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AFTERTHOUGHTS S 

Sincee in each study conclusions are drawn, I do not see much use in repeating all of them here. Instead, I wil l 
concludee with some thoughts that made sense to me when I looked back on these five studies and looked 
forwardd to future ones. I wil l discuss afterthoughts about a basic theoretical idea, research methods, outcomes, 
andd limitations of the studies. 

Basicc Idea 

Inn all five studies the gathering and analysis of data is build on a theoretical idea, that, like a Lego stone, is 
usedd to build different representations. The idea is that behavior is a co-product of culture and structure, and that 
frictionss between the structure-as-experienced and the structure-as-preferred, measured as aversions to the 
structuree can, under certain conditions, lead to unproductive behavior of organizational members. 

Thee idea that the relation between the structure-as-experienced and the structure-as-preferred is relevant to 
explainingg conformist or deviant behavior is grounded firmly in how people think about the situation they are in 
thee organization and how they act in it and recreate it from day to day. The pupils and teachers, the workers and 
managerss in the dairy plant, the judges, the administrative authorities, the clerks, the three groups of managers in 
thee multinational company, the employees of the hospital, they all talk about the relation between their 
experiencess and their preferences, their contentment's and aversions and how they try to cope with the latter. It 
couldd be argued that this observation is an artifact of the theoretical framework used, but my day-today 
experiencess as an employee and as a human being do not tell me otherwise so far. 

Although,, apart from studies based on dialectics, the social scientific literature is not replete with studies that 
pursuee the idea in a systematic way, it is by no means a new idea. I came across a citation from a lecture on 
humorr by William Hazlitt (1819), saying: "Man is the only animal that laughs and weeps; for he is the only 
animall  that is struck with the difference between what things are and what they ought to be." The point that is 
madee very clearly here is that people can't help weighting out experiences of how things are against how they 
couldd be or should be, and that emotions, positive and negative, are stirred by differences. 

Thee focus of this book is on how people act if they are struck with such differences in a negative way. In the 
firstt three studies and in the full study of the hospital, a three-level model is employed to build a representation 
off  the empirical world studied. In this model, problems of a different nature can be distinguished at each level, 
withoutt losing sight of their inter-relatedness. 

Researchh Methods 

Thee mode of combining of qualitative and quantitative methods, as developed in the course of the case studies 
onn organizational cultures, is nothing more than an elaboration of the idea, presented in every handbook on 
methodologyy that I know of, that research wil l benefit from following the empirical cycle, in which inductive 
andd deductive approaches are alternated. Although this idea has always appealed to me as a sound one, it took a 
longg time before I could break away from the common tendency to stick to one side of the empirical cycle. 

Inn the combination of qualitative and quantitative measures developed, both types of methods are used in their 
ownn right and strength, while weaknesses at both sides can be compensated. The non-directive style of 
interviewingg and the search for shared perspectives often result in a vivid picture of what people see as relevant 
inn their situation and how they perceive relations between these phenomena, static and dynamic. Quantitative 
methodss are less fit to arrive at these kind of insights. Qualitative methods, in turn, often fall short in answering 
thee question of whether the results found can be generalized confidently to a larger population than the sample 
off  respondents studied. Quantitative measures can be used to get information on that matter. If qualitative data 
disclosee a relation between two phenomena that is often mentioned by the respondents in the sample, a simple 
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cross-tabulationn can reveal what part of the survey respondents' answers reflect this relationship, albeit that it is 
aa 'still' reflection. 

Byy 'grounding' quantitative measures in the outcomes of qualitative research, much better results can be 
arrivedd at than by relying on a deductive approach only. The good results of the pattern analysis can serve as an 
illustration.. And good results are not confined to this specific method. A stepwise regression analysis, run on the 
dataa about trust in managers, resulted in 69 % of the variance in trust explained, rising to 80 % if the indecisive 
categoriess are excluded from the analysis. The tables with the results, taken from Bijlsma-Frankema (2000), are 
presentedd in the appendix. 

So,, 1 firmly believe that quantitative studies could benefit from 'grounding' operational measures in qualitative 
studiess on perspectives of the groups or categories studied. But I also think that if the results of qualitative 
researchh were more often put to a test of how representative they are of larger populations than the sample 
studied,, more progress would be made in this line of work. 

Inn the course of the studies I also have become an advocate of triangulation as a way to raise questions about 
representationss of the empirical world that are based on one method. The results of the Boolean analysis and the 
regressionn analysis, for instance, are rather compatible, but the differences also raise questions. Different 
outcomess may also raise awareness of differences in strengths and weaknesses of the methods used. A weakness 
off  pattern analysis, compared to regression analysis, is that by dichotomizing variables a lot of information is 
lostt and that the results depend heavily on the mode of dichotomization. In this case, theoretical insights 
regardingg trust could be used to select a mode of dichotomizing in a confident way. A strength of pattern 
analysiss compared to regression analysis, is that the assumption that all variables are relevant to all respondents 
inn the same way can be put to a test and be falsified, as in this case. The stepwise regression analysis, in turn, 
offerss a clear picture of which variables are most relevant to trust throughout the data set. In this case the 
regressionn analysis contributes to parsimony in its own way, because few variables explain a fair amount of 
variancee in trust. In this respect I have seen worse results of this technique. 

Usingg triangulation in analyzing data is often not 'safe and simple.' In the introduction, I mentioned that I do 
nott believe that the results of one technique can validate the results of another in an unproblematic way. I agree 
withh Silverman (1993) that more accounts give more insight, but that one account cannot be used to judge the 
validityy of another. If findings are similar, their plausibility is strengthened, and the notion of adequacy 
sustained.. Differences in findings are a reason to look further for explanations. The latter is a very productive 
side-effectt of triangulation, in line with Blumer (1969)'s justified plea for exacting scrutiny. 

Outcomes s 

Thee most salient outcomes will be shortly described here, following the three level model 'bottom-up'. At the 
levell  of the work group, the relation between aversions and unproductive behavior is discussed, along with the 
notionn of relevance. At the level of internal relations, the focus is on distrust and on the relation between trust 
andd learning. At the third level, the part that management can play in vicious cycles and in preventing these 
cycless to develop is discussed. The last outcome that is examined is the relation between monitoring 
performancee and trust in managers 

Aversionss and Unproductive Behavior 

Inn the first three studies, the analysis is directed at explaining the relationship between aversions towards the 
structure-as-experienced,, including the behavior of others, and (un)productive behavior of respondents. In the 
lastt two studies the focus is mainly confined to aversions of respondents towards behavior of others that they 
definee as unproductive. In chapter two, some rules of thumb about the relation between aversions and 
unproductivee behavior, as developed in the course of the project, are described, in answering the question: To 
whatt extent do aversions towards the structure lead to unproductive behavior? 

"Inn many situations, feelings of aversion to certain conditions do not lead to unproductive behavior. There are 
threee factors that enhance the chance that frictions will breed unproductive forms of behavior: (1) The relevance 
off  the friction in the perspective, shown by the strength of the aversion; (2) the balance of the exchange 
experienced;; (3) the clearness of conditions and rewards in the exchange. 

Thee relevance of frictions is partly determined by their embeddedness in the overall experience of the 
exchangee by work-group members. As long as aversions are compensated by sufficient opportunities and 
rewardss stemming from the structure, organization members will be willing to conform and to show the 
behaviorr expected by structure: In that case the conditions offer a balanced or even positive exchange. 

Iff  aversions to certain conditions come to dominate the expectation of results, and the exchange is experienced 
ass negative, organizational members will try to control these negative feelings by coping-strategies not directed 
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att conforming, such as: Ritualism, retreatism (Merton, 1957), or the formation of self-enacted groups with anti-
organizationn norms (Walton & Hackman, 1986; Reed, 1988). The commitment to the organization decreases, 
andd the organizational structure is not a good predictor of the behavior of people any more, as a consequence of 
whichh mutual gearing of activities is disturbed. 

Thiss disturbance wil l be even stronger if the exchange is unclear in the perspective of agents, either because 
thee conditions do not make clear what kind of behavior is expected from them, or because the possible results of 
conformistt behavior are unclear, or both. An exchange experienced as unclear causes strong aversions. Feelings 
off  uncertainty arise, which cannot be controlled simply by conformist strategies directed at the organization. In 
suchh circumstances the chance of temporary retreatism or even fatalism (Douglas, 1982) increases. 

Inn the relation between the perspective on the exchange and the strategies the dimension of time plays an 
importantt part: The perspective on the exchange in the past ass well as in the future affects the behavior of work-
groupp members. Especially if the organizational structure has changed shortly before, the perspective on the 
exchangee in the new structure will be colored by the perspective on the exchange in the past. To put it briefly: 
Peoplee miss preferred conditions that have disappeared and for new conditions no relevance or preference has 
beenn developed yet. 

Givenn a clear structure, three main factors affect organizational members' adaptation to the demands of the 
neww structure: How the change is evaluated, how it is legitimized and the (collective) success experienced or 
expectedd from the change. When the new structure is experienced as more favorable than the old one adaptations 
comee almost naturally, since the new structure is more in harmony with the culture. Legitimization of the change 
iss especially important in situations where the new structure is felt as a loss compared to the valued old one. The 
neww structure is accepted much easier in situations where management has succeeded in convincing 
organizationall  members that the company could not survive in its old form. 

Thee third factor, the (collective) success experienced or expected, has proven to be an extremely powerful one 
throughoutt the cases. The experience of success is felt as a strong reward in the exchange, that can compensate 
forr a great deal of temporary aversions. Success also helps people to overcome aversions and to develop 
preferencess for the new structure. If collective success is experienced, the levels of commitment found are high, 
whilee failure breeds aversions that tend to grow as the failure continues. 

Thee perspective on the exchange in the future determines to what extent work-groups are willin g to do their 
bestt for the organization and invest their energy in careers within the organization. When a positive exchange in 
thee future is expected, they wil l more easily overcome their aversions to the present situation, because the future 
opportunitiess and rewards compensate these. An exchange experienced as positive in the present situation 
accompaniedd by a negatively experienced future exchange, will not stimulate people to invest their energy in the 
organization,, they wil l inquire into exit options. Dependent on the perspective of a job alternative outside the 
organizationn and the feasibility of such an alternative, people will leave or will have the feeling that they are 
stuckk in the organization. In such situations, fatalism is often found" (p. 45-47). 

Inn all five studies, relations between aversions and unproductive behavior are found. A common finding across 
thee studies is that there seem to be two broad categories of behavior that people see as unproductive, whether 
theyy talk about their own behavior or that of others: Withdrawing efforts from the common enterprise, and 
breakingg norms of 'proper' behavior towards others. 

Withdrawingg efforts encompasses behavior such as truancy and minimizing on homework (pupils), shirking 
work,, mistakes, and careless handling of equipment (workers in the dairy plant), ritualism (clerks), retreating 
andd closing the ranks (judges), failing to arrange insurance for temporary employees (staff departments), 
avoidingg interaction with others (administrative authorities, SBU-presidents). Withdrawing behavior of 
managerss is also mentioned in several studies, mostly commented upon by others. The employees of the hospital 
andd the workers in the dairy plant point to managers that withdraw efforts from monitoring, dialogue, and 
problem-solving.. In the Andromeda school, pupils feel that teachers do not take full responsibility for solving 
problems,, like problems between pupils. And in the court the judges feel that the local Board, by not consulting 
them,, withdraws from dialogue. 

Thee other type of behavior that is seen as unproductive is about breaking norms of 'proper' behavior toward 
others,, norms about honesty, keeping agreements, respect, and justice. The Andromeda teachers complain about 
pupils'' dodges, their pupils talk about unfair treatment by teachers and teachers that blame the class for not 
beingg a nice one. In the court, the clerks talk about arbitrariness and inequity, the judges about 'improper' 
behaviorr of the administrative authorities, including display of power, breaking agreements and playing down 
failures.. According to both groups, 'improper behavior' also includes attacking others in the rumor circuit. In the 
lastt two studies, no direct complaints about this type of behavior have been found, but the HR-managers of the 
multinationall  company and the employees of the hospital seem to agree on the importance of respectful behavior 
towardss others. 
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Relevance e 

Althoughh the concept of perspective included the notion of relevance from the beginning of the project, my 
awarenesss of the importance of this notion has grown as the project progressed. This has led to another 
specificationn of the relation between aversions and (un)productive behavior, as worded in chapter three: 
"Valuationss of the change show to be dependent on the relationship between the change and the relevance 
structuree of the culture, and on the balance of exchange experienced in the new situation. If the change affects 
practices,, based on core values, the chance of compliance is highly correlated with a positive evaluation of the 
change.. A change that is considered to bring a better fit to the core values will be welcomed, a change that is 
seenn as diminishing this fit will stir strong aversions. Changes that do not affect core values will give raise to less 
aversions,, even if they are considered changes for the worse" (p. 62). 

Thee idea that the more relevant the area of change is experienced, the stronger the aversions can grow, is 
illustratedd with the data of the court. In the study on trust in managers, strong aversions to behavior of managers 
thatt are shared by employees are taken as indications of experienced relevance's in relation to trust. The data of 
thee dairy plant point to another factor that influences the intensity of aversions to changes in the structure, that is 
thee amount of difference between the structure-as-experienced and the structure-as-preferred. The strongest 
aversionss in this case were directed at conditions that, due to the change, were almost contrary to their 
preferences,, that were still directed to the 'old' regime. Since the frictions experienced were about 'basic' 
conditionss of power and status relations and of reward and sanctions, it can be assumed that in this case high 
relevancee and large differences went hand in hand in producing strong aversions. 

Distrustfull relations between groups 

Att the level of internal relations, distrust, and consequences of distrust, have shown to be main factors that 
'constrainss cooperation between groups that differ in solutions found and preferred for problems of human co-
existencee in organizations'. In all studies but the dairy plant, distrust clearly comes to the fore as a divisive force, 
ass described by March & Olsen (1975): Distrust creates dissension between people, since, if others are 
distrusted,, people will tend to dislike what they like, tend not to share their definitions of relevance and, to the 
degreee that the structure permits them, tend to avoid interaction with them. In the process of developing trust or 
distrust,, people will tend to attribute beneficial events to the trusted, detrimental events to those who are 
distrusted.. Distrust begets distrust. As trust, distrust is developed in a cyclical process, in which perceptions of 
otherss are as much antecedents as consequences of distrust. A finding across the studies is that distrust, once it is 
triggered,, sharpens experiences of dissimilarity between groups. Most of the time, a felt lack of reciprocity, 
experiencedd dissimilarities, mutual distrust and attribution of negative labels and motives to others are found 
together. . 

Inn the study on trust in managers, aversions are taken as indications that relevant expectations of managers' 
behaviorr are unfulfilled. In answering the question why the six items found are related to trust, the distinction 
betweenn instrumental and social concerns, made by several authors mentioned before, does not seem very 
helpfull  if the concept of (cultural) relevance is taken into account. Relevance, attributed to behavioral traits of 
managers,, means that subordinates see these things as the core tasks of the manager, and that they attach value to 
aa proper execution of these tasks. In this view, task-reliability equals benevolence and respect, shown for 
subordinates.. Both signify value-congruence, that impedes distrust to arise. Sitkin & Stickel (1996) make a 
similarr point in stating that perceived mismatches between managerial systems and employee task perceptions 
aree potentially important as a factor in escalating cycles of distrust in managers, because these mismatches easily 
leadd to feelings of value-incongruence. 

Pursuingg this line of thought would mean that the two types of aversions distinguished before can have quite 
similarr effects. If people withdraw from efforts in tasks that are defined as their core tasks by others, this can 
easilyy be seen as disrespectful behavior and be interpreted as value-incongruence, both triggering distrust. 
Withdrawingg efforts from the common enterprise and breaking norms of proper behavior may, however, be 
consequencess of distrust, even aversions to these forms of unproductive behavior may be products of negative 
attributionss due to distrust. 

Trustt and learning 

Thee data of all studies except that of the dairy plant suggest a relation between trust and learning, a theme that, 
too my surprise, is seldom addressed in the literature. In the study on managerial perspectives, distrust is analyzed 
ass a hindering learning, because of avoidance of interaction and unwillingness to share seeing and liking with 
distrustedd others. This idea can also be applied to the relations between the Andromeda pupils and teachers and 
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too the relations between the managers and the clerks in the court. In both cases, distrust seems to have led to a 
lackk of openness about experienced problems on the part of the less powerful, that constrains a joint process of 
learningg to find solutions. 

Thee employees of the hospital also relate trust and learning, but in a different mode. All MAGSOP items can 
bee interpreted as signifying the relevance of learning to do better as a group and feeling good about it. Figure 1 
iss a representation of how themes are related by the respondents. The items 'removing learning blocks' and 
'dialogue'' are added by me to help elucidate the relation of the MAGSOP items to learning. 

Monitoring g 

Feedbackk to 
individuals s 

Helpp and guidance to 
improvee performance 

Improvingg individual 
performance e 

Threatt of sanctions 
diminished d 

Feedbackk on 
teamm performance 

Improvingg team 
performance e 

Care e 

Supportt in resolving 
problemss with others 

Accepting g 
responsibility y 
andd risk 

Cooperation-related d 
problemm solving 

Opennesss to ideas 
off  subordinates 

Removing g 
learningg blocks 

Satisfaction n 

Dialogue e 

Trustt in manager I ̂ _ 

Viciouss Cycles 

Figuree 1 

Inn three studies, the problems found at the different levels of analysis chosen, seem to interact in a dynamic 
way.. In the Andromeda school, the dairy plant, and the court, one or more interconnected vicious cycles seem to 
bee at work. In the Ismene school, a positive, virtuous cycle has been found. Two factors seem to play a critical 
partt in the positive or negative direction of a cycle: Collective success and teams of teachers or managers that act 
inn a concerted way. These factors, that are also mentioned by Gagliardi (1986), seem to play an important part in 
thee failure of post-acquisition processes in the multinational company as well. 

Becausee vicious cycles are divisive in nature, they are fertile ground for distrust between groups to grow, as 
thee data of the Andromeda school and the court suggest. The first three studies also show that a team of teachers 
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orr managers can end up in a situation where, due to vicious cycles at work, the gap between the team's problem-
solvingg capacity and the amount of problems at hand, is hard to close. 

Preventingg Vicious Cycles to Develop 

Thee studies offer some clues as to what management can do to prevent vicious cycles to develop: Management 
off  the change process with special attention to cultural change, embedding trust in the organization, and acting 
uponn what employees experience as relevant. In chapter three, the success factors of management of change are 
summarized.. Management can further compliance of organizational members to the demands of the new 
structuree by legitimization of the change, by setting clear goals and clear expectations, by monitoring the actions 
off  employees, by creating psychological safety, by providing feedback on goal-realization, and by initiating a 
jointt learning process in areas of sub-optimal performance. 

Thee dairy plant and the court are cases that show how change processes can fail if too few of these means are 
employedd by management. In the dairy plant, the take-over has not been legitimated, nor were the changes in the 
structuree that resulted from it. Clear goals and expectations were nor formulated, maybe due to a lack of unity in 
thee management team. The workers miss monitoring by the managers and feedback on performance, they even 
complainn about a lack of feedback on 'bad1 behavior. It is not surprising that in this situation a joint learning 
processs to improve sub-optimal performance is not initiated by management either. 

Inn the case of the court, none of the success factors of change management have been employed either. The 
changee in structure has not been legitimated well enough to convince the judges. Yet, no extra effort has been 
madee by the Board to take this constraint away, for instance by engaging in a dialogue with them. A clear vision 
onn the future and success expectations are missing, according to most interviewed. The abstract goals of 
'effectiveness'' and 'efficiency' have not been 'translated' into clear goals and clear expectations, thus eroding 
thee base of monitoring as a means to arrive at equity. Because of a lack of policy formation and equitable 
treatment,, a lack of psychological safety is experienced, especially by the clerks. And, an important means to 
mendd ways in retrospect, a joint learning process in problem areas, based on feedback, has not been used. In the 
studyy of managerial perspectives on success and failure of post-acquisition processes, the HR-managers are the 
onlyy ones that stress the importance of legitimization of changes as a success factor. They also say that hardly 
everr clear goals are formulated for the post-acquisition process, a condition they denominate as a straight failure 
factor. . 

Inn chapter three it is also argued that change processes are constrained if the level of embedded trust is low. 
Basedd on Creed & Miles (1996)' work, three general means are described that management can employ to 
advancee embeddedness of trust in the organization. First, setting an example for others by behaving in a trusting 
way.. Second, by investing in structural and cultural means that reduce characteristic dissimilarities and/or that 
increasee positive exchange experiences. Third, by showing a genuine concern for the well-being of employees 
andd treating them in an equitable way. The specific means to further trust that are mentioned by Creed & Miles 
(1996)) are: Joint goal-setting, information sharing, clarification of goals, consultative mechanisms for joint 
problem-solving,, team building and designing equitable reward and control systems, that display trust. 

Inn the Andromeda school, the court and the multinational, distrust has disturbed relations between groups. 
Theyy all suffer from a lack of sharing information, of joint goal setting, of clear goals. In these three cases, very 
feww mechanisms for joint problem-solving seem to be embedded in the structure of the organization. Team 
buildingg is especially lacking in the Andromeda school. For the clerks, the lack of equity is most relevant to their 
distrustt of those who are responsible for rewards and sanctions. 

Thee study of the hospital suggests one more way for managers to embed trust in the organization, that is 
gatheringg information about what employees see as relevant problems, by way of monitoring and consultation, 
andd taking action regarding these problems. This does not mean that managers should blindly follow the 
definitionss of subordinates, but that knowing relevance's is a prerequisite for a dialogue about what both parties 
considerr relevant and for joint goal setting. 

Monitoring g 

AA most surprising outcome in the light of literature on trust is the positive relation between monitoring 
performancee and trust in managers, as experienced by the employees of the hospital. Apart from the work of 
Powelll  (1996), a positive relationship between trust and monitoring is hardly ever mentioned in the literature. 
Thiss outcome contradicts the generally accepted idea that trust-based modes of governance and control-based 
modess of governance are hard to reconcile because they are based on contradictory assumptions about 
trustworthinesss of people. Control is often seen as based on low trust in peoples' willingness to do a good job. 
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Thee employees of the hospital, however, associate monitoring strongly with care, but also with feedback, 
improvingg performance and, as a result, satisfaction. 

Thee most plausible explanation can be based on their stories, that is that monitoring, like listening to 
subordinates,, is seen as a necessary step to taking action, directed at problem-solving or at improvement of the 
workk processes. Although the matter of the context-boundedness of these findings has to be addressed in future 
research,, the studies of the schools and the dairy plant contain some first clues regarding this matter. 

Inn the Ismene school, the pupils are extensively monitored, resulting in a combination of discipline and care 
thatt makes them feel quite comfortable, because they are withheld from doing what would harm their careers, 
butt also because their problems are noticed and dealt with. It can be conjectured that this system of guidance is 
onee of the bases of their trust of teachers. In the dairy plant, the workers miss not only the monitoring mode of 
theirr former bosses, they also complain about a lack of differentiation in rewards and a lack of sanctions for 
unproductivee behavior. 

Iff  these data are taken together, it can be conjectured that monitoring is seen as a prerequisite, not only for 
problem-solving,, feedback and learning, but also for actions that 'repair' unproductive behavior, and for an 
equitablee system of rewards and sanctions. 

Limitationss of the studies 

AA limitation of the studies is that they focus on how people cope with aversions to the structure-as-experienced, 
thuss covering only a segment of the possible relations between experience-preference differences and behavior. 
Differencess between 'how things are' and 'how they can be' can take the form of a challenge to take charge, to 
learnn new things, to innovate. In the data gathering these ideas were included, but in the analysis of the data I 
havee mainly concentrated on differences that have stirred negative emotions, most of the time because people 
feell  unable to take charge to change the structure in the preferred direction. By studying the full range of 
possiblee consequences of differences between the structure-as experienced and the structure-as-preferred, more 
cann be learned about the specific conditions that give rise to aversions, and about conditions that bring about 
specificc forms of unproductive behavior. 

Anotherr limitation is that consequences of unproductive behavior as to the organization's overall performance 
iss mentioned, but not measured. The term costly in the title of this book mostly refers to costs, as experienced by 
(groupss of) organizational members. Further research is needed to explore relations between unproductive 
behavior,, as defined in this book, and organizational performance. Designing a research project that is suitable 
too this aim wil l not be an easy task, since the demands of in-depth investigation and the scale needed to compare 
aa range of combinations of both phenomena seem hard to reconcile. 

Thee context-boundedness of the findings is, in my view, both a strength and a limitation of the serendipity 
approachh chosen, as I have argued in chapter five. A strength of this approach is that, in Kramer (1996)'s words, 
thee incomplete foundations for an organizational theory of trust can become more complete. Theoretical matters, 
forr instance how trust and control are related, can be clarified by studying perspectives of organizational 
members.. Theories of organizational cultures can also profit from this approach, as it is suited to disclose 
differentt patterns of relevant trust-related themes in different cultural contexts. A weakness is, of course that the 
findingss may be so specific for the organization studied, that they cannot be considered valid outside this 
context.. Studies in other schools, (dairy) plants, courts, multinationals, and hospitals are needed to be able to 
generalizee confidently on the findings presented in this book. 
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Appendix:: Results of a Stepwise Regression analysis 

AA regression analysis was run on the data of trust in managers in the general hospital. In this analysis, the 
nominall  variable 'openness to ideas of subordinates' is replaced by the variable ' atmosphere of security', based 
onn the following survey item: 'The atmosphere at work makes me feel secure to suggest improvements (strongly 
agree...etc...stronglyy disagree).' 

Tablee 1: Correlation matrix trust in managers 

Variable e 

11 .trustma 
2.support t 
3.guidanc c 
4.monitor r 
5.noproso o 
6.openatm m 
7.appreci i 

pp < .000 in all l 

Mean n 

2.44 4 
2.57 7 
2.74 4 
2.60 0 
3.50 0 
2.71 1 
2.78 8 

cases s 

S.D. . 

.99 9 
1.00 0 
1.04 4 
1.00 0 
.95 5 
.97 7 
1.04 4 

1 1 

.77* * 

.70 0 

.64 4 
-.37 7 
.48 8 
.42 2 

2 2 

.66 6 

.56 6 
-.35 5 
.48 8 
.43 3 

3 3 

.67 7 
-.32 2 
.39 9 
.46 6 

4 4 

-.24 -.24 
.33 3 
.42 2 

5 5 

-.34 -.34 
-.26 6 

6 6 

.37 7 

N N 

889 9 
844 4 
901 1 
881 1 
1023 3 
990 0 
1006 6 

Legenda:: Trustma = trust in manager, support = support in case of trouble with others, guidanc = help and 
guidancee to improve performance, monitoring = monitoring, noproso = no cooperation-related problem-
solving,, appreci = appreciation for good work, openatm = atmosphere of security. 

AA stepwise regression analysis was run twice on the data, yielding different proportions of explained variance in 
thee trust variable. In the first analysis, all five answering categories were included. The results are shown in table 
2.. In the second one the 'neither, nor'-categories were excluded from all variables but noproso. Since noproso is 
ann 'how often'-item, this variable is not changed. The results are shown in table 3 

Tablee 2: Results of regression analysis for trust in managers** 

Variable e 

Support t 
Monitor r 
Guidanc c 
Openatm m 
Noproso o 

R22 (adjusted) 

F F 
dff  regr. 
R22 change 
FF change 

SteDl l 

betaa t 

.777 34.5 * 

.59 9 
(.59) ) 
1189.66 * 
1 1 
.59 9 
1189.66 * 

Step p 

beta a 

.60 0 

.31 1 

.66 6 
(.66) ) 
779.77 * 
2 2 
.06 6 
150.6* * 

2 2 

t t 

24.11 * 
12.3* * 

Stepp 3 

beta a 

.51 1 

.21 1 

.22 2 

.68 8 
(.68) ) 
573.11 * 
3 3 
.02 2 
55.4* * 

t t 

18.8* * 
7.5* * 
7.4* * 

Step p 

beta a 

.47 7 

.20 0 

.21 1 

.11 1 

.69 9 
(.69) ) 
446.44 * 
4 4 
.01 1 
22.0* * 

4 4 

t t 

16.6* * 
7.4* * 
7.2* * 
4.7* * 

Step p 

beta a 

.46 6 

.20 0 

.20 0 

.09 9 
-.07 7 

.69 9 
(.69) ) 
363.66 * 
5 5 
.004 4 
10.8* * 

5 5 

t t 

16.11 * 
7.5* * 
6.8* * 
4.0* * 
-3.3* * 

*p<.001 1 
***  pairwise selection of cases, N varies from 814 to 1023 

117 7 



Tablee 3: results of regression analysis for trust in managers (indecisive categories excluded)** 

Variable e 

Support t 
Monitor r 
Guidanc c 
Openatm m 

R22 (adjusted) 

F F 
dff  regr. 
R22 change 
FF change 

Ster r 
beta a 

.86 6 

.74 4 
(.74) ) 
1503.0 0 
1 1 
.74 4 
1503.0 0 

>1 1 
t t 

38.8* * 

* * 

* * 

Step p 
beta a 

.63 3 

.31 1 

.78 8 
(.78) ) 
925.33 * 
2 2 
.04 4 
89.8* * 

2 2 
t t 

19.3* * 
9.5* * 

Step p 
beta a 

.59 9 

.21 1 

.17 7 

.79 9 
(.79) ) 
662.33 * 
3 3 
.01 1 
30.5* * 

3 3 
t t 

18.4* * 
5.6* * 
5.5* * 

Sten n 
beta a 

.54 4 

.20 0 

.17 7 

.10 0 

.80 0 
(.80) ) 
515.6* * 
4 4 
.01 1 
16.3* * 

4 4 
t t 

15.7* * 
5.5* * 
5,7* * 
4.0* * 

*p<.001 1 
***  pairwise selection of cases, N varies from 520 to 1023 

118 8 


