked full-time (6.5%), part-time 

(26.5%), or casually (39.4%). Of the remaining participants, 20% were 

unemployed, 5.2% had never worked, and 2.6% indicated “Other” as their 

status of employment. 

Procedure 

A quasi-experimental design has been used in this study to replicate an 

environment similar to modern workplaces, where teams form for specific short-

term activities and where workers may find themselves required to work with 

others that they have not previously worked with or met before. The activity 

chosen for the task (Win as much as you can; Gellerman, 2003) in this part of 

the study is a zero-sum activity similar in style to the prisoner’s dilemma 

(Axelrod & Hamilton, 1981). The prisoner’s dilemma is an anecdote for a type of 

game of strategy where there is no right answer but which sparks interpersonal 
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and intrapersonal conflict in relation to which strategy one should choose. 

Within the “Win as much as you can” game, short-term gains can be achieved if 

one acts competitively but collective gains can be achieved if all cooperate. It 

was important to ensure participants were not able to exert control over others 

so that short-term trust could be measured. Consistent with this requirement, 

the researcher strictly monitored interaction and communication within the 

teams during the activity and no discussion was allowed.  

The researcher and a class tutor were present during each of the data 

collection sessions. Class tutors assisted in the collection of data and were 

given instructions and a copy of the materials a week before the first data 

collection. The participants were required to follow specific instructions and 

make decisions based on the outcome of each of the previous rounds. 

The loop design used in this study results in the variables being 

measured over a course of 10 iterations, with the participants being aware of 

the results of the previous round before the next round begins. This is 

consistent with the theoretical underpinnings of this research project which 

assumes a social learning process (Rotter, 1967) occurs even in a short-term 

activity. The success or failure of an individual’s decisions creates an 

expectancy of what will happen in subsequent similar situations. Rotter (1967) 

views trust in terms of his social learning theory which proposes that an 

individual’s behaviour depends upon their expectancy that their behaviour will 

achieve a desired outcome or reinforcement for the individual in that specific 

situation.  

Instructions for the practical activity (see below) were given to all the 

teams at the same time. The first round of the game was conducted slowly and 

at the end of the first round participants were given the opportunity to ask 
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questions about the game and how the tally sheet was to be completed. The 

data from the practice rounds are not used in my analyses. Participants were 

not permitted to talk to each other once the activity commenced except where 

they were given specific permission to do so in three of the rounds. After the 

activity, the completed surveys and tally sheets were returned to the researcher 

by the class tutors. 

Instructions for activity. Students were asked to sit in teams of four as 

they entered the room with others they did not already know. During this 

exercise, each participant sat far enough away from the other participants to 

complete their tally sheet privately, yet they were close enough to be able to 

interact with others as necessary. Participants were provided with a copy of the 

Win As Much As You Can Tally Sheet (Appendix C), a pencil each and one 

eraser per group. After the survey was completed, the tutor in each class 

provided a brief explanation of the intervention activity and debriefed 

participants on the purpose of the activity. 

The game consisted of 10 rounds and had three rules. Rule 1 was that 

participants could only talk when they were given specific permission to do so. 

This included nonverbal as well as verbal communication. Rule 2 stated that 

each participant must make a single choice for each round. Rule 3 was that the 

other members of the team were not allowed to know the participant’s choice 

until they were instructed to reveal it.  At each round, the participants marked 

their choice for the round then shared it with the team and marked their 

scorecard according to the payoff schedule on the tally sheet. Round 5 was a 

bonus round and, as indicated on the tally sheet, all wins and losses in this 

round were multiplied by three. Round 8 was a bonus round and all wins and 

losses were multiplied by five. Round 10 was also a bonus round with all wins 
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and losses multiplied by ten. During these three bonus rounds participants were 

given one minute to discuss what they planned to do, with the aim of winning as 

much as they could. 

The tally sheet for the activity was modified to include brief measures of 

trust, control, perceptions of success of the trust decision and emotions 

experienced (Appendix C). At the end of the activity all participants were 

debriefed to ensure that they were informed of the true purpose of the 

experiment and any questions they had were answered in accordance with 

ethical standards for research (Neuman, 2003; Zikmund, 2003). 

 

Measures 

Trust 

A peer rating was collected for the trust variable.  Each person in the team was 

given a seat number and participants were asked to indicate their score for 

each person in the column corresponding to the individual’s seat number on the 

tally sheet (Appendix C, p. 267). Participants were asked to rate each of their 

team members for each round by indicating “To what extent do you trust each 

of your team members right now? Give each team member a rating from 1(low 

trust) - 7(high trust)”. The scores each participant gave their other team 

members were then averaged to give an individual generalised trust in others 

score for subsequent analysis. These data refer to an individual’s trust in the 

other members of the team and since there does not need to be consensus in 

these trust ratings no inter-rater reliability tests were conducted. The means of 

this measure of trust vary from the means of trust in Study 2a because those in 

Study 2a were rated on a five-point scale thus giving a lower overall mean. 
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Cooperate or Compete 

In each round participants were asked to choose X or Y behaviour. Y 

corresponds with a trusting cooperative response whereas X corresponds with 

a competitive approach designed to get the maximum personal gain. The score 

for each round however is determined by how all of the group members behave 

(see Payoff Schedule on the tally sheet in Appendix C). For example, if only one 

person chooses X, that person gets 3 points and the rest of the team lose a 

point each. If all four team members choose X then they all lose a point. 

Choosing X gets more points for the individual but the team score will be lower 

than for a team where individuals cooperate and choose Y more often. 

Perception of Success  

The extent to which individuals felt their decision to trust others was a 

success was measured with the following question: “Based on the choice you 

made for that round and the outcome you achieved, to what extent do you feel 

that your decision to trust others was successful or unsuccessful? 1=very 

unsuccessful, 5=very successful”. 

Control   

After each round, participants were asked, “How much do you feel in 

control after this round?” A 5-point Likert scale was used to record their 

responses; 1 (not at all), 2 (a little), 3 (moderately), 4 (a fair bit), and 5 (very 

much). Since participants had no way of exerting control over others (except 

though persuasion in the three discussion rounds), this question is measuring 

their sense of control. Individuals can have a strong sense of control even 

though they have no practical opportunity to exert control (E. A. Skinner, 1996). 

In Rounds 5, 8, and 10 participants were able to communicate with each other 
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prior to making their choice of X or Y. In these rounds, participants were able to 

discuss strategies such as whether they would cooperate with each other or 

defect. Although they could discuss strategies with each other and seek to 

persuade others, they did not have control over the behaviour of others. After 

team members discussed their choices in the specific rounds, team members 

were still able to behave in line with what was discussed or choose the 

alternative option. There was no rule that enforced the collective decision of the 

group on its members. So it is the individual’s perception or sense of control 

only that is being measured here. 

Basic Emotion Prototypes Scale  

In the Shaver et al. (1987) taxonomy of emotion types, the basic 

emotions are love, joy, surprise, anger, fear, and sadness. These were 

measured using a 7-point Likert scale at the end of each round. Participants 

were asked “Based on how you feel at the end of each round, write a number 

from 1 to 7 under each emotion to describe the extent to which you are 

experiencing that emotion where 1=very little, 7=very much”. Scores for the 

emotions were sorted according to their valence and averaged to give a score 

for positive emotions and a separate score for negative emotions. Only love and 

joy were used to calculate the mean of positive emotions as surprise could be 

interpreted as either a positive surprise or a negative surprise and on this basis 

these data were excluded in the analysis. Fear, anger, and sadness were all 

used to determine the mean for negative emotions in each round.  

Data Screening and Cleaning 

All data were analysed using SPSS. After the initial data entry, data were 

screened by visual inspection. A review of 10% of the entries was conducted to 
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determine whether the data had been entered accurately and completely. All 

surveys with missing data were removed from the data set. This was done 

because substituting means was not considered appropriate when data were 

required about experienced emotions during a real-time activity. Med3C 

software (Hayes, Preacher, & Myers, 2011) was downloaded from the internet 

and installed as a custom dialog into SPSS for use in the bootstrapping 

analyses in this chapter. 

Validity and Reliability of Scales 

 The variables in this study were tested using single-item measures on 

the tally sheet for the game (See Appendix C). Given the link between 

emotional intelligence and trust that has previously been established in my 

research, the emotional intelligence scale used in Study 2a was used as a 

covariate in this study. The factor analysis for emotional intelligence in Study 2a 

can be found in Appendix D. 

Results 

 Study 2b was designed to answer Research Question 5 which is: Can 

the level of short-term trust vary within a brief activity? By examining the means 

of the trust scores in each of the rounds of the exercise (Table 12), it is evident 

that trust has varied over the short term in accordance with the hypothesised 

model. 
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Table 12.  Means and Standard Deviations for Intention to Trust  
 

 Mean Std. Deviation 

Intention to Trust R1 4.80 1.33 

Intention to Trust R2 4.77 1.40 

Intention to Trust R3 4.79 1.37 

Intention to Trust R4 4.89 1.40 

Intention to Trust R5 5.20 1.34 

Intention to Trust R6 5.06 1.48 

Intention to Trust R7 5.05 1.38 

Intention to Trust R8 5.24 1.41 

Intention to Trust R9 5.30 1.47 

Intention to Trust R10  5.33 1.54 

 n = 155 

  

Repeated Measures Analysis 

 A one-way repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to determine 

whether the changes in trust over time were significant. Firstly, it is necessary to 

determine whether assumptions of sphericity have been violated (Pallant, 

2007). Mauchly’s W value for trust is .060 and significant. This means that the 

F-value should be evaluated using the adjusted degrees of freedom and 

calculated using the Huynh-Feldt Epsilon, which in this analysis was .564. The 

new degrees of freedom are 9 and 1440 so F(9, 1440) = 10.48. An examination 

of a critical values of the F-distribution table indicated that the F-ratio is 

significant when using the new degrees of freedom FCrit (9, 1440) = 1.88, α = 

.05. As the obtained F-value is greater than the FCrit value there is a significant 

difference in trust over time. The grand mean for all 10 rounds was 5.04. Based 

on these data Hypothesis 1 is supported. 

 Table 12 shows that trust increased over time. However, there were two 

particular rounds where there were significant increases in trust. Significant 

variance was found between Rounds 4 and 5 F(1, 154) = 11.462, p =.001 and 
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between Rounds 7 and 8 F(1, 154) = 8.169, p = .005. Rounds 5 and 8 were 

high risk rounds so it is expected that these rounds would show the greatest 

variance from the previous round. Interestingly, there was not a significant 

difference between Rounds 9 and 10 (F(1, 154) = .264, p = .608) although 

Round 10 was also a high risk round. 

 Table13 presents the means and standard deviations for the main 

constructs of positive emotion, negative emotion, sense of control, and 

perceptions of success across the 10 rounds. Note, the means and standard 

deviations for intention to trust are presented above in Table 12. 

 

Table 13.  Means and Standard Deviations of Positive Emotion, Negative 
Emotion, Success, and Control 
 

Round Positive 

Emotions 

Negative 

Emotions 

Success Control 

 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

R1 2.79 1.56 1.41 0.76 3.32 1.14 2.54 1.26 

R2 2.79 1.54 1.48 0.88 3.10 1.26 2.66 1.16 

R3 2.71 1.55 1.46 0.87 3.12 1.23 2.72 1.27 

R4 2.85 1.60 1.41 0.78 3.14 1.32 2.84 1.28 

R5 3.15 1.71 1.37 0.89 3.71 1.30 3.34 1.31 

R6 2.97 1.62 1.41 0.88 3.25 1.29 2.99 1.22 

R7 2.93 1.60 1.40 0.84 3.37 1.25 2.98 1.18 

R8 3.13 1.76 1.44 1.02 3.74 1.32 3.32 1.29 

R9 3.13 1.74 1.38 0.89 3.50 1.24 3.08 1.28 

R10 3.32 1.91 1.44 1.01 3.63 1.46 3.27 1.42 

 

To explore the effect of change over time, two separate analyses were 

conducted. The first analysis assessed within-person change from Rounds 3 to 

4 where there was low risk (i.e., not a bonus round). Rounds 1 and 2 were not 

considered for further analysis as they were used as participant practice rounds 

to ensure correct completion of the tally sheet. Rounds 3 and 4 were also 

suitable because they occurred before the first bonus round and before 
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interaction was allowed between team members (this was considered a low-risk 

scenario). The second analysis assessed within-person change in bonus 

Rounds 8 to 9. Round 8 was chosen because it was considered higher risk as 

the payout was greater and the students were allowed to communicate with 

each other prior to engaging in this round, so expectations about others’ 

behaviour was also higher.  

It is important to note that in both these sets of analyses trust is 

measured in the subsequent round (ie, Rounds 4 and 9) to that of emotion, 

control and success (Rounds 3 and 8). This will demonstrate how the results of 

one round influence the trust decisions made in the next round and that a social 

learning process (Rotter, 1967) is occurring. Consequently, trust data were 

collected in Rounds 4 and 9 as these trust decisions were predicated on the 

experiences in the previous rounds.  

In the first stage of analysis, I examined a correlation table of the 

variables in Rounds 3, 4, 8, and 9 as these relationships form the basis of the 

mediated relationships in my hypotheses.  Table 14 below shows the 

correlations among trust, emotion, control, and success for both the low-risk 

round and high-risk scenarios in the expected directions. The emotional 

intelligence ability to manage own emotions was also included, as this variable 

will be used as a covariate in later analyses.  Manage own emotions was 

positively related to trust in Round 9 (r = .17, p < .05). 
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Table 14.  Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Between EI-Own 
Manage, Trust, Emotion, Control, and Success in Rounds 3 and 8, and Trust in 
Subsequent Rounds 4 and 9 
 

 

The results show significant relationships between trust in adjacent 

rounds, that is, trust in Round 3 to Round 4 (r = .84, p < .01) and trust in Round 

8 to Round 9 (r = .85, p < .01). Although the relationships are less intense, trust 

in the early rounds predicts trust in later rounds as can be seen in the 

relationship between trust in Rounds 3 and 8 (r = .58, p < .01) and Rounds 3 

and 9 (r = .50, p < .01) as well as between Rounds 4 and 8 (r = .62, p < .01) and 

Rounds 4 and 9 (r = .57, p < .01). Hypothesis 1 suggests that trust varies in the 

short-term so it is expected that it would intensify in either a positive or negative 

direction. This correlational analysis provides support for hypothesis 1. 

Hypotheses 2-5 outline mediated relationships and therefore it is 

necessary to indicate which variables correlate before moving on to discuss the 

analysis of the mediated relationships in the next section. Positive emotion in 

Round 3 was positively related to control (r = .40, p < .01) and success (r = .33, 

p < .01) in Round 3 and to trust in Round 4 (r = 18, p < .05). Whereas negative 

emotion in Round 3 was significantly and negatively related to success in 

Round 3 (r = -.27, p < .01) and trust in Round 4 (r = -.35, p < .01). Control in 

Round 3 was positively related to success in Round 3 (r = .64, p < .01) and trust 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

1.  WEIP-Own Manage

2.  TrustR3 .01

3.  Pos Emo R3 -.02 .08

4.  Neg Emo R3 -.12 -.21** -.12

5.  ControlR3 -.15 .14 .40** -.15

6.  SuccessR3 -.01 .21** .33** -.27** .64**

7.  TrustR4 .05 .84** .18* -.35** .23** .34**

8.  TrustR8 .13 .59** .15 -.23** .13 .23** .62**

9.  Pos Emo R8 -.05 .01 .66** -.06 .24** .20* .10 .11

10. Neg Emo R8 -.16 -.01 .03 .57** .01 -.07 -.08 -.11 -.13

11. ControlR8 -.05 -.02 .21* -.04 .46** .39** .06 .19* .42** -.15

12. SuccessR8 -.05 -.01 .06 -.19* .14 .39** .08 .23** .32** -.23** .63**

13. TrustR9 .17* .50** .11 -.19* .12 .18* .57** .85** .06 -.19* .19* .26**

n = 155, *p < .05, ** p  < .01, ***p  < .001
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in Round 4 (r = .23, p < .01).  Success in Round 3 correlated with trust in Round 

4 (r = .34, p < .01). Overall, these results confirm that there is a relationship 

between the independent variable (experienced emotion) and the dependent 

variable (trust) in my model and that there are significant relationships between 

the mediating variables (control and success) in the low-stakes rounds 

warranting further investigation. 

Positive emotion in Round 8 was positively related to control (r = .42, p < 

.01) and success (r = .32, p < .01) in Round 8 but not to trust in Round 9. 

Negative emotion in Round 8 was significantly and negatively related to 

success in Round 8 (r = -.23, p < .01) and trust in Round 9 (r = -.19, p < .05). 

Interestingly, trust in Round 8 was not associated with significant increases or 

decreases in either positive or negative emotion in Round 8. Control in Round 8 

was positively related to success in Round 8 (r = .63, p < .01) and trust in 

Round 9 (r = .19, p < .05). Success in Round 8 was positively and significantly 

related to trust in Round 9 (r = .26, p < .01). These results show that there are 

relationships among the variables in the high-risk round that are also worthy of 

further investigation. 

Indirect Effects 

Based on the preliminary correlational analyses, further analyses of the 

hypotheses were conducted to determine whether there were mediation effects 

as predicted. Bootstrapping was conducted in preference to hierarchical 

regression and Sobel tests. Hayes (2009) argues that it is not necessary to use 

the causal steps approach of Baron and Kenny (1986) and that bootstrapping 

should be used in preference to Sobel tests as the latter assume normality in 

the sampling distribution of the indirect effect. The model of bootstrapping used 

is illustrated in Figure 9 below. It is a sequential mediation model with emotion 
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as the independent variable, control as the first mediating variable, success as 

the second mediating variable, and trust as the dependent variable. The 

illustration is based on the model used by van Jaarsveld, Walker, and Skarlicki 

(2010). 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In my overall research model in Chapter 3, emotional intelligence was 

included as a contributing factor to the variance in trust. While not all indirect 

effects can be controlled for, I considered it important to control for emotional 

intelligence since the results of my previous studies have identified its 

contribution to my model.  In the bootstrapping analyses I controlled for 

emotional intelligence, specifically the ability to manage one’s own emotions. 

Nonparametric bootstrapping analysis (Preacher & Hayes, 2004) was 

used to test these relationships. If the 95% confidence intervals for the indirect 

effects do not include zero then the indirect effect is significantly different from 

zero at p < .05 (two tailed) (Hayes, 2009). All results are based on 5000 
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H3 = Experienced Emotion → Sense of Control → Trust 
H4 = Experienced Emotion → Perception of Success → Trust 
H5 = Experienced Emotion → Sense of Control → Perception of Success → Trust 
 

Figure 9. Illustration of a sequential multiple mediation model of emotion, 

control, success, and trust.  
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bootstrapping samples. Results are shown to four decimal points as illustrated 

in Preacher and Hayes (2008).  

Analysis of Low-Risk Rounds 

In the first series of analyses, data from Rounds 3 to 4 will be examined. 

Firstly, negative emotion will be used in the measurement of Experienced 

Emotion (Table 15) and then positive emotion will be used (Table 16). 

Hypothesis 2a stated that there would be a negative relationship between 

negative emotion and trust in the subsequent round such that decreases in 

negative emotion would be associated with higher levels of trust. The total direct 

effect, which is the path between negative emotion and trust in the next round 

(path c), has a coefficient of -.5563 (se = .1237, p < .001) indicating a significant 

direct relationship does exist. Hypothesis 2a is supported. 

Contrary to Hypothesis 3a, Table 15 below shows that the mediating 

relationship between negative emotion, sense of control, and trust (path b1) has 

an indirect effect of -.0137 (se = .0248) with a 95% bootstrap confidence interval 

of -.0688 to .0350. Since this confidence interval contains zero, sense of control 

does not mediate the relationship between negative emotion and trust. 

Hypothesis 3a is therefore not supported. 

However, the relationship between negative emotion, success, and trust 

described in Hypothesis 4a has a significant indirect effect of -.0625 (se = 

.0397).  A 95% bootstrap confidence interval of -.1532 to -.0038 shows success 

does partly mediate the relationship between negative emotion and trust. 

Hypothesis 4a is supported. That is, the inverse effect of negative emotion on 

trust is partly explained by lower levels of perceived success.  
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Table 15.  Mediation of the Effect of Negative Emotion R3 on Trust R4 Through Control R3 and Success in R3 Controlling for 
EI-Own Manage 
 

 
Path Coefficients       Indirect Effects 

 
to Trust R4 

 
to Control R3 

 
to Success R3 

 
Estimate 

95% 
Confidence 
Interval 

Negative Emotion  -.4400(.1247) *** -.2547(.1165) * -.2382(.0882) **     

Control  .0538(.1072) 
   

.5992(.0605) *** 
  Success  .2624(.1123) * 

      Total 
      

-.1163(.0545) -.2365, -.0243 

NegEmo→Control→Trust  
      

-.0137(.0248) -.0688, .0350 

NegEmo→Success→Trust  
      

-.0625(.0397) -.1532, -.0038 

NegEmo→Control→Success→Trust  
     

-.0401(.0257) -.0983, -.0003 

Bootstrap confidence intervals were constructed using 5000 resamples, n = 155       

Standard error in parentheses (se), * = p < .05, ** = p < .01, *** =  p <.001 
   Total Direct Effect (NegEmo→Trust) = -.5563 (.1237)*** (Path c) 
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Table 16.  Mediation of the Effect of Positive Emotion R3 on Trust R4 Through Control R3 and Success in R3 Controlling for 
EI-Own Manage 
 

 
Path Coefficients       Indirect Effects 

 
to Trust R4 

 

to Control 
R3 

 

to Success 
R3 

 
Estimate 

95% 
Confidence 
Interval 

Positive Emotion .0699(.0761)   .3232(.0605) *** .0735(.0537)       

Control .0262(.1151) 
   

.5918(.0660) *** 
  Success .3358(.1146) ** 

      Total 
      

.0974(.0425) .0225, .1880 

PosEmo→Control→Trust  
      

.0085(.0322) -.0508, .0752 

PosEmo→Success→Trust  
      

.0247(.0239) -.0137, .0801 

PosEmo→Control→Success→Trust  
     

.0642(.0260) .0165, .1189 

Bootstrap confidence intervals were constructed using 5000 resamples, n = 155       

Standard error in parentheses (se), *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
    Total Direct Effect (PosEmo→Trust) = .1672 (.0722)*  (Path c) 
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Hypothesis 5a proposes that control and success together will 

sequentially mediate the relationship between negative emotion and trust. This 

relationship is comprised of a number of paths. In support of Hypothesis 5, the 

analyses showed sense of control and perceptions of success together 

sequentially mediate the relationship between negative emotion and trust. The 

indirect effect was -.0401 (se = .0257) with a 95% bootstrap confidence interval 

ranging from -.0983 to -.0003. While it is a small effect size, the results 

indicated that negative emotion decreases trust by lowering feelings of control, 

which in turn lower feelings of success. 

Table 16 above shows the results of the hypothesised relationships but 

uses positive experienced emotion as the independent variable in this analysis. 

In Hypothesis 2b there was a positive relationship described between positive 

emotion and trust in the next round, such that increases in positive emotion 

would be associated with higher levels of trust. The total direct effect of positive 

emotion on trust (path c) has a coefficient of .1672 (se = .0722, p < .05) 

indicating a significant direct relationship does exist.  Hypothesis 2b is therefore 

supported. 

The hypothesised (H3b) mediation of sense of control on the positive 

emotion and trust relationship was not supported with an indirect effect of .0085 

(se = .0322). As the 95% bootstrap confidence interval of -.0508 to .0752 

contains zero, sense of control does not mediate this relationship. Therefore, 

Hypothesis 3b is not supported. 

The hypothesised mediation of success on the positive emotion and trust 

relationship (H4b) revealed an indirect effect of .0247 (se = .0239). As the 95% 

bootstrap confidence interval of -.0137 to .0801 contains zero, the results do 
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support the prediction that perception of success will mediate the relationship 

between positive emotion and trust. Hypothesis 4b is therefore not supported.  

Hypothesis 5b explores the sequential mediation effect of sense of 

control and perception of success on the relationship between positive emotion 

and trust.  The indirect effect of.0642 (se = .0260) with a 95% confidence 

interval of .0165 to .1189 supports Hypothesis 5b.  That is effect of positive 

emotion on trust is partly explained by the positive influence of emotion on 

greater feelings of control, which in turn leads to greater perceptions of success, 

which then promotes trust for the next round. Hypothesis 5b is therefore 

supported. 

Analysis of High-Risk Rounds 

The second set of analyses conducted was for the high-risk rounds. In 

Round 8 the participants were able to discuss what they would choose to do in 

that round. They could talk to their team members first but then had to choose 

whether they would act in accordance with what they told their team members 

or betray them and make another choice. The following data examine the 

effects of that choice in Round 8 on their decision to trust in Round 9. Tables 17 

and 18 below provide the results of these analyses for negative and then 

positive emotion as the independent variable. 

 According to Hypothesis 2a, there should be a negative direct 

relationship between negative emotion and trust in the next round. Table 17 

shows that there was indeed a significant negative relationship as indicated by 

the total direct effect at the bottom of the table. Path c has a coefficient of  

-.2372 (se = .1145, p < .05) which supports Hypothesis 2a in relation to the 

high-risk rounds. 
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 Results of indirect effects for the high-risk rounds (Table 17) show that, 

similar to the low-risk rounds, the predicted mediated relationship of sense of 

control on the relationship between negative emotion and trust (H3a) is not 

significant with an indirect effect of -.0126 (se = .0230, 95% CI = -.0645 to 

.0288) as the confidence interval includes zero. Hypothesis 3a is therefore not 

supported in relation to the high risk-rounds either. 

However, the results for Hypothesis 4a, predicting that perceptions of 

success will mediate the relationship between negative emotion and trust was 

supported with an indirect effect of -.0424 (se = .0269). As the 95% bootstrap 

confidence interval of -.1035 to -.0005 does not include zero, the results 

indicate that success does mediate this relationship.  The negative impact of 

negative emotion on trust is partly explained by lower perceptions of success.  

Hypothesis 4a is therefore supported for the high-risk rounds as well.  

According to Hypothesis 5a, sense of control and perception of success 

will sequentially mediate the relationship between negative emotion and trust. 

The results in Table 17 indicate there is partial mediation. The indirect effect of  

-.0289 (se = .0187) with a 95% confidence interval of -.0734 to -.0006 supports 

the hypothesised sequential mediation. That is, negative emotion lowers 

control, which in turn lowers perceptions of success, which is linked to lower 

levels of trust. Hypothesis 5a is supported in the high-risk rounds. 

Hypothesis 2b stated that there would be a positive relationship between 

positive emotion and trust in the next round. Table 18 shows that the total direct 

effect between positive emotion and trust in the next round (path c) is not 

significant. This means there is no direct effect from positive emotion on its own 

to trust, and indicates that other variables influence the relationship. Hypothesis 

2b is therefore not supported in the high-stakes round. 



 180 

The proposed mediation of positive emotion and trust by sense of control 

has a 95% bootstrap confidence interval of -.0456 to .1004. Since this 

confidence interval contains zero, sense of control does not mediate this 

relationship. This indicates that Hypothesis 3b is not supported in the high-

stakes round.  

The relationship between positive emotion, success, and trust has a 95% 

bootstrap confidence interval of -.0185 to .0596 which also contains zero, 

showing that success does not mediate this relationship either and therefore 

Hypothesis 4b is not supported in the high-stakes round. 

 Hypothesis 5b describes how sense of control and perception of 

success sequentially mediate the relationship between positive emotion and 

trust. The indirect effect of .0491 (se=.0227) with a 95% confidence interval of 

.0110 to .1006 provides support for Hypothesis 5b. This shows the relationship 

between positive emotion and trust is fully mediated by sense of control and 

perception of success in the high stakes round. That is, positive emotion 

increases sense of control, which increases perceptions of success which in 

turn increase trust.  Hypothesis 5b is therefore supported for the high-risk 

rounds. 
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Table 17.  Mediation of the Effect of Negative Emotion R8 on Trust R9 Through Control R8 and Success in R8 Controlling for 
EI-Own Manage 

 
Path Coefficients       Indirect Effects 

 
to Trust R9 

 
to Control R8 

 
to Success R8 

 
Estimate 

95% 
Confidence 
Interval 

Negative Emotion -.1532(.1150)   -.2030(.1024) * -.1835(.0823) *     

Control .0621(.1121) 
   

.6155(.0644) *** 
  Success .2314(.1119) * 

      Total 
      

-.0840(.0415) -.1768, -.0152 

NegEmo→Control→Trust  
      

-.0126(.0230) -.0645, .0288 

NegEmo→Success→Trust  
      

-.0424(.0269) -.1035, -.0005 

NegEmo→Control→Success→Trust  
     

-.0289(.0187) -.0734, -.0006 

Bootstrap confidence intervals were constructed using 5000 resamples, n = 155   

Standard error in parentheses (se), *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
     Total Direct Effect (NegEmo→Trust) = -.2372 (.1145)* (Path c) 
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Table 18.  Mediation of the Effect of Positive Emotion R8 on Trust R9 Through Control R8 and Success in R8 Controlling for 
EI-Own Manage 
 

 
Path Coefficients       Indirect Effects 

 
to Trust R9 

 
to Control R8 

 
to Success R8 

 
Estimate 

95% 
Confidence 
Interval 

Positive Emotion -.0240(.0715)   .3080(.0543) *** .0476(.0523)       

Control .0760(.1181) 
   

.6113(.0709) *** 
  Success .2608(.1110) * 

      Total 
      

.0849(.0413) .0113, .1736 

PosEmo→Control→Trust  
      

.0234(.0368) -.0456, .1004 

PosEmo→Success→Trust  
      

.0124(.0193) -.0185, .0596 

PosEmo→Control→Success→Trust  
     

.0491(.0227) .0110, .1006 

Bootstrap confidence intervals were constructed using 5000 resamples, n = 155       

Standard error in parentheses (se), *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
    Total Direct Effect (PosEmo→Trust) = .0609 (.0667)  (Path c) 
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Discussion 

 In the current study, I investigated the within-person variations in trust 

during a short-term activity and found that, consistent with Hypothesis 1, trust 

does vary in the short term. During the activity, participants were exposed to 

three rounds where risk increased and greater variations were seen in the data 

in these rounds than in the other rounds where there was a steady increase 

over time. However, the overall finding was that trust increased across 10 

rounds in a short-term activity.  

 The major finding from this study was that the results of testing 

Hypotheses 2-5 supported my research model by establishing that, in both risk 

and no-risk situations, sense of control and perception of success sequentially 

mediate both negative and positive experienced emotion and the impact on 

short-term trust. Through my research design I created a scenario in which 

individuals could not increase their objective control. Friedland, Keinan, and 

Regev (1992) have shown that high-stressed individuals seek to increase their 

sense of control when they cannot exercise actual control. It was found that 

some individuals would rather achieve a lesser outcome than reduce their 

sense of control (Friedland et al., 1992). So while trusting others is logically and 

practically a good thing, some individuals place a higher importance on 

maintaining their sense of control and choose behaviours that will maintain it. 

Theoretically, this means that there is a need to consider a range of influences 

on the decision to trust and that context is important in determining how 

individuals will respond. 

The model of trust proposed by R.C. Mayer et al. (1995) highlights the 

role of risk-taking in the trust relationship. This risk-taking occurs when the 

trustor becomes open to potential loss through a failure of trust. In this study, I 
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tested this premise by allowing participants to discuss how they intended to 

behave before they acted. This created an expectation that, having signalled 

their intention, the other party would behave in accordance with their word. 

Although greater information was available to the trustor, the risk was also 

greater in that the points for the round were increased. The consequences for 

failure were therefore higher. Serva, Fuller, and Mayer (2005) tested the effects 

of risk-taking in trust relationships and found that trust varied over time partly 

due to the reciprocal nature of the interaction.  

The results of my study also showed that risk-taking affects one’s 

intention to trust in subsequent events. By analysing a low-stakes round and a 

high-stakes round I was able to contrast the differences created by the 

introduction of risk. Overall, the pattern of results remained the same but the 

direct effects weakened under the high-risk condition, suggesting that greater 

variance in trust was accounted for by the indirect effects of the mediating 

variables of sense of control and perception of success in the high-risk 

scenario. 

 A major contribution of this chapter is the finding regarding negative 

emotion. There is much in the literature about the association between positive 

emotion and trust (Anderson & Thompson, 2004; Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005; K. 

Jones, 1996; M. Williams, 2001), however, there is little on the relationship 

between negative emotion and trust. By examining experienced emotions and 

trust at a within-person level, I was able to show that there it is useful to 

decrease negative emotions to increase trust directly. There was also a direct 

effect between negative emotion and perception of success in both Rounds 3 

and 8, such that lower negative emotions will directly improve an individual’s 

perception of success. In contrast, there was no direct effect between positive 
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emotions and perception of success. This means that individuals need to focus 

on reducing their negative emotions rather than increasing their positive 

emotions to increase their perception of success. 

The use of a quasi-experimental design enabled me to create a situation 

in which participants needed to focus on a specific task in detail, thereby 

requiring them to use more than heuristic processing strategies in their 

decision-making. This has highlighted the distinction between the effects of 

positive and negative emotion on perception of success.  

The recent trend in organisations is to not just have formal controls over 

behaviour but also to have social controls such as seeking to align the identity 

of individuals with the identity of the organisations (Knights, Noble, Vurdubakis, 

& Willmott, 2001). In Study 1 of this research, a positive yielding mode of control 

influenced trust. In this study there was no opportunity for participants to control 

others, only themselves. It is likely therefore that if an individual yielded their 

control over others and perceived they were successful; they are likely to trust 

again next time. Bootstrapping analyses in this study repeatedly showed that 

sense of control does not have a direct effect on trust but does have an indirect 

effect through an individual’s perception of success. 

 Smith and DesJardins (2005) view competence as the probability of 

success. They show that accurate knowledge of others’ competence and 

integrity are better than tit-for-tat strategies in zero sum games such as the 

prisoners’ dilemma. If someone is perceived to have sufficient competence in 

an activity then any variations in performance from one’s stated intentions are 

attributed to integrity and have a strong effect on trust. In Study 1 of my 

research, I showed that perceptions of others’ trustworthiness in terms of their 

ability, benevolence, and integrity were strong antecedents of trust. In this 
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study, success (or knowledge of competence) was shown to be a necessary 

antecedent to trust. Similarly, Falcone and Castelfranchi (2004) indicate that 

before a subsequent decision to trust is made, a cognitive attribution process 

needs to occur wherein the success or failure of the previous decision to trust is 

considered. This iterative process has been empirically tested in this study and 

the results have supported my research model. 

Chapter Summary 

 In this chapter, I explored the factors that influence the increase of trust 

over time through the analysis of data collected at a within-person level. Once 

again, the relationships identified in my research model were confirmed. The 

sequential mediating effect of sense of control and perceptions of success on 

the relationship between experienced emotion and trust in the next round was 

integral to the variation in trust over time within individuals. In the next chapter I 

will integrate the findings discussed in Chapters 4, 5, and 6 and show how 

these findings contribute to the existing research on trust. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

 

Discussion and Integration 

Chapter Aims 

The aim of this chapter is to integrate the results presented in Chapters 

4, 5, and 6 and compare and contrast these findings in relation to the theoretical 

foundations of this research and my general research model. Discussion will 

centre on identifying links with relevant literature and highlighting how the 

findings from this research contribute to narrowing the gaps in the literature. 

Overview of the Research 

As highlighted in Chapter 1, there is increasing interest in trust in 

organisations (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001).  Indeed, the changing nature of 

organisations involves elements of trust and even the psychological contract is 

predicated on trust (S. L. Robinson, 1996).  Trust as a variable in organisational 

behaviour research has been quite often viewed as the result of cognitive 

processes (Sorrentino et al., 1995).  At the same time, an increasing number of 

researchers have argued that emotions are an integral part of organisational life 

(Ashforth & Humphrey, 1995; Ashkanasy, Härtel, & Zerbe, 2000) and should be 

considered in examining all aspects of behaviour in organisations.  By 

considering the impact of emotions on trust, a new stream of research emerges 

in organisations. This research can be considered in the context of the changing 

nature of organisations in which control has been devolved to the individual 

level (Lowe & Locke, 2008).  My research has assisted in this through the 
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development of a preliminary model of trust and control based on both cognitive 

and emotional variables.  

My dissertation acknowledges the context of changing structures in the 

workplace. As organisations move from bureaucratic to post-bureaucratic in 

nature, issues arise such as increased turnover and the need to form and 

reform work teams. Taking away the focus on specifying standards and 

processes within organisations enables greater variation in behaviours and 

more flexible ways of working. As Clegg (1990) describes it, there is a move 

from specialisation to diffusion, and from bureaucracy to democracy which is 

associated with increases in the need for trust and empowerment in the 

workplace.  These issues highlight the need for high-level abilities to work well 

with others including the need to trust others. It also changes the focus on what 

is being controlled and how. In essence, the shift is from behaviouralist 

paradigms which seek to control external drivers of behaviour such as Taylor’s 

(1911) scientific management approach to forms which encapsulate greater 

employee empowerment and self-management (Manz, 1986). 

My Program of Research 

Early approaches to the study of trust (Deutsch, 1958) have been 

criticised for their predominantly behaviouralist perspective (Kee & Knox, 1970). 

My program of research was designed to move past a focus on behavioural 

choice to examine the role emotion plays in the decision to trust. I also wanted 

to explore some of the gaps in the literature identified in Chapter 2, in particular 

the relationship between trust and control. The overall design of my research 

highlights some of the facets of trust both in familiar and unfamiliar 

circumstances as well as the relationship between trust and control.  
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My general research model and the associated hypotheses were 

developed to show firstly, that there are cognitive and affective appraisals 

occurring in the decision to trust others. I speculated that the decision to trust 

was based on two main processes. The first involves perceiving the state of the 

relationship with the trustee through the use of affective information where the 

focus is on the other person. The second process involves being able to control 

one’s own view of oneself and correctly appraise the situation.  In some ways 

this distinction is similar to Rotter’s (1966) view of internal and external control.  

 The other important aspect of my research was to determine whether 

these two processes would be combined in the decision to trust and operate in 

accordance with Social Learning Theory (Rotter, 1954), particularly in the short 

term. My program of research therefore included examination of the variables at 

the between-person level and the within-person level. Specifically, I sought to 

answer the following Research Questions:  

RQ 1. What individual difference variables influence trust decisions? 

RQ 2. Is there a link between emotions and trust decisions? 

RQ 3. Is there a link between control and trust decisions? 

RQ 4. How do emotion and control combine to impact on trust? 

RQ 5. Can the level of short-term trust vary within a single-event activity? 

 

Two studies were used to measure trust and individual differences in 

differing circumstances. Firstly, I conducted a work-based study using a sample 

of teachers. This study was developed to explore trust in a context associated 

with bureaucratic structures, where there are formal controls and staff are 

familiar with each other. The second study was conducted in two parts and 

draws on a sample of university students in the early stage of the semester who 
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formed work groups with unfamiliar others. My second study adopted a quasi-

experimental design to explore some of the initial findings from Study 1 and 

examine within-person differences in the application of short-term trust. The 

results of these studies are described below. 

Brief Review of Main Findings 

In Study 1, six hypotheses were proposed that tested my general 

research model (See Figure 3, Chapter 3). These six hypotheses addressed 

Research Questions 1, 2, 3 and 4 using a sample of teachers. In particular, I 

focused on the variables of control, perceptions of others’, emotional 

intelligence, mood, and trust from my general model. Control was tested using 

self-control, desire for control, and mode of control. Only a positive yielding 

mode of control had a relationship with trust and this was a positive relationship 

(H1c). Perceptions of others’ (ability, benevolence, and integrity) had a strong, 

positive relationship with trust (H2). Indeed, it had the strongest relationship of 

all the variables. The emotional intelligence ability of perceiving emotions was 

also related to trust (H3). Emotional intelligence was also related to a positive 

yielding mode of control through the ability to use emotions (H4c). Positive 

mood was related to increases in desire for control and positive assertive 

modes of control, whereas negative mood was associated with decreases in 

self-control (H5a-c). Neither positive nor negative mood was related to trust. In 

summary, Study 1 provided some evidence that control, perceptions of others, 

and emotional intelligence influenced employees’ sense of trust. Furthermore, 

while mood did not directly impact trust, the results revealed the influence of 

both positive and negative mood on control. 

In Study 2a, which involved the administration of a cross-sectional survey 

based on a sample of university students, six hypotheses were proposed. 
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These six hypotheses addressed Research Questions 1, 2, 3 and 4. In this 

study mood, emotional intelligence, sense of control, and trust were examined. 

The findings showed a positive relationship between a positive sense of control 

and trust (H1), between emotional intelligence and short-term trust (H2), 

between emotional intelligence and sense of control (H3), and between positive 

mood and positive sense of control and conversely negative mood and negative 

sense of control (H4a-d). Additional analyses using bootstrapping revealed that 

positive and negative sense of control mediate the relationship between 

emotional intelligence and trust (H5). Positive sense of control mediated the 

relationship between positive mood and trust, while both positive and negative 

sense of control mediated the relationship between negative mood and trust 

(H6).  In summary, Study 2a both supports and extends the findings of Study 1. 

First, it confirms the links between control and emotional intelligence with trust, 

in a short-term trust context. The results also build on Study 1 by showing that 

control appears to act as a mechanism through which mood and emotional 

abilities impact on trust. 

In Study 2b, an experimental study involving a trust game, five 

hypotheses were proposed to examine the relationships among short-term trust, 

emotion, sense of control, and perceptions of success. These five hypotheses 

address Research Questions 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5. The first step of the analysis 

showed that trust does vary over a short-term activity (H1) as tested across ten 

rounds of a trust game. Two rounds of the game were then analysed to explore 

within-person variations. Round 3 was a low-risk round conducted early in the 

game and Round 8 was chosen as it was a high-risk round conducted later in 

the game after there had been opportunities for betrayal and with greater 

reward potential. 
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The findings consistently revealed a participant’s emotion influenced their 

short-term trust in the next round via the sequential mediating mechanisms of 

control and success. This relationship held for both positive and negative 

emotion which supports my research model (H5). There was also a significant 

direct link between emotion and trust in both Rounds 3 (low-risk) and 8 (higher 

risk) for negative emotion but only for the low-risk condition in Round 3 for 

positive emotion (H2 partially supported). However, there was no direct 

relationship between control and trust and the hypothesised mediation of control 

on the emotion-trust relationship was not significant (H3). Perceptions of 

success were found to mediate the relationship between negative but not 

positive emotion and trust in both the low- and high-risk conditions of Rounds 3 

and 8 (H4 partially supported).  

 

Comparison of Results Between Studies 

Emotion and Trust 

 The findings from the studies above need to be interpreted in line with 

the theoretical underpinnings of this research. Rotter’s (1954) Social Learning 

Theory forms the foundation for understanding the dynamics of the relationships 

among the variables discussed. Rotter’s (1954) basic premise was that 

individuals act in response to generalised expectancies. That is, we expect 

others will generally act as they have before in similar circumstances. Based on 

this premise, individuals need to be able to know how the other person has 

behaved in the past and be able to discern whether the circumstances are the 

same. 
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 In my program of research, I firstly examined a situation where 

individuals were familiar with others in their team and had prior knowledge of 

their team members’ previous behaviours in the workplace (Study 1, Chapter 4). 

Familiarity has previously been identified as an antecedent to trust (Luhmann, 

1979) and is based on the knowledge an individual has of another. Indeed, the 

strongest link to trust identified in Study 1 (Chapter 4) was with perceptions of 

others (ability, integrity, and benevolence). This type of decision to trust is not 

based on emotions, as my findings indicate. There was no relationship between 

mood, either positive or negative, and trust. McAllister (1995) has identified that 

there is cognitive-based trust and affect-based trust. One of the interesting 

findings from my research was that the emotional intelligence ability to perceive 

the emotions of others was linked to trust, even though the trustor’s mood was 

not. This shows that an important antecedent to our trust in others is awareness 

of other’s emotions and this is consistent with McAllister’s (1995) view of affect-

based trust.  

 To explore Rotter’s (1954) Social Learning Theory further, I conducted a 

second study (Chapter 6) within a different context to determine the affect this 

would have on trust in the short-term. In Study 2, I designed the study so that 

respondents were working with unfamiliar others.  This design was used to 

minimise the impact of prior knowledge and cognitive-based trust in others. The 

findings showed that in unfamiliar circumstances emotion correlated positively 

with the decision to trust. 

 The use of a trust game to explore within-person differences enabled a 

deeper look at the use of emotions in the decision to trust across ten trust 

decision episodes. The interesting difference between Studies 2a and 2b in the 

role of emotions in the trust decision is that positive mood played a stronger role 
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in Study 2a, whereas lower levels of negative emotion promoted greater trust in 

Study 2b. In summary, Study 2 complemented the findings of Study 1 (Chapter 

4) by providing greater detail on the role of positive and negative emotions in 

the decision to trust in the short term. 

 Along with Rotter’s Social Learning theory, Mini-Max theory (Miller, 1979) 

is considered an important theoretical foundation to this research. Miller’s 

(1979) theory suggests that we attempt to maximise gains and minimise 

potential losses or harm. I contend that our emotions play an instrumental role 

in this process. Indeed, the results in Chapter 6 (Study 2b) show that, for both 

low-risk and high-risk conditions (Rounds 3 and 8), participants with lower levels 

of negative emotion were more likely to make a trusting decision in the 

subsequent round, both directly and indirectly, while more positive emotion 

increased subsequent trust in the low-risk round only.  

 Barrett (2006b) suggests that the valence of emotion is what helps 

individuals decide what is helpful or harmful to them but also speculates that 

valence is given its value and focus from cues in the situation. Barrett (2006b) 

showed that valence of emotion is important in terms of what information people 

attend to in situations but also that the situation can influence affective 

responses. This connection with others and the environment has been 

described as operating at two levels; a processing level and a control level 

(Levenson, 1999).  Emotion as an input and as an output is capable of being 

controlled through appraisal mechanisms (Levenson, 1999). In fact, Ruthig et 

al. (2008) found that, in an academic setting, achievement emotions such as 

boredom, anxiety, and enjoyment did not predict performance where there was 

low control.  
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At the processing level, there are distinctions in the way emotions are 

used. M. D. Robinson and Clore (2002) have highlighted the distinction between 

reporting on emotion knowledge in the short term versus the long term. They 

found that episodic emotion knowledge was recalled in situations where 

participants reported on emotions within a short period of time, but that 

individuals recalled semantic emotion knowledge over longer periods of time. In 

my research, I included two different approaches. In Study 1, I used mood as 

this variable assesses an individual’s longer lasting affective state, and there 

was no relationship between mood and trust.  In Study 2, I assessed mood in 

Studies 2a and 2b. In the 2a data collection students did not form teams 

whereas in 2b they were seated with team members when they completed the 

survey. In 2a there was only a relationship between positive mood and trust 

whereas in 2b there was also a negative relationship between negative mood 

and trust. Also, during the activity in 2b there was a consistent, negative direct 

effect of negative emotion on trust across the rounds. A possible explanation 

could be that in Study 1 participants were using semantic knowledge whereas in 

Study 2 there was a greater need for the use of episodic knowledge in line with 

M.D. Robinson and Clore’s (2002) findings. 

The control level of operating involves appraisal processes. Siemer et al. 

(2007) examined the impact of differing appraisals while not varying the 

situation. They believe that knowing how an individual appraises a certain 

situation is sufficient to predict how a person will respond to that situation in 

future. Having the ability to appraise one’s own emotions in the context of a 

specific event and make judgements about one’s sense of control in that 

situation are therefore important in decisions about how to act in future. This 
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highlights the importance of my other two individual difference variables: control 

and emotional intelligence.  

Control and Trust 

Control has been described as both the opposite of trust (Knights et al., 

2001; Weibel, 2007) and a substitute for trust (Möllering, 2005). These 

distinctions oversimplify the variable of control. A major contribution of my 

research is highlighting that there are a number of types of control and 

depending on what types of control you are researching your findings will differ. 

My findings in Study 1 which focused on self-control, desire for control, and 

mode of control found that only a positive yielding mode of control was 

associated with increased trust. Self-control, a trait form of control, was not 

associated with trust nor was desire for control.  

Study 1 showed that in a generalised context, an individual’s tendency to 

give others control over themselves with a positive yielding mode of control, is a 

predictor of trust. Yet in specific situations, it is an individual’s sense of control 

that is positively related to trust, as shown in Study 2a. Sense of control was 

included as the first mediator in the model in light of the demonstrated 

connection between emotion and control. A sense of control, which is akin to 

self-efficacy and is more situational in nature, was related to increases in trust in 

Study 2a. While self-efficacy focuses on perceptions of mastery in specific 

events, a sense of control is more generalised and refers to a sense of mastery 

in more than one area at a time (D. H. Shapiro, 1994). Overall Studies 1 and 2a 

illustrated this contrast. The strong connection between perceptions of others’ 

ability, benevolence, and integrity in Study 1 showed that in generalised 

contexts, information about others is critical in the decision to trust. Whereas, in 
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specific situations such as in Study 2b, the focus is more on the self and one’s 

sense of control. 

 The relationship overall between control and trust (in Studies 1 and 2) is 

consistent with Mini-Max theory (Miller, 1979). Miller showed that given the 

choice of self-administering a needle or getting a professional to do it, most 

individuals would yield and allow the professional to do it. However, when told 

the other person was not qualified, most individuals chose to self-administer the 

needle to minimise potential harm. My results show a similar pattern. In Study 2, 

sense of control correlates with trust in the next round in both the low-risk and 

high-risk conditions (Rounds 3 and 8).  However, the bootstrap analysis in my 

study showed that sense of control does not mediate the relationship between 

emotion and trust on its own. The link between sense of control and trust is 

mediated by perceptions of success. This again is in accordance with Rotter’s 

(1954) Social Learning Theory which describes a process of progressive 

learning based on situational judgements and expectancies generated by 

previous experiences. In Study 2 of my research, the success an individual felt 

in one round was positively and significantly associated with trust in the 

subsequent round. This is also consistent with Bandura’s (1986) Social 

Cognitive Theory which suggests that achieving success gives feelings of 

competency or self-efficacy. 

 In contrasting the findings of my studies, one possible explanation for the 

differences obtained between a study of generalised trust and of short-term 

trust is a process of causal attribution. Kelley (1973) suggests we first take 

away the effects of the situation and then we attribute the remaining causality to 

the individual. In Study 1, where a specific situation was not given, the greater 

focus was on the attributes of the trustee. Perceptions of others’ (ability, 



 198 

benevolence, and integrity) were most strongly associated with trust and a 

positive yielding mode of control had a weaker association. However in Study 2, 

sense of control was salient and was strongly related to both success and 

positive emotions.  

Emotional Intelligence and Trust 

 In Study 1, trust was related to the emotional intelligence ability to 

perceive emotions in others whereas in Study 2, trust was related to the ability 

to manage one’s own emotions. Frith and Singer (2008) describe the role of 

emotions at two levels. Firstly, emotions can help identify competing motivations 

and secondly, are part of reasoning or higher level control processes. In my 

research, the context of the studies may have had an influence on the different 

correlations between emotional intelligence and trust. In Study 1, where no 

specific goal was identified, only information from past experiences was 

available. The decision about whether an individual trusted their team members 

may have been based on an examination of how they felt about their team 

members. Frith and Singer (2008) claim that our emotions and our social 

motivations, such as to trust, may compete with each other and the higher-level 

control processes are required to modulate them. Since no competing priorities 

or motivations were present in Study 1, there was no connection found with the 

emotional intelligence ability of managing one’s own emotions. While no 

inferences can be made from null results, this lack of a result in Study 1 needs 

to be assessed in relation to the findings in Study 2a, where I did find a 

connection between managing one’s own emotions and trust. 

 Lopes, Salovey, and Straus (2003) found that the emotional intelligence 

ability to manage one’s own emotions was associated with positive relationships 

with others. In my research again there was a distinction between my findings 
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for Study 1 and Study 2. In Study 1 there was no such relationship found 

between the emotional intelligence ability of managing emotion (self) and trust. 

However in Study 2 my findings showed that the emotional intelligence ability to 

manage one’s own emotions is related to short-term trust. Given that both the 

constructs of emotion and control have been found to be affected by the 

situational nature of the experiment, it is possible that there is a situational 

aspect to emotional intelligence as well. Indeed, MacCann and Roberts (2008) 

have only recently developed two situational measures of emotional intelligence 

to assess emotional understanding and emotion management in specific 

contexts. They highlight the need to move to a clearer concept and 

measurement of emotional intelligence that allows for a priori correct answers 

based on emotion theory. MacCann and Roberts (2008) also suggest this will 

allow for training programs to be developed in accordance with the operational 

definition of the construct. The importance of context in making this assessment 

has also been identified (Jordan, Dasborough, Daus & Ashkanasy, 2010). 

Comparison Of My Research Model With Other Models Of Trust 

 In my review of the literature on trust I discussed two models of trust. As I 

noted in Chapter 3, the Kee and Knox (1970) model highlights the distinction 

between a generalised subjective form of trust and actual trusting behaviour. 

That is, there is a distinction between how much we think we trust someone and 

whether that translates into trusting behaviour in specific circumstances. The 

Kee and Knox (1970) model identifies the role some of the antecedents of trust 

play in this process. Kee and Knox noted that previous definitions of trust 

(Deutsch, 1962) were operational in that they inferred that when someone 

behaved in a trusting manner, trust occurred. Kee and Knox described this as 

behavioural trust and extended the debate on trust to include a conceptual 
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definition of trust, which they called subjective trust. Trust of this nature allowed 

for suspicion in the trust decision, that is, to be aware of the risks yet decide to 

trust anyway. Kee and Knox included situational and dispositional factors as 

antecedents to subjective trust mediated by perceptions of others’ motives and 

competence. My research model draws on this distinction and examines 

subjective trust in general and in a short-term, context-specific scenario. By 

using an experimental research design I was able to ensure there was potential 

for team members to betray one another and yet prevent them from taking 

actions to control the situation. This ensured there was an element of risk 

present in the decision to trust. Without risk, it is conceptually not trust that is 

being measured, only confidence or cooperation (Kee & Knox, 1970). 

 The other model I reviewed in Chapter 3 was the R. C. Mayer et al. 

(1995) model of trust which highlighted the role of risk-taking in the trust 

relationship. R. C. Mayer and colleagues (1995) extended the debate on risk by 

delineating two types of risk. The first is the perceived risk of the situation and 

the second is risk taking in relationship. In their model, perceived risk 

moderates the relationship between trust and risk-taking in relationship. 

Although I don’t agree that risk occurs after trust, either conceptually or in 

practice (as discussed in Chapter 3), I do agree there is a distinction between 

the types of risks inherent in trust. R.C. Mayer et al. (1995) draw out the 

distinction between risks from the situation and risks to relationships. This is 

why I considered it important to include both dispositional and situational factors 

in my research. 

 Integrating the above models (Kee & Knox, 1970; R. C. Mayer et al., 

1995) led me to the argument that there are two dynamics operating in the 

decision to trust. Firstly, trust operates at the relational level, where the 
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dispositions of the trustor and trustee are important. Secondly, trust is 

situational in that the trustor makes choices about how to act in each situation 

based on factors other than the reputation of the trustee. In my program of 

research, I showed in Study 1 that perceptions of others was strongly linked to 

trust. Consistent with the proposed relationships in the Kee and Knox (1970) 

model, I found a connection between the dispositions of the trustors and their 

perceptions of others. My results supported my hypothesised model which 

showed that traits of the trustor such as emotional intelligence and control have 

a direct relationship with trust.  

 Furthermore, my research adds to the literature on trust by showing that 

dispositional factors (i.e. emotional intelligence and control) are related to short-

term trust through situational factors (i.e., success). The results of my 

sequential mediation model in Study 2b showed the differences in the roles of 

positive and negative emotion in a short-term trust decision. The relationship 

between positive emotion and short-term trust was fully mediated by sense of 

control and perceptions of success (sequentially) in both Rounds 3 - 4 (low-risk 

condition) and Rounds 8 - 9 (high-risk condition). Only in Round 3 - 4 (low-risk 

condition), before there was any betrayal, was there a direct relationship 

between positive emotion and short-term trust. The relationship between 

negative emotion and short-term trust was partially mediated by sense of 

control and perceptions of success in Round 3 - 4 (low-risk condition) and fully 

mediated in Round 8 - 9 (high-risk condition). There was a direct inverse 

relationship between negative emotion and perceptions of success in Rounds   

3 - 4 (low-risk condition) and Rounds 8 - 9 (high-risk condition). 

 Taken together, these findings highlight a distinction in the role of 

emotion in trust and control. A reduction in negative emotion is needed to 
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increase sense of control and perceptions of success as shown by the direct 

relationships between them. Positive emotion has a direct, positive association 

with sense of control but not with success, a situational factor. 

 

Major Conclusions 

 From the integration of the findings from my program of research I have 

reached the following conclusions to the five research questions I posed. 

 

RQ1 – What individual difference variables influence trust decisions? 

 Trust has been described as a multifaceted concept and indeed 

distinctions have been made between the factors that influence trust depending 

on the purpose for that trust. Serva and Fuller (2004) found that when the 

purpose of the trust was task-focussed then perceptions of others’ ability were 

important whereas when the purpose was relationship-focussed, perceptions of 

others’ integrity was more important. My findings in Study 1 likewise showed 

that perceptions of others’ ability and integrity are significant individual 

difference variables in the decision to trust. 

 Dunn and Schweitzer (2005) have previously found that emotions with 

other-oriented control appraisals and those with positive valence are related to 

higher levels of trust. My research (Chapter 6) has shown that both positive and 

negative emotion are related to trust but that there are other intervening factors 

in this relationship in the short-term, including sense of control and perception of 

success. 

 Not only does the appraisal of emotions have an impact on trust but so 

do an individual’s appraisal of the situation and their resultant sense of control. 

Hayashi et al. (1999) have noted the distinction between the influence of sense 
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of control and trust on cooperation in Prisoner’s Dilemma games. They make 

the distinction between trust and assurance in that trust occurs where you 

cannot control others whereas assurance is founded on strong relationships 

between the parties. In the latter case, individuals engage in trusting behaviours 

because they believe the strength of the relationship provides sufficient control. 

In my research (Chapter 6), both trust and sense of control increased over the 

10 rounds (trust: M = 4.80 to 5.33; sense of control: M = 2.54 to 3.27). 

 The final individual difference investigated in my research was emotional 

intelligence. Study 1 (Chapter 4) showed that perceiving the emotions of others 

is important in generalised trust, whereas in Study 2 (Chapter 5) my research 

showed that managing own emotions is a key factor. Barczak et al. (2010) also 

found disparate results such as these. In their research, awareness of own 

emotions and the ability to manage others’ emotions were related to affective 

trust, whereas the abilities to manage own and others’ emotions were related to 

cognitive trust. This shows that again the multifaceted nature of trust can 

produce differing results depending on context and definition. 

 

RQ2 – Is there a link between emotions and trust decisions? 

According to Fiedler (2001), in negative affective states we focus on the 

facts at hand, whereas in positive affective states, we consider more positive 

and enriching information including prior information. Västfjäll and Gärling 

(2006) have contributed to the discussion on the effect of situational factors and 

found that when there is no contextual information provided, respondents chose 

positive or pleasure-maximising responses. When contextual information was 

provided negative emotions were generated.  
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The evidence from my research would suggest that there is a significant 

difference in the role of emotion on trust, depending on whether it is generalised 

or short-term trust being examined. Short-term trust increases the role negative 

emotion plays by putting the focus on the specific situation. There may also be 

a difference in emotional processing due to the situational information available. 

 

RQ3– Is there a link between control and trust decisions? 

 My findings also suggest that control may operate differently in different 

contexts, much like emotion. Two types of control were significantly related to 

trust in my research. In Study 1 (Chapter 4), it was a positive yielding mode of 

control and in Study 2 (Chapters 5 and 6), it was sense of control. In their 

discussion of employee empowerment in contemporary organisations, Mills and 

Ungson (2003) highlight the potential loss of control and advocate the 

development of trusting relationships as a mechanism for maintaining control. 

The findings from Study 2b certainly support the idea that empowering workers 

or giving them a sense of control would help develop trusting relationships. 

Findings in Study 1 (Chapter 4) suggest that more than a sense of control is 

required in trusting relationships. Having a positive yielding mode of control 

suggests an individual is willing to fit in with others and not control them, while 

not being completely submissive and dominated (D. H. Shapiro, 1994). So 

individuals need a sense they can control the situation, but be able to yield and 

not expect to control the other person. Möllering (2005) suggest there is a 

trust/control duality where both are necessary for their mutual existence. 

 

RQ4 – How do emotion and control combine to impact on trust? 
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 Tiedens and Linton (2001) have shown that judgements may vary under 

the differing conditions of certainty and uncertainty due to the specific role of 

emotions in information processing. I used two studies in my research to 

explore this; one where trustors where familiar with the trustees and one where 

they were not familiar with the trustees. Consistent with the findings of Dunn 

and Schweitzer (2005), my research in Study 1 showed that control mediates 

the relationship between emotion and trust. In Study 2 I also found that control 

and perceptions of success mediate the relationship between emotion and trust. 

 

RQ5 – Can the level of short-term trust vary within a single-event activity? 

 Trust can vary over the short term in accordance with social learning 

principles (Rotter, 1954) where perceptions of success from previous decisions 

inform subsequent decision-making. In Study 2a and 2b (Chapters 5 and 6) I 

isolated the impact of familiarity associated with long-term relationships to 

examine the development of trust in the short term. In Study 2b (Chapter 6), 

situational considerations such as experienced emotions and perceptions of 

success of the decision to trust in one round affected the decision to trust in the 

subsequent round. 

Limitations 

Study 1 

Study 1 was conducted early in my program of research and in designing 

the study around a working population of teachers some limitations to the study 

became evident.  Specifically, Study 1 had four limitations: a small sample size; 

a cross-sectional design with a single administration that may have been 
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subject to common method variance; social desirability in responses, and; little 

control of the situational context of the study. 

Sample size. One of the major limitations in relation to Study 1 was the 

small sample size. This study was initially designed as a web-based survey to 

maximise the potential population that would have access to the survey, but 

even with incentives, I found it difficult to attract participants. I approached the 

two major employing organisations in the State to support my research, but was 

rejected due to the overwhelming number of research applications they had 

received from Universities in that year.  To extend this sample, I then moved to 

a paper-based data collection using a snowballing sample.   

To compensate for the low sample size, the adjusted R square values 

were used when reporting the regression analyses as recommended by 

Tabachnick and Fidell (2007). While this gives a more realistic view of the 

significant relationships between variables, it is no compensation for not having 

sufficient sample size to achieve a larger number of significant relationships and 

to be able to do more complex analysis such as structural equation modelling.  

To address this limitation in my program of research, I made sure that the data 

collection in Study 2 was of a sufficient size. 

Common method bias. The survey was conducted with a single 

administration which is generally considered to create a potential for common 

method bias. There is however evidence that although there may be bias 

involved, it does not necessarily negate the research findings (Doty & Glick, 

1998). To overcome this limitation, a marker variable was used (M. J. Williams, 

Malos, & Palmer, 2002) in the Study 1 data collection. In Study 2, a split 

administration design was used as this is another suitable method for handling 

common method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 
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Social desirability. The desire to appear as though one conforms to 

social standards and norms is known as social desirability (Zerbe & Paulhus, 

1987). If social desirability was evident in this research, it may make individuals 

more willing to trust others, particularly if they perceived this was the social 

norm. One way to minimise the impact of social desirability is to control for it. 

Zerbe and Paulhus (1987), however, suggest that since social desirability is 

comprised of self-deception and impression management, constructs that report 

on individual’s honestly held self-biases may align with social desirability but 

would lose predictive power if social desirability was controlled for. They note 

that one such construct is perceived control. So although social desirability may 

be a factor in the responses to the survey, there is also a case for not 

controlling for it given the variables used in this research.  As the survey was 

confidential and the data were only reported in aggregate, I do not anticipate 

that social desirability would have a significant impact on my results. 

 Situational context. In the survey, participants were asked to answer 

questions specifically in reference to their teaching team and how they work 

together with them. No indication was given on whether they should respond in 

relation to a positive or negative scenario. By not controlling the situational 

scenario it is possible that their thinking about differing scenarios had disparate 

effects on factors such as mood and trust in the data. Some may have been 

thinking about situations involving untrustworthy behaviour of others. The broad 

based sample may have also contributed to noise in the control variable as 

those working in a highly controlled work environment would have differing 

needs for control from those working in less controlled environments.  

In future, controlling for organisational climate should be considered in 

terms of a single workplace sample or at least within the one organisation and 
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by being more specific in relation to the scenario/s to be considered. The 

complexity of potential behavioural responses makes it impossible to cover all 

options so personal qualities of the individuals also need to be considered, as in 

this research, but never as the sole variable. 

Study 2 

Study 2 was conducted using a population of university students and 

some limitations to the study became evident as a result of the time constraints 

associated with their program of study.  Specifically, Study 2 had four major 

limitations. These limitations for Study 2 were the nature and use of a student 

sample, potential for common method bias within the first data collection of the 

second study, the artificial nature of the trust decision (game), and reliability of 

single-item measures.  

 Sample. As a requirement of the ethics approval for this research it was 

necessary to allow those who did not want to participate in this research to 

decline to be involved. By default this meant that only individuals who were 

willing to cooperate were included in the sample of the student population. 

Since trust is a pro-social concept that is linked to cooperative behaviour, the 

voluntary nature of the research meant that those who had a higher trait level of 

trust may have been more likely to cooperate in completing the surveys. The 

young age of participants and the fact that it was a student sample could also 

mean that it is less generalisable. However, the students were completing a 

business degree and 64.6% of the sample had some form of work experience. 

Using a student sample was necessary given that the participants needed to 

engage in a game activity. There is an acknowledged trade-off between using a 

work sample which would provide greater generalisability and using a student 

sample which provides greater control over the conduct of the experiment. 
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Common method bias. As in Study 1, there was a possibility of 

common method bias due to a lack of variance in the scoring style of the 

surveys in Time 1 of the data collection for Study 2. In this study, it is 

acknowledged that a number of the measures used the same type of response 

scale; however, a split-administration design was used to partly address this 

issue. 

Artificial nature of the experiment. The artificial nature of the 

experiment meant that students may have treated the activity as more of a 

game than a task to be completed. This may have resulted in frivolous answers 

which were not representative of their opinions. Consequently, the external 

validity of the experiment may have been compromised (Neuman, 2003). A 

number of data sets were removed during the data screening and cleaning 

process which may have been associated with this limitation. For example, data 

sets containing the same scores for all variables were possibly the result of a 

lack of desire to participate and were removed. It should be noted, however, 

that the respondents did appear to take the activity seriously based on 

observation of the game in progress. 

Reliability of single-item measures. Due to the nature of the limited 

data collection opportunities during the game the data for the variables were 

collected as single item measures. Mood, subjective trust and control were also 

collected in survey form using published scales but the repetitive nature of the 

game meant that long scales could not be used to obtain a holistic perspective 

on each of the constructs.  When single-item measures are used they only tap 

into a single perspective of that construct. For example, when participants were 

asked how much they trust their team members, the data gives a response 

regarding trust as a global construct but does not provide information on 
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whether it is the cognitive, emotional, or volitional aspect that is the most 

salient.  

Also, trust of other team members was measured at the beginning of 

each round of the game in accordance with the research model, however it 

would have been good to also measure it again at the end of the 10 rounds 

since the model is in essence an iterative model. There are reasons however to 

use single-item measures in this type of research. Single-item measures can be 

cost-effective, take less space, and compare favourably with multi-item 

measures in some cases (Nagy, 2002). 

Implications for Theory  

My model has extended the Kee and Knox model (1970) through the 

inclusion of the role of emotion and control. The proposed model was tested in 

the context of short-term trust and explored at both between-person and within-

person levels. The concept of risk was also included in the design of the 

practical activity to test whether my model held consistently under both low- and 

high-risk scenarios. My research also extends the work of McKnight, 

Cummings, and Chervany (1998) who investigated how cognitive processes 

help explain the high trust relationships found in new organisational 

relationships. Further investigation however is warranted on the interplay 

between cognitive and emotional processes in short-term and initial trust in 

relationships.  

Control is also a multifaceted construct and my research explored the 

distinctions between self-control, desire for control, mode of control, and sense 

of control and their connection with trust. Moye and Henkin (2006) found that 

empowering workers increases trust and in line with these findings, my research 

showed that increases in sense of control were related to increases in 
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perception of success which in turn increased subsequent decisions to trust.  

This suggests that a major theoretical contribution of my research is that clearer 

construct definitions are required around the construct of control and how it 

should be included in models that use trust. 

Implications for Practice 

Becoming aware of the role that mood and emotions play in judgements 

of trustworthiness and consequent behavioural responses to others is critical in 

the decision to trust (Kee & Knox, 1970). Training in emotional intelligence 

could be one such method of increasing awareness of others emotions and 

developing appropriate responses (Murray, Jordan, Ashkanasy, & Hall-

Thompson, 2004). From a practical perspective, encouraging individuals to 

have a greater awareness of their sense of control and how this impacts on 

their willingness to trust is also important.   

Another practical implications of the model developed in this research is 

that managers should not only recognise that their moods impact on their 

judgements of the trustworthiness of others, but that their sense of control 

impacts on their perception of success which in turn influences subsequent 

decisions to trust. Trust is important but cannot be considered in isolation or out 

of its situational context (Kee & Knox, 1970; Rotter, 1971). An additional 

practical implication of this research in relation to trust is that both cognitive 

(perceptions of others) and emotional (mood/emotion) antecedents have been 

empirically demonstrated to affect trust.  

Trust and control have been viewed as complementary ways of reducing 

complexity (Luhmann, 1979; Moye & Henkin, 2006). In an organisational 

context, reduced regulation can be achieved through an increase in trusting 

relationships where the control is devolved to the individual level (Styhre, 2008). 
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A practical implication of this research is the need for managers to ensure that 

in situations where control has been devolved to individuals, that other 

supportive structural arrangements such as increased mechanisms for 

communication are provided. 

Future Directions 

Trust has been shown to have cognitive, emotional and volitional 

components (Deutsch, 1960; Lewis & Weigert, 1985; R. C. Mayer et al., 1995; 

McAllister, 1995). The interplay between these specifically in relation to control 

should be investigated further. Specifically the effect of different types of control 

on behavioural trust needs to be delineated. Future research could include 

detailed examination of factors comprising sense of control and its impact on 

perceptions of trustworthiness. 

Given the complex nature of trust, the measurement of the construct 

suffers from great diversity and a lack of consolidation. There are scales that 

measure various components of trust and yet a comprehensive scale with 

appropriate subscales that explores the various facets of trust is lacking. 

Accurate perceptions of others are needed to distinguish between verbal 

and non-verbal emotional expression and true character as this is what 

stimulates a control response. Further investigation regarding the role emotional 

intelligence plays in the discernment of these differences is warranted. While 

only a small number of emotions were tested in this research, there remains a 

plethora of opportunities to investigate the impact of a wide range of emotions 

on both trust and control in line with their appraisal qualities. 

More investigation is needed in relation to trust and control. It has been 

shown that emotion plays a key role in this and that the capacity of individuals 

to regulate their emotions does indeed alters their behavioural responses 
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through its impact on their sense of control. There is a need to look at how 

trustors pick up on the differences between what trustees express and how they 

generally behave, as this influences a trustor’s expectations of the trustee. 

This research has demonstrated that trust is both cognitively and 

emotionally based and that emotions play a key role in both directly influencing 

decisions to trust, and indirectly through control. The challenge for future 

research is to further isolate the antecedents of both trust and control so that 

deeper research can be conducted into these constructs. On the other hand, 

managers need to appreciate the impact of decisions to flatten organisational 

structures and the consequences that has on the relationships among workers 

and the implications of these decisions on trust and control in organisations.  

Conclusion 

Trust and control are important constructs in organisational research due 

to the changing nature of structures in organisations. My program of research 

has explored the role of emotion in trust and control, specifically in relation to 

short-term trust. I also identified how both trust and control are influenced by 

moods/emotions and suggested that emotional intelligence abilities may be 

useful in increasing trust through increasing an individual’s sense of control. 

Trust and control are multifaceted concepts and therefore the relationships 

between the various facets require clarification. My research has explored trust 

in familiar and unfamiliar contexts and its relationship to self-control, desire for 

control, mode of control, and a sense of control.  

This thesis has added to trust literature through the development and 

testing of a model of emotion, trust, and control. It has helped tease out the 

complex relationships among the variables and identifies distinctions between 
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trust in generalised and short-term contexts. Overall, the findings show that 

emotional intelligence has a positive influence on control which in turn increases 

trust. Decreasing negative emotion can increase a positive sense of control and 

contribute to a perception of success which subsequently results in increased 

trust. Organisations should therefore consider the use of emotional intelligence 

training programs which focus on how to be aware of and manage negative 

emotions in the workplace. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

 

 

 

 

 

You are invited to participate in a survey about 

WORKING WITH OTHERS 
UNIQUE IDENTIFIER 
To allow us to give you feedback and gain more meaningful outcomes please use the following guide to create a 

Unique Identifier for your survey. To create your Unique Identifier please use the following guide: 

 

 The first letter of your Mother’s maiden name  ____ 

 The first letter of your Surname    ____ 

 The last digit of your home telephone number  ____ 

 The last digit of your year of birth    ____ 

 Enter your Unique Identifier here: 

 
EXAMPLE: 
For example, if your mother’s maiden name was Jones, your surname was Smith, your phone number was 3870 

1234 and you were born in 1958 your unique identifier would be: 

  

 
 

Please provide a response to all statements in the survey. The information that you provide will be used to assist 

in drawing meaningful conclusions from the survey results.  Your individual responses will remain strictly 

confidential. 

PART A - Survey 

SECTION A 
This section asks for basic demographic details and for information about you in relation to either 

the organisation in which you currently work or in which you have most recently worked. 

Q1 What is your age?           _______________    

 

Q2 Your gender? (Please tick one)          Male                          Female 

 

Q3 How would you describe your current employment status? (Please tick one) 

 

 Working Full time (1)   Working Casually (3)  Unemployed (5) 

 

  Other (7) 

Please specify: 

 

___________________ 
    Working Part time (2)   Retired (4)   Never Worked (6) 

Q4a In what country were you born & how long 

have you lived there? 

 

____________________ 

Name of country  

 

_______________ 

No. of years there  

Q4b In what country do you live now & how long 

have you lived there?  (Only answer this question 

if your answer is different from Q4a.) 

 

____________________ 

Name of country  

 

_______________ 

No. of years there  

Q5 This survey has been sent to you on the assumption that you are presently a teacher or have taught previously.  

At what level have you taught for most of your career? (Please tick one) 

    Preschool/Primary 

(1) 

    Secondary 

(2) 
    TAFE (3)     University (4)     Never taught (5) 

    

 J  S  4  8 
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SECTION B 

 

 

 

SECTION C 

 

 

 

  

 

How do you feel RIGHT NOW? 

Read the following words that describe feelings and emotions 

and then mark your answer on a scale of 1 to 5 next to that 

word in the grid provided.  Indicate to what extent you feel 

this way right now, that is, at this moment. V
er

y
 S

li
g

h
tl

y
 

O
r 

N
o
t 

A
t 

A
ll

  
  

  

A
 L

it
tl
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M
o

d
er

a
te

ly
 

Q
u

it
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A
 B

it
  

  
 

E
x

tr
em

el
y

 

1. Interested 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Strong 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Enthusiastic 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Ashamed 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Determined 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Distressed 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Guilty 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Proud 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Inspired 1 2 3 4 5 

10. Attentive 1 2 3 4 5 

11. Excited 1 2 3 4 5 

12. Scared 1 2 3 4 5 

13. Irritable 1 2 3 4 5 

14. Nervous 1 2 3 4 5 

15. Jittery 1 2 3 4 5 

16. Upset 1 2 3 4 5 

17. Hostile 1 2 3 4 5 

18. Alert 1 2 3 4 5 

19. Afraid 1 2 3 4 5 

20. Active 1 2 3 4 5 

 

Think of the organisation you work in or have worked in 

recently.  Please indicate your level of satisfaction with the 

following: V
er

y
 

D
is

sa
ti

sf
ie

d
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sa
ti
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d
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1. How my business unit supports my training. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. The effectiveness of my employer in delivering my training. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. The arrangements my employer has made for the delivery of my 

training. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. The efficiency with which my training is provided. 1 2 3 4 5 
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SECTION D 

  

Below are several statements that may apply to you.  There are 

no right or wrong answers or trick questions.  Based on your 

understanding of the statement, indicate which you believe is 

most accurate.  Mark only one answer for each statement. 

N
ev

er
 

R
a

re
ly
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cc
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1. I have a positive sense of control in my life. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

2. If I decide to, I have the ability to make changes in order to gain more 

control over my life. 
1 2 

 
3 4 5 

 
6 7 

3. I make a great deal of effort in order to try to stay in control of my life. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

4. I have a strong desire to be in control. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

5. I fear losing control. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

6. I lose control of myself. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

7. I lack control of my environment (other people, situations). 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

8. I am too passive and helpless. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

9. I am able to calmly accept that which I am mot able to change or alter. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

10. I am able to act assertively and decisively to try to change or alter what 

I want to. 
1 2 

 
3 4 5 

 
6 7 

11. I am able to choose and make decisions about the important things in 

my life. 
1 2 

 
3 4 5 

 
6 7 

12. I am able to set clear, realistic, and meaningful goals. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

13. I am aware of my own feelings and motivations and recognize how they 

affect me. 
1 2 

 
3 4 5 

 
6 7 

14. I take appropriate responsibility for that over which I have control. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

15. I make the appropriate amount of effort and have sufficient discipline to 

reach my goals. 
1 2 

 
3 4 5 

 
6 7 

16. I have the skills and ability to reach my goals. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

17. Others help me make changes in order to gain more control over my 

life. 
1 2 

 
3 4 5 

 
6 7 

18. My sense of control comes from my own efforts. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

19. My sense of control comes from my family and friends. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

20. My sense of control comes from the government and society. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

21. My sense of control comes from a higher power (God, religion, spiritual 

beliefs). 
1 2 

 
3 4 5 

 
6 7 

22. It is important for me to be in control of myself. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

23. It is important for me to be in control of others: people and situations. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

24. Others have too much control over me. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

25. It is important to give the appearance to others that my life is in control. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

26. I feel that I am losing control in areas where I once had control. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

27. Achievement is important to me. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

28. I like things around me to be ordered and dislike ambiguity and the 

unknown. 
1 2 

 
3 4 5 

 
6 7 

29. Before making a difficult decision I like to gather as much information 

as possible. 
1 2 

 
3 4 5 

 
6 7 

30. I have the right degree of self-control. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

31. Having power is important to me. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

32. I want to control my anger better. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 
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SECTION E 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

Use the rating scale to the right to describe how accurately each 

statement describes you.  Describe yourself as you generally are 

now, not as you wish to be in the future.  
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1. By looking at people’s facial expressions, I recognize the emotions 

they are experiencing. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. I am a rational person and I rarely, if ever, consult my feelings to make 

a decision. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. I have a rich vocabulary to describe my emotions. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. I have problems dealing with my feelings of anger. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. When someone I know is in a bad mood, I can help the person calm 

down and feel better quickly. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. I am aware of the nonverbal messages other people send. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. When making decisions, I listen to my feelings to see if the decision 

feels right. 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. I could easily write a lot of synonyms for emotion words like 

happiness or sadness. 

1 2 3 4 5 

9. I can handle stressful situations without getting too nervous. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. I know the strategies to make or improve other people’s moods. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. I can tell when a person is lying to me by looking at his or her facial 

expressions. 

1 2 3 4 5 

12. I am a rational person and don’t like to rely on my feelings to make 

decisions. 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. I have the vocabulary to describe how most emotions progress from 

simple to complex feelings. 

1 2 3 4 5 

14. I am able to handle most upsetting problems. 1 2 3 4 5 

15. I am not very good at helping others to feel better when they are 

feeling down or angry. 

1 2 3 4 5 

16. My quick impressions of what people are feeling are usually wrong. 1 2 3 4 5 

17. My “feelings” vocabulary is probably better than most other persons’ 

“feelings” vocabularies. 

1 2 3 4 5 

18. I know how to keep calm in difficult or stressful situations. 1 2 3 4 5 

19. I am the type of person to whom others go when they need help with a 

difficult situation. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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SECTION F 
 
 

Using the scale provided, please indicate how much each of the 

following statements reflects how you typically are. 
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1. I am good at resisting temptation. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. I have a hard time breaking bad habits. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. I am lazy. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. I say inappropriate things. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. I do certain things that are bad for me, if they are fun. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. I refuse things that are bad for me. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. I wish I had more self-discipline. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. People would say that I have iron self-discipline. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Pleasure and fun sometimes keep me from getting work done. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. I have trouble concentrating. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. I am able to work effectively toward long-term goals. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. Sometimes I can’t stop myself from doing something, even if I know 

it is wrong. 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. I often act without thinking through all the alternatives. 1 2 3 4 5 
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SECTION G 

Step 1 – Mark how well each 

word or phrase describes you. 

After you have completed 

Step 1 continue with Step 2. 

Step 2 – Mark the column that best 

describes how you feel about each 

word/phrase. 

Not 

well 

Moder

-ately 

well 

Very 

well 

Extremely 

well 

 

I would like 

to be less 

like this. 

I would like 

to stay the 

same. 

I would like 

to be more 

like this. 

1 2 3 4 1. Impatient A B C 

1 2 3 4 2. Rational A B C 

1 2 3 4 3. Indecisive A B C 

1 2 3 4 4. Gentle A B C 

1 2 3 4 5. Independent A B C 

1 2 3 4 6. Selfish A B C 

1 2 3 4 7. Decisive  A B C 

1 2 3 4 8. Sensitive A B C 

1 2 3 4 9. Reluctant to change A B C 

1 2 3 4 10. Communicating needs A B C 

1 2 3 4 11. Manipulated A B C 

1 2 3 4 12. Leading A B C 

1 2 3 4 13. Listening A B C 

1 2 3 4 14. Defensive A B C 

1 2 3 4 15. Explorative A B C 

1 2 3 4 16. Manipulating A B C 

1 2 3 4 17. Flowing A B C 

1 2 3 4 18. Self-starting A B C 

1 2 3 4 19. Over-controlling A B C 

1 2 3 4 20. Timid A B C 

1 2 3 4 21. Accepting A B C 

1 2 3 4 22. Making contact A B C 

1 2 3 4 23. Tense A B C 

1 2 3 4 24. Well-organized A B C 

1 2 3 4 25. Letting-go A B C 

1 2 3 4 26. Past-oriented A B C 

1 2 3 4 27. Purposeful A B C 

1 2 3 4 28. Assertive A B C 

1 2 3 4 29. Trusting A B C 

1 2 3 4 30. Dogmatic A B C 

1 2 3 4 31. Dependent  A B C 

1 2 3 4 32. Relaxed A B C 

1 2 3 4 33. Pushy A B C 

1 2 3 4 34. Confident A B C 

1 2 3 4 35. Patient A B C 

1 2 3 4 36. Aggressive A B C 

1 2 3 4 37. Receptive A B C 

1 2 3 4 38. Rigid A B C 

1 2 3 4 39. Yielding A B C 

1 2 3 4 40. Responsible A B C 

1 2 3 4 41. Impulsive A B C 

1 2 3 4 42. Soft A B C 

1 2 3 4 43. Critical A B C 

1 2 3 4 44. Logical A B C 

1 2 3 4 45. Withholding A B C 

1 2 3 4 46. Calm A B C 

1 2 3 4 47. Initiating A B C 

1 2 3 4 48. Attentive  A B C 

1 2 3 4 49. Open  A B C 

1 2 3 4 50. Self-control A B C 
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SECTION H 

 

SECTION I 
Think about the other members of your team or fellow workers 

and the last time you needed them to help you with a task.  For 

each statement, circle the number that best describes how much 

you agree or disagree with each statement. 
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1. My team members are very capable of performing this task. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. My team members are very concerned about my welfare. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. My team members have a strong sense of justice. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. My team members are known to be successful at the things they try to 

do. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. My needs and desires are very important to my team members. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. I never have to wonder whether my team members will stick to their 

word. 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. My team members have much knowledge about the task that needs to 

be done. 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. My team members would not knowingly do anything to hurt me. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. My team members try hard to be fair in dealings with others. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. I feel very confident about my team members’ skills. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. My team members really look out for what is important to me. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. My team members’ actions and behaviours are not very consistent. 1 2 3 4 5 

13. My team members have specialized capabilities that can increase our 

performance. 

1 2 3 4 5 

14. My team members will go out of their way to help me. 1 2 3 4 5 

15. I like my team members’ values. 1 2 3 4 5 

16. My team members are well qualified. 1 2 3 4 5 

17. Sound principles seem to guide my team members’ behaviour. 1 2 3 4 5 

 

THANK YOU FOR MAKING TIME TO COMPLETE THIS SURVEY. 

YOUR HELP IS GREATLY APPRECIATED. 

 

Think about the other members of your team or fellow workers.  For 

each statement, circle the number that best describes how much you 

agree or disagree with each statement. 
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1. I would give any of my team members an important letter to mail if they 

mentioned they were stopping by the post office today. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. If any of my team members promised to copy a presentation for me, they 

would follow through. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. If any of my team members and I decided to meet for coffee, I would be 

certain they would be there. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. I would expect all of my team members to tell me the truth if I asked 

them for feedback on an idea related to a task. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. I any of my team members were late to a meeting, I would guess there 

was a good reason for the delay. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. My team members would never intentionally misrepresent my point of 

view to others. 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. I would expect any of my team members to pay me back if I loaned them 

$40. 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. If any of my team members laughed unexpectedly at something I did or 

said, I would know they were not being unkind. 

1 2 3 4 5 

9. If any of my team members gave me a compliment on my haircut I would 

believe they meant what was said. 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. If any of my team members borrowed something of value and returned it 

broken, they would offer to pay for the repairs. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX B 

Factor Analysis For Study 1 Chapter 4 

Factor Analysis 

Self-control. Thirteen items from the Brief Self-Control Scale (Tangney, 

Baumeister, & Boone, 2004) were analysed using principal axis factoring (PAF). 

The KMO value for the scale was .714 showing it was suitable for analysis. 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (78 df, p < .001). An inspection of the 

scree plot revealed one major factor and the factor loadings in the factor matrix 

ranged from .272 to .683 on the first factor with random moderate loadings on 4 

other factors. The PAF was re-run forcing a 1 factor solution consistent with the 

published scale (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Factor analysis revealed that the 

scale reliability was .80 after 3 items were deleted.  The remaining 10 items are 

reported in table 19 below. 

 

Table 19.  Exploration of the Self-Control Scale Using Principal Axis Factoring 
and Varimax Rotation 

Item 
Self 

Control 

17. I wish I had more self-discipline. .688  

3.   I am lazy. .619  
31. Sometimes I can’t stop myself from doing something, even if I 

know it is wrong. .572  

28. Pleasure and fun sometimes keep me from getting work done. .563  

1.   I am good at resisting temptation. .528  

30. I am able to work effectively toward long-term goals. .505  

29. I have trouble concentrating. .502  

6.   I do certain things that are bad for me, if they are fun. .492  

32. I often act without thinking through all the alternatives. .480  

22. People would say that I have iron self-discipline. .452  

n = 84 

  

 



 251 

Mode of control. The mode of control scale (Shapiro, 1994) is 

comprised of 4 subscales. Initial PAF revealed a KMO value of .506 and 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant at 1225 df, p < .001. Since Pallant 

(2005) indicates that the KMO value should be greater than .6, the mode of 

control scale was not considered suitable for factor analysis. Indeed the rotated 

factor matrix failed to converge after 25 rotations and the extraction was 

terminated. Inspection of the table of total variance explained revealed fifteen 

factors with Eigenvalues exceeding one.  

Next, a PAF was conducted forcing a four factor solution and items with 

cross loadings were deleted (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The KMO on this 

reanalysis was .645, and indicated suitability for factor analysis. Bartlett’s test of 

sphericity also improved to 496 df, p < .001. However, the four subscales that 

came out of the factor analysis did not replicate the published scales (Shapiro, 

1994). The original scale included a negative yielding subscale containing five 

items however in the current study factor analysis indicated these items were 

dispersed throughout the other scales. Furthermore, an examination of the 

factor loadings revealed the positive assertive (PA) subscale was split into two 

subscales. For the purposes of this research, these two subscales were labelled 

PA (in) and PA (out). An examination of the revised subscales reported in Table 

20 shows that the items corresponding to the “in” factor represent more internal 

modes of control whereas the items corresponding to the “out” factor represent 

more control over others or the environment. The reliabilities of the subscales 

are PA (out) (.82), PY (.77), NA (.81) and PA (in) (.75). The factor loadings for 

the four subscales are reported below in Table 20. 
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Table 20.  Exploration of the Mode of Control Scale Using Principal Axis 
Factoring and Varimax Rotation 

 
  

Factor 

PA (out) PY NA PA(in) 

28. Assertive .798 -.038 .003 .312 

20. Timid -.669 .299 .081 -.073 

47. Initiating .618 .152 .225 .092 

34. Confident .591 .206 .048 .233 

15. Explorative .549 .333 .181 .096 

22. Making contact .489 .261 .043 -.092 

27. Purposeful .488 .117 -.027 .432 

5.   Independent .471 .041 .121 .306 

9.   Reluctant to change -.413 -.097 .312 .154 

12. Leading .381 .209 .104 .335 

31. Dependent -.374 .196 .117 -.020 

10. Communicating needs .348 -.030 -.161 .195 

21. Accepting .139 .785 .061 -.168 

4.   Gentle -.111 .614 -.240 .090 

39. Yielding -.199 .550 .002 -.022 

49. Open .286 .535 -.041 -.082 

37. Receptive -.007 .520 .083 -.008 

42. Soft -.198 .516 -.125 -.041 

48. Attentive .372 .499 -.143 .357 

29. Trusting .270 .472 .004 .005 

35. Patient -.040 .440 -.276 .302 

17. Flowing .105 .405 .049 -.126 

13. Listening .110 .403 -.232 .170 

46. Calm .066 .378 -.165 .204 

8.   Sensitive -.085 .299 -.195 .130 

32. Relaxed .092 .182 -.056 .035 

38. Rigid -.185 -.082 .721 .211 

1.   Impatient .055 -.139 .657 -.236 

14. Defensive -.010 .061 .596 -.209 

19. Over-controlling .078 -.050 .561 .158 

36. Aggressive .328 -.211 .555 -.086 

33. Pushy .378 -.203 .517 -.033 

43. Critical .135 -.196 .496 .179 

23. Tense -.089 -.017 .446 -.052 

6.  Selfish .018 -.148 .421 -.229 

30. Dogmatic .074 .039 .400 .030 

26. Past-oriented -.167 .364 .396 .104 

45. Withholding -.105 .141 .369 .054 

11. Manipulated -.223 .269 .291 -.216 

16. Manipulating .033 -.108 .289 .101 

25. Letting-go .013 .198 -.248 -.062 

24. Well-organized .032 -.123 -.049 .728 

50. Self-control .207 .233 -.157 .589 

7.   Decisive .466 -.023 .228 .489 

44. Logical .228 -.051 .131 .488 

2.  Rational -.004 .022 .031 .445 

40. Responsible .175 .097 .047 .438 

18. Self-starting .276 .036 .192 .428 

41. Impulsive .286 .150 .259 -.418 

3.   Indecisive -.409 .184 .005 -.412 
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Desire for control. Although principal axis factoring of this scale 

indicated three factors with eigenvalues exceeding one, the loadings were not 

strong on all items. Reanalysis was conducted forcing the data to one factor. 

The KMO value for this scale was .776 and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was 

significant (55 df, p < .001). One item, “I want to control my anger better”, was 

deleted from the scale yielding a 10 item scale (Table 21) with Cronbach alpha 

reliability of .89. 

 

Table 21.  Exploration of the Desire for Control Scale Using Principal Axis 
Factoring and Varimax Rotation 

Item 

Desire 
for 

Control 

4.   I have a strong desire to be in control. .834  
23. It is important for me to be in control of others: people and 

situations. .661  

27. Achievement is important to me. .602  
25. It is important to give the appearance to others that my life is in 

control. .583  
28. I like things around me to be ordered and dislike ambiguity and 

the unknown. .554  

5.   I fear losing control. .551  

22. It is important for me to be in control of myself. .537  

31. Having power is important to me. .483  
3.   I make a great deal of effort in order to try to stay in control of 

my life. .478  
29. Before making a difficult decision I like to gather as much 

information as possible. .455  

n=84 
  

Trust. The ten items in the Interpersonal Trust Inventory (Dunn & 

Schweitzer, 2005) were analysed with PAF. The KMO value was .819 and 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant with 45 df, p < .001. The factor 

structure conformed to the published solution. The component representing the 

single factor solution with Eigenvalues greater than one contributed 36.98% of 

the variance. The items in the original inventory (Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005) 
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were closely related with a Cronbach alpha of .84. The loadings for the trust 

scale are reported in Table 22 below. 

 

Table 22.  Exploration of the Trust Scale Using Principal Axis Factoring and 
Varimax Rotation 

 Item Trust 

8.   My team members would never intentionally misrepresent my point 
of view to others. .745 

2.   If any of my team members promised to copy a presentation for 
me, they would follow through. .696 

14. If any of my team members borrowed something of value and 
returned it broken, they would offer to pay for the repairs. .649 

5.   I would expect all of my team members to tell me the truth if I asked 
them for feedback on an idea related to a task. .640 

13. If any of my team members gave me a compliment on my haircut I 
would believe they meant what was said. .639 

4.   If any of my team members and I decided to meet for coffee, I 
would be certain they would be there. .635 

11. If any of my team members laughed unexpectedly at something I 
did or said, I would know they were not being unkind. .600 

1.   I would give any of my team members an important letter to mail if 
they mentioned they were stopping by the post office today. .556 

10. I would expect any of my team members to pay me back if I loaned 
them $40. .422 

7.   If any of my team members were late to a meeting, I would guess 
there was a good reason for the delay. .413 

n = 84 
  

Perceptions of others. These scales are not summarised into one total 

scale in the literature and therefore will be treated as individual scales in this 

research.  The factor analysis for the perceptions of others’ ability, benevolence, 

and integrity scales loaded strongly with the prescribed number of items (Mayer 

& Davis, 1999). The scales were suitable for factor analysis as the KMO values 

were: ability .868, benevolence .847, and integrity .846 with Bartlett’s test of 

sphericity being significant at 15 df, p < .001, 10 df, P < .001, and 15 df, p < 

.001 respectively. The reliabilities of the scales are ability (.90), benevolence 
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(.90), and integrity (.84). The factor loadings for the three scales are reported 

below in Tables 23- 25. 

 

Table 23.  Exploration of the Perception of Others (Ability) Scale Using Principal 
Axis Factoring and Varimax Rotation 

 Item Ability 

10. I feel very confident about my team members’ skills. .884  

16. My team members are well qualified. .844  

7.   My team members have much knowledge about the tasks 
that need to be done. .773  

4.   My team members are known to be successful at the things 
they try to do. .741  

1.   My team members are very capable of performing their 
tasks. .705  

13. My team members have specialized capabilities that can 
increase our performance. .680 

n = 84 

  

Table 24.  Exploration of the Perception of Others (Benevolence) Scale Using 
Principal Axis Factoring and Varimax Rotation 

Item Benevolence 

11. My team members really look out for what is important to 
me. .909 

2.   My team members are very concerned about my welfare. .843 

5.   My needs and desires are very important to my team 
members. .777 

14. My team members will go out of their way to help me. .752 

8.   My team members would not knowingly do anything to 
hurt me. .690 

n = 84 
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Table 25.  Exploration of the Perception of Others (Integrity) Scale Using 
Principal Axis Factoring and Varimax Rotation 

 Item Integrity 

17. Sound principles seem to guide my team members’ behaviour. .906 

15. I like my team members’ values. .814 

9.   My team members try hard to be fair in dealings with others. .808 

6.   I never have to wonder whether my team members will stick to 
their word. .628 

12. My team members' actions and behaviours are not very 
consistent. .505 

3.   My team members have a strong sense of justice. .501 

n = 84 
   

 Emotional intelligence (SREIS).  Prior to analysis the negatively 

worded items were reverse scored. In the published Use of Emotion subscale 

there was no indication that the factor “I am a rational person and don’t like to 

rely on my feelings to make decisions” should be reverse scored (Brackett, 

Rivers, Shiffman, Lerner, & Salovey, 2006). Both the wording and the negative 

loading results would suggest that it actually should be reversed. When 

reversed it loaded strongly as expected in the Use of Emotion subscale. The 

KMO value for the scale was .739 and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant 

with 171 df, p < .001. 

Principal axis factoring revealed four factors with eigenvalues of greater 

than one. Although two subscales appeared to load on one factor there was no 

prima facie reason for combining them. The factor analysis was then re-run and 

forced to 5 factors as in the original scale. The five factors as reported in the 

original scale were supported. After manipulation of the scale, two items with 

the smallest loading value in the “managing emotion (self)” subscale and one 

item in the “social management” subscale were omitted. The items deleted in 

the managing emotion (self) subscale were “I have problems dealing with my 

feelings of anger” and “I am able to handle most upsetting problems”. In the 

social management subscale the item deleted was “I know the strategies to 
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make or improve other people’s moods”. The Cronbach alpha reliabilities for the 

subscales were as follows: perceiving (.70), use of emotion (.83), understanding 

(.82), managing emotion – self (.74), and social management (.63). The 

loadings for the SREIS are reported in Table 26 below. 

 

Table 26. Exploration of the Self Report Emotional Intelligence Scale Using 
Principal Axis Factoring and Varimax Rotation 

   R P U M1 M2 

8.   I could easily write a lot of synonyms for 
emotion words like happiness or sadness. .785 .091 .120 .001 .192 

3.   I have a rich vocabulary to describe my 
emotions. .736 .117 .093 .061 .110 

13. I have the vocabulary to describe how most 
emotions progress from simple to complex 
feelings. .641 .182 -.109 .182 .121 

17. My "feelings" vocabulary is probably better 
than most other persons' "feelings" 
vocabularies. .627 .318 .110 .009 .071 

1.   By looking at other's facial expressions, I 
recognise the emotions they are 
experiencing. .084 .666 .104 .001 .173 

11. I can tell when a person is lying to me by 
looking at his or her facial expressions. .192 .634 -.069 .119 .000 

6.   I am aware of the nonverbal messages other 
people send. .226 .550 .098 .066 .126 

16. My quick impressions of what people are 
feeling are usually wrong. -.151 .518 -.083 -.029 .387 

2.   I am a rational person and I rarely, if ever, 
consult my feelings to make a decision. .051 .089 .894 -.144 -.054 

12. I am a rational person and don't like to rely 
on my feelings to make decisions. .067 .016 .868 -.109 -.018 

7.   When making decisions, I listen to my 
feelings to see if the decision feels right. .101 .037 .567 -.165 .152 

9.   I can handle stressful situations without 
getting too nervous. .011 .098 -.254 .951 -.005 

18. I know how to keep calm in difficult or 
stressful situations. .069 .059 -.324 .514 .239 

14. I am able to handle most upsetting problems. .322 -.003 -.151 .393 .374 
5.   When someone I know is in a bad mood, I 

can help the person calm down and feel 
better quickly. .111 .221 .042 .040 .612 

15. I am not very good at helping others to feel 
better when they are feeling down or angry. .283 .281 .111 .139 .492 

19. I am the type of person to whom others go 
when they need help with a difficult situation. .194 .268 .042 .324 .423 

Factors: P=perceiving, U=use of emotion, R=understand, M1=managing emotion(self), 
M2=social management; n = 84 
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Mood. The KMO value for the PANAS was .754 and Bartlett’s test of 

sphericity was significant with 190 df, p < .001 indicating that it was suitable for 

factor analysis. The PANAS is a widely used scale and so the rotated factor 

matrix was run forcing a two factor solution and this equated with the scales 

reported by Watson, Clark and Tellegen (1988).  The Cronbach alpha reliability 

of the Positive Affect scale was .85 while the Negative Affect scale reported an 

alpha of .87.  This compares favourably with the alphas reported by Watson and 

colleagues for each of the times series over which the scale can be used. The 

loadings for the PANAS are reported in Table 27 below.  

Table 27.  Exploration of the Mood Scale Using Principal Axis Factoring and 
Varimax Rotation 

 Item NA PA 

12. Scared .768 -.042 

16. Upset .762 -.187 

15. Jittery .746 -.024 

19. Afraid .699 -.013 

14. Nervous .696 -.033 

13. Irritable .647 -.192 

17. Hostile .598 -.063 

6.   Distressed .575 -.139 

7.   Guilty .418 .167 

4.   Ashamed .417 .040 

3.   Enthusiastic -.150 .783 

9.   Inspired .053 .748 

11. Excited .069 .731 

10. Attentive .030 .704 

1.   Interested -.060 .614 

20. Active -.080 .569 

18. Alert -.060 .526 

2.   Strong -.188 .486 

5.   Determined -.139 .459 

8.   Proud .183 .411 

n = 84 
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APPENDIX C 

[TIME 1 DATA COLLECTION] 

 

 

 

 

 

 

You are invited to participate in a survey about 
 

WORKING WITH OTHERS 
 

UNIQUE IDENTIFIER 
To allow us to give you feedback and gain more meaningful outcomes please use the following guide 

to create a Unique Identifier for your survey. To create your Unique Identifier please use the following 

guide: 
 

 The first letter of your Mother’s maiden name  ____ 

 The first letter of your Surname    ____ 

 The last digit of your home telephone number  ____ 

 The last digit of your year of birth    ____ 

 Enter your Unique Identifier here: 

 
EXAMPLE: 
For example, if your mother’s maiden name was Jones, your surname was Smith, your phone number was 3870 

1234 and you were born in 1958 your unique identifier would be: 

  

 
 

Please provide a response to all statements in the survey. Your individual responses will remain strictly 

confidential. 

    

SECTION A 
 

This section asks for basic demographic details. 

Q1 What is your age?           _______________      

 

Q2 Your gender? (Please tick one)          Male  (1)                          Female   (2) 

 

Q3 How would you describe your current employment status? (Please tick one) 

 

 Working Full time (1)   Working Casually (3)  Unemployed (5) 

 

  Other (7) 

Please specify: 

 

___________________ 
    Working Part time (2) 

 

  Retired (4)   Never Worked (6) 

Q4a In what country were you born & how long 

have you lived there? 

 

___________________________ 

Name of country  

 

_______________ 

No. of years there  

Q4b In what country do you live now & how long 

have you lived there?  (Only answer this question 

if your answer is different from Q4a.) 

 

___________________________ 

Name of country  

 

_______________ 

No. of years there  
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SECTION B 

 

 

SECTION D 
 

 

Using the scale provided, please indicate how much each of 

the following statements reflects how you typically are. 

 
 N

o
t 

a
t 

a
ll

 

A
 l

it
tl

e 

 

M
o
d

er
a
te

ly
 

A
 f

a
ir

 b
it

 

V
er

y
 m

u
ch

 

1. I am good at resisting temptation. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. I have a hard time breaking bad habits. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. I am lazy. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. I say inappropriate things. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. I do certain things that are bad for me, if they are fun. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. I refuse things that are bad for me. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. I wish I had more self-discipline. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. People would say that I have iron self-discipline. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Pleasure and fun sometimes keep me from getting work 

done. 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. I have trouble concentrating. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. I am able to work effectively toward long-term goals. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. Sometimes I can’t stop myself from doing something, 

even if I know it is wrong. 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. I often act without thinking through all the alternatives. 1 2 3 4 5 

 

  

How do you feel RIGHT NOW? 

Read the following words that describe feelings and emotions and 

then mark your answer on a scale of 1 to 5 next to that word in the 

grid provided.  Indicate to what extent you feel this way right now, 

that is, at this moment. 
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1. Interested 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Strong 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Enthusiastic 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Ashamed 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Determined 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Distressed 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Guilty 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Proud 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Inspired 1 2 3 4 5 

10. Attentive 1 2 3 4 5 

11. Excited 1 2 3 4 5 

12. Scared 1 2 3 4 5 

13. Irritable 1 2 3 4 5 

14. Nervous 1 2 3 4 5 

15. Jittery 1 2 3 4 5 

16. Upset 1 2 3 4 5 

17. Hostile 1 2 3 4 5 

18. Alert 1 2 3 4 5 

19. Afraid 1 2 3 4 5 

20. Active 1 2 3 4 5 
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SECTION E 
 

 

Use the rating scale to the right to describe how accurately each statement 

describes you.  Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you 

wish to be in the future.  
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1. By looking at people’s facial expressions, I recognize the emotions they are 

experiencing. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. I am a rational person and I rarely, if ever, consult my feelings to make a decision. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. I have a rich vocabulary to describe my emotions. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. I have problems dealing with my feelings of anger. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. When someone I know is in a bad mood, I can help the person calm down and feel 

better quickly. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. I am aware of the nonverbal messages other people send. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. When making decisions, I listen to my feelings to see if the decision feels right. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. I could easily write a lot of synonyms for emotion words like happiness or 

sadness. 

1 2 3 4 5 

9. I can handle stressful situations without getting too nervous. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. I know the strategies to make or improve other people’s moods. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. I can tell when a person is lying to me by looking at his or her facial expressions. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. I am a rational person and don’t like to rely on my feelings to make decisions. 1 2 3 4 5 

13. I have the vocabulary to describe how most emotions progress from simple to 

complex feelings. 

1 2 3 4 5 

14. I am able to handle most upsetting problems. 1 2 3 4 5 

15. I am not very good at helping others to feel better when they are feeling down or 

angry. 

1 2 3 4 5 

16. My quick impressions of what people are feeling are usually wrong. 1 2 3 4 5 

17. My “feelings” vocabulary is probably better than most other persons’ “feelings” 

vocabularies. 

1 2 3 4 5 

18. I know how to keep calm in difficult or stressful situations. 1 2 3 4 5 

19. I am the type of person to whom others go when they need help with a difficult 

situation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

SECTION H 

 

 

  

 

For each statement, circle the number that best describes how much 

you agree or disagree with each statement. 

 D
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1. One should be very cautious with strangers. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Most experts tell the truth about the limits of their knowledge. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Most people can be counted on to do what they say they will do. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. These days you must be alert or someone is likely to take advantage of you. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Most salespeople are honest in describing their products. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Most repair people will not overcharge people who are ignorant of their 

specialty. 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. Most people answer public opinion polls honestly. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Most adults are competent at their jobs. 1 2 3 4 5 
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SECTION F 

 

THE END OF THE SURVEY 
Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.  

 

Below are several statements that may apply to you.  There are no 

right or wrong answers or trick questions.  Based on your 

understanding of the statement, indicate which you believe is most 

accurate.  Mark only one answer for each statement. 
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1. I have a positive sense of control in my life. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

2. If I decide to, I have the ability to make changes in order to gain more control 

over my life. 
1 2 

 
3 4 5 

 
6 7 

3. I make a great deal of effort in order to try to stay in control of my life. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

4. I have a strong desire to be in control. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

5. I fear losing control. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

6. I lose control of myself. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

7. I lack control of my environment (other people, situations). 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

8. I am too passive and helpless. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

9. I am able to calmly accept that which I am mot able to change or alter. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

10. I am able to act assertively and decisively to try to change or alter what I 

want to. 
1 2 

 
3 4 5 

 
6 7 

11. I am able to choose and make decisions about the important things in my life. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

12. I am able to set clear, realistic, and meaningful goals. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

13. I am aware of my own feelings and motivations and recognize how they 

affect me. 
1 2 

 
3 4 5 

 
6 7 

14. I take appropriate responsibility for that over which I have control. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

15. I make the appropriate amount of effort and have sufficient discipline to 

reach my goals. 
1 2 

 
3 4 5 

 
6 7 

16. I have the skills and ability to reach my goals. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

17. Others help me make changes in order to gain more control over my life. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

18. My sense of control comes from my own efforts. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

19. My sense of control comes from my family and friends. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

20. My sense of control comes from the government and society. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

21. My sense of control comes from a higher power (God, religion, spiritual 

beliefs). 
1 2 

 
3 4 5 

 
6 7 

22. It is important for me to be in control of myself. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

23. It is important for me to be in control of others: people and situations. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

24. Others have too much control over me. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

25. It is important to give the appearance to others that my life is in control. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

26. I feel that I am losing control in areas where I once had control. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

27. Achievement is important to me. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

28. I like things around me to be ordered and dislike ambiguity and the 

unknown. 
1 2 

 
3 4 5 

 
6 7 

29. Before making a difficult decision I like to gather as much information as 

possible. 
1 2 

 
3 4 5 

 
6 7 

30. I have the right degree of self-control. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

31. Having power is important to me. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 

32. I want to control my anger better. 1 2  3 4 5  6 7 
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[TIME 2 DATA COLLECTION] 

 

 

 

 

You are invited to participate in a survey about 

WORKING WITH OTHERS 
 

UNIQUE IDENTIFIER 
To allow us to give you feedback and gain more meaningful outcomes please use the following guide 

to create a Unique Identifier for your survey. To create your Unique Identifier please use the following 

guide: 
 

 The first letter of your Mother’s maiden name  ____ 

 The first letter of your Surname    ____ 

 The last digit of your home telephone number  ____ 

 The last digit of your year of birth    ____ 

 Enter your Unique Identifier here: 

 
EXAMPLE: 
For example, if your mother’s maiden name was Jones, your surname was Smith, your phone number was 3870 

1234 and you were born in 1958 your unique identifier would be: 

  

 
    

Some of the questions in this survey will ask you about your TEAM.  While you are completing the survey 

please think about the specific team of people you are seated with at present.  It doesn’t matter that you 

don’t know everyone well, just respond based on your initial impressions of them. 

 

SECTION B 

    

How do you feel RIGHT NOW? 

Read the following words that describe feelings and emotions 

and then mark your answer on a scale of 1 to 5 next to that 

word in the grid provided.  Indicate to what extent you feel 

this way right now, that is, at this moment. 
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1. Interested 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Strong 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Enthusiastic 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Ashamed 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Determined 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Distressed 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Guilty 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Proud 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Inspired 1 2 3 4 5 

10. Attentive 1 2 3 4 5 

11. Excited 1 2 3 4 5 

12. Scared 1 2 3 4 5 

13. Irritable 1 2 3 4 5 

14. Nervous 1 2 3 4 5 

15. Jittery 1 2 3 4 5 

16. Upset 1 2 3 4 5 

17. Hostile 1 2 3 4 5 

18. Alert 1 2 3 4 5 

19. Afraid 1 2 3 4 5 

20. Active 1 2 3 4 5 
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SECTION C 

 

 

  

Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the  

following statements.  Circle one number in response to each 

statement below.  Where a question asks about your team, please 

think of the team you are currently sitting with.  
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1. I respect the opinion of team members, even if I think they are wrong. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. I can explain the emotions I feel to team members. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. I can read my fellow team members “true” feelings, even if they try to hide 

them. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. I can discuss the emotions I feel with other team members. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. When I am frustrated with fellow team members, I can overcome my 

frustration. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. I am able to describe accurately the way others in the team are feeling. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. When deciding on a dispute, I try to see all sides of a disagreement before I 

come to a conclusion. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. My enthusiasm can be contagious for members of my team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. When I talk to a team member I can gauge their true feelings from their body 

language. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. If I feel down, I can tell team members what will make me feel better. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. I can tell when team members don’t mean what they say. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. I am able to cheer team members up when they are feeling down. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. I can talk to other members of the team about the emotions I experience. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. I can get my fellow team members to share my keenness for a project. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. I can provide the “spark” to get fellow team members enthusiastic. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. I give a fair hearing to my fellow team member’s ideas. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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SECTION G 

 

 
 

 

Think about the other members of your team.  For each statement, circle the 

number that best describes how much you agree or disagree with each 

statement. 
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1. I would give any of my team members an important letter to mail if they 

mentioned they were stopping by the post office today. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. If any of my team members promised to copy a presentation for me, they 

would follow through. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. If I had my way, I wouldn’t let any of my team members have any influence 

over issues that are important to me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. If any of my team members and I decided to meet for coffee, I would be 

certain they would be there. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. I would expect all of my team members to tell me the truth if I asked them for 

feedback on an idea related to this task. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. I would be willing to let any of my team members have complete control over 

my future in this team. 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. I any of my team members were late to a meeting, I would guess there was a 

good reason for the delay 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. My team members would never intentionally misrepresent my point of view 

to others. 

1 2 3 4 5 

9. I really wish I had a good way to keep an eye on my team members. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. I would expect any of my team members to pay me back if I loaned them $40. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. If any of my team members laughed unexpectedly at something I did or said, I 

would know they were not being unkind. 

1 2 3 4 5 

12. I would be comfortable giving any of my team members a task or problem 

which was critical to me, even if I could not monitor their actions. 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. If any of my team members gave me a compliment on my haircut I would 

believe they meant what was said. 

1 2 3 4 5 

14. If any of my team members borrowed something of value and returned it 

broken, they would offer to pay for the repairs. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Win As Much As You Can Tally Sheet 
 

Instructions: For ten successive rounds you will choose either an X or a Y, and each of the other people in your team will make the same choice.  

Each round’s payoff depends on the pattern of choices made in your team. 
 

Payoff Schedule 
4 X’s:   Lose $1.00 each 

3 X’s:   Win $1.00  each      1Y:     Lose $3.00 

2 X’s:   Win $2.00  each      2 Y’s: Lose $2.00  each 

1 X:      Win $3.00               3 Y’s: Lose $1.00  each 

4 Y’s:   Win $1.00  each 
 

 

In rounds 5, 8, and 10, you may first confer with the other people in your team before making your decision, as before. 

R
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To what extent do 

you trust each of your 

team members right 

now? Give each team 

member a rating from 

1(low trust) -7(high 

trust). 

Your Choice 

 

 

(circle one – 

either X or Y) 

Team’s Pattern of 

Choices 

 

e.g. 

2X & 2Y  or 

1X & 3Y 

Payoff 

 

 

e.g. 4X’s 

=  -$1 

 

In round 

5, 4Y’s = 

$3 

Balance 

 

 

Keep a 

running 

balance 

after each 

round. 

Based on the choice 

you made for that 

round & the outcome 

you achieved, to what 

extent do you feel that 

your decision to trust 

others was successful 

or unsuccessful? 

1=very unsuccessful, 

5=very successful.  

(circle one) 

How much do you 

feel in control after 

this round?  

(circle one) 

1= not at all, 

2= a little, 

3= moderately, 

4= a fair bit, 

5= very much. 

Based on how you feel at the 

end of each round, write a 

number from 1 to 7 under each 

emotion to describe the extent to 

which you are experiencing that 

emotion.   

1=very little, 7=very much.  
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1     X     Y ____X     ____Y   1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5       

2     X     Y  ____X     ____Y   1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5       

3     X     Y ____X     ____Y   1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5       

4     X     Y   ____X     ____Y   1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5       

5     X     Y  (x3) ____X     ____Y   1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5       

6     X     Y   ____X     ____Y   1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5       

7     X     Y   ____X     ____Y   1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5       

8     X     Y  (x5) ____X     ____Y   1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5       

9     X     Y   ____X     ____Y   1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5       

10     X     Y  (x10) ____X     ____Y   1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5       

 

Enter your Unique Identifier here: 

 

 

    

Enter your Seat Number here (1-4):    

 

 

 

   TEAM  NO. 

    

 

 

 

  S    T 
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APPENDIX D 

Factor Analysis For Study 2a Chapter 5 

Factor Analysis 

 Factor analysis was conducted in the same manner as reported for study 

one in the previous chapter. Mood was measured using the PANAS (Watson, 

Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) in Study 1 and at Time 1 of Study 2 so the latter 

analysis is not reported here. All measures performed in accordance with the 

scale developers recommendations. The factor analysis of measures used in 

this study but not used in Study 1 are reported below.  

Sense of control. Sense of control was measured using two scales from 

the Shapiro Control Inventory (Shapiro, 1994): a positive scale of 11 items and 

a negative scale of five items. These scales are able to be combined into a total 

sense of control scale by reversing the negative items. However, this would give 

a larger positive scale so this was not used in this research. A combination of all 

the factors was tested through factor analysis in the first instance. The KMO 

value for the scale was .848 showing it was suitable for analysis. Bartlett’s test 

of sphericity was significant (120 df, p < .001).  Principal axis factoring identified 

the distinction between the positive and negative scales as separate factors 

when the rotated factor matrix was forced to two factors however it identified 

three factors with eigenvalues greater than one.  The third factor was comprised 

of two items from the positive sense of control subscale but there was not a 

clear prima facie distinction between them and the other positive subscale 

items. The factor analysis was then re-run using the positive and negative 

scales separately and forcing them to one factor. The KMO value for the 
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positive scale was .880 and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (55 df, p 

< .001). The alpha reliability for the positive scale was .88. For the negative 

scale the KMO value was .669 and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was also 

significant (10 df, p < .001). The alpha reliability for the negative scale was .68. 

Although the last item in the positive scale loaded at less than .40, it was 

retained in the analysis. The loadings for the Sense of Control (Pos) Scale are 

reported in Table 28 below. 

Table 28.  Exploration of the Sense of Control (Pos) Scale Using Principal Axis 
Factoring and Varimax Rotation. 

  Factor 

Items SOC(Pos) 

14. Take appropriate responsibility for that over which I have 
control 

.778 

12. Able to set clear, realistic, and meaningful goals .739 
11. Able to choose and make decisions about the important 

things in my life 
.738 

15. Make the appropriate amount of effort & have sufficient 
discipline to reach my goals 

.701 

2.  Ability to make changes in order to gain more control over my 
life 

.683 

16. Have the skills and ability to reach my goals .640 
1.   Positive sense of control .628 
13. Aware of my own feelings and motivations and recognize 

how they affect me 
.619 

30. Have the right degree of self-control .554 
10. Able to act assertively and decisively to try to change or alter 

what I want to 
.549 

9.  Able to calmly accept that which I am not able to change or 
alter 

.372 

n = 175 
 
Table 29.  Exploration of the Sense of Control (Neg) Scale Using Principal Axis 
Factoring and Varimax Rotation. 

  Factor 

Item SOC(Neg) 

24. Others have too much control over me .749 

26. Feel that I am losing control in areas where I once had 
control 

.606 

8.  Too passive and helpless .588 
6.  Lose control of myself .583 

7. Lack control of my environment .503 

n = 175 
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Emotional intelligence (WEIP-S). Principal Axis Factoring of the 16-

item Workgroup Emotional Intelligence Profile Short Version (Jordan & 

Lawrence, 2009) revealed four factors in line with the original scale. However 

two items cross-loaded and were deleted from further analysis. They were “I 

can explain the emotions I feel to team members” from the EI Own Aware 

subscale and “My enthusiasm can be contagious for members of my team” from 

the EI Other Manage subscale. The KMO value for the scale was .875 showing 

it was suitable for analysis. Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (df 120, p 

< .001). An inspection of the scree plot revealed four major factors. The 

Cronbach alphas for the subscales and total scale were: Own Aware .81, Own 

Manage .73, Other Aware .76, Other Manage .74, and Total WEIP-S .88. 
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Table 30.  Exploration of the Workgroup Emotional Intelligence Profile (Short 
Version) Using Principal Axis Factoring and Varimax Rotation. 
 

  Factor 

Item 

O
th

e
r 

A
w

a
re

 

O
w

n
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e
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r 

M
a

n
a

g
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10. I am able to describe accurately the way 
others in the team are feeling 

.703 .240 .182 .087 

11. I can gauge the true feelings of a team 
member from their body language 

.597 .145 .128 .294 

12. I can tell when team members don't mean 
what they say 

.516 .202 .028 .345 

9. I can read my fellow team members "true" 
feelings, even if they try to hide them 

.489 .152 .133 .238 

1. I can explain the emotions I feel to team 
members 

.452 .433 .316 .011 

13. My enthusiasm can be contagious for 
members of my team 

.404 .169 .136 .272 

4.  I can talk to other members of the team about 
the emotions I experience 

.085 .746 .086 .432 

2. I can discuss the emotions I feel with other 
team members 

.476 .679 .182 -.050 

3. I can tell team members what will make me 
feel better 

.378 .579 .035 .195 

5.  I respect the opinion of team members, even if 
I think they are wrong 

.049 .118 .718 -.017 

7. I try to see all sides of a disagreement before I 
come to a conclusion 

.082 .013 .634 .222 

8. I give a fair hearing to my fellow team members .154 .155 .565 .324 

6. When I am frustrated with fellow team 
members, I can overcome my frustration 

.321 .052 .526 .167 

15. I can get my fellow team members to share 
my keenness for a project 

.217 .089 .277 .687 

16. I can provide the "spark" to get fellow team 
members enthusiastic 

.276 .131 .181 .569 

14. I am able to cheer team members up when 
they are feeling down 

.395 .356 .167 .489 

n = 175 
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