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this trait characterization, the literature has largely reached a con-
sensus that trust propensity is only an important base of trust in the
earliest stage of a relationship—before information on trustworthi-
ness has been gathered. Additionally, the trait conceptualization of
trust propensity inhibits it from being modeled as an explanatory
mechanism. Drawing on accessibility theory, a theory of trait acti-
vation, we argue that trust propensity has state-like characteristics
that are “activated” by the daily treatment an employee receives
from coworkers. Our model highlights that the social context—
predominantly ignored in prior trust research because of its lack
of relevance to dyadic perceptions of trustworthiness—can have a
substantial impact on dyadic trust. Across two multisource experi-
ence sampling methodology studies, we provide evidence that state
trust propensity transmits the effects of citizenship and deviance
received to trust in a focal coworker, whether that focal coworker
is a source of that treatment or not. We also address how gen-
eral levels of workplace unfairness—a between-person construct—
influence these dynamics. We discuss the theoretical and practi-
cal implications of these within-person dynamics for fostering trust

within organizations.

1. | INTRODUCTION

A defining feature of productive workplace relationships is trust—the willingness to be vulnerable to another person
without an ability to monitor or control that person's actions (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995). Among its many
benefits, trust enables cooperation (Deutsch, 1962; Gambetta, 1988), strengthens social exchange relationships (Blau,
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1964), reduces employees’ need to “watch their backs” (Bromiley & Cummings, 1995; Mayer & Gavin, 2005), and ulti-

mately improves job performance (Colquitt, Scott, & LePine, 2007; Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). Given these numerous bene-
fits, scholars have devoted considerable effort to exploring the factors that lead to trust. These efforts have centered
on the proposal that there are two primary predictors of trust: trustworthiness—the extent to which the trustee is per-
ceived to be competent, honest, and have the best interests of the trustor at heart—and trust propensity—a trait reflect-
ing the trustor's generalized belief that the words and deeds of others can be relied on (Mayer et al., 1995).

Summarizing the literature's consensus view of trust propensity, Mayer et al. (1995, p. 716) argued that it is “a trait
that is stable across situations” (for a recent review see Lyu & Ferrin, 2018). Due to this characterization, the litera-
ture has limited its role to the earliest stage of trust development (McKnight, Cummings, & Chervany, 1998). To illus-
trate, consider an employee who has just been introduced to a new coworker. The employee does not yet have any
“data” on whether this coworker can be trusted. Consequently, the employee's initial trust in this new coworker is
necessarily based on trust propensity rather than trustworthiness. An employee with high trust propensity will nat-
urally be inclined to trust this coworker, whereas an employee with low trust propensity should be hesitant to trust
this coworker. Through interactions within the dyad, the employee quickly learns whether the coworker is competent,
honest, and has the employee's best interests at heart. As the employee accumulates data on whether this particu-
lar coworker is good and honest, the generalized belief that people are good and honest should become less salient
(Johnson-George & Swap, 1982; Mayer et al., 1995; Rotter, 1980). McKnight et al. (1998, p. 477) proposed that this
data will quickly “swamp the effects” of trust propensity in ongoing relationships—a proposal supported by laboratory
and field research (Gill, Boies, Finegan, & McNally, 2005; van der Werff & Buckley, 2017).

Given how quickly the role of trust propensity is expected to wane, the literature has focused almost exclusively on
the notion that trust in an individual is based on observations of that individual's behavior (Abrams, Cross, Lesser, &
Levin, 2003; Levin & Cross, 2004; Mayer et al., 1995; Whitener, Brodt, Korsgaard, & Werner, 1998). Levin and Cross
(2004), for example, demonstrated that strong ties between an employee and coworker made that coworker's behav-
ior more visible to the employee, thereby facilitating assessments of trustworthiness. In a similar vein, scholars have
argued that a better understanding of trust development within the workplace should naturally start with a focus on
intradyadic behaviors (Ferris et al., 2009). It is intuitive, therefore, that the literature has reached an implicit consensus
that trust propensity is generally not an important consideration in most workplace relationships.

We propose that this consensus is incomplete and problematic. It is incomplete because it ignores developments
outside the trust literature, which have demonstrated that many generalized tendencies are not as stable as once
believed. Scholars have established that individuals regularly exhibit meaningful variations from their baseline dispo-
sitional tendencies, with these variations clarifying dynamics that are not otherwise apparent (Cervone, 2005; Fleeson
& Jolley, 2006; Judge, Simon, Hurst, & Kelley, 2014; Mischel & Shoda, 2008). This consensus is problematic because it
has led trust scholars to overlook predictors of trust that lie outside the dyad, specifically the role of the social context
(Cook & Hardin, 2001; Ferrin, Dirks, & Shah, 2006; Kramer, 1996, 1999). Ferrin et al. (2006, p. 870) observed this is a
critical oversight, as in actual organizations “dyads rarely operate in isolation from their social context.”

Our goal in this article is to shift the literature's consensus on the nature of trust propensity, thereby encouraging a
focus on the role of the social context in trust dynamics. Whereas the literature has assumed that an employee's trust
propensity is a stable inclination to trust others, we draw on research on “personality states”—temporary fluctuations
in traits (Fleeson & Gallagher, 2009)—to suggest that the inclination to trust others can vary on a daily, within-person
basis. Whereas a personality trait pertains to how a person is in general, a personality state pertains to how a person
is at a specific moment (Huang & Ryan, 2011). Adopting this terminology, we propose that the trait component of trust
propensity, which conveys the notion “I am generally inclined to trust others,” exists alongside a state-like component,
which conveys the notion “Right now | am inclined to trust others.”

To illustrate these dynamics, consider the dyadic relationship between an employee and a focal coworker. Tra-
ditional trust perspectives suggest that the behavior of coworkers outside that dyad should be irrelevant to the
employee's trust in that coworker (Ferrin et al., 2006). This is an intuitive suggestion when trust propensity is con-
ceptualized as a static trait, as current models of trust do not provide a pathway for the social context to influ-
ence trust. Indeed, the behavior of coworkers is unlikely to “move the needle” on the dispositional notion that “I am
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generally inclined to trust others.” It follows from this perspective that, for example, being treated positively by
coworkers in the morning, although potentially beneficial to those relationships, should have no bearing on whether
the employee trusts a different coworker later in the day.

This scenario has a very different conclusion if trust propensity also has state-like attributes. With this lens, consider
an employee who receives particularly positive treatment from coworkers on a given day. This employee is receiving
clear signals that people can be relied on—that they are deserving of trust and will not exploit the employee. On that
day, compared to days when less positive treatment is received, the employee is more likely to endorse the notion
“Right now | am inclined to trust others.” This inclination may influence the employee's later interactions with cowork-
ers for a limited time—whether those coworkers were a source of the treatment or not. When trust propensity is con-
ceptualized as having state-like attributes, it becomes a potential avenue for the social context to influence dyadic
trust.

The question now becomes, what aspects of the social context might cause people to experience momentary fluctu-
ations in their trust propensity? To answer this question, we draw on research outlining the foundations of trait concep-
tualizations of trust propensity. Trust propensity is formed early in life as children interpret the positive and negative
treatment they receive from significant others—such as family members, peers, and teachers—as signals of whether
people in general can be relied on (for reviews, see Bernath & Feshbach, 1995; Webb & Worchel, 1986). Likewise, the
key to understanding the state component of trust propensity may be the positive and negative treatment that the
trustor has recently received. Just as the treatment received in early childhood forms a trait belief that people in gen-
eral can be trusted, the treatment that is received from coworkers on a day-to-day basis may contribute to a state belief
that people in general can be trusted. We conceptualize positive and negative treatment in the workplace as the citi-
zenship (e.g., helping, kindness, inclusion, loyalty) and deviance (e.g., harming, rudeness, exclusion, gossip) received by
the trustor from coworkers (Dalal, Lam, Weiss, Welch, & Hulin, 2009; Shao, Resick, & Hargis, 2011).

Drawing on accessibility theory (Higgins, 1996, 2011), which outlines the causes and outcomes of trait activation,
we develop a theoretical model that proposes a consideration of citizenship and deviance received will, on a day-to-
day basis, cause state-like fluctuations in trust propensity (see Figure 1). Across two experience sampling methodology
(ESM) studies, we explore this relationship and the downstream effects of citizenship and deviance received—through
state trust propensity—on an employee's trust in a focal coworker. Study 1 serves as an initial test of our proposals.
In Study 2, we replicate our test while more explicitly controlling for any potential confounding effects of the focal
coworker's treatment of the employee. We also examine the boundary conditions of these effects in Study 2 by incor-
porating workplace unfairness as a cross-level moderator.

Our research makes several contributions to the trust literature. First, our work builds and extends theory by

suggesting that trust propensity exhibits state-like characteristics. This proposal provides a corrective to the trust
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literature, which has characterized trust propensity as static (Gill et al., 2005; Lyu & Ferrin, 2018; Mayer et al., 1995;
McKnight et al., 1998; Mooradian, Renzl, & Matzler, 2006). We also make a contribution by highlighting the importance

of the social context to dyadic trust. Although research outside the trust literature has acknowledged that coworkers
influence job attitudes and behaviors (Beehr & Drexler, 1986; Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008; Schneider, 1987), schol-
ars have noted that the trust literature has not attended to these social dynamics (Cook & Hardin, 2001; Ferrin et al.,
2006; Kramer, 1999). By demonstrating the state-like attributes of trust propensity, our research reveals a mechanism
through which coworkers can shape and define how employees generally perceive those around them. Our research
is also practically relevant. Proposals for fostering trust within organizations have focused on improving within-dyad
behavior (Ferrin et al., 2006; Ferris et al., 2009; Korsgaard, Brodt, & Whitener, 2002; Kramer, 1999). By acknowledging
the role of social influences, our research provides a more universal approach. In sum, our work shifts the consensus
about trust propensity and social influences on trust in ways that could not be extrapolated from the literature. Given

the demonstrated benefits of trust, these dynamics should be of interest to all organizations.

2. | THEORY DEVELOPMENT

The notion that people have trait tendencies to trust has received considerable attention. This stream of inquiry largely
stemmed from Rotter's (1967, 1971, 1980) proposal that trust is based on a person's generalized faith in human nature.
This trait tendency to trust has been referred to as dispositional trust (Kramer, 1999), generalized trust (Stack, 1978),
faith in humanity (McKnight et al., 1998), and trust propensity (Mayer et al., 1995). Scholars agree that trust propensity
begins to take shape in early childhood (Deutsch & Krauss, 1965; Erikson, 1963; Rotter, 1971; Webb & Worchel, 1986)
and is solidified in adolescence through experiences with peers, teachers, and significant others (Flanagan & Stout,
2010; Katz & Rotter, 1969; Rotter, 1967; Sakai, 2010; Webb & Worchel, 1986).

This trait perspective was subsequently incorporated into models of trust in the organizational literature, such as
Mayer et al.’s (1995) integrative model of trust. Echoing Mayer and colleagues’ trait characterization, McKnight et al.
(1998) contended that trust propensity is “a consistent tendency to be willing to depend on others across a broad
spectrum of situations and persons—a personality construct” (p. 477). Likewise, Gill et al. (2005, p. 289) argued that
“propensity to trust...refers to an individual's general willingness to trust others. This construct represents a stable
individual difference.” In a meta-analysis of the trust literature, Colquitt et al. (2007, p. 911) noted that the literature
has treated trust propensity as a “personality-based” predictor of trust. Lyu and Ferrin (2018) summarized these pro-
posals in a recent narrative review of the antecedents of trust, stating: “Propensity to trust is considered to be a dis-
positional, stable within-person factor” (p. 77). This consensus view of trust propensity has also been confirmed by
empirical research outside the organizational literature. Following a narrative review and an analysis of multiple sets
of multiyear panel data, Uslaner (2008) concluded, “The belief that ‘most people can be trusted’ is stable over time”
(p. 729; see also Uslaner, 2002).

Given the consensus conceptualization of trust propensity as a stable trait, it is understandable that the trust litera-
ture has not considered that trust propensity might vary within-person. Yet, personality and social psychologists have
long debated the concept of within-person variation in traits, or what some scholars have called the “personality para-
dox” (Mischel, 2004). On the one hand, research indicates that people possess stable traits over time (McCrae & Costa,
1994). On the other hand, there is “equally compelling empirical evidence” that a person's behavior can vary widely
across diverse situations (Mischel, 2004, p. 1). For example, an employee who rates highly on conscientiousness will,
on average, tend to be detail oriented. However, that attention to detail may be higher or lower than the employee's
average on a given day (Fleeson & Gallagher, 2009; Huang & Ryan, 2011; Judge et al., 2014).

This literature suggests that although an employee has a trait tendency to trust, there will be momentary fluctua-
tions from that average. To illustrate, consider an employee who rates herself a 4 out of 5 on a trait measure of trust
propensity—which conveys the notion “l am generally inclined to trust others.” On a state measure of trust propensity—

which conveys the notion “Right now | am inclined to trust others”—that employee might rate herself as 3 out of 5 on
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Monday yet a 5 out of 5 on Tuesday. In this example, average levels of the state measure are consistent with the trait

measure, yet there are fluctuations on a daily level. To date, the trust literature has not considered that these fluctua-
tions might exist nor that they might be meaningful. In contrast, we propose that these fluctuations occur and that their
consideration provides a more complete picture of social influences on trust dynamics.

Scholars have argued that acknowledging the state-like attributes of traits allows them to act as endogenous,
explanatory mechanisms (Cervone, 2004; Fleeson, 2012; Judge et al., 2014; Kenrick & Funder, 1988; Mischel, 2004).
In other words, a within-person perspective can reveal situational influences on behavior that are not apparent with
traditional between-person approaches. This idea has only recently been addressed in organizational research. One of
the first and only empirical investigations of the within-person variation of traits in organizational research was con-
ducted by Judge et al. (2014). In a 10-day experience sampling study, they found that 38% to 57% of the variance in the
Big Five personality traits was within person. This within-person variation was predicted by daily work experiences,
such as daily within-person variation in goal-setting and intrinsic motivation.

By identifying the causes of deviations from baseline trait tendencies, Judge et al. (2014) provided insights into
the dynamics of the Big Five that could not be extrapolated from traditional between-person investigations. This
is consistent with scholars’ proposals that a complete understanding of trait dynamics must necessarily include a
within-person component (Cervone, 2005; Epstein, 1983; Fleeson & Noftle, 2009; Higgins, 1996, 1999, 2011; Mis-
chel, 2004). Furthermore, scholars have argued that the key to understanding within-person variation in traits is
identifying the situational triggers that increase or decrease the level of those traits (Higgins, 1996, 2011; Mischel,
2004). Although some strides have been made in identifying these triggers across a range of situations and traits,
the situational triggers for most traits—including trust propensity—have yet to be examined (Cervone, 2005; Mischel,
2004).

Before addressing the state-like attributes of trust propensity, it is important to clarify the terminology that the lit-
erature has used in examinations of within-person variation in traits. Fleeson and Gallagher (2009, p. 1099) proposed
state manifestations of traits should be termed personality “states”—defined as momentary displays “having the same
affective, behavioral, and cognitive content as a corresponding trait...but as applying for a shorter duration.” Although
scholars have recognized the contradiction in the terminology of a personality state, Fleeson (2012, p. 52) argued it is
appropriate because, at a conceptual level, it clearly “transfers the content of the trait as a whole to the state” and, at
an operational level, it indicates “states are directly commensurate with traits.” Following this convention, we refer to
between-person trust propensity as “trait trust propensity” and within-person trust propensity as “state trust propen-
sity.” This approach signals that trait and state trust propensity occupy the same conceptual domain and are oper-
ationalized with commensurate measures (e.g., Fleeson & Gallagher, 2009; Huang & Ryan, 2011; Judge et al., 2014;
Meyer, Dalal, & Bonaccio, 2009).

2.1 | Accessibility theory

Our attention now turns to why trust propensity might exhibit state fluctuations. Accessibility theory (Higgins, 1996,
2011) provides a framework for understanding how the social context affects downstream attitudes and behaviors
through the activation of trait dispositions. According to the theory, dispositions will be activated and used to the
extent that they are accessible and applicable. Dispositions that are frequently used or are relevant to people's actions,
and decisions are more easily “accessed” in response to a stimulus. Their frequency of use and relevance keep them
“closer to the surface” of conscious and nonconscious processing, thereby increasing the likelihood that they will be
activated by a given experience. Dispositions toward others (e.g., a tendency to see others as reckless, stubborn, or
hostile) have a relatively high level of accessibility, as they are regularly used to guide interactions (Higgins, King, &
Mavin, 1982; for areview see Higgins, 2011). The applicability aspect is the extent to which a stimulus and a disposition
possess similar features. As applicability increases, so does the likelihood of activation. We rely on accessibility theory
to develop predictions for how the influence of the social context (citizenship and deviance received from coworkers)

on trust in a focal coworker is conveyed through variation in state trust propensity.
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2.2 | The social context and trust propensity

The literature has not always acknowledged that coworkers are an important aspect of employees’ workplace experi-
ences. Indeed, Schneider's (1987) assertion that people “make the place” was, in part, a rebuttal to some scholars’ insis-
tence that employees’ attitudes and behaviors were almost exclusively driven by personality. Supporting Schneider's
(1987) assertion, research indicates that peer interactions contribute to job satisfaction (Beehr & Drexler, 1986), com-
mitment and withdrawal (Harrison, 1995; Mitchell, Holtom, Lee, Sablynski, & Erez, 2001; Nicholson & Johns, 1985),
task performance (Kamdar & Van Dyne, 2007), and employee well-being (Halbesleben, 2006; Viswesvaran, Sanchez, &
Fisher, 1999). In sum, this research addresses the question, do coworkers matter to employee attitudes and behaviors?

Chiaburu and Harrison (2008) pursued this question in a meta-analysis that investigated “the relationship between
what coworkers provide or do, and their colleagues’ individual role perceptions, work attitudes, withdrawal, and effec-
tiveness” (p. 1083). Although their study provides an indication of the importance of coworker treatment for employee
outcomes, Chiaburu and Harrison (2008) explicitly noted that they did not address trust, nor any other coworker-
directed attitudes, as potential outcomes. Given that our research does address employee attitudes toward coworkers,
it addresses a critical issue raised by Chiaburu and Harrison (2008, p. 1082): “Thus, important questions about how
coworkers ‘make the place’ for individuals (focal employees) remain not only unanswered but, in some cases, unasked.”

The role of coworkers in trust development has also been touched on in the social networks literature. This research
focuses on the notion that “familiarity breeds trust” (Gulati, 1995), which might occur through two different informa-
tional processes. First, the behavior of a potential trustee is more easily observed when the trustor has close ties with
that individual (Borgatti & Foster, 2003; Ferrin et al., 2006; Levin & Cross, 2004). Second, a trustor might decide to
trust a coworker based on whether others in the social network trust that particular coworker (Ferrin et al., 2006; Lau
& Liden, 2008; Simmel, 1950). Although this research acknowledges the potential role of coworkers in trust dynamics,
the focus is squarely on how coworkers convey data about a specific individual to a trustor. The trust literature clas-
sifies this data as trustworthiness (Mayer et al., 1995). Therefore, the potential impact of coworkers’ treatment of an
employee on generalized perceptions of others remains an unanswered question.

It would also be difficult to deduce the answer to this question from research that has considered how other aspects
of the social context impact fluctuations in perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors. Two streams of research in this vein
deserve specific mention. First, past research has demonstrated that the social context can act as a contagion that
influences the interpretation of future interactions, such as the receipt of rudeness leading to heightened percep-
tions of rudeness (e.g., Woolum, Foulk, Lanaj, & Erez, 2017). Second, research has indicated that the social context can
affect employee behaviors by draining regulatory resources, such as customer service encounters affecting employ-
ees’ deviance toward coworkers (e.g., Deng, Walter, Lam, & Zhao, 2017; Grandey, 2003). Although these streams of
research highlight that the social context can alter perceptions and behaviors, the dispositional conceptualization of
trust propensity has precluded the notion that it might be influenced by discrete events. The trust literature has also
maintained that trustworthiness and trust are based on rational assessments of intradyadic behavior (Lewis & Weigert,
1985; Mayer et al., 1995). Current theorizing on trust, therefore, does not allow for the possibility that day-to-day
interactions might impact trust propensity nor that day-to-day interactions outside the dyad might influence down-
stream trust dynamics. In sum, the impact of the social context on trust propensity has a distinct function in the trust lit-
erature that has not previously been examined and could not be extrapolated from between- or within-person research
in other domains.

We turn now to coworkers’ treatment of the employee as an aspect of the social context with the potential to
impact trust propensity. Following prior research, we conceptualize positive and negative treatment in the workplace
as the citizenship and deviance received by the trustor. Citizenship received encompasses the extent to which others
have helped, treated kindly, defended, or included an employee (Dalal et al., 2009; Shao et al., 2011). Deviance received
encompasses the extent to which others have harmed, treated rudely, criticized, or excluded an employee (Dalal et al.,
2009; Shao et al., 2011). Scholars have suggested that researchers explore citizenship and deviance as a pair, given that
low levels of positive treatment are not the same conceptually or empirically as high levels of negative treatment, and
vice versa (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007; Shao et al., 2011; Venkataramani & Dalal, 2007). For example, an employee
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could have coworkers who are largely indifferent, exhibiting low levels of both citizenship and deviance. An employee

might also have coworkers who exhibit “competing” treatment, such as high citizenship and high deviance. We explore
the impact of citizenship and deviance received to capture this range of treatment.

According to the propositions of accessibility theory, citizenship and deviance received should affect state trust
propensity to the extent that: (a) trust propensity is accessible and (b) citizenship and deviance received are applica-
ble to trust propensity. Turning first to accessibility, scholars have suggested that highly accessible constructs include
persistent attitudes toward generalized others (Higgins & Brendl, 1995). Because those attitudes are persistent, they
are more easily accessible in memory; even small experiences can activate them (Higgins, 1996). Trust propensity
is a generalized expectancy of others that persists throughout an individual's lifetime. Trust propensity is also used
frequently—another identifying feature of highly accessible constructs (Higgins, 2011). Scholars have suggested that
trust propensity is employed in all encounters with new people (Rotter, 1967, 1971, 1980), which occurs quite fre-
quently, considering that “new people” includes salespeople, waiters, people on the street, and even people seen on
television. Thus, because of its persistence and frequency of use, trust propensity is likely to be a highly accessible
construct.

Accessibility indicates that a construct can be activated. Whether it will be activated by a given contextual trigger
is dependent on whether it is applicable to that trigger. It follows that citizenship and deviance received should affect
state trust propensity to the extent that they are perceived as relevant to the beliefs encapsulated by trust propen-
sity. The signals sent by citizenship and deviance received are conceptually similar to the beliefs encapsulated in trust
propensity. Citizenship received encapsulates loyalty, inclusion, help, and kindness, thereby conveying concern for the
trustor's well-being. Deviance received encapsulates criticism, exclusion, harm, and rudeness, thereby conveying a lack
of concern for the trustor's well-being. Given the relevance—the applicability—of these signals to trust propensity, we
theorize that the recent treatment that trustors have received will have a meaningful impact on state trust propensity.
Importantly, these hypothesized effects of the social context are not accounted for in existing models of trust, as trust
propensity is conceptualized as a static construct (Mayer et al., 1995; McKnight et al., 1998).

Hypothesis 1: Citizenship received has a positive relationship with state trust propensity.
Hypothesis 2: Deviance received has a negative relationship with state trust propensity.

2.3 | Trustworthiness and trusting behavior

The question now becomes, how will these aspects of the social context impact dyadic perceptions and behaviors?
To answer this question, we again turn to accessibility theory, which arose from research demonstrating that the
recent activation of trait constructs led people to temporarily categorize the behavior of others according to the acti-
vated construct (for a review, see Higgins, 1990). For example, activating a trait tendency to believe that others are
inherently reckless increased the likelihood that participants interpreted ambiguous information as reckless (Higgins,
Rholes, & Jones, 1977). Accessibility theory proposes that the temporary activation of a trait construct causes peo-
ple to interpret others’ behavior through the lens of that trait for a limited time. Importantly, these activated traits
affect generalized perceptions of others, not solely the source of the activation. Higgins (2011, p. 78) proposed that
this “activation...could occur in an incidental situation that had nothing to do with the target and could impact how
the target is categorized without the perceiver being aware of the influence” (emphasis in original). These effects can
be relatively persistent, occurring either within day or lasting until the subsequent day (Higgins, 1999, 2011; Srull &
Wyer, 1979, 1980).

Drawing on this conceptual and empirical research, we suggest that the daily aggregate of citizenship and deviance
from coworkers will indirectly affect—through state trust propensity—an employee's trustworthiness perceptions of
a focal coworker. Although trustworthiness is based on person-specific data, trust propensity may “color” that data.
Accessibility theory proposes that activated traits lead people to go “beyond the information given,” operating as tem-
porary filters that encode the available data in a manner consistent with the activated trait (Higgins, 1990, 2011; Hig-

gins & Chaires, 1980). To illustrate, research has shown that priming subjects with constructs such as “conceited” or
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“stubborn” causes them to interpret a target individual's ambiguous behavior as consistent with that prime (Higgins &

Brendl, 1995; Higgins et al., 1982). In other research, even subtle primes were able to activate participants’ predispo-
sitions to judge another person as more hostile, despite this judgment exceeding the available evidence (Srull & Wyer,
1979). Summarizing these proposals, trait activation leads people to “make a judgment of the target that is not based
solely on the target's properties” (Higgins, 2011, p. 76). As state trust propensity increases, the employee should view a
focal coworker in a more positive light, essentially giving that coworker the benefit of the doubt. Increases in state trust
propensity will, therefore, be associated with increased trustworthiness. In sum, the general treatment received from
coworkers should indirectly—through state trust propensity—impact an employee's perception of a focal coworker's
trustworthiness.

Hypothesis 3: State trust propensity has a positive relationship with trustworthiness.
Hypothesis 4: Citizenship received has a positive indirect effect on trustworthiness through state trust propensity.

Hypothesis 5: Deviance received has a negative indirect effect on trustworthiness through state trust propensity.

To fully demonstrate the importance of the social context to trust dynamics, it is necessary to examine its down-
stream, behavioral consequences. The most proximal behavioral outcome of trust propensity and trustworthiness is
risk taking in the relationship (Mayer et al., 1995), which has also been termed trusting behavior (McKnight et al., 1998).
Trusting behavior is the manifestation of a willingness to be vulnerable; it includes behaviors such as relying on others’
work-related judgments, depending on others’ abilities, and sharing confidential personal and professional information
(Mayer et al., 1995; see also Gillespie, 2003, 2012). Given that these behaviors are vital components of effective work-
place relationships (Lind, 2001; Tyler & Lind, 1992), a significant impact of trustworthiness on trusting behavior would
provide further evidence of the theoretical and practical importance of the social context.

At the between-person level, trusting behavior stems from positive expectations of a potential trustee's behavior
(Mayer et al., 1995; Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998). As positive expectations increase, so does the likelihood
of trusting behavior. Those positive expectations are represented directly by trustworthiness and indirectly by trust
propensity (McKnight et al., 1998). Although it might be assumed that these relationships hold at the within-person
level, traditional between-person models of trust propose that trustworthiness is relatively stable in established rela-
tionships. Indeed, scholars have suggested that trustworthiness is only reevaluated when the exchange of goods and
services in the relationship is out of balance (Mayer et al., 1995) or the relationship experiences an event with “extreme
emotional and instrumental content” (Ballinger & Rockmann, 2010, p. 373). Existing theoretical approaches, therefore,
would not necessarily support an extrapolation of these trust dynamics to the within-person level. Accordingly, we
again turn to accessibility theory to support our within-person predictions.

Accessibility theory proposes that activated traits and perceptions exert strong effects on behavior through a non-
conscious process. Addressing this point, Higgins (2011, pp. 88-89) observed, “It is as if the construct activated by
priming becomes an intent to directly express the construct in action.” Similarly, Bargh (2005) argued that activated
constructs “need” to be behaviorally expressed. For example, experimental research has found that participants sublim-
inally primed with concepts related to cooperation engaged in more cooperative behavior in subsequent tasks (Bargh,
Gollwitzer, Lee-Chai, Barndollar, & Tréetschel, 2001). In the case of trusting behavior, this line of reasoning would sug-
gest that a temporary increase in trustworthiness would correspond with a temporary increase in trusting behavior.
Even relatively transient increases in trustworthiness should be interpreted, either consciously or unconsciously, as
relevant signals that trusting is advisable. In line with these arguments, we propose that an increase in the perceived
trustworthiness of a focal coworker should increase the sense that trusting behavior is the appropriate and necessary
course of action. Taken together, our theorizing suggests that within-person fluctuations in trustworthiness will have

residual carryover to trusting behavior.

Hypothesis 6: At the within-person level, trustworthiness has a positive relationship with trusting behavior.
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3 | OVERVIEW OF STUDY 1

Given our focus on within-person fluctuations in trust propensity, trustworthiness, and trusting behavior, we tested
our model using an ESM design. A focal employee and one of the employee's coworkers were each asked to complete
one survey per day during a period of 17 consecutive workdays (cf. Judge et al., 2014). We took several steps to mit-
igate potential concerns about the casual ordering of our focal constructs and concerns about common method vari-
ance. We first employed both time and source separation in our model (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003).
We assessed citizenship and deviance received as ratings from the focal employee at the mid-point of the workday.
These two variables were specified from the previous workday in our model (days 1-16), thus providing time separation
between those predictors and state trust propensity. Focal employees rated state trust propensity and focal coworker
trustworthiness at the midpoint of the current workday (days 2-17). Finally, we assessed trusting behavior from the
focal coworker at the conclusion of the current workday (days 2-17), thus providing source and time separation for our
dependent variable. We also included four theoretically relevant control variables in our model. First, we controlled for
previous-day state trust propensity when predicting state trust propensity. Second, we controlled for employee ratings
of the coworker's trustworthiness from the previous day when predicting trustworthiness. Third, we controlled for
previous-day trusting behavior when predicting trusting behavior. By controlling for previous-day assessments when
predicting state trust propensity, coworker trustworthiness, and trusting behavior, we can interpret our results as a
change in the level of these three variables from prior assessments (for similar results, see Johnson, Lanaj, & Barnes,
2014; Scott & Barnes, 2011). This approach also provides additional evidence for our hypothesized causal direction
(Beal, 2015). Fourth, we controlled for opportunity to observe—the extent to which coworkers were able to observe the
focal employee on each day they assessed trusting behavior, as coworker ratings may be confounded by the ability to
observe the employee's behavior (Judge & Ferris, 1993; Rodell, 2013).

We also modeled the direct effects of citizenship and deviance received on trustworthiness. Our arguments focus
on the notion that the social context will affect dyadic trust in a focal coworker. It was necessary, therefore, to account
for that focal coworker's treatment of the employee. If our measures of citizenship and deviance were substantially
contaminated with the focal coworker's treatment of the employee, there should be a significant direct effect of cit-
izenship and deviance received on trustworthiness. A nonsignificant direct effect, however, would indicate that the
focal coworker's behavior did not substantially contribute to the employee's ratings of citizenship and deviance. Thus,
Study 1 serves as an initial demonstration of our proposals. However, as the focal coworker's behavior was not explic-
itly excluded from our measures in Study 1, we later conducted a Study 2 in which we explicitly excluded the focal

coworker from assessments of coworker treatment.

4 | STUDY 1: METHOD

4.1 | Sample

The sample for this study was 109 executive MBA students at a private business school located in the eastern region
of India. Participants—hereafter referred to as “employees”—were employed full-time by organizations in a variety of
fields, including education, finance, manufacturing, retail, and engineering. The average age of employees was 34 years
(SD = 6 years); their average organizational tenure was 4.3 years (SD = 4.3 years). Fifty-three percent of employees
were female. Each employee recruited one coworker to participate in our study. Forty-eight percent of coworkers were
female. On average, employees had worked with their coworkers for 2.5 years (SD = 3.5 years). The average age of
coworkers was 32 years (SD = 7.7 years); their average organizational tenure was 3.7 years (SD = 4.2 years).

4.2 | Procedure

We recruited the focal employees for our study in exchange for course credit. To be eligible to participate, employees

had to be working full time and have a coworker who was willing to participate in the study with them. Employees who
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did not meet these criteria had the option to complete an alternative assignment for credit. Coworkers who partici-

pated received a gift card to Amazon.in for 1,000 Indian rupees (approximately $15 US). We followed suggested best
practices for ensuring reliable responding with Internet-based surveys (Birnbaum, 2004; Nosek, Banaji, & Greenwald,
2002; Teitcher et al., 2015). First, the invitation to participate and all the daily surveys came from us rather than from
the student. Second, the majority of participants provided work email addresses that contained their full or partial
name (e.g., EmployeeName@Company.com). Third, we compared the IP addresses that participants used to complete
the surveys (Birnbaum, 2004; Nosek et al., 2002; Teitcher et al., 2015). Our analyses did not reveal any suspicious pat-
terns of responding.

Our ESM design utilized daily surveys that were administered online over a period of 17 consecutive workdays.
Consistent with prior ESM research (e.g., Koopman, Lanaj, & Scott, 2016; Rodell & Judge, 2009), we provided par-
ticipants with an extended “window” to complete their daily surveys. Specifically, we asked participants to complete
surveys on 15 days during a 17-day study. This approach allowed participants with extenuating circumstances (e.g.,
a planned absence, a sick day, being in a meeting during a survey window) to fully participate in the study. Follow-
ing the procedures outlined by Rodell and Judge (2009), we retained responses from participants who went above
and beyond the study requirements and completed 16 or 17 daily surveys.! Each “day” of the study consisted of
two surveys—an employee survey at mid day and a coworker survey at end-day. Employees’ mid-day survey included
measures of citizenship and deviance received, state trust propensity, and coworker trustworthiness. Coworkers’
end-day survey included measures of the employees’ trusting behavior and the extent to which the coworkers were
able to observe the employees during the workday. Each day at 11 AM, employees received an email with a link to
the mid-day survey. We sent two reminders each day—at 12:15 PM and 1:15 PM—to employees who had not yet
completed the mid-day survey. The mid-day survey closed each day at 2 PM. At 3 PM, we sent emails to cowork-
ers containing their end-day survey links, followed by reminders at 4:15 PM and 6 PM. To ensure that cowork-
ers’ responses for each day were only influenced by work events from that day, we closed the end-day surveys at
7:30 PM.

For employees’ mid-day survey, the response rate was 1,603 data points out of a possible maximum of 2,040—a
78.6% response rate across individuals and time periods. The response rate was 1,594 data points for coworkers’ end-
day survey—a 78.1% response rate. We applied three additional criteria for inclusion in our final sample. First, each
level-1 (daily-level) dyad had to include responses from the employee's mid-day survey as well as the coworker's end-
day survey. In other words, if the coworker or employee did not participate, the dyad was not included in the data anal-
ysis. Second, dyads were included in the final sample only when they had full responses for three days of surveys, which
has been suggested as the minimum number of within-person cases for ESM analysis (e.g., da Motta Veiga & Gabriel,
2016; Trougakos, Hideg, Cheng, & Beal, 2014). Third, as our theoretical model includes lagged relationships (i.e., those
between previous-day citizenship and deviance received and current-day state trust propensity), surveys needed to
be completed on successive days. This process resulted in a final sample of 109 dyads with 1,050 daily observations
(9.63 observations per dyad). To clarify, a “daily observation” is 2 consecutive days in which the employee completed

the mid-day survey and the coworker completed the end-day survey.

4.3 | Employee-rated measures

All employee-rated measures were assessed using a 6-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree).

4.3.1 | Citizenship received

Each day, employees holistically assessed the extent to which they received citizenship behaviors using Dalal et al.’s
(2009) 6-item measure, which was developed specifically for ESM. Sample items included “Today, people have gone out

»

of their way to be nice to me,” “Today, people have tried to help me,” and “Today, people have been available for me.”

Across days, the average level of coefficient alpha was .95.


http://Amazon.in
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4.3.2 | Deviance received

We measured deviance received using Dalal et al.’s (2009) 6-item measure, which was developed specifically for ESM

» o«

research. Sample items included “Today, people have behaved in an unpleasant manner toward me,” “Today, people
have spoken poorly about me to others,” and “Today, people have criticized my opinions or suggestions.” Across days,

the average level of coefficient alpha was .95.

4.3.3 | State trust propensity

We assessed employees’ state trust propensity using 5 items from MacDonald, Kessel, and Fuller's (1972) measure of
trust propensity. Following the procedure suggested by Judge et al. (2014), instructions asked participants to “Please
indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about yourself today. Describe yourself as you
honestly see yourself today, not as you are in general, or as you wish to be in the future.” Judge et al. proposed that
these instructions and the use of present perfect participle phrasing (e.g., “| have had”) in the items helps ensure that
responses reflect state levels of dispositions that day, up to and including the present moment. Sample items included

» o«

“Today, | have had faith in human nature,” “Today, | have expected other people to be honest and open,” and “Today;, |
have had faith in the promises or statements of other people.” Across days, the average level of coefficient alpha was

.93.

4.3.4 | Coworker trustworthiness

We assessed the employee's perception of the focal coworker's trustworthiness using nine items from Mayer and Davis
(1999). This measure included three items from each of the subfacets of ability, benevolence, and integrity. As with our
assessment of state trust propensity, we followed the procedures outlined by Judge et al. (2014) in our instructions:
“Perceptions of others sometimes change on a daily basis. Describe [coworker name] as you honestly have seen this
person today, not as they are in general.” The coworker's name was merged into the items using the survey software.

»

Sample items included “Today, [coworker name] has been very capable of performing his/her job,” “Today, [coworker
name] has been very concerned about my welfare,” and “Today, [coworker name] has tried hard to be fair in dealing

with others.” Across days, the average level of coefficient alpha was .92.

4.4 | Coworker-rated measures

All coworker-rated measures were assessed using a 6-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree).

4.4.1 | Trusting behavior

Coworkers assessed the focal employee's trusting behavior at the end of each day using Gillespie's (2003) 10-item
measure. Items were adapted to capture the behavioral manifestation of trust with a daily ESM design. Sample items

»

included “Today, [employee name] has relied on my work-related judgments,” “Today, [employee name] has confided

»

in me about personal issues that are affecting his/her work,” “Today, [employee name] has relied on my task-related
skills and abilities,” and “Today, [employee name] has discussed work-related problems or difficulties with me that could

potentially be used to disadvantage him/her.” Across days, the average level of coefficient alpha was .94.

4.4.2 | Opportunity to observe
We used Rodell's (2013) 3-item measure to assess the extent to which coworkers were able to observe participants
each day. Sample items included “Today, I've had the opportunity to observe [employee name]'s behavior” and “Today, |

have been able to monitor [employee name]'s behavior.” Across days, the average level of coefficient alpha was .98.
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TABLE1 Variance components of null models for substantive Study 1 variables

Within-individual Between-individual Percentage of variability
Variable variance (p2) variance (7o) within-individual
Citizenship received 46 .70 39.5%
Deviance received 40 .34 54.2%
State trust propensity 22" 47 32.3%
Coworker trustworthiness 12 .32 27.5%
Trusting behavior (coworker-rated) 40 .89 31.1%

Note: p? = within-individual variance in the dependent variable. 74, = between-individual variance in the dependent variable.
Percentage of variability within-individual was computed as p?/(p? + 740).
*

p<.05.

4.5 | DataAnalysis

Due to the multilevel nature of our data (i.e., daily observations nested within individuals), we analyzed our data using
multilevel path analysis in Mplus 7.4 (Muthén & Muthén, 2015). We used random slopes for all paths in our model
(Beal, 2015). All our substantive constructs were specified as level-1 (within-person) variables. Following recommen-
dations for centering predictors in multilevel models (e.g., Enders & Tofighi, 2007; Hofmann & Gavin, 1998; Ohly, Son-
nentag, Niessen, & Zapf, 2010), we group-mean centered exogenous level-1 variables. The primary benefit of group-
mean centering is that it empirically isolates situations in which individuals are above or below their own average level
(e.g., on days when an employee receives more/less citizenship behavior than his/her typical average level, what is the
effect on state trust propensity?). Importantly, any unmodeled level-2 constructs like gender or personality are uncor-
related with such variations, eliminating such variables as potential confounds (Enders & Tofighi, 2007). For testing the
mediation of our within-person effects, we bootstrapped the indirect effects using a Monte Carlo simulation for cre-
ating sampling distributions and 95% bias-corrected confidence intervals (Cls) for indirect effects (Selig & Preacher,
2008).

Following recent recommendations for the use of control variables (e.g., Breaugh, 2008; Spector & Brannick, 2011),
we conducted a series of analyses both with and without several control variables. We controlled for previous-day
state trust propensity when predicting state trust propensity, previous-day ratings of the coworker's trustworthiness
when predicting coworker trustworthiness, and previous-day trusting behavior when predicting trusting behavior. This
design allows us to interpret our results as a change in the level of these variables (for similar results, see Johnson et al.,
2014; Scott & Barnes, 2011) and provides additional evidence for our hypothesized causal direction (Beal, 2015). We
also controlled for coworkers’ opportunity to observe to ensure that ratings of trusting behavior were not confounded
by the ability to observe the employee's behavior that day (Judge & Ferris, 1993; Rodell, 2013). The results of our
hypothesis testing are the same with and without the inclusion of these controls. We present our analyses with the

control variables as a conservative test of our predictions.

5 | STUDY 1: RESULTS

5.1 | Variance components

Prior to testing our hypotheses, we examined the variance residing at the within-person and between-person levels of
analysis in all the daily constructs. As shown in Table 1, the null models showed that the day accounted for 39.5% of
the variance in citizenship received, 54.2% of the variance in deviance received, 32.3% of the variance in state trust
propensity, 27.5% of the variance in coworker trustworthiness, and 31.1% of the variance in trusting behavior. These

results suggest that all our constructs exhibited sufficient within-person variance to confirm our modeling approach.
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5.2 | Test of measurement model

We conducted a multilevel confirmatory factor analysis (MCFA) to provide evidence for our hypothesized factor struc-
ture. We modeled citizenship and deviance received, as well as state trust propensity, at the within-person level using
item-level indicators. Consistent with its operationalization (Mayer & Davis, 1999), we modeled trustworthiness by
specifying three first-order latent constructs (coworker ability, benevolence, and integrity) as indicators of a second-
order trustworthiness factor at the within-person level. We also modeled trusting behavior in accordance with its oper-
ationalization (Gillespie, 2003) by specifying two first-order latent constructs (reliance and disclosure behavior) as indi-
cators of a second-order trusting behavior factor at the within-person level. The results of the MCFA revealed that our
proposed model fit the data well: y2 (579) = 2004.37 (p < .01), CFl = .94, RMSEA = .048, SRMR (within) = .031. All
indicators loaded significantly on their corresponding factor. A comparison model in which the trust propensity and
trustworthiness items loaded on one factor added significant misfit to the data: y2 (586) = 6193.07 (p <.01), CF1 =.76,
RMSEA = .095, SRMR (within) =.078, A y2 (7) = 4188.70 (p < .01). These results support the dimensionality and dis-
criminant validity of our substantive constructs and confirm our modeling approach.

5.3 | Descriptive statistics and correlations

The means, within-person standard deviations, and within- and between-person correlations among the focal variables
are reported in Table 2. The within-person correlations are reported below the diagonal, the between-person correla-

tions are reported above the diagonal, and the average levels of coefficient alpha are reported on the diagonal.

5.4 | Test of hypotheses

The results of the multilevel path analysis are presented in Table 3. Hypothesis 1 predicted that citizenship received is
positively associated with state trust propensity. In support of Hypothesis 1, citizenship received was positively related
to state trust propensity (y = .06, p < .05). As we controlled for previous-day state trust propensity, this effect can be
interpreted as a change in state trust propensity. Hypothesis 2 predicted that deviance received is negatively associ-
ated with state trust propensity. The multilevel path model results failed to support this hypothesis, as the path coeffi-
cient from deviance received to state trust propensity was not statistically significant (y = -.02, p > .05).2 The pseudo
R? for state trust propensity was 12.1%.

Hypothesis 3 predicted that state trust propensity is positively associated with coworker trustworthiness. Provid-
ing support for Hypothesis 3, we found a positive relationship between state trust propensity and coworker trustwor-
thiness (y = .18, p < .05). Because we controlled for previous-day coworker trustworthiness, this effect can be inter-
preted as a change in the employee's perception of the focal coworker's trustworthiness from the previous day. The
pseudo R? for coworker trustworthiness was 20.0%. Hypothesis 4 predicted that citizenship received has a positive
indirect effect on coworker trustworthiness via state trust propensity. In support of Hypothesis 4, the results of our
bootstrapping procedure showed that the 95% ClI for the indirect effect excludes zero (indirect effect = .01, 95% Cl
[.001, .030]). However, we failed to find support for Hypothesis 5, which predicted that deviance received has a nega-
tive indirect effect on coworker trustworthiness through state trust propensity, as the 95% Cl includes zero (indirect
effect =.00, 95% CI[-.014,.002]). In support of Hypothesis 6, we found a positive within-person relationship between
trustworthiness and trusting behavior (y =.16, p <.05). Again, because we controlled for previous-day trusting behav-
jor, this effect can also be interpreted as a change in trusting behavior from the previous day. The pseudo R for trusting
behavior was 33.7%.3

Finally, we note that the direct effects of citizenship (y = .04) and deviance (y = -.02) received on trustworthiness
were nonsignificant. These results provide initial evidence that the focal coworker's behavior was not a substantial
component of employees’ ratings of coworker treatment and, therefore, that it did not bias our results. We further
explore these dynamics in Study 2 with an alternative research design that explicitly accounts for the focal coworker's

behavior, thereby demonstrating replication and providing a point of comparison.
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TABLE 3 Results of Study 1 multilevel path analyses

Trusting behavior

State trust propensity Coworker trustworthiness (coworker-rated)
Variables y y y
Intercept 4.66" 4.00° 3.42"
Previous-day state trust propensity -.01 .01 -.02
Citizenship received .06 04 03
Deviance received -.02 -.02 .05
Previous-day coworker 12 —04
trustworthiness
State trust propensity 18" -.07
Previous-day trusting behavior .10
(coworker rated)
Daily opportunity to observe 21
(coworker rated)
Coworker trustworthiness 16
Pseudo R? 12.1% 20.0% 33.7%

Note: For the between-person level of analysis, N = 109. For the within-person level of analysis, n = 1,050. Hypothesized coef-
ficients are bolded. Controlling for the previous day assessment of criteria constructs allows us to interpret our results as a
change in that criteria from the previous day (e.g., state trust propensity is positively associated with a change in coworker
trustworthiness from the previous day) (Johnson et al., 2014; Scott & Barnes, 2011).

*p<.05.

5.5 | Supplemental analysis

At the suggestion of anonymous reviewers, we also explored the interactive effects of citizenship and deviance
received on state trust propensity. The receipt of conflicting behaviors can be a particularly detrimental experience for
employees (Major, Zubek, Cooper, Cozzarelli, & Richards, 1997). Illustrating this proposal, Duffy, Ganster, and Pagon
(2002) found that when supervisor support and undermining were both high, employees experienced the highest lev-
els of somatic complaints and counterproductive behaviors. This suggestion provided an opportunity to shed additional
light on the implications of the social context. Analyses indicated that citizenship and deviance received did not have
an interactive effect on trust propensity (y = -.05, p > .05). As a potential explanation for this nonsignificant interac-
tion, whereas Duffy et al. (2002) examined conflicting behavior from a single individual—a supervisor—our research
design captured whether the focal employee generally received positive or negative treatment. Some of that positive
and negative treatment on a given day may have come from the same coworker. It is possible, however, that one set of
coworkers treated the employee positively, whereas an entirely different set of coworkers treated the employee nega-
tively. Inthis case, there should be less of a tension between the received behaviors, thereby reducing the potential for
an interaction.

6 | STUDY 1: DISCUSSION

Study 1 is an initial demonstration of how the social context can influence state trust propensity and downstream
trust dynamics. Analyses indicated that the extent to which coworkers, in general, provided citizenship to an employee
influenced subsequent trusting behaviors toward a focal coworker. Our analytical model also provides initial evidence
that these effects were independent of how that focal coworker had treated the employee, given the nonsignificant
direct effects of citizenship and deviance received on trustworthiness. Nonetheless, our measures of citizenship and
deviance received did not explicitly exclude the focal coworker's own citizenship and deviance toward the employee.
This may have biased the indirect effects of citizenship and deviance received on trustworthiness. To address this
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possibility, we conducted a Study 2 that explicitly excluded the focal coworker from the assessments of citizenship

and deviance received. Although the impact of deviance received was nonsignificant in Study 1, Study 2 provided an
opportunity to conduct a more complete and controlled test of our proposals. The inclusion of deviance in Study 2 also
follows scholars’ recommendation to investigate citizenship and deviance as a pair to capture a more complete range
of behavior (Berry et al., 2007; Shao et al., 2011; Venkataramani & Dalal, 2007). Study 2 also provided an opportunity
to explore how between-person aspects of the social context might moderate the within-person relationship between
this full range of coworker treatment and state trust propensity. Accordingly, we included both citizenship and deviance
received in our Study 2 data collection and analyses.

Our exploration of between-person aspects of the social context that might affect our hypothesized model focused
on workplace unfairness—a Gestalt sense that people in the workplace do not behave as they should (Ambrose &
Schminke, 2009; see also Ambrose, Wo, & Griffith, 2015; Colquitt & Rodell, 2015). Workplace unfairness is a global
assessment rather than a discrete experience, which suggests that it is appropriately modeled as a between-person
construct (Colquitt & Rodell, 2015; Colquitt & Zipay, 2015). Our decision to focus on unfairness was inspired by the
trust literature and the important role that unfairness plays in defining the social context. For example, social exchange
theory (Blau, 1964), fairness heuristic theory (Lind, 2001; Van den Bos, 2001), and uncertainty management theory
(Lind & Van den Bos, 2002; Van den Bos & Lind, 2002) all propose that fairness information helps individuals determine
when and whom to trust. Drawing on this research, scholars have suggested that an understanding of trust dynamics
necessarily incorporates fairness (Colquitt & Zipay, 2015; Lewicki, Wiethoff, & Tomlinson, 2005).

Accessibility theory asserts that the potential for an experience to activate a disposition is due to the salience of
that experience (Higgins, 1989). An unnoticed experience has low activation potential, whereas an experience that
grabs an individual's attention is more likely to be perceived as consequential (Higgins, 1996). Addressing this point,
Higgins (1996, p. 156) proposed that the extent to which an experience is “conspicuous or stands out is always influ-
enced by its relation to the immediate surroundings.” To outline how these dynamics might unfold with respect to trust
propensity, we incorporate uncertainty management theory (Lind & Van den Bos, 2002; Van den Bos & Lind, 2002),
which posits people are motivated to seek out information on fairness to reduce feelings of uncertainty regarding their
social context. One of the primary sources of employees’ uncertainty is whether they will be exploited by others in the
organization (Lind, 2001). Fair environments create an enduring sense of stability that ends the search for uncertainty-
reducing information, whereas conditions of unfairness push people to continue their search (Proudfoot & Lind,
2015).

On the one hand, consider an employee who has indicated that workplace unfairness is low. The employee should
form a general impression that he or she will not be exploited within that social context (Lind, 2001). This general
impression reduces the employee's need to carefully attend to new information about coworkers. Turning first to citi-
zenship received, against this backdrop citizenship received on a given day may not garner sufficient attention to affect
state trust propensity. High citizenship received reinforces the general impression of the workplace rather than pro-
viding new information. Low citizenship received is a decrease in helpful behavior rather than the receipt of harmful
behavior. It does not provide uncertainty-reducing information, but neither does it provide uncertainty-increasing infor-
mation.

Likewise, Lind and Van den Bos (2002, p. 196) theorized that “fairness reduces the anxiety about being excluded
or exploited.” It follows that employees in workplaces with low unfairness should be less attentive to and impacted
by deviance received, which encompasses both exclusion and exploitation. Low workplace unfairness also anchors
employees on the notion that others have their best interests at heart (Lind, 2001), suggesting that daily fluctuations in
deviance received are more likely to be perceived as relatively inconsequential “blips” in the social context. In support
of this proposal, Van den Bos and Lind (2002) argued that in fair environments more immediate uncertainties “can be
ignored because the fair treatment implies that in the long run one can be certain of a good resolution of the uncer-
tainissues” (p. 39). According to accessibility theory, the low salience of citizenship and deviance received in this social
context makes them unlikely to affect state trust propensity, either positively or negatively. In sum, when workplace
unfairness is low, employees’ day-to-day endorsement of the notion “Right now | am inclined to trust others” should be
relatively stable.
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Consider, on the other hand, an employee who has indicated that workplace unfairness is high. In the absence of

fairness, employees are motivated to scan the environment for alternative information that might relieve their uncer-
tainty (Lind & Van den Bos, 2002). With regard to citizenship received, on a day with high citizenship the active search
to reduce uncertainty about potential exploitation reveals compelling evidence that others can be relied on and, there-
fore, that trust is appropriate. Although there is the possibility that high citizenship might be attributed to ulterior
motives in a high unfairness workplace, uncertainty management theory proposes that the search for uncertainty-
related information is adaptive—striving to reduce uncertainty rather than increase it. Interpreting citizenship behav-
ior in a negative fashion “would be simply to exchange one uncertainty for another, and this would not be a very effec-
tive way of resolving discomfort of the sort caused by uncertainty” (Lind & Van den Bos, 2002, p. 199).5 In contrast,
consider an employee who experiences low citizenship received on a given day. On that day, neither the between-
level data (high workplace unfairness) nor the within-level data (low citizenship received) are able to reduce the
employee's uncertainty about exploitation. Given this relatively high level of uncertainty about exploitation, on that
day the employee should be less likely to endorse the notion “Right now | am inclined to trust others.”

Theincreased salience of coworker treatment when workplace unfairness is high should also be reflected in the rela-
tionship between deviance received and state trust propensity. Workplace unfairness creates a general sense of uncer-
tainty that heightens employees’ sensitivity to more moment-to-moment information on whether others will exclude
or exploit them (Lind & Van den Bos, 2002; Van den Bos & Lind, 2002). Whereas employees in fair workplaces can
operate under the assumption that negative experiences are fleeting (Van den Bos & Lind, 2002), employees in unfair
workplaces do not have this assurance. Absent this general long-term assurance, deviance received from coworkers
becomes asalient short-term indicator to employees that others will exclude and exploit them. In this situation, employ-
ees’ search for uncertainty-reducing information encounters information (i.e., deviance) that should amplify the unease
about trusting others rather than resolving it. Taken together, our proposals suggest that when workplace unfairness is
high, state trust propensity will have a stronger relationship with daily citizenship and deviance received. In turn, these
dynamics will result in conditional indirect effects of citizenship and deviance received on trustworthiness, through
state trust propensity.

Hypothesis 7: Workplace unfairness (between-person) will amplify the positive effect of citizenship received on state
trust propensity.

Hypothesis 8: The positive indirect effect of citizenship received on trustworthiness through state trust propensity will
be stronger at high levels of workplace unfairness.

Hypothesis 9: Workplace unfairness (between-person) will amplify the negative effect of deviance received on state
trust propensity.

Hypothesis 10: The negative indirect effect of deviance received on trustworthiness through state trust propensity will
be stronger at high levels of workplace unfairness.

7 | STUDY 2: METHOD

7.1 | Sample

The sample for this study was 119 professional MBA students at a large Southwestern university. Participants (here-
after referred to as “employees”) were employed full-time by organizations in a variety of fields, including finance,
retail, healthcare, and manufacturing. Employees’ average age was 33 years (SD = 7.3 years), and their average orga-
nizational tenure was 5.3 years (SD = 4.8 years). Twenty-six percent of employees were female. As was the case in
Study 1, each employee recruited one coworker to participate in our study. The average age of coworkers was 35 years
(SD = 10.1 years); their average organizational tenure was 6 years (SD = 7.1 years). Coworkers had worked with the

focal employee for an average of 3 years (SD = 3.5 years). Thirty-eight percent of coworkers were female.
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7.2 | Procedure

We recruited employees to participate in our study in exchange for course credit. To be eligible to participate, employ-
ees were required to be working full time and have a coworker willing to participate in the study. We provided employ-
ees who did not meet these criteria with an alternative assignment. Participating coworkers received an Amazon.com
gift card for $20. Employees and coworkers who met our criteria completed a registration survey one week prior to the
start of the study. The registration survey captured demographic information and the employee's rating of workplace
unfairness (between-person level ratings). In addition, we followed recommended best practices for Internet-based
surveys (e.g., Birnbaum, 2004; Nosek et al., 2002; Teitcher et al., 2015) to ensure that our participants responded in a
reliable manner (for details, see Section 4). Our analyses did not reveal any suspicious patterns of responding.

Our ESM design for Study 2 utilized daily surveys that were administered online over a period of 12 workdays.®
Each “day” of the study consisted of three surveys: an employee survey at mid day, an employee survey at end day, and
acoworker survey at end day. Employees’ mid-day survey included measures of citizenship and deviance received from
organizational members excluding the coworker and state trust propensity. Employees’ end-day survey included a mea-
sure of the trustworthiness of the focal coworker. Coworkers’ end-day survey included questions about the employees’
trusting behavior and the extent to which coworkers were able to observe the focal employees during that workday.
Employees received their mid-day survey at 11 AM each day; they were required to complete the survey by 2 PM. We
sent one reminder at 1:15 PM each day to employees who had not yet completed the mid-day survey. At 3 PM, we sent
the end-day surveys for both employees and coworkers, followed by reminders at 6 PM. We closed the end-day surveys
at 7:30 PM.

For employees’ mid-day survey, the response rate was 1,262 data points out of a possible maximum of 1,584—a
79.7% response rate across individuals and time periods. The response rate was 1,291 data points for employees’
end-day survey—a 81.5% response rate. For coworker surveys, we obtained a total of 1,062 data points—a 67.1%
response rate. We applied two criteria for inclusion in our final sample. First, each level-1 (daily-level) dyad had
to include responses from the employee's mid-day and end-day surveys as well as the coworker's end-day survey.
Second, dyads were retained in our final sample only when they had full responses for at least 3 days of surveys (e.g.,
da Motta Veiga & Gabriel, 2016; Trougakos et al., 2014). This resulted in a final sample of 119 dyads with 709 daily

observations (6.0 observations per dyad).

7.3 | Employee-rated measures

All employee-rated measures were assessed using a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). We used
the same measures from Study 1 to assess state trust propensity and coworker trustworthiness. Across days, the aver-
age level of coefficient alpha was .89 for state trust propensity and .94 for coworker trustworthiness.

7.3.1 | Citizenship received

Employees rated the extent to which they received citizenship using the same measure from Study 1. However, in a
change from Study 1, the instructions were altered to explicitly exclude the focal coworker. The instructions specified:
“Please indicate to what extent the actions described below match that of people at work, EXCLUDING [coworker
name]. In other words, think about how people at work—except [coworker name]—have generally treated you today.”
We then repeated this as the lead-in to the items: “Today, the people in my organization excluding [coworker name]...”
The name of the focal coworker for each employee was merged into these instructions using the survey software.

Across days, the average level of coefficient alpha was .92.

7.3.2 | Deviance received

Employees rated the extent to which they received deviance using the same measure from Study 1. The instructions
matched those in the Study 2 measure of citizenship received, specifically excluding the focal coworker. Across days,

the average level of coefficient alpha was .94.
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TABLE4 Variance components of null models for substantive Study 2 daily variables

Percentage of
Within-individual Between-individual variability
Variable variance (p?) variance () within-individual
Citizenship received A7 23" 42.7%
Deviance received A7 21 44.1%
State trust propensity 13" 25" 33.9%
Coworker A1 19 36.7%
trustworthiness
Trusting behavior .30 28" 51.7%

(coworker-rated)

Note: p? = within-individual variance in the dependent variable. 74, = between-individual variance in the dependent variable.
Percentage of variability within-individual was computed as p?/(p? + 74g).
*

p<.05.

7.3.3 | Workplace unfairness

We assessed employees’ perceptions of workplace unfairness using Colquitt, Long, Rodell, and Halvorsen-Ganepola's
(2015) three-item measure. This was assessed in the registration survey, one-week prior to the start of the daily sur-

»u

veys. Prefaced by the phrase “In general, people in my organization...”, items included “Act unfairly,” “Do things that are

unfair,” and “Behave like unfair people would.” Coefficient alpha for this scale was .94.

7.4 | Coworker-rated measures

We used the same measures from Study 1 to obtain coworkers’ ratings of the focal employees’ trusting behavior
(= .88, averaged across days) and coworkers’ opportunity to observe employees (a = .93, averaged across days). Both

were assessed using a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree).

7.5 | Dataanalysis

As in Study 1, we tested our theoretical model and hypotheses using multilevel path analysis in Mplus 7.4 (Muthén &
Muthén, 2015) with random slopes used to link hypothesized constructs. Because the hypothesized paths were tested
within-day in Study 2 (whereas Study 1 included within-day as well as across day paths), we modeled the lagged con-
trols with fixed slopes in order to avoid losing cases due to lagging control variables across days (for similar modeling
of controls using fixed slopes, see Gabriel, Koopman, Rosen, & Johnson, 2018; llies, Liu, Liu, & Zheng, 2017; Koopman
et al,, 2016; Wang et al., 2013). We note that our results also hold when lagged controls are modeled as fixed slopes
in Study 1. All daily constructs were specified as level-1 (within-person) variables, and our cross-level moderator—
workplace unfairness—was specified as a level-2 (between-person) variable. Following suggestions for centering pre-
dictors in multilevel models (e.g., Enders & Tofighi, 2007; Hofmann & Gavin, 1998; Ohly et al., 2010), we grand-mean
centered our level-2 moderator and group-mean centered all exogenous level-1 variables. We also followed the same
procedures outlined in Study 1 for testing our indirect effects and alternative models, both with and without control

variables.

8 | STUDY 2: RESULTS

8.1 | Variance components

To justify our method of analysis, we tested null models to assess the amount of variance residing at the within-person

(level-1) and between-person (level-2) levels of analysis of all level-1 constructs. As depicted in Table 4, the results of
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the null models showed that the day accounted for 42.7% of the variance in citizenship received, 44.1% of the vari-

ance in deviance received, 33.9% of the variance in state trust propensity, 36.7% of the variance in coworker trust-
worthiness, and 51.7% of the variance in trusting behavior. These results suggest that there is sufficient within-person

variance for all daily constructs to confirm our modeling approach.

8.2 | Test of measurement model

We conducted an MCFA to confirm the factor structure of our proposed model. We modeled workplace unfairness
at the between-person level. We modeled citizenship received, deviance received, and state trust propensity at the
within-person level, using item-level indicators. As in Study 1, we modeled coworker trustworthiness by specifying
three first-order latent constructs (ability, benevolence, and integrity) as indicators of a second-order trustworthiness
factor at the within-person level. Again following Study 1, we modeled trusting behavior by specifying two first-order
latent constructs (reliance and disclosure behavior) as indicators of a second-order trusting behavior factor at the
within-person level. The results of the MCFA revealed that our proposed model fit the data well: 2 (579) = 1533.20
(p<.01),CFl=.92,RMSEA =.048, SRMR (within) =.044, SRMR (between) =.000. All indicators loaded significantly on
their corresponding factor. A comparison model in which the trust propensity and trustworthiness items loaded on one
factor added significant misfit to the data: 42 (586) =3189.03 (p <.01), CFl =.78, RMSEA =.079, SRMR (within) =.084,
SRMR (between) =.000, A y2 (7) = 1655.83 (p < .01). These results support the dimensionality and discriminant validity
of our substantive constructs.

8.3 | Descriptive statistics and correlations

The means, within- and between-person standard deviations, and within- and between-person correlations among
Study 2 variables are reported in Table 5. The within-person correlations are reported below the diagonal, the

between-person correlations are reported above the diagonal, and coefficient alphas are reported on the diagonal.

8.4 | Test of hypotheses

The results of the multilevel path analysis are presented in Table 6. Our Study 2 results largely replicated the results
of our first study. We found a significant positive relationship between citizenship received and state trust propen-
sity (y = .12, p < .05), providing additional support for Hypothesis 1. In contrast with Study 1, we found a significant
negative relationship between deviance received and state trust propensity (y = -.18, p < .05), providing support for
Hypothesis 2. The pseudo R? for state trust propensity was 23.8%. Following our approach in Study 1, we conducted a
supplemental analysis that revealed that relationship length failed to explain incremental variance in the within-person
slopes between citizenship received (y = -.01, p > .05) as well as deviance received (y = -.01, p > .05) and state trust
propensity. State trust propensity was positively associated with coworker trustworthiness (y = .13, p < .05, pseudo
R2 = 10.0%), providing added support for Hypothesis 3. In support of Hypothesis 4, citizenship received had a positive
indirect effect on coworker trustworthiness through state trust propensity (.02, 95% CI [.003, .036]). Likewise, in sup-
port of Hypothesis 5, deviance received had a negative indirect effect on coworker trustworthiness through state trust
propensity (-.02, 95% CI [-.053, -.006]). Providing further support for Hypothesis 6, we found a positive relationship
between within-person trustworthiness and within-person trusting behavior (y = .13, p <.05). The pseudo R? for daily
trusting behavior was 33.7%.”

Our Study 2 results provided partial support for our expanded set of hypotheses. Hypothesis 7 predicted that work-
place unfairness amplifies the positive relationship between citizenship received and state trust propensity. As indi-
cated by the significant interaction term in Table 6, this proposal was supported (y = .12, p < .05). To further exam-
ine the nature of this significant interaction, we conducted simple slopes analysis at one standard deviation above
and below the mean of the cross-level moderator (Aiken & West, 1991). As shown in Figure 2, the positive relation-

ship between citizenship received and state trust propensity is stronger when employee perceptions of workplace
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FIGURE 2 Cross-level moderating effect of workplace unfairness on the relationship between citizenship received
and state trust propensity

unfairness are high (simple slope = .20, p < .05) than when they are low (simple slope = .03, p > .05), providing fur-
ther support for Hypothesis 7. Figure 2 illustrates that in low unfairness workplaces, state trust propensity remained
at a relatively stable level, regardless of the citizenship received. In high unfairness workplaces, however, citizenship
received had a positive relationship with state trust propensity. Workplace unfairness explained 34.6% of the variance
in the within-person slopes between citizenship received and state trust propensity. To test the conditional indirect
effect in Hypothesis 8, we followed the same approach as in our indirect effects analysis but replaced the first-stage
coefficient (from citizenship received to state trust propensity) with simple slope values at high and low workplace
unfairness (Preacher, Zyphur, & Zhang, 2010; see also Lim, llies, Koopman, Christoforou, & Arvey, 2016). The magni-
tude of the conditional indirect effect was larger at high levels of workplace unfairness (.02, 95% C1[.007,.048]) than at
low levels (.01, 95% CI [-.005, .027]). Tests confirmed moderated mediation (Hayes, 2015), as the Cl for the difference
in conditional indirect effects excluded zero [.003, .040], thereby supporting Hypothesis 8. In contrast, our predictions
in Hypotheses 9 and 10 regarding the interactive effects of workplace unfairness and deviance received were not sup-
ported. As shown in Table 6, workplace unfairness did not have a significant interaction with deviance received (y =.06,
p > .05), failing to support Hypothesis 9. By extension, Hypothesis 10, which predicted a conditional indirect effect of

deviance received on trustworthiness was also unsupported.

9 | GENERAL DISCUSSION

“l am generally inclined to trust others.” The trust literature has assumed that an employee will endorse this notion at
alevel that is consistent across time and situations (Lyu & Ferrin, 2018; Mayer et al., 1995; McKnight et al., 1998). This
assumption has led trust scholars to largely ignore trust propensity as a base of trust in all but the newest relationships.
With trust propensity “ruled out” as a base of trust, trust scholars have focused on within-dyad behavior as a predic-
tor of trust (Ferrin et al., 2006). This intuitive focus has led to an implicit consensus that the social context is not an
important consideration in models of trust (Ferrin et al., 2006).

Our results question this consensus. By viewing trust dynamics through a within-person lens, we demonstrated that
trust propensity is not static. Rather, it exhibits meaningful daily variance as a result of the social context. The general
treatment employees received from coworkers informed their state trust propensity and, subsequently, their trustwor-

thiness perceptions of a specific coworker. Importantly, these within-person fluctuations in trustworthiness went on
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to have a significant impact on trusting behavior. Although our theory was generally agnostic to whether the treatment

received from coworkers included the focal coworker, these effects persisted even when the focal coworker's behavior
was explicitly excluded (Study 2). Thus, intradyadic trust was clearly impacted by behavior external to the dyad.

We propose that these insights into the dynamics of trust could not be extrapolated from the existing literature.
At the between-person level, scholars have proposed that trust propensity contributes very little to trust once per-
ceptions of trustworthiness have been formed (Bigley & Pearce, 1998; Gill et al., 2005; Johnson-George & Swap,
1982; Mayer et al., 1995; Rotter, 1980). Given that the employees and coworkers in our studies had, on average, been
acquainted for more than 2 and a half years, the literature would suggest that trust propensity should not have played
a part in these dynamics. In contrast, our research indicates that the role of the social context in trust relationships
becomes clear when trust propensity is modeled as a causal mechanism. We also contribute to theory by adding to
the nascent research demonstrating that trust dynamics are more variant than typically portrayed (e.g., Halbesleben
& Wheeler, 2015). Although trustworthiness and trust are considered malleable constructs, research suggests this
change is a process of steady growth (van der Werff & Buckley, 2017), with revisions generally occurring only when
a trustee's actions significantly deviate from his or her established pattern of behavior (Ballinger & Rockmann, 2010;
Mayer et al., 1995). We demonstrated that key variables in trust models—trust propensity, trustworthiness, and trust-
ing behavior—vary substantially on a day-to-day basis, which should encourage trust scholars to continue exploring
these dynamics at a within-person level.

Taken together, our findings provide practical insights to managers and organizations seeking to increase employee
trust. Prior suggestions for increasing trust have centered on how trustees can act in a more trustworthy manner
(Abrams et al., 2003; Korsgaard et al., 2002; Whitener et al., 1998). For example, Abrams et al. (2003) proposed that
managers who are striving to increase trust need to demonstrate discretion, consistency, transparency, expertise,
and concern for employees. From this perspective, trust between an employee and a specific coworker can only be
increased if that coworker displays more trustworthy behavior. Our work suggests that trust can be increased by focus-
ing on the trustor. By striving to provide employees with positive interpersonal treatment and diminish negative inter-
personal treatment, organizations may be able to positively dispose employees to more generally trust all members of
the organization.

Our findings answer recent calls to uncover remedies to workplace unfairness that do not simply focus on the source
of the unfairness (Barclay & Saldanha, 2015; Bobocel, 2013; Colquitt & Zipay, 2015; Okimoto & Wenzel, 2014). Citi-
zenship received was particularly impactful in workplaces that were generally unfair. It seems that when the workplace
itself does not provide assurances that an employee will not be exploited (i.e., fairness), daily citizenship behaviors from
coworkers are a viable substitute for this crucial uncertainty-reducing information. Our results indicate that when cit-
izenship received was high in high unfairness workplaces, state trust propensity climbed to levels similar to those in
low unfairness workplaces. This is encouraging news, given that workgroups may not be able to directly reduce forms
of unfairness that come from “higher up” in the organization. To the extent that coworkers can help one another retain
a general belief that people can be trusted, they may be able to minimize the destructive side effects of unfairness,
regardless of its source.

Although our results consistently supported our predictions regarding citizenship received, our results for deviance
received were less consistent. For example, Study 2 did not support our prediction that workplace unfairness would
amplify the effect of deviance received on state trust propensity. Rather, deviance received had a consistently detri-
mental impact on state trust propensity regardless of the workplace's general levels of unfairness. Whereas employees
are more attentive to fluctuations in positive treatment when workplace unfairness is high, they seem to be equally
vigilant to negative treatment. From a practical perspective, it might be natural to assume that “a little more” nega-
tive treatment will not have a substantial effect on trust propensity when workplaces are generally unfair. However,
it appears employees are sensitive to these fluctuations. Accordingly, employees should be aware that how they treat
their colleagues on a day-to-day basis has a measurable impact, regardless of the general tenor of the workplace.

Our findings have an additional implication for the type of environment organizations should strive to foster.
Some trust scholars have proposed that the information gathered early in a relationship will be the largest determi-
nant of trust (Lind, 2001), leading to the suggestion that organizations should primarily focus on providing positive
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experiences early on in employees’ interactions with colleagues and the organization (Lind, 2001). The assumption

has been that these early experiences create a stable trust heuristic that is only revisited in extreme cases (Ballinger
& Rockmann, 2010). Given that trust propensity and, by extension, trustworthiness are impacted by citizenship and

deviance received on a day-to-day basis, more vigilant attention to the daily treatment employees receive is required.

9.1 | Limitations and suggestions for future research

Despite the strengths of our manuscript (e.g., replication across studies, ESM design, separation of measurement across
time and source, assessing the change in all variables from the previous day), there are limitations that should be
noted. Our assessment of trusting behavior only considered behavior toward one specific coworker in the organiza-
tion. Therefore, we were unable to ascertain whether state trust propensity influenced trusting behavior toward all
other individuals in the organization. That said, concerns over the choice of trustee are mitigated for two reasons. First,
although the referent is important when considering between-person phenomena, it is generally of little consequence
for within-individual research. Our results suggest that employees are more likely to engage in trusting behavior with
a specific coworker on days in which they generally receive citizenship, or do not receive deviance, from members of
their organization. Second, our theory suggests that state fluctuations in trust propensity should influence trusting
behavior toward any and all individuals in the workgroup. Thus, due to the idiosyncrasies of interpersonal interactions
(Katz & Kahn, 1978; Merton, 1957), selecting one coworker serves as a conservative test of our proposals.

Although our theoretical framework led us to investigate citizenship and deviance received as contextual influ-
ences, there are likely additional dynamics that convey their effects through state trust propensity. As one example,
Hardin (1993) proposed that organizations might be able to proactively provide opportunities to trust (see also Bigley
& Pearce, 1998). He argued that those with low beliefs in others’ trustworthiness likely don't engage in the type of
cooperative behavior that allows them to discover that others are trustworthy. Providing formal opportunities for indi-
viduals to trust—such as working with unfamiliar others on projects—might allow those individuals to see firsthand that
people can be relied on. Thus, engaging in trusting behavior might create a positive spiral of trust. Future within-person
research could investigate whether formal interventions like this have permanent or transient effects on trust.

We see the exploration of additional boundary conditions as a particularly fruitful way for future research to build
on our model. Although trait trust propensity did not moderate the contextual effects that we explored, it may oper-
ate differently when considering other predictors. Some research suggests that intrinsic satisfaction is gained from
expressing one's dispositional traits (Tett & Burnett, 2003; Tett & Guterman, 2000). Accordingly, the effects of some
contextual factors on state trust propensity may be enhanced for individuals high in trait trust propensity. As another
example, considering that relationship length can play a moderating role in trust dynamics (Levin, Whitener, & Cross,
2006), relationship length would be a valuable moderator to consider in future work that explores additional aspects
of the social context.

Another moderating factor might be the attributions that employees make for the citizenship that is received. Schol-
ars have argued that attributing citizenship to ulterior motives—for example, impression management (Rioux & Penner,
2001)—may weaken its positive effects on employee attitudes and behaviors (Bolino, 1999). In high unfairness orga-
nizations, citizenship behavior might be seen as a lack of consistency, leading employees to attribute the citizenship
to instrumental motives (Kelley, 1967). This suggests a mediated moderation model, in which workplace unfairness
impacts the attributions for citizenship behavior. In turn, these attributions might moderate the relationship between
citizenship received and state trust propensity. To tease out these effects, research would need to explicitly assess
employee attributions for coworker citizenship.

The literature might also benefit from considering the within-person dynamics of distrust. Our decision to treat
trust as unidimensional stemmed from our reliance on Mayer et al.’s (1995) model of trust to define our core con-
structs. According to this model, trust and distrust lie on opposite ends of the same continuum. Indeed, Schoorman,
Mayer, and Davis (2007, p. 350) strongly asserted that they could “find no credible evidence that a concept of distrust
that is conceptually different from trust is theoretically or empirically viable.” Although we do not take a firm stance

on this point, we focused on trust to remain consistent with Mayer et al.’s (1995) model. We note that other trust
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scholars, however, have proposed that trust and distrust are distinct (e.g., Lewicki, McAllister, & Bies, 1998). We suggest

that scholars who explore the within-person dynamics of trust from this perspective should explore whether unique
relationships are revealed by treating trust and distrust as distinct constructs.

The trust literature could also benefit from examining the within-individual dynamics in our model using a network-
based approach (e.g., Ferrin et al., 2006; Levin & Cross, 2004). This approach could capture the citizenship and deviance
received each day from each member of the workgroup. Building on our findings, this research could explore whether
a colleague's position in an employee's network—strong or weak ties (Granovetter, 1973)—influences the impact of
that specific colleague on the employee's state trust propensity. On the one hand, particularly positive treatment from
a strongly connected coworker might loom large. On the other hand, this behavior might not “stand out” as much as
fluctuations in behavior from weakly connected coworkers. Thus, it remains an open question how these structural ties
might affect within-person trust dynamics. As a starting point, scholars might turn to existing work which has begun to

explore the role of network ties in trust dynamics at the between-person level (Ferrin et al., 2006; Levin & Cross, 2004).

10 | CONCLUSION

People need “good reasons” to trust (Lewis & Weigert, 1985). Those good reasons largely consist of the first-hand
knowledge of a potential trustee. Yet, our results suggest that employees’ trust is not just based on this hard data.
Rather, daily coworker treatment—whether the focal coworker was included in this aggregate behavior or not—
influenced employees’ state trust propensity. The sense that “Right now | am inclined to trust others” went on to
affect dyadic perceptions of trustworthiness. Although intuitive, the conceptualization of employees’ trust propensity
as fixed provides organizations with few options for increasing employee trust on a global scale. If organizations can
increase employee trust across-the-board through a focus on increasing workplace citizenship and decreasing work-

place deviance, they may see substantial gains in trust levels throughout the organization.

1We conducted a series of analyses to ensure our inclusion of days 16 and 17 did not meaningfully influence our results.
First, we tested whether any significant differences existed between days 16-17 and days 1-15. We found no significant
differences among the reliabilities, means, or standard deviations of our measures on these days, as compared to days 1-15.
Second, we reestimated our model controlling for whether the observation was from days 16 and 17. Each of the hypothe-
sized parameters was unchanged in both magnitude and significance level when a dummy code representing these days was
included as a control on all endogenous constructs. Third, we reestimated our model including a within-person interaction
on each path in the model between the relevant predictor and a dummy code representing these days to test whether the
strength of the relationships differed between days 16-17 and days 1-15. The strength of the relationship of each parame-
ter in the model was not significantly different from each other between days 16-17 and days 1-15. Finally, to ensure that
the day of the week more generally (as well as cyclical patterns of affect, energy, or fatigue across the days in the study) did
not influence our results, we reestimated our model following the recommendations of Beal and Ghandour (2011) to con-
trol for the day of the week as well as its sine and cosine. The results of this analysis revealed that each of the hypothesized
parameters was unchanged in both magnitude and significance level from the primary model.

2The nonsignificant effect of deviance on state trust propensity may have been due to a “floor effect” that restricted its vari-
ance. However, although the mean of deviance was low, its variance (SD-within = .60) was very similar to the variance of
citizenship (SD-within = .64), suggesting that restricted variance is not the sole reason for the nonsignificant effect.

3 Although our theoretical model concludes with trusting behavior, we collected ratings of employees’ job performance from
the coworkers using the Griffin, Neal, and Parker (2007) job performance scale. Highlighting the importance of trusting
behavior, it was positively associated with coworker-rated job performance (r = .40, p < .05) at the within-person level, and
also predicted coworker-rated job performance (y = .25, p < .05) in a model in which coworker-rated job performance was
added as the final downstream outcome. This model included the direct effects of all other variables in the model and con-
trolled for previous-day coworker-rated job performance.

4We also explored two other moderating effects recommended by the review team. First, because recent research suggests
that the effects of trustworthy behavior on perceptions of trustworthiness may be affected by relationship length (Levin,
Whitener, & Cross, 2006), we explored the moderating role of relationship length on the relationships between citizenship
and deviance received and state trust propensity. Relationship length failed to explain incremental variance in the within-
person slopes between citizenship (y =-.01, p>.05) and deviance (y =.00, p > .05) received and state trust propensity. Second,
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we explored the moderating role of trait trust propensity on the relationships between citizenship and deviance received and
state trust propensity. This analysis revealed that trait trust propensity failed to explain incremental variance in the within-
person slopes between citizenship (y = -.02, p > .05) and deviance (y = -.03, p > .05) received and state trust propensity.

> Providing additional evidence for our proposal that citizenship will be uncertainty reducing rather than provoking, Allen and
Rush (1998) found that citizenship behaviors have a strong positive association with the attribution of altruistic motives and
a strong negative association with the attribution of instrumental motives. This research indicates that citizenship tends to
be received in a positive light.

6 We again conducted an analysis to ensure that the day of the week and cyclical patterns of affect, energy, and fatigue across
the days in the study did not influence our results. Following the recommendations of Beal and Ghandour (2011), we reesti-
mated our model controlling for the day of the week as well as the sine and cosine of that variable. The results of this analysis
revealed that each of the hypothesized parameters was unchanged in both direction and significance level from the primary
model.

7To further highlight the importance of these dynamics, following Study 1, we collected ratings of employees’ job perfor-
mance from coworkers using the Griffin et al. (2007) job performance scale. Trusting behavior was positively associated with
coworker-rated job performance (r = .39, p < .05) at the within-person level, and also predicted coworker-rated job perfor-
mance (y =.22, p <.05) in a model in which coworker-rated job performance was added as the final downstream outcome.
This model included the direct effects of all other variables in the model and controlled for previous day coworker-rated job
performance.
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