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Within the last two decades, demands for increased organizational transparency 

have multiplied in the government, business and nonprofit sectors, in 

telecommunication, financial and banking industries, and more recently, in the deep-

water oil drilling.   During that same time period, the number of nonprofit organizations 

has steadily grown, as have questions relating to their accountability and transparency 

to the point where the U.S.  Government Accountability Office (GAO) and the U.S.  

Senate have placed increased scrutiny on the sector.  Given the increased demands for 

and interest in the construct of transparency and the continued growth and importance 

of the nonprofit sector, the purpose of this experimental study was as follows: (1) to 

examine the effect of organizational and communicative transparency on trust and 

positive behavioral intentions of publics, (2) to provide comparative analysis of the effect 

of transparency on trust and behavioral intentions in charitable nonprofit organizations 

and for-profit businesses, and (3) to determine the significance of interaction among 

organizational transparency, communicative transparency and type of organization. 
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 Results of this study found that transparent organizations that communicate 

transparently have greater levels of trust and positive behavioral intentions overall.  

Moreover, each of the transparency constructs, organizational and communicative, 

have independent effects on trust and positive behavioral intentions.  However, the 

result of comparative study between charitable nonprofit organizations and their for-

profit counterparts were mixed, with the nonprofit organizations achieving higher levels 

of trust and behavioral intentions in most of the experimental situations and the for-profit 

businesses achieving higher levels of trust in the doubly non-transparent and doubly-

transparent groups.  In other words, charitable nonprofit organizations may initially have 

greater trust because of a perceived halo but when the halo slips, these same 

organizations are held to a higher standard than their for-profit counterparts. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this dissertation study was three-fold.  Given the increased 

demands for and interest in the construct of transparency and the continued growth and 

importance of the nonprofit sector, the purpose of this experimental study was (1) to 

examine the effect of organizational and communicative transparency on trust and 

behavioral intentions of publics, (2) to provide comparative analysis of the effect of 

transparency on trust and behavioral intentions in charitable nonprofit organizations and 

for-profit businesses, and (3) to determine the significance of interaction among 

organizational transparency, communicative transparency and type of organization.  

Importance of Transparency 

Within the last two decades, demands for increased organizational transparency 

have multiplied in the government (Ashwell, 2010; Snider & Park, 2010), business 

(Bandsuch, Pate & Thies, 2008,) and nonprofit sectors (Brody, 2002), in the 

telecommunication (Axtman & Scherer, 2002), financial and banking industries 

(Crittenden, 2006; SEC, 2006), and more recently, in deep-water oil drilling (Rogoff, 

2010).    Seen as a solution to lapses of organizational ethics and misdeeds, 

transparency can help to restore trust, curtail employee dissatisfaction, and diminish 

reputational risk or damage (Bandsuch et al., 2008; Rawlins, 2009).  Further, 

transparency may improve shareholder certainty and provide competitive advantage 

(Economist 2004; Welch & Welch, 2007).  Advocates of organizational transparency 

argue that it ―lends substance to claims of authenticity, legitimacy, and credibility as well 

as to the development of trust from stakeholders‖ (Auger, 2009). 



 

20 

The 2010 Edelman Trust Barometer highlights the increased importance of 

transparency, which has been defined by Rawlins (2009) as: 

The deliberate attempt to make available all legally releasable information – 
whether positive or negative in nature – in a manner that is accurate, timely, 
balanced, and unequivocal, for the purpose of enhancing the reasoning 
ability of publics and holding organizations accountable for their actions, 
policies, and practices. (p. 75) 

The 2010 report from Edelman marked the tenth year in which the company 

engaged in a global survey of trust and the first year in which the survey was tailored 

specifically to the financial services industry (Edelman, 2010b).  The 2010 survey was 

also the first to include transparency as a measurement item and, among 10 

measurement items, transparency was ranked first and trust second, as attributes of 

importance for corporate reputation, whereas financial performance slipped from its 

third-place ranking in 2006 to last place in 2010 (Edelman, 2010a, p. 6).   

The 2010 report also highlighted the increased importance of organizational 

communication (Edelman, 2010a).  Whereas confidence in traditional media such as 

television and radio news programs dropped, ―Trust in corporate communications such 

as press releases, reports, and e-mails, as sources of information about a company, 

jump[ed] five points globally, to 32 percent, whereas the credibility of corporate or 

product advertising remain[ed] low, at 17 percent‖ (p. 5).  

In addition to reporting the rise in importance of transparency and trust to 

corporate reputation, the 2010 Edelman Trust Barometer (Edelman, 2010a) identified a 

shift in the importance of stakeholders.  When asked which stakeholder group should be 

most important to a CEO when making decisions, 14% chose ―shareholders‖ but 52% of 

respondents said that ―all stakeholders are equally important‖ (p. 7).  Thus, the report 

noted, ―A vastly different set of factors—led by trust and transparency—now influences 
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corporate reputation and demands that companies take a multi-dimensional approach to 

their engagement with stakeholders‖ (p. 6). 

Scholars of transparency would not be surprised to find that the 2010 Edelman 

Trust Barometer (Edelman, 2010a) highlighted transparency as well as the increasing 

importance of organizational communication, which is closely tied to organizational 

transparency.  Research into the construct of transparency has shown that it is a multi-

dimensional construct that incorporates reputation and communication in two separate 

conceptualizations (Auger, 2010; Rawlins, 2009).  One approach conceptualizes 

transparency as a communicative process, for example, a process that is accurate, 

timely, balanced and unequivocal. The other approach conceptualizes transparency as 

an organizational trait, which results from being accurate, timely, balanced and 

unequivocal.  Scholars argue that the benefits of transparency range from building trust 

(Rawlins, 2008) and enhancing employee satisfaction (Salvatico, 2006) to providing ―the 

foundation of civil society‖ (Taylor, 2009, p. 29).  Others suggest benefits of 

transparency include encouraging organizational accountability, commitment, 

collaboration, and cooperation, and increasing competence (Jahansoozi, 2007; 

Tampere, 2008).  

Importance of Trust 

It was not surprising to find the importance of transparency and organizational 

communication linked in a survey of trust that also highlighted the increasing importance 

of all stakeholders (Edelman, 2010a).  Research has shown trust is related to 

transparency (Rawlins, 2008) and is an essential commodity for successfully building or 

re-building relationships (Bandsuch et al., 2008; Garbarino & Johnson, 1999).  Within 

organization–public relationships (OPR), trust is generally defined as ―one party‘s level 
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of confidence in and willingness to open oneself to the other party‖ (Hon & J. E. Grunig, 

1999, p. 19). To earn trust, scholars suggest that an organization must be perceived as 

being competent and reliable and having integrity (Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; Hon & 

J. E. Grunig, 1999).  

Benefits of being trusted include donor support (Handy, 2000; Sargeant & Lee, 

2004), higher company earnings (Ben-Ner & Putterman, 2009) and stronger relational 

commitment (Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; Sargeant & Lee, 2004).  Studies have also 

linked trust to the behavioral intentions of stakeholders (Ajzen, 1991; Bruning, 2002; 

Fazio, Powell & Williams, 1989; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Ki & Hon, 2007).  Jonker and 

Treur‘s (1999) conceptualization of trust as ―the attitude an [individual] has with respect 

to the dependability/capabilities of some other agent (maybe itself) or with respect to the 

turn of events‖ offers a link between trust and stakeholder behaviors—that is, a positive 

attitude leads to positive behavioral intentions.  As an attitude, positive trust should be 

related to positive behavioral intentions, including the intent to purchase, donate, 

recommend the organization or product, or simply the intent to remain a customer or 

client rather than seek an alternative provider. Conversely, without trust, consumers do 

not purchase, donors do not give, shareholders do not invest, employees are less 

effective, and governments are skeptical of both for-profit and nonprofit organizations 

(Bandsuch, Pate, & Theis, 2008; J. E. Grunig & Huang, 2000).  

As a construct, trust is linked to the quality of relationships between organizations 

and their publics, or stakeholders.  These relationships have been defined as ―the state, 

which exists between an organization and its key publics in which the actions of either 

entity impact the economic, social, political and/or cultural well-being of the other entity‖ 
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(Ledingham & Bruning, 1998, p. 62). Within this conceptualization, the central role of 

public relations is to develop mutually beneficial relationships with stakeholders (Broom, 

2010; Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999; Ledingham & Bruning, 1998, 2000). As a result, public 

relations contributes to organizational effectiveness and positively affects the 

organization‘s ―bottom line‖: 

We cannot say that excellent public relations alone can save an 
organization the costs of activism, regulation, or litigation, that it makes 
employees more productive, or that it brings resources from satisfied 
customers, donors, stockholders, or legislators.  But good relationships do 
contribute to these bottom-line behaviors.  (L. A. Grunig, J. E. Grunig & 
Ehling, 1992, p. 86) 

Transparency and Trust in Crisis Situations 

When organizations have strong relationships with their stakeholders they build 

what Alsop (2004) described as ―reputation capital,‖ which aids in the retention of 

customers, donors, or other supporters in times of organizational crisis.  Alsop 

explained, ―When a crisis befalls them, companies like DuPont start from a position of 

strength.  Their reputation precedes them, and the public is inclined to believe they will 

do the right thing‖ (p. 219).  However, it is in crisis situations that organizations are most 

likely to experience loss of trust or loss of reputation and increased demands for 

organizational transparency as stakeholders of all kinds demand information on cause 

and accountability.   Even if the crisis was not within the control of the organization, it 

may still come under the scrutiny of the media, the general public, and the government, 

who seek to understand the crisis‘ cause and apportion blame and responsibility 

(Coombs, 2004; Knickerbocker, 2010). 

As Coombs (2007b) noted, ―Crises can violate expectations that stakeholders hold 

about how organizations should act.  Planes should land safely, products should not 
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harm us, management should not steal money, and organizations should reflect societal 

values‖  (p. 3).  Therefore, organizational reputations and relations between the 

organization and its stakeholders may be damaged by crisis, leading to loss of 

customers, shareholders, donors, or volunteers, and may potentially lead to reduced 

organizational viability, or the inability to operate. 

Moreover, the violation of expectation caused by crises can undermine trust in the 

organization (―BP should pay,‖ 2010; Toyoda, 2010).  As Akio Toyoda (2010), president 

of Toyota Motor Company, acknowledged in the wake of the accelerator pedal 

malfunctions on Toyota vehicles, ―When consumers purchase a Toyota, they are not 

simply purchasing a car, truck or van. They are placing their trust in our company‖ 

(para. 2).  Further, ―We have not lived up to the high standards you have come to 

expect from us…that is why I am personally leading the effort to restore trust in our 

word and in our products‖ (para. 2). 

Despite the potential for great loss of trust in relationships between organizations 

and their publics in a crisis situation, there is also the potential to minimize the damage 

from such crises.  Research indicates that the extent of negative impact of crises on 

organizations may be reduced by both the type of crisis and the communication strategy 

used in responding to the crisis (Coombs, 2007b).  Depending on the response strategy 

and other factors, organizations are less likely to be held accountable for crisis 

situations where they were a victim, or for accidental crisis situations, than for crises 

that may have been prevented by some action by the organization (Coombs, 2007b).   
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Similarly, Rawlins (2008) investigated the relationships between trust and 

transparency and found that transparency in communication efforts was also a 

determinant of trust:  

In particular, organizations that encourage and allow public participation, 
share substantial information so their publics can make informed decisions, 
give balanced reports that hold them accountable, and open themselves up 
to public scrutiny, are more likely to be trusted. (p. 425)  

Moreover, communicative transparency could be among the factors that help to 

minimize the effect of crisis on an organization.  Huang (2008) argued that the form of 

response taken to present crisis messages to stakeholders can also influence their 

perception of the situation and may be more important that the response strategy 

selected.  The forms of response Huang (2008) suggested, timely, consistent, and 

active are similar to the determinants of communicative transparency, which include 

seeking feedback; providing detailed, complete, relevant information; being forthcoming 

with information; and freely admitting mistakes. 

Transparency in Different Types of Organizations  

Recently, Handy, Seto, Wakaruk, Mersey, Mejia and Copeland (2010) found that 

nonprofit status was a factor for consumers, who were ―more likely to trust…nonprofits 

than other types of organizations‖ (p. 866).   When provided with a choice, these 

consumers were also more likely to select nonprofit educational and healthcare 

institutions.  Further, of the 23 countries surveyed in the 2011 Edelman Trust Barometer 

(Edelman, 2011), nongovernmental, or nonprofit, organizations are as trusted or more 

trusted than businesses in 16 countries.  The report noted that these organizations, 

which are historically trusted in developed markets continue to gain in trust in emerging 

markets. As noted in The Economist (2010), ―Few institutions in the modern world enjoy 
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more trust than charities–a trust given both by rich people who give them money and by 

the wider public that may benefit from their work‖ (para. 1). Because people have been 

shown to be more likely to trust nonprofit organizations (Edelman, 2010; 2011; ―Faith in 

charities‖, 2010; Handy, et al., 2010), and given the importance of transparency and its 

related attribute of trust, it may be that the need for transparency is less for a charitable 

nonprofit than for a business entity.   

Handy‘s et al., (2010) quantitative study is unique in its comparative study of trust 

in nonprofit and for-profit organizations, yet it is not surprising to find higher levels of 

trust in nonprofits.  Charitable nonprofit organizations are created to fulfill needs of 

society for which government is unwilling or unable to provide service, or where 

founders of the charitable nonprofit see a need to be filled in society that is not being 

met adequately elsewhere, and where it is not possible for the public to judge the quality 

of the services provided (Brody, 2002; Jeavons, 2001; Salamon, 2003).  Charitable 

nonprofit organizations fulfill separate roles in society not only from their for-profit 

business counterparts but they also retain special status among nonprofit organizations 

(Jeavons, 2001; Kearns, 1996; Kelly, 1998; Salamon, 2003).  As Kelly  (2008) 

explained: 

Nonprofits share only a few common characteristics: (1) they are private, 
which distinguishes them from government, (2) they do not distribute profits 
to those who control the organization, which distinguishes them from 
business, and (3) they are voluntary and self-governing (pp. 1914-1915).   

The term charitable nonprofit is used here to distinguish philanthropic, or 

charitable, nonprofits, identified under the U.S. Internal Revenue Code as 501(c)(3) 

organizations, from the many other types of nonprofit organizations, which include those 

within the 501(c)(4) category, such as civic leagues and social welfare organizations, 
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and those within the 501(c)(6) category, such as chambers of commerce (Kelly, 1998).   

The most distinguishing characteristic of the 501(c)(3) category is that whereas 

organizations within all 27 categories of the 501(c) section are exempt from federal 

income taxes, contributions to those organizations in the 501(c)(3) category are tax 

deductible on contributors‘ itemized federal income tax returns, whereas contributions to 

organizations in the other 501(c) categories are not. 

Among the characteristics that distinguish charitable nonprofit organizations from 

their for-profit counterparts is the restriction from distributing profits to those who control 

the organization (Brody, 2002; Kelly, 1998) and the difference in the exchange 

relationship between these organizations and the stakeholders who provide the funds 

that support them.  Those who provide the capital for provision of services by the 

charitable nonprofit may not be the consumers of those services (Jeavons, 2001; 

Kearns, 2001), whereas purchasers of consumer goods or services are generally 

expected to personally use or gift those goods or services.  As a result, the existence of 

charitable nonprofit organizations is based on public trust wherein the general public 

expects charitable organizations to use funds wisely and ethically to fulfill the societal 

needs identified in their mission (Brody, 2002; Jeavons, 2001).  In comparison, public 

for-profit businesses are expected to provide revenue to shareholders, by providing 

goods and services to consumers in exchange for money.  Their mission may also 

incorporate good business ethics in providing quality goods and services at fair prices, 

but the overall goal of for-profit business is to make a profit for those who own the 

business (Friedman, 1970).  
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Thus, despite the importance in distinction between for-profit businesses and 

charitable nonprofit organizations, each of these types of organization may demonstrate 

organizational transparency in terms of integrity, openness and respect for their 

stakeholders and may also communicate transparently with these stakeholders, 

providing clear and comprehensive information and welcoming feedback.  As a result, 

the effect of transparency on organizational outcomes may not be noticeably different 

between charitable nonprofit organizations and for-profit businesses.  In both cases, 

organizational transparency and communicative transparency contribute to the building 

of trust and realization of positive behavioral outcomes from stakeholders (Rawlins, 

2008, 2009).   

Given a crisis situation, however, the effect of transparency or lack of transparency 

on charitable nonprofit organizations may be different than the effect on a for-profit 

business.  Charitable nonprofit organizations are not immune from crises any more so 

than businesses (Brody, 2001; Kearns, 1996; Salamon, 2002; Stephenson & Chaves, 

2006) and because of their reliance on public trust, the effect of such crises may be 

greater than on their business counterparts.  Conversely, it may be that because the 

nonprofit sector is founded on public trust and are seen as inherently trustworthy that 

the effect is less for the charitable nonprofit organizations than the effect seen by a for-

profit business in the same situation. 

Transparency, Trust and Positive Behavioral Intentions 

Transparency is built through honest and ethical behavior and communication with 

stakeholders.  Rawlins (2009) explained: 

Transparency enhances the ethical nature of organizations in two ways: 
first, it holds organizations accountable for their actions and policies; and 
second, it respects the autonomy and reasoning ability of individuals who 
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deserve to have access to information that might affect their position in life. 
(p. 77)   

As such, honest and ethical behavior and communication with stakeholders involves 

opening oneself to critical examination, trusting stakeholders‘ ability to understand 

organizational behavior and policies, providing and making important information 

accessible, and justifying the withholding of information or provision of partial 

information (Rawlins, 2009).  Such transparent behavior then lends itself to trust.  As 

Coombs (2007b) noted, ―A trustworthy organization is truthful and ethical and considers 

the impact of its actions on stakeholders when making decisions‖ (p. 109).  

 Studies have shown that positive attitudes such as trust lead to positive 

behavioral intentions, (Ajzen, 1991; Fazio, Powell & Williams, 1989; Fishbein & Ajzen, 

1975), which in turn may affect an organization‘s bottom line through donor support 

(Handy, 2000; Sargeant & Lee, 2004), higher company earnings (Ben-Ner & Putterman, 

2009), and stronger relational commitment (Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; Sargeant & 

Lee, 2004).   

In crisis situations, lack of transparency can lead to loss of trust (Bergin, 2010; 

Furman, 2010).  Frequently paired in discussions and reports on crisis situations, lack of 

transparency is seen as a determinant of crisis situations where increased information 

may have prevented the crisis from happening or escalating, whereas loss of trust is 

seen as the result of organizational or situational opacity (―BP should pay, 2010; 

―Federal spill effort‖, 2010).  Conversely, engaging in communicative transparency may 

act to reinforce existing trust levels and mitigate loss of trust (Bandsuch, et al., 2008; 

Rawlins, 2008, 2009).  As such, organizations that are communicatively transparent in a 
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crisis situation should have higher trust levels and greater positive behavioral intentions 

from stakeholders than organizations that are communicatively non-transparent.   

Focus of Dissertation Study 

Today, transparency and trust lead in importance in the development of 

relationships between organizations and their stakeholders (Edelman Trust Barometer 

2010), yet little research has been devoted to the study of their relationship to each 

other.  Rawlins (2009) developed a scale to measure both organizational transparency 

and communicative transparency and Rawlins (2008) used the communicative 

transparency scale to measure the effect of communicative transparency on trust.  

However, there has been no similar study to examine the relationship between the 

organizational transparency traits identified in Rawlins‘ (2009) study and trust.  Further, 

no studies have yet to be conducted to compare the effect of organizational 

transparency traits with communicative transparency efforts, which may have 

independent or dependent effects on trust. 

Trust is both an outcome of transparency and a determinant of behavioral 

intentions.  It is an attitude held by stakeholders in organization–public relationships 

(OPR) that helps determine the quality of the relationship and the behavioral intentions 

of those stakeholders.  Studies have indicated the importance of trust to behavioral 

intentions (Ajzen, 1991; Fazio, Powell & Williams, 1989; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) and 

the importance of positive behavioral intentions to organizational success and viability 

(Hong & Yang, 2009; Sargeant & Lee, 2004; Zeithaml et al., 1996).    

Charitable nonprofit organizations and business organizations fulfill different roles 

in society and, therefore, are reliant on public trust to different extents for their survival.  

Furthermore, neither type of organization is exempt from experiencing crisis situations 
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in which that trust can be damaged (Arenson, 1995; Axtman & Scherer, 2002; Romero 

& Atlas, 2002; SEC, 2006; Wilhelm, 2008).  However, whereas there have been 

examinations and case studies of crises in nonprofit (Stephenson & Chaves, 2006) and 

for-profit (Blaney, Benoit, & Brazeal, 2002) organizational contexts there has been no 

comparative study of nonprofit and for-profit organizations in crisis situations. 

The focus of this dissertation study was to examine the effect of organizational 

transparency and communicative transparency on trust and behavioral intentions of 

stakeholders.  The effect of both types of transparency on trust and behavioral 

intentions was measured as they relate to a preventable crisis situation in which the 

sympathetic crisis response strategy is used.  Further, comparative analysis was made 

between the effect of transparency on trust in charitable nonprofit and for-profit business 

organizations.   

Significance of the Study 

Transparency is a new construct in public relations.  As such, there are few 

studies that examine or explore the construct in depth.  Yet the Edelman Trust 

Barometer (2010a; 2011) and news stories relating to crisis situations (e.g., ―BP should 

pay,‖ 2010; ―Federal spill effort,‖ 2010) indicate the growing importance of the construct.  

This dissertation study adds to the body of knowledge in public relations by expanding 

understanding of transparency and the comparative importance of both parts of the 

transparency construct – organizational transparency and communicative transparency.   

In addition, because participants for the study were recruited from the general public 

who use the Internet, the range of Rawlins‘ (2009) scale has been extended to external 

stakeholders.  Moreover, this research advances understanding of transparency 

through development of a model that incorporates organizational and communicative 
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transparency in a crisis situation and the implications of these on trust and positive 

behavioral intentions of stakeholders.   

With regard to development of theory in organization–public relationships (OPR), 

this dissertation adds to the understanding of the importance of transparency in OPR by 

evaluating transparency‘s effect on trust and the behavioral intentions of stakeholders 

regarding two different types of organizations, the charitable nonprofit organization and 

the for-profit business.  

Furthermore, the study advances the understanding of the role of transparency in 

crisis response.  Form of response has been shown to have a greater effect on trust 

and relational commitment than choice of strategy (Huang, 2008).  Whereas different 

crisis types demand different crisis response strategies, it may be that transparent 

responses have greater effect than non-transparent forms of response.  Such 

information may provide useful to the development of knowledge in crisis 

communication management.   

With regard to practice, and given that transparency involves communication and 

that communication is a function of public relations, this study provides additional 

support for public relations as a management function.   

Finally, the study serves to improve understanding of the impact of organizational 

transparency on stakeholder trust and how such stakeholders intend to behave, given 

reinforcement or a breach of their trust. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

In this chapter, the central constructs of transparency and trust are discussed; 

however, the growing importance of both transparency and trust have evolved from the 

organization–public relationship paradigm of public relations.  As such, the development 

of organization–public relationships as a determinant of effective public relations is 

outlined as the framework in which transparency and trust are considered.  

Furthermore, the study evaluates the effect of transparency and trust in two types of 

organizations—the charitable nonprofit and the for-profit business.  Therefore, definition 

and discussion of the differentiating characteristics of these types of organizations 

follow.  Finally, this chapter also discusses types of crises, crisis communication 

strategies and forms of crisis response.  The chapter concludes with a list of the 

research questions and hypotheses that guided the study. 

Defining Public Relations 

Public relations can be defined simply as ―the management of communication 

between an organization and its publics‖ (J. E. Grunig & Hunt, 1984, p. 6) or more 

extensively as ―the management function that establishes and maintains mutually 

beneficial relationships between an organization and the publics on whom its success or 

failure depends‖ (Broom, 2010, p. 7).  Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999) noted, ―A growing 

number of public relations practitioners and scholars have come to believe that the 

fundamental goal of public relations is to build and then enhance on-going or long-term 

relationships with an organization‘s key constituencies‖ (p. 2).  

Stemming from their work on the International Association of Business 

Communicators (IABC) Excellence Project, the purpose of which was to determine the 
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characteristics of an excellent communication department, the contributions of public 

relations to an effective organization and the value of the contributions in economic 

terms, L. A. Grunig, J. E. Grunig, and Ehling (1992) stated: 

Building relationships—managing interdependence—is the substance of 
public relations.  Good relationships, in turn, make organizations more 
effective because they allow organizations more freedom—more 
autonomy—to achieve their missions than they would with bad 
relationships.  By giving up autonomy by building relationships, ironically, 
organizations maximize that autonomy. (p. 69) 

These definitions move conceptualization of the role of public relations from ―its 

traditionally narrow focus on message creation and dissemination…toward a broader 

view of the field as a goal-oriented problem-solving management function‖ (Ledingham, 

2001, p. 288).   As a management function then, ―the goal of public relations is to build, 

nurture, and maintain organization–public relationships rather than manipulate public 

opinion‖ (Ki & Hon, 2007, p. 2).  As such, Ledingham and Bruning (1998) suggested 

that: 

The term public relations…implies that the research and practice of the 
discipline should focus on an organization‘s relationships with its key 
publics, concern itself with the dimensions upon which that relationship is 
built, and determine the impact that the organization–public relationship has 
on the organization and its key publics. (p. 56) 

Two-way Symmetrical Model of Public Relations  

Two-way symmetrical public relations was suggested by J. E. Grunig and Hunt 

(1984) as the most ethical of the four models of public relations: which are: press 

agentry, public information, two-way asymmetrical, and two-way symmetrical.  Karlberg 

(1996) supported the assertion: ―Essentially…research shows that the two-way 

symmetrical model is the most ethical approach to public relations and that ethical 

public relations also is the model most effective in meeting organizational goals‖ (p. 
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308).   Taylor and Kent (2007) added that ―two-way communication also allows an 

organization to more effectively manage conflict, improve understanding, and address 

stakeholder concerns‖ (pp. 141-142).  And Ledingham and Bruning (2000) 

demonstrated the importance of the two-way symmetrical model in gaining competitive 

advantage.  Their research showed ―that organizations that utilize the two-way 

symmetrical approach, constructed around the organization–public relationship, may 

gain a competitive advantage that can serve as an additional organizational incentive to 

‗do well by doing right‘‖ (p. 68).  

Research by Rawlins (2008, 2009) and Auger (2010) has demonstrated the link 

between transparency and two-way symmetrical communication.  Rawlins‘ (2009) scale 

development for communicative transparency includes such scale items as ―asks for 

feedback from people like me about the quality of its information‖ (p. 89) and ―asks the 

opinions of people like me before making decisions‖ (p. 89) implying a two-way 

symmetrical focus.  Auger‘s (2010) study found ―two-way‖ and ―symmetrical 

communication‖ among the words most frequently associated in context with 

transparency.  

The practice of excellent public relations has also been associated with achieving 

bottom-line behaviors from stakeholders as evidenced by the J. E. Grunig, L. A. Grunig, 

and Ehling (1992, p. 86) quote presented in chapter one.  The Excellence Study 

scholars concluded that good relationships contribute to such bottom-line behaviors as 

making employees more productive and generating resources from satisfied customers 

and donors.  
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However, ―the Excellence study also showed that there are many times when 

good relationships do not lead to changes in behavior immediately‖ (Hon & J. E. Grunig, 

1999, p. 10).  ―As a result, public relations professionals need a way to measure 

relationships as they develop and are maintained rather than waiting to observe the 

behaviors that may or may not occur as a result of communication programs‖ (1999, p. 

11).   Ledingham (2001) furthered the argument by stressing the need to measure not 

only relationships but the quality of those relationships and their outcomes.  He argued, 

―There is a need for agreed upon methods of measuring relationship quality as well as 

for a general theory of public relations, grounded in the relational perspective, that 

explains how public relations functions and that provide a basis for predicting the 

behavior of organizations and publics alike‖ (p. 288).   

Given that transparency is related to trust in organizations, at least among internal 

stakeholders such as employees (Rawlins, 2008), the construct of transparency has the 

potential to add to the understanding of organization–public relationships, the 

measurement of their quality, and behavioral intentions of stakeholders based on their 

impressions of these relationships. 

Measurement of Organization–Public Relationships 

  Two major streams of research have responded to the scholarly demand for 

measurement in organization–public relationships.  According to Yang and J. E. Grunig 

(2005), these relationships ―have commonly been defined by focusing on either the 

processes of relationship formation or the outcomes of a relationship produced between 

an organization and its publics‖ (p. 307), whereas Ledingham and Bruning (1998) 

defined them as  ―the state which exists between an organization and its key publics in 
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which the actions of either entity impact the economic, social, political and/or cultural 

well-being of the other entity‖ (p. 62). 

Ledingham and Bruning (1998) furthered investigated the many dimensions of 

relationships begun by Ledingham, Bruning, Thomlinson, and Lesko (1997) with 

development of a measurement scale for organization–public relationships.  The scale 

incorporated 17 items ranging from investment, commitment, trust, comfort, and 

cooperation to mutual goals, performance satisfaction, and shared technology.  Results 

of their study found that the 17 dimensions reduced down to five: trust, openness, 

involvement, commitment, and investment in an organization–public relationship.  

These five dimensions separated telephone customers who would stay with their 

provider, intended to leave the provider, or were undecided as to stay or leave in an 

emerging competitive environment.  Additional research on the scale by Bruning and 

Ledingham (1999) distinguished the multi-dimensionality of organization–public 

relationships by identifying three levels or dimensions of organization–public 

relationships: the professional, the personal, and the community relationship 

dimensions.  The scholars noted, ―Findings from this investigation support the notion 

that organizations and their publics have professional, personal and community 

relationship expectations‖ (p. 164). Bruning and Galloway (2003) extended the 

dimensions to include anthromorphism and comparison of alternatives dimensions, the 

first of which relates to the trust and confidence individuals place in organizations rather 

than in individuals.   

Additional research by Bruning and colleagues (Bruning, Castle, & Schrepfer, 

2004; Bruning, DeMiglio, & Embry, 2006; Bruning & Galloway, 2003) has demonstrated 
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the importance of organization–public relationships to enhanced reputation and 

competitive advantage (Bruning, DeMiglio, & Embry, 2006), the importance of personal 

commitment to evaluation of organization–public relationships, (Bruning, Castle, & 

Schrepfer, 2004), and the importance of mutual benefit to perceptions of satisfaction 

and behavioral intentions of stakeholders (Bruning, Castle, & Schrepfer, 2004; Bruning, 

DeMiglio, & Embry, 2006; and Bruning & Galloway, 2003). 

Whereas the stream of research undertaken by Ledingham and Bruning (1998) 

focuses on the significance of multi-dimensionality of organization–public relationships 

(OPR) and the effect of perceptions of relationship quality within those dimensions on 

the behavioral intentions of stakeholders, the second stream of research has focused 

on determining the antecedents, or determinants, of organization–public relationships. 

Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999) proposed guidelines for measuring relationships in 

public relations that included a measurement scale of six key components of 

relationships: control mutuality, trust, satisfaction, commitment, exchange relationship, 

and communal relationship.  Four of these indicators – trust, commitment, satisfaction, 

and control mutuality – were adopted from work by Huang (1997) and relate to the 

quality of organization–public relationships, whereas ―a fifth pair of relationship 

indicators—exchange vs. communal relationships—defines the kinds of relationships 

that public relations programs attempt to achieve, in comparison with the nature of 

relationship outcomes produced by other fields such as marketing‖ (Hon & J. E. Grunig, 

1999, p. 20). They argued:  

Public relations makes an organization more effective…when it identifies 
the most strategic publics as part of strategic management processes and 
conducts communication programs to develop and maintain effective long-
term relationships between management and those publics.  As a result, we 
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should be able to determine the value of public relations by measuring the 
quality of relationships with strategic publics.  And, we should be able to 
extend our ability to evaluate communication programs by measuring the 
effects of those programs and correlating them with relationship indicators. 
(p. 9) 

Of the six indicators, Hon and J. E. Grunig found the four indicators of relationship 

quality–trust, commitment, satisfaction, and control mutuality–―are good indicators of 

successful organization–public relationships‖ (pp. 20-21).   

Additional research using Hon and J. E. Grunig‘s (1999) scale has found that 

―more positive estimation of organization–public relationship outcomes result in more 

positive overall evaluations of organizational performance‖ (Yang & J. E. Grunig, 2005, 

p. 317), that active communication has greater effect than familiarity on relationship 

outcomes, (Yang & J. E. Grunig, 2005), that relational satisfaction has a stronger effect 

than company reputation on word-of-mouth-intentions (Hong & Yang, 2009), and that 

perceptions of active communication from the organization result in more positive 

estimations of relational outcomes (Yang, 2007).   

 Within the last few years, Rawlins (2008, 2009) has extended conceptualization 

of organization–public relationships to include the construct of transparency.  This new 

construct has been shown to be instrumental in the development of trust in 

organizations by stakeholders (Rawlins, 2008).  Earlier sections have noted the 

importance of trust in both streams of organization–public research.  It is both a 

relationship dimension (Bruning & Galloway, 2003) and an indicator of relationship 

quality outcomes (Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999; Huang, 2001; Ki & Hon, 2007).  The 

appearance of trust in both streams of research indicates its importance as a 

determinant of quality organization–public relationships and effective public relations. 
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Trust 

Within organization–public relationships, trust has been defined as ―one party‘s 

level of confidence in and willingness to open oneself to the other party‖ (Hon & J. E. 

Grunig, 1999, p. 19).  More importantly, researchers have indicated that trust provides 

the foundation for successful enterprise, even the very existence, of many types of 

organizations: donors must trust charitable organizations, shareholders must trust 

investment managers, employers must trust employees, and government must trust 

business and nonprofit organizations (Bandsuch, Pate, & Theis, 2008; J. E. Grunig & 

Huang, 2000). In other words, trust is viewed as an essential commodity for 

successfully building, maintaining, or re-building relationships (Bandsuch et al., 2008; 

Garbarino & Johnson, 1999), which ―should, and often does impact the bottom line‖ 

(Bandsuch et. al, 2008, p. 120).    

 Yet trust is fragile, set in uncertainty, and influenced by stakeholder perceptions of 

competence, integrity and goodwill (Mattila, 2009; Rawlins, 2008).  Bhattacharya, 

Devinney, and Pillutla (1998) define trust as ―an expectancy of positive (or nonnegative) 

outcomes that one can receive based on the expected action of another party in an 

interaction characterized by uncertainty‖ (p. 462).   Li and Betts (2004) suggested that 

―trust serves the purpose of reducing uncertainty and facilitating decision making in a 

risky situation‖ (p. 6).  

 Within organization–public relationships, ―trust between an organization and its 

publics can mediate the effect of public relations strategies on conflict resolution‖ 

(Huang, 2008, p. 300).  Trust has also been shown to have a direct effect on behavioral 

intentions (Mattila, 2009; Yee & Yeung, 2010) and commitment of stakeholders 

(Sargeant & Lee, 2004).  Rawlins (2008) noted that ―trust is a reciprocal relationship.  
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Organizations can‘t expect trust from stakeholders if they are not willing to trust them 

first or in return‖ (p. 426).  Bandsuch et al. (2008) argued that a minimum of trust is 

necessary for groups or individuals to even consider interacting with each other, ―yet, 

these minimal thresholds of trust are probably insufficient for achieving anything more 

than minimal levels of confidence or commitment by either party‖ (p. 100). 

In addition to having an effect on the bottom-line, studies indicate the benefits of 

being trusted include donor support (Handy, 2000; Sargeant & Lee, 2004), higher 

company earnings (Ben-Ner & Putterman, 2009), and stronger relational commitment 

(Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; Sargeant & Lee, 2004).  Further, Huang (2001) 

demonstrated that ―trust can increase the possibility that [stakeholders] will continue 

their relationships with the organizations after a critical crisis event‖ (p. 319).   

Continuing a relationship with an organization indicates positive behavioral intentions, 

the observance of which have also been identified as benefits of trust  (Bruning & 

Galloway, 2003; Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; Yee & Yeung, 2010).   

Li and Betts (2005) proposed a model, which is described in Figure 2-1, that 

incorporates the concepts of risk and calculated probability, trustworthiness and 

expectation as determinants of trust.  Within this model, trust is seen as a determinant 

of behavioral intentions and ultimately of action.  Perceived risk relates to the ambiguity 

of the situation wherein stakeholders are unsure of whether to trust or not to trust an 

organization to fulfill expectations.  As Li and Betts suggested, ―When faced with a less 

ambiguous situation, one may have higher expectancy of positive outcomes‖ (p. 6).  

Further, the authors argued that whereas trust need not be seen as ―solely 

transactional, calculated probability about a future event or others‘ behavior is essential 
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for our expectation‖ (p. 7).  Such expectations, they said, rest on perceptions of those to 

be trusted.  For example, ―If the perceived probability of the other‘s keeping a promise is 

high, we expect a positive outcome.  Otherwise, it is less likely that we will hold high 

expectations of the positive future event‖ (p. 7). 

Determinants of Trust 

 Within the discussion of trust, above, have been indicators of the determinants of 

trust.  Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999) suggested integrity, dependability, and competence 

as determinants of trust, whereas Rawlins (2008) and Yee and Yeung (2010) added 

benevolence or goodwill as a determinant.  Reliability has also been suggested as 

necessary to trust and can be equated with dependability (Garbarino & Johnson, 1999).  

Yee and Yeung (2010) explored credibility as a determinant of trust but found that both 

credibility and reliability ―were not significant in the development of consumer trust‖ (p. 

155).  And, regarding organization–donor relationships, Sargeant and Lee (2004) 

suggested a similar but different set of determinants: relationship investment, 

communication openness, influence acceptance, forbearance from opportunism, and 

control reduction.  This dissertation will focus on integrity, competence, and goodwill or 

benevolence as the determinants most often associated with trust as a dimension of 

organization–public relationships. 

Integrity 

According to Jeavons (2001), ―Integrity has to do with continuity between 

appearance and reality, between intention and action, between promise and 

performance, in every aspect of a person‘s or an organization‘s existence‖ (pp. 111-

112).  Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999) described integrity as ―the belief that the other party 

is fair and just‖ (p. 5).  In other words, integrity incorporates perceptions of honesty, 



 

43 

consistency and truthfulness.  As Yee and Yeung (2010) suggested, ―Trust will increase 

when a person perceives that the trustee adheres to a set of principles which is 

universally acceptable.  Integrity, in terms of honesty and truthfulness, is one of the 

most important bases of trust‖ (p. 147).   Their study showed a strong positive 

relationship between integrity and trust.  Further, Williams (2005) noted that ―restoring 

public trust in companies was highly correlated to investors‘ perceptions about 

management‘s integrity and willingness to be open‖ (p. 366).  

Competence 

 Trust is based on expectation and expectations include those related to 

organizational ability to conduct business or provide a service as expected by 

stakeholders.  When organizations have demonstrated their competence to provide a 

service or product, stakeholders will expect the organization to continue providing such 

services or products competently, reliably, and safely (Peyrot & Van Doren, 1994).   Yee 

and Yeung (2010) suggested that ―trust is the belief in the exchange partner‘s 

competence to perform a specific task under specific circumstances‖ (pp. 145-146), 

whereas Rawlins (2008) considered factors such as organizational skill, ability, and 

reputation for achieving success, as determinants of competence.  And Hon and Grunig 

(1999) defined competence simply as ―the belief that an organization has the ability to 

do what it says it will do‖ (p. 19).   

Goodwill or Benevolence 

 Yee and Yeung (2010) suggested that benevolence ―can be seen as a basis for 

trust because the trustee does not act in a purely self-serving manner.  This is the 

extent to which a trustee is believed to care for the exchange partner beyond any 

egocentric motive‖ (p. 147).  Rawlins (2008) defined these characteristics as goodwill, 
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and considered from the point of the stakeholder, the extent to which an organization 

concerns itself with stakeholders in decision making, values the opinions of 

stakeholders in decision making, and the extent to which the organization is perceived 

as caring about the well-being of stakeholders.  Research by Rawlins (2008) and by 

Yee and Yeung (2010) has demonstrated the importance of benevolence as a 

determinant of trust. 

Behavioral Intentions 

Behavioral intentions towards an organization may be favorable or unfavorable 

(Zeithaml, Berry, & Parasuraman, 1996), and they may indicate physical action, as in 

purchase or donation, or verbal action, as in word-of-mouth (WOM) recommendations 

(Hong & Yang, 2009; Sargeant & Lee, 2004; Zeithaml et al., 1996).  As the term implies, 

behavioral intentions may be viewed as ―the intention to perform a particular behavior, a 

plan to put behavior into effect‖ (Perloff, 2003, p. 92).  Further, they may ―be viewed as 

indicators that signal whether customers will remain with or defect from the company‖ 

(Zeithaml, et al., 1996, p. 33).   

Research has demonstrated the value of measuring behavioral intentions as an 

indication of actual behavior and also the importance of attitude to the development of 

behavioral intentions (Ajzen, 1991; Fazio, Powell & Williams, 1989; Fishbein & Ajzen, 

1975).  Similar results have been found within the study of organization–public 

relationships, in which relational attitudes have been shown to have an effect on 

behavioral intentions (Bruning, 2002; Ki & Hon, 2007).  

Positive and Negative Behavioral Intentions 

Positive, or favorable, behavioral intentions are those which indicate supportive 

behaviors that provide benefits for an organization – behaviors such as the intent to 
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donate or increase donation amounts to a charitable nonprofit, intention to work hard for 

an employer, intention to purchase a product or service, or the intention to propose 

legislation supportive of the industry (L. A. Grunig, J. E. Grunig & Ehling, 1992; Ki & 

Hon, 2007).  Positive behavioral intentions may also come in the form of positive word-

of-mouth intentions (WOMI), such as the willingness to recommend a product, service, 

or company, or the intention to encourage others to join or support an organization 

(Hong & Yang, 2009; Zeithaml et al., 1996). ―In its broadest sense, WOM 

communication includes any information about a target object (e.g., company, brand) 

transferred from one individual to another either in person or via some communication 

medium‖ (Brown, Barry, Dacin, & Gunst, 2005, p. 125).   

Similarly, the effect of trust may be viewed as preventing negative behavioral 

intentions and WOMI, such as the intent to seek restrictive legislation, complain about a 

company or product to friends and family, or forgo donations to a charitable nonprofit 

organization.  Zeithaml et al., (1996) described unfavorable behavioral intentions and 

WOMI of consumers: 

Consumers perceiving service performance to be inferior are likely to 
exhibit behaviors signaling they are poised to leave the company or spend 
less with the company.  These behaviors include complaining, which is 
viewed…as a combination of negative responses that stem from 
dissatisfaction and predict or accompany defection. (p. 34)   

Trust and Behavioral Intentions 

Prior sections have demonstrated that trust is an indicator of quality in 

organization–public relationships and it has been shown to impact the behavioral 

intentions of stakeholders. Key determinants of trust include integrity, competence and 

goodwill.  Trust can further be viewed as an attitude (Jones, 1996).   Ki and Hon (2007) 

incorporated trust as a determinant of attitude in their examination of the effect of 
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attitude on behavioral intention.  Whereas the study confirmed the effect of attitude on 

behavioral intent, trust was not confirmed as having a significant effect on attitude.  

Similarly, in another study, trust was positively related to behavioral intent, even after 

controlling for customer attitude (Mattila, 2007). A possible reason for lack of effect of 

trust on attitude and its direct impact on behavioral intentions is that trust is, in itself, an 

attitude.  As Jones (1996) said: 

Trust is an attitude of optimism that the goodwill and competence of another 
will extend to cover the domain of our interaction with [them], together with 
the expectation that the one trusted will be directly and favorably moved by 
the thought that we are counting on [them]. (p. 4)  

Trust can also be defined as ―the attitude an [individual] has with respect to the 

dependability/capabilities of some other agent (maybe itself) or with respect to the turn 

of events‖ (Jonker & Treur, 1999, p. 221).  

This chapter of the dissertation study has illustrated two major points: (1) research 

has shown that attitudes may lead to behavioral intentions (Ajzen, 1991; Bruning, 2002; 

Fazio, Powell & Williams, 1989; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Ki & Hon, 2007), and (2) trust 

can be defined as an attitude (Jones, 1996; Jonker & Treur, 1999).  As such, logic 

suggests that development of trust should lead to positive behavioral intentions towards 

an organization, including the intent to purchase, donate, recommend the organization 

or product, or simply the intent to remain a customer or client rather than seek an 

alternative provider. 

Transparency 

Transparency is a broad concept applied to societal sectors such as government, 

business, and nonprofits, and down to specific segments such as the financial and 

telecommunications industries.  Pasquier and Villeneuve (2007) noted ―the concept of 
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transparency has become established during recent decades as a necessity in the fight 

against organizational and individual irregularities (corruption, fraud, financial scandals) 

and in promoting good governance in organizations whether public or private‖ (p. 148).  

Bennis, Goleman and Biederman (2008), suggested that ―transparency is one measure 

of an organization‘s moral health‖ (p. 26) whereas Bandsuch, et al. (2008) contended 

that ―ethical leaders…create transparency.  And transparency demands ongoing 

demonstrations of ethics and integrity‖ (p. 115). 

Transparency is typically defined as:  

The deliberate attempt to make available all legally releasable information – 
whether positive or negative in nature – in a manner that is accurate, timely, 
balanced, and unequivocal, for the purpose of enhancing the reasoning 
ability of publics and holding organizations accountable for their actions, 
policies, and practices. (Rawlins, 2009, p. 75) 

 There are two major approaches to the conceptualization of transparency, both 

of which consider transparency a multi-dimensional construct (Auger, 2010; Rawlins, 

2009). One approach conceptualizes transparency as a communicative process, for 

example, a process that is accurate, timely, balanced and unequivocal. The other 

approach conceptualizes transparency as an organizational trait, which results from 

being accurate, timely, balanced and unequivocal. Supporting the first approach, 

Williams (2005) defined transparency as ―the extent to which the organization provides 

relevant, timely, and reliable information, in written and verbal form, to investors, 

regulators and market intermediaries‖ (p. 361).  And Bennis, et al. (2008) noted that 

―when we speak of transparency and creating a culture of candor, we are really talking 

about the free flow of information within an organization and between the organization 

and its many stakeholders‖ (p. 21).   Moreover, provision of information and 

transparency are often tied to accountability.  Guidestar (2008), an online organizer and 
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distributor of nonprofit and philanthropic database information, noted that ―transparency 

is closely linked with accountability, as the release of relevant information helps 

institutions hold themselves accountable for their performance‖ (p.7).   

 Conversely, Guidestar (2008) also noted that ―releasing information only upon 

request often acts as an impediment to disclosure and frustrates meaningful 

transparency‖ (p. 8).  Advocates and critics of transparency have noted the difficulties 

inherent with this construct.  Rawlins (2009) advised, ―Disclosure alone can defeat the 

purpose of transparency.  It can obfuscate, rather than enlighten‖ (p. 74).  And Scott 

(2004) cautioned that ―transparency, is about much more than the corporate reports 

made to stakeholders, however.  Transparency either pervades the organization or is 

merely a clever one-way mirror attempting to hide the contents from public view‖ (p. 48).   

 Furthermore, transparency may not only obfuscate information, but it may also 

bring about negative consequences for organizations.  Hultman and Axelsson (2007) 

warned that ―increased transparency in buyer-supplier relationships could bring about 

not only positive, but also some negative effects.  In fact, increased transparency may 

create frustration and, in some cases, may also be a source of problems‖ (p. 633).   And 

Pasquier and Villeneuve (2007) documented five organizational behaviors that can 

restrict transparency: (1) non-transparency, where organizations are not required by law 

to be transparent and, therefore, are not; (2) averted transparency, whereby the 

organization actively and illegally prevents access to information; (3) obstructed 

transparency, whereby the organization uses all legal means to limit access to 

information; (4) strained transparency, which involves consciously or unconsciously 

limited access to information because of limited resources or familiarity with the 
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documents; and (5) maximized transparency, whereby all information is made available 

but without filing systems, indexes or registers to help organize or find the information 

needed.  As the scholars noted, ―Too much transparency may destroy transparency‖ (p. 

152).   In other words, organizations may provide all the information relating to an issue, 

involving hundreds of documents, which make it difficult for those interested to find the 

specific information they seek, if no index or other document organizing material is also 

supplied. 

Determinants of Transparency  

Rawlins (2009) suggested four determinants of transparent communicative 

processes: participation, substantial information, accountability, and a reverse item 

factor for substantial information (secrecy).  Details and definitions of each follow below. 

Participation 

Participation is one of the key determinants of communicative transparency, 

embodying the concept of feedback and interaction with stakeholders.  Within 

participation are found such concepts as willingness to receive information and criticism 

from stakeholders and to act upon this information (Rawlins, 2009). 

Bandsuch, et al., (2008) imply participation when they suggest that ―transparency 

also allows stakeholders to both view and respond to the information with comments, 

criticism, or actions‖ (p. 111).  Rawlins‘ (2009) measurement of participation included 

questions such as, ―Asks for feedback from people like me for about the quality of its 

information,‖ and ―Makes it easy to find the information people like me need‖ (Rawlins, 

p. 89).  Further, among the principles of risk communication indicated by Menon and 

Goh (2005) was the concept of ―encouraging and enabling self-responsibility (e.g., 
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helping people make balanced judgments about the scale and likelihood of risks)‖ (p. 

376), behavior which promotes the concept of stakeholder participation.   

Similarly, Nafziger and Maak, (2008) suggested that ―allowing people to express 

their views and share their expertise from their home or office computers will entice 

more citizens to participate‖ (p. 32).  And, Ball (2009) noted that ―the citizenry must be 

active participants if transparency is to occur; it is not enough for governments to simply 

publish information‖ (p. 298). 

Substantial Information 

Substantial information relates to the type, quantity, and quality of information 

provided or available to stakeholders.  Rawlins (2009) included the concepts of 

timeliness, relevance, accuracy, reliability, and clarity to represent the determinant of 

transparency that he labeled, substantial information.  Bandsuch, et al. (2008) described 

a similar concept in corporate governance indicating that the ―ultimate goal should be to 

furnish information that is honest, intelligible, meaningful, timely, and broadly 

disseminated‖ (pp. 109-110).  They defined these concepts as follows: 

Accurate information reliably represents the company‘s situation through 
comprehensive and relevant data.  Comprehensive data provide complete 
information about ownership, performance, and management.  Relevant 
data provide stakeholders with information they desire and will likely use to 
make decisions about their relationship with the company.  Relevancy also 
implies timeliness, affording stakeholders the opportunity to utilize desired 
information. (p. 110) 

Similarly, Ball (2009) noted ―Transparent policies also provide information to citizens 

and improve their ability to make choices‖ (p. 300). 

Accountability 

Accountability is a term frequently found in discussions of transparency and often 

associated with financial accountability or crisis (Ball, 2009; GuideStar, 2008).  Menon 
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and Goh (2005) suggested this determinant of transparency when they defined 

transparency as ―providing the evidence behind decisions and actions‖ (p. 376). 

GuideStar (2008) also provided a definition of accountability, saying that ―being 

transparent with relevant information is how nonprofits demonstrate accountability‖ (p. 

7).  And, Ball (2009) argued that ―good transparent policies contain methods of 

accountability‖ (p. 300). Within the organizational transparency trait measurement scale 

developed by Rawlins (2009), accountability was measured through such concepts as 

being open to criticism, providing information that might be damaging to the 

organization, and ―providing information that can be compared to industry standards‖ (p. 

90).  

Secrecy 

The secrecy determinant was developed by Rawlins (2009) as a reverse item 

dimension for substantial information.  Questions involved concepts such as timeliness, 

relevance, accuracy, reliability, and clarity.  Bennis, et al., (2008) highlighted the 

importance of leadership and lack of secrecy: 

Leaders who will thrive and whose organizations will flourish in this era of 
ubiquitous electronic tattletales are the ones who strive to make their 
organizations as transparent as possible.  Despite legitimate moral and 
legal limits on disclosure, leaders should at least aspire to a policy of ―no 
secrets.‖ (p. 23) 

With regard to the factors for organizational transparency, Rawlins (2009) 

suggested three determinants: integrity, respect, and openness.   

Integrity 

Defined earlier as a determinant also of trust, within the organizational 

transparency scale (Rawlins, 2009), integrity contained such concepts as organizational 

competence, reliability, intelligence, and standards of ethics.  
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Respect 

Within the construct of organizational transparency, respect refers to an 

organization‘s respect for the needs and interests of its stakeholders.  In their 

discussion of risk communication, Menon and Goh (2005) imply respect when they 

noted that it is important to treat ―people‘s fears seriously, even if experts find them 

illogical or trivial‖ (p. 376).  Within the organizational transparency scale, respect was 

composed of concepts such as sensitivity, willingness to listen, flexibility, and perception 

of a caring and personal nature (Rawlins, 2009).   

Openness 

Openness is a term often used in conjunction with transparency and sometimes as 

the definition of transparency (Auger, 2010).  Defined by Menon and Goh (2005), 

openness means ―always acknowledging problems and uncertainties‖ (p. 376).  The 

third of three organizational transparency traits identified by Rawlins (2009), openness 

was described as incorporating concepts such as sincerity, credibility openness, 

truthfulness, consistency, disclosure, and candidness.  

Transparency and Trust 

Scholars argue that the benefits of transparency range from building trust 

(Rawlins, 2008) and enhancing employee satisfaction (Salvatico, 2006) to providing ―the 

foundation of civil society‖ (Taylor, 2009, p. 29).  Others suggest benefits of 

transparency that include encouraging organizational accountability, commitment, 

collaboration, and cooperation, and increasing competence (Jahansoozi, 2007; 

Tampere, 2008).  Advocates of organizational transparency argue that it ―lends 

substance to claims of authenticity, legitimacy, and credibility as well as to the 

development of trust from stakeholders‖ (Auger, 2009). 
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Moreover, transparency can contribute to positive outcomes in the case of 

organizational misdeeds and ethical lapses.  In such cases, transparency can help to 

restore trust, curtail employee dissatisfaction, and diminish reputational risk or damage 

(Bandsuch et al., 2008; Rawlins, 2009).  In addition, transparency may reduce 

shareholder uncertainty and limit loss of competitive advantage (Economist, 2004; 

Welch & Welch, 2007).  In turn, each of these contributions from transparency translate 

into such bottom-line benefits as financial viability, program sustainability, and at times, 

the very existence of the organization. 

Recently, Rawlins (2008) investigated the relationships between trust and 

transparency and found that transparency in communication efforts was also a 

determinant of trust: 

In particular, organizations that encourage and allow public participation, 
share substantial information so their publics can make informed decisions, 
give balanced reports that hold them accountable, and open themselves up 
to public scrutiny, are more likely to be trusted. (p. 425)  

Within the last two decades, a variety of financial and other crises have resulted in 

demands for increased organizational transparency in the government (Ashwell, 2010; 

Snider & Park, 2010), business (Bandsuch, Pate & Thies, 2008), and the nonprofit 

sector (Brody, 2002), in telecommunication (Axtman & Scherer, 2002), financial and 

banking industries (Crittenden, 2006; SEC, 2006), and more recently, deep-water oil 

drilling (Rogoff, 2010).  Such demands come as the result of loss of public confidence 

and trust in these sectors and industries and indicate the perceived importance of 

transparency in everyday operations.  Because the demands for increased 

transparency tend to be related to situations in which transparency was lacking, benefits 

of transparency are often phrased in the negative, for example with reference to 
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―restoring‖ or ―rebuilding‖ trust (Bandsuch et al., 2008; Jahansoozi, 2007), rather than 

from the positive perspective.   

Transparency, Trust and Positive Behavioral Intentions 

Transparency is built through honest and ethical behavior and communication with 

stakeholders.  Rawlins (2009) argued that: 

Transparency enhances the ethical nature of organizations in two ways: 
first, it holds organizations accountable for their actions and policies; and 
second, it respects the autonomy and reasoning ability of individuals who 
deserve to have access to information that might affect their position in life.  
(p. 77)  

As such, honest and ethical behavior and communication with stakeholders 

involves opening oneself to critical examination, trusting stakeholders‘ ability to 

understand organizational behavior and policies, providing and making important 

information accessible, and justifying the withholding of information or provision of 

partial information (Rawlins, 2009).  Such transparent behavior then lends itself to trust.  

As Coombs (2007b) noted, ―A trustworthy organization is truthful and ethical and 

considers the impact of its actions on stakeholders when making decisions‖ (p. 109).  

 Studies have shown that positive attitudes such as trust, lead to positive 

behavioral intentions (Ajzen, 1991; Fazio, Powell & Williams, 1989; Fishbein & Ajzen, 

1975), which in turn may affect an organization‘s bottom line through donor support 

(Handy, 2000; Sargeant & Lee, 2004), higher company earnings (Ben-Ner & Putterman, 

2009), and stronger relational commitment (Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; Sargeant & 

Lee, 2004).  Thus, the relationships between organizational transparency and trust and 

behavioral intentions can be schematically represented as demonstrated in Figure 2-2.  

Within this figure, organizational transparency leads to trust, whereupon the 

organization builds the relationship through communicative transparency, thereby 
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reinforcing stakeholder trust which in turn leads to positive behavioral intentions from 

these stakeholders. 

Charitable Nonprofit Organizations 

Whereas the importance of transparency and its related attribute of trust are 

important for all organizations, it can be argued that the need for transparency is 

different for a charitable nonprofit than for a business entity.  As Bekkers (2003) argued: 

Philanthropic organizations depend on the public‘s trust.  Donors often do 
not know what happens exactly to their donations, how much is saved for 
overhead costs, and where the money is actually spent.  This lack of 
transparency is dangerous because an occasional media report of poor 
performance and misallocation of funds may easily scandalize the entire 
philanthropic sector. (p. 596)  

Charitable nonprofit organizations fulfill roles in society different than those of 

business and government and even from other types of nonprofit organizations 

(Jeavons, 2001; Kearns, 1996; Kelly, 1998; Salamon, 2003).  They are created to fulfill 

needs of society for which government is unwilling or unable to provide service, or 

where founders of the charitable nonprofit see a need to be filled in society that is not 

being met adequately elsewhere, or where it is not possible for the general public to 

judge the quality of the services provided (Brody, 2002; Jeavons, 2001; Salamon, 

2003).  And the sector is steadily growing in size and importance.  As Czerwinski (2007) 

noted: 

While the majority of nonprofit organizations have relatively small operating 
budgets, together their impact is large….Researchers estimate that the 
sector‘s spending in recent years was roughly 11 to 12 percent of the 
nation‘s gross domestic product and, in 2002, the sector had over 9.6 
million employees, about 9 percent of the civilian workforce.  Further, the 
sector has grown: the number of charitable organizations reporting almost 
tripled over the last two decades. (Introduction, para. 1) 
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The term charitable nonprofit is used here to distinguish philanthropic, or 

charitable, nonprofits, identified under the U.S. IRS Code as 501(c)(3) organizations, 

from the many other types of nonprofit organizations found in the remaining 26 

categories of the 501(c) tax code, including civic leagues, chambers of commerce, and 

cemetery companies among others.  Kelly (2008) explained how charitable nonprofits 

are differentiated from other nonprofits.  She noted that: 

Nonprofits that have been granted charitable status are usually classified 
under the 501(c)(3) subsection.  The primary difference between them and 
other nonprofits, such as chambers of commerce, is that gifts to charitable 
nonprofits are deductible from donor‘s taxable income, whereas gifts to 
non-charitable nonprofits are not. (p. 2) 

According to the Internal Revenue Service (IRS, 2010), there were ―1.9 million 

Tax-Exempt Organizations and Nonexempt Charitable Trusts in 2009, an increase of 

about 200,000 entities since 2006‖ (p. 56).  Of those, the IRS estimated that 1.24 million 

of nonprofits were 501(c)(3) organizations. As Kelly (2008) explained: 

It is important to note that charitable organization is a legal term and does 
not mean that all organizations classified as such deal with charity, or 
alleviating suffering of the needy.  Indeed, charity constitutes a small portion 
of the work of U.S. charitable organizations; most deal with philanthropy, or 
promoting human progress. (p. 1915) 

Characteristics of Charitable Nonprofit Organizations 

Among the characteristics that distinguish charitable nonprofit organizations from 

their for-profit counterparts is the restriction from distributing funds to those who control 

the organization, called the nondistribution constraint, (Brody, 2002; Kelly, 1998) and 

the difference in the exchange relationship between these organizations and the 

stakeholders who provide the funds that at least partially support them.  According to 

Czerwinski (2007), most Americans interact with a wide variety of these organizations 

on a daily basis.  He argued that: 
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Virtually every American interacts with the nonprofit sector in his or her daily 
life through a broad range of concerns and activities such as health care, 
education, human services, job training, religion, and cultural pursuits.  In 
addition, federal, state, and local governments rely on nonprofit 
organizations as key partners in implementing programs and providing 
services to the public. (Czerwinski, 2007, p. 13) 

Yet whereas nonprofit organizations can be distinguished from their for-profit 

counterparts, within the nonprofit sector, organizations share few similarities.  As Kelly 

(2008) identified: 

Nonprofits share only a few common characteristics: (1) they are private, 
which distinguishes them from government; (2) they do not distribute profits 
to those who control the organization, which distinguishes them from 
business; and (3) they are voluntary and self-governing.  (pp. 1-2) 

Further, those who provide the capital for provision of services in the charitable 

nonprofit may not be the consumers of those services (Jeavons, 2001; Kearns, 2001), 

whereas purchasers of consumer goods or services are generally expected to 

personally use or gift those goods or services.  Handy (2000) described the role of 

charitable organizations as that of ―an agent that brokers a charitable transaction 

between the donor and the recipient‖ (p. 439).  Consequent to this type of relationship 

and the high costs of monitoring, Handy (2000) argued that ―there exists potential for 

fraudulent behavior by the agent‖ (p. 439). 

Public Trust 

 Within the literature there are scholars who argue that charitable nonprofit 

organizations are deemed trustworthy by their existence and foundation as nonprofit 

entities, the establishment of which requires public trust and implies trustworthiness 

(Brody, 2002; Handy, 2000; Jeavons, 2001).  Other scholars argue that because 

charitable nonprofit organizations rely on public trust for their existence, they should aim 



 

58 

to dispel misunderstanding of the sector, which may threaten the sector (Kearns, 2001; 

Salamon, 2003). 

According to Jeavons (2001), establishment of charitable nonprofit organizations 

rests on a foundation of public expectation, or trust.  He argued: 

There exists…an implicit social contract undergirding the presence and 
function of private nonprofit, especially philanthropic, organizations in our 
society.  These organizations are given a special standing, and even certain 
legal advantages over other private organizations, on the basis of the 
promise that they will serve the public good.  The public expects these 
organizations to be motivated by and adhere to such a commitment in their 
performance.  The public also expects that these organizations will honor a 
set of widely accepted moral and humanitarian values–deriving from these 
organization‘s historical and philosophical roots–and that they (virtually) 
never act in a self-serving manner.  (p. 109) 

 Moreover, Brody (2002) argued that ―accepting nonprofit status as a signal of 

trustworthiness, bestows a halo on any nonprofit organization regardless of merit‖ (p. 

477).  And Handy (2000) noted that ―the charitable status of the organization is a signal 

easily observed by the donor; it declares that the organization is subject to certain laws 

and regulations that will protect the donor‘s interests‖ (p. 442).  

Jeavons (2001) further suggested that ―the question of trustworthiness goes to the 

core of the reason for the existence of these organizations and their ability to satisfy 

public expectations‖ (p. 109).  He continued, ―The very existence of most nonprofit 

organizations, their capacity to garner resources–and so to survive and carry out their 

missions–depends on their moral standing and integrity‖ (p. 109).   

Yet public expectation paired with a general misunderstanding of the nonprofit 

sector can lead to crises in public trust.  As Kearns (2001) noted, ―For a variety of 

reasons, nonprofit organizations are a mystery to the general public‖ (p. 355).  He 

suggested that reasons for the mysteriousness of the sector stem from its size and 
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diversity; a complicated financial structure with revenue from a variety of sources, lack 

of understanding of the government funding/nonprofit relationship, and ignorance of the 

fact that ―nonprofit organizations are legally permitted to generate profits, form 

subsidiary corporations and engage in other commercial activities‖ (p. 355).  Finally, 

Kearns argued that the governance structure of charitable nonprofits can also be 

confusing to the general public and lend an air of mystery because trustees of these 

organizations are rarely public figures.  As the result of this widespread 

misunderstanding, Kearns argued that confidence in the sector could be undermined by 

―pseudocontroversies in which nonprofits are forced to defend actions that are entirely 

legal and appropriate‖ (p. 355).  

Salamon (2003) also addressed the question of misunderstanding of the sector, 

suggesting that ―as efforts go forward to clarify the nonprofit sector‘s vision and 

rationale, parallel efforts must be made to communicate this vision to the public and 

reconcile it with how the sector actually works‖ (p. 82).  He continued,  ―The public must 

be introduced to the broader realities of current nonprofit operation, to the remarkable 

resilience that the sector has shown in recent years, and to the full range of special 

qualities that make nonprofit organizations worth protecting‖ (p. 82).  Salamon 

suggested that the public be better informed of the long-standing relationship with 

government, the need to engage in market means as a source of revenue, and the 

importance of development of codes of conduct and communication of those codes to 

the greater public to help dispel misunderstanding and improve understanding of the 

sector.  
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Trust and Accountability 

The need to dispel misunderstanding and to maintain public trust in charitable 

nonprofit organizations leads to the question of accountability in what is considered an 

implicit social contract (Guidestar, 2008; Jeavons, 2001).  As Guidestar (2008) noted: 

Nonprofit organizations have a social contract to fulfill.  Exemption from 
taxation and, in many cases, the ability to receive tax-deductible 
contributions, creates an obligation for nonprofits to be accountable to the 
public.  Being transparent with relevant information is how nonprofits 
demonstrate that accountability‖ (p. 7). 

Similarly, Jeavons (2001) suggested: 

Trust is the essential lifeblood of the nonprofit sector–trust that nonprofits 
will fulfill this implicit social contract.  And to ensure that this trust is 
sustained, five core values must permeate these organizations, shaping 
their ethics.  These values are integrity, openness, accountability, service 
and charity (in the original sense of the word). (p. 109) 

He added that ―because of the unique historical and societal dimensions of their 

character and function, expectations about what constitutes ethical behavior in and by 

nonprofit, and especially philanthropic, organizations differ from expectations placed on 

other organizations‖ (p. 109). 

However, the concept of accountability is complex and the needs of accountability 

may differ by stakeholder group, for example, state government, federal government, 

clients, or donors (Brody, 2002; Jeavons, 2001).  As Brody (2002) explained: 

For all the concern over nonprofit accountability…the meaning of the term is 
not self-evident.  To the contrary, it means different things to different 
people.  This poses a particular challenge to charities because they, 
perhaps more than other social institutions, depend on public trust, and this 
trust involves multiple –sometimes conflicting – demands from a variety of 
stakeholders. (p. 472) 

Similarly, Jeavons (2001) argued that by ―accepting the privilege of tax exemption and 

the right to solicit tax-deductible contributions‖ (p. 113), charitable nonprofits also 
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―accept an obligation to be ready to answer not only to their members but to the broader 

public as well, for the way they use resources that would otherwise have gone into the 

public treasury‖ (p. 113). 

Czerwinski (2007) noted that within the government: 

Concerns about accountability and transparency of nonprofit organizations 
have grown in recent years.  In 2004 and 2005, the Senate Finance 
Committee held hearings to look more closely at practices that are illegal or 
not in keeping with standards typical of the charitable sector. (p. 10) 

Among the recommendations brought forth by the Senate Finance Committee hearings 

were proposals for increased oversight of the sector.  Walker (2005) explained: 

As the nation‘s tax administrator, the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) has a 
key role in overseeing the tax-exempt sector.  Oversight can help sustain 
public faith in the sector and ensure that exempt entities stay true to the 
purposes that justify their tax exemption.  It also can help protect the entire 
sector from potential abuses initiated by a small minority.  (p. 1)  

Some argue that the nondistribution constraint provides the foundation for public 

trust without additional accountability (Brody, 2002; Handy, 2000); yet it may not always 

curtail problems.  As Brody (2002) argued, ―Compensation scandals, fundraising 

abuses, conflicts of interest, and poor management all reflect failures of internal control‖ 

(p. 477).  Handy (2000) agreed, noting that: 

One of the reasons that nonprofit organizations have a comparative 
advantage over other organizational forms is that the nondistribution 
constraint renders them trustworthy in many transactions that require trust.  
However, the nondistribution constraint in and of itself may not be sufficient, 
and nonprofits must actively gain public trust. (p. 439)  

Transparency in Charitable Nonprofit Organizations 

 Charitable nonprofit organizations are founded on public trust, which is granted 

with an implicit social contract that they will fulfill the purposes of their missions 

(Guidestar, 2008; Jeavons, 2001).  As charitable nonprofit entities these organizations 
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are accountable to a wide variety of stakeholders who may have different and 

sometimes conflicting means of determining such accountability (Brody, 2002; Jeavons, 

2001).  Increased demands for accountability in the wake of scandals and poor 

management (Brody, 2002; Czerwinski, 2007) highlight the importance of transparency 

for these organizations as a means of increasing understanding of the sector, 

understanding that scholars argue is important to the continuance of public trust 

(Kearns, 2001; Salamon, 2003). Moreover, as described in an earlier section of this 

dissertation, the construct of transparency is closely tied to trust.  And Walker (2005) 

highlighted the importance of transparency to charitable nonprofit organizations:  

Good governance and transparency are essential elements to ensure that 
tax-exempt entities operate with integrity and effectiveness in carrying out 
their missions.  Governance facilitates well-run operations that dissuade 
abusive behavior.  Transparency sheds light on entities‗ practices, which 
enhances incentives for ethical, efficient, and effective operations and 
facilitates oversight by the public and others. (p. 4) 

Crisis Situations 

Crises happen to all types of organizations, from charitable nonprofit organizations 

to for-profit businesses, and governmental divisions.  As Mitroff and Anagnos (2001) 

contended, ―Crises have become an integral feature of the new information/systems 

age….Crises are no longer an aberrant, rare, random, or peripheral feature of today‘s 

society.  They are built into the very fabric and fiber of modern societies‖ (pp. 3-4).  

Coombs (2007b) defined a crisis as ―the perception of an unpredictable event that 

threatens important expectancies of stakeholders and can seriously impact an 

organization‘s performance and generate negative outcomes‖ (p. 2-3).   He noted, ―Two 

key traits of crisis are that they are unexpected (we might know one might hit but not 

when) and negative‖ (p. 136).   Fink (1986), however, argued that crises are not 
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necessarily bad: ―A crisis is an unstable time or state of affairs in which a decisive 

change is impending–either one with the distinct possibility of a highly undesirable 

outcome or one with the distinct possibility of a highly desirable and extremely positive 

outcome‖ (p. 15).  He added, ―Contrary to popular belief, a crisis, then, is not 

necessarily bad.  It is merely characterized by a certain degree of risk and uncertainty‖ 

(p. 15). 

Conversely, Coombs and Holladay (1996) suggested that crises threaten an 

organization: 

A crisis can be viewed as a threat to an organization.  The threat reflects 
the potential of a crisis to do reputational (image) damage.  The key 
reputational concerns are trustworthiness and the organization‘s ability to 
conform to the social expectations of stakeholders.  In turn, reputational 
damage can be translated into financial damage and even threaten the 
organization‘s survival.  (p. 280) 

 Further, ―Crises can violate expectations that stakeholders hold about how 

organizations should act.  Planes should land safely, products should not harm us, 

management should not steal money, and organizations should reflect societal values‖ 

(Coombs, 2007b, p. 3).  In other words, crises can violate trust that stakeholders have 

placed in an organization.  As a result, organizational reputations and relations between 

the organization and its stakeholders may be damaged, leading to loss of customers, 

shareholders, donors, or volunteers, and may potentially lead to reduced organizational 

viability, or the inability to operate (Coombs, 2006). 

All companies have the potential to be affected by crises.  As Alsop (2004) noted, 

―Companies are vulnerable, just in different ways.  There are many types of crises, but 

the most commonplace involve corporate misconduct, product failures, or disastrous 
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accidents‖ (p. 218).  He added that ―less dramatic [than disasters] but often more 

damaging is a crisis of corporate misconduct‖ (p. 219). 

Research by Lee (2004) indicated that attributions of responsibility for crisis were 

higher for crises seen as having an internal (preventable) cause rather than an external 

(accidental) cause.  As a result, ―individuals who read about an organization with an 

internal cause…formed more negative impressions of the organization…were less 

sympathetic towards the organization, and…mistrusted the organization more than 

those who read about an organizational crisis with an external cause‖ (Lee, 2004, pp. 

611-612).   As Coombs and Holladay (1996) suggested, ―Publics will make attributions 

about the cause of a crisis.  The more publics attribute responsibility for a crisis to an 

organization, the greater the risk should be of reputational damage‖ (p. 292).   

Coombs (2007c) explained the concept further, ―Attribution Theory posits that 

people search for the cause of events (make attributions), especially for those that are 

negative and unexpected….A person attributes responsibility for an event and will 

experience an emotional reaction to the event‖ (p. 165).   Core emotions evoked 

through Attribution Theory are anger and sympathy, which can serve as motivations for 

action.  Such actions may be positive, as in the case of sympathy, or negative, in the 

case of anger.  As Coombs noted, ―Behavioral responses are negative when a person is 

judged responsible and anger is evoked.  Behavioral responses are positive when a 

person is judged not to be responsible and sympathy is evoked‖ (p. 166).  

Benoit (1997) argued that ―it is not reasonable to form an unfavorable impression 

of a firm unless that company is believed to be responsible for that act‖ (p. 178).  He 

suggested that in such cases, perception is more important than reality.  Said Benoit 
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(1997), ―The important point is not whether the business is in fact responsible for the 

offensive act, but whether the firm is thought to be responsible for it by the relevant 

audience‖ (p. 178).   Alsop (2004) posited that reputation capital can aid in building 

positive perception when crises occur.  He explained, ―When a crisis befalls them, 

companies like DuPont start from a position of strength.  Their reputation precedes 

them, and the public is inclined to believe they will do the right thing‖ (p. 219).  Further, 

he described reputation capital as ―opening a savings account for a rainy day.  If a crisis 

strikes or profits shrink, reputation suffers less and rebounds more quickly‖ (p. 17).  

Conversely, research by Coombs and Holladay (2001) found that ―a favorable 

relationship or crisis history appears to be no different than the neutral condition where 

no relationship or crisis history is given‖ (p. 335); however, a negative reputation did 

have an effect on participant perceptions.  ―The results clearly support the effect of a 

negative reputation.  We term this negative result the Velcro effect.  A performance 

history is like Velcro; it attracts and snags additional reputational damage‖ (Coombs & 

Holladay, 2001, p. 335). 

Crisis Response and Communication 

Crisis response involves communication.  According to Alsop (2004), ―How an 

individual or company reacts can be far more important than the circumstances of the 

crisis‖ (p. 218).  He contended that ―it‘s the response that makes all the difference in 

minimizing its damage to corporate reputation,‖ (p. 218).  Moreover, Lee (2004) 

suggested that how organizations respond to crises can affect stakeholders perceptions 

of responsibility.  ―Consumers may regard denial as a self-serving attempt to avoid 

blame….In contrast, an organization‘s acceptance of crisis responsibility may appear 

honorable, which may reduce the likelihood of negative response‖ (p. 604). 
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 Coombs (2007b) proposed four crisis communication response strategy 

postures: the denial, diminishment, rebuilding, and bolstering postures.  Research has 

shown that the type of crisis response strategy chosen to communicate to stakeholders 

during and post crisis can also influence the extent of damage to organization–public 

relationships (Coombs, 1998, 2006; Koster & Politis-Norton, 2004; Lee, 2004; Matilla, 

2007).  Several studies have indicated the benefits of the apology response versus the 

denial response (Lee, 2004; Matilla, 2007), yet Coombs & Holladay (2008) contended 

that accommodating, rather than apologetic responses such as sympathy and 

compensation, are equally effective response strategies in certain types of crisis.  

Results from Mattila (2009) ―indicate that denials are ineffective in consumer 

settings and that publicly apologizing for the event can somewhat mitigate the negative 

impact of public relations disasters‖ (p. 211).  Further, ―offering a causal explanation for 

the event is also important in order to avoid highly damaging intentional harm 

attributions‖ (Mattila, 2009, p. 211).   Yet Coombs (2007c) cautioned the use of overly 

accommodating strategies.  ―Using overly accommodating strategies when unnecessary 

actually can worsen the situation.  Stakeholders begin to think the crisis must be worse 

than they thought if the organization is responding so aggressively‖ (p. 173).  

Recently, Huang (2008) added to the crisis communication literature through 

conceptualization and measurement of the form of crisis response taken by the 

organization. In her study, Huang argued that the form of response taken to present 

crisis messages to stakeholders can also influence their perception of the situation and 

may be more important that the response strategy selected.  She suggested three forms 

of response: timely response, consistent response, and active response.  A timely 
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response implies availability of the organization to provide information and information is 

presented as soon as possible, whereas the consistent response provides information 

in a contradictory-free manner, and the active response ―means that organizational 

members actively make responses during the course of a crisis‖ (p. 303).   

The forms of crisis response suggested by Huang (2008) reflect strong similarities 

to the determinants of communicative transparency found in Rawlins‘ (2009) study and 

in Bandsuch‘s et al. (2008) description of transparency.  As such, communicative 

transparency may contribute additional depth to the concept of form of crisis response 

by adding to and expanding it. 

Development of Hypotheses 

In crisis situations, lack of transparency can lead to loss of trust (Bergin, 2010; 

Furman, 2010).  Frequently paired in discussions and reports on crisis situations, lack of 

transparency is seen as a determinant of crisis situations in which increased information 

may have prevented the crisis from happening, or escalating, whereas loss of trust is 

seen as the result of organizational or situational opacity (―BP should pay, 2010; 

―Federal spill effort‖, 2010).  Conversely, engaging in communicative transparency may 

act to reinforce existing trust levels and mitigate loss of trust (Bandsuch, et al., 2008; 

Rawlins, 2008, 2009).  In addition, form of response has been shown to have a greater 

effect on trust and relational commitment than choice of strategy (Huang, 2008).  As 

such, organizations of all types that are communicatively transparent in a crisis situation 

should have higher trust levels and greater positive behavioral intentions from 

stakeholders than organizations that are communicatively non-transparent.   

Figures 2-3 and 2.4 illustrate the difference of transparent response versus non-

transparent response in a crisis situation.  In both Figures 2-3 and 2-4, organizational 
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transparency leads to trust at which point a crisis situation intervenes in the relationship.  

Figure 2-3 illustrates the transparent communication process wherein the organization 

responds to the crisis with transparent communication, which reinforces stakeholder 

trust and leads to positive behavioral intentions.  Conversely, Figure 2-4 illustrates the 

non-transparent communication process wherein the organization responds to the crisis 

by withholding information or other non-transparent forms of response, which weakens 

stakeholder trust and leads to limited levels of positive behavioral intentions. 

 Moreover, research has demonstrated the link between communicative 

transparency and trust (Rawlins, 2008), but there has been no study to date that 

examines organizational transparency‘s link to trust.  Given that one type of 

transparency (communicative transparency) has been shown to have a significant effect 

on trust (Rawlins, 2008), it can be hypothesized that a reputation for organizational 

transparency combined with communicative transparency will have a greater effect on 

trust than communicative transparency individually, regardless of type of organization.  

Moreover, it can also be hypothesized that a reputation for organizational transparency 

may also serve to mitigate loss of trust when organizations do not communicate 

transparently.  Thus the following hypotheses are posed: 

Hypothesis 1: Within charitable nonprofit organizations, there is an interaction 

between reputation for organizational transparency and communicative form of 

response on trust and behavioral intentions, such that transparent organizations that 

communicate transparently have greater stakeholder trust and positive behavioral 

intentions in crisis situations than: 

H1a: Non-transparent organizations that do not communicate transparently; 
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H1b: Transparent organizations that do not communicate transparently; 

H1c: Non-transparent organizations that communicate transparently. 

Hypothesis 2: Within for-profit businesses, there is an interaction between 

reputation for organizational transparency and communicative form of response on trust 

and behavioral intentions, such that transparent businesses that communicate 

transparently have greater stakeholder trust and positive behavioral intentions in crisis 

situations than: 

H2a: Non-transparent businesses that do not communicate transparently; 

H2b: Transparent businesses that do not communicate transparently; 

H2c: Non-transparent businesses that communicate transparently. 

It has also been argued here that within both charitable nonprofit organizations 

and for-profit businesses, organizational transparency and communicative transparency 

contribute to the building of trust and realization of positive behavioral outcomes from 

stakeholders (Rawlins, 2008, 2009).  However, because of the differences in societal 

roles fulfilled by these different types of organizations (Jeavons, 2001; Kearns, 1996; 

Kelly, 1998; Salamon, 2003) and given a crisis situation, the effect of transparency on 

charitable nonprofit organizations may be different than the effect on a for-profit 

business.  Charitable nonprofit organizations are not immune from crises any more so 

than businesses (Brody, 2001; Kearns, 1996; Salamon, 2002; Stephenson & Chaves, 

2006) and because they are founded on public trust and may have the halo effect 

described by Brody (2002), the effect of such crises may be less than for their business 

counterparts.   
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Moreover, Handy et al., (2010) found that given a choice, consumers preferred to 

use a nonprofit organization for education and healthcare needs and they held greater 

trust in nonprofit organizations than for-profit business. As a result, the general public 

may be more willing to trust a charitable nonprofit organization than a for-profit business 

in a crisis situation.  Furthermore, whereas there have been examinations and case 

studies of crises in nonprofit (Stephenson & Chaves, 2006) and for-profit (Blaney, 

Benoit, & Brazeal, 2002), organizational contexts there has been no comparative study 

of the effect of crisis situations on charitable nonprofit organizations and for-profit 

businesses.  Therefore, based on the literature, which suggests the very foundation of 

charitable nonprofits rests on public trust, and given that consumers have been shown 

to place greater trust in nonprofit organizations than businesses (Handy et al., 2010), 

the following hypothesis is posed: 

Hypothesis 3: There is an interaction among organization type, reputation for 

organizational transparency and communicative form of response on stakeholder trust 

and positive behavioral intentions in crisis situations. 

Summary of Hypotheses 

Based on the literature relating to organization–public relationships, trust, 

behavioral intentions, transparency, charitable nonprofit organizations, and crisis 

communication three hypotheses and six sub-hypotheses were developed.  

This study incorporated three broad hypotheses linking the constructs of 

transparency, trust and behavioral intentions in a comparative measure between 

charitable nonprofit organizations and for-profit businesses.  Following are the 

hypotheses and sub-hypotheses: 
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Hypothesis 1: Within charitable nonprofit organizations there is an interaction 

between reputation for organizational transparency and communicative form of 

response on trust and behavioral intentions, such that transparent organizations that 

communicate transparently have greater stakeholder trust and positive behavioral 

intentions in crisis situations than: 

H1a: Non-transparent organizations that do not communicate transparently; 

H1b: Transparent organizations that do not communicate transparently; 

H1c: Non-transparent organizations that communicate transparently. 

Hypothesis 2: Within for-profit businesses there is an interaction between 

reputation for organizational transparency and communicative form of response on trust 

and behavioral intentions, such that transparent businesses that communicate 

transparently have greater stakeholder trust and positive behavioral intentions in crisis 

situations than: 

H2a: Non-transparent businesses that do not communicate transparently; 

H2b: Transparent businesses that do not communicate transparently; 

H2c: Non-transparent businesses that communicate transparently. 

Hypothesis 3: There is an interaction among organization type, reputation for 

organizational transparency and communicative form of response on stakeholder trust 

and positive behavioral intentions in crisis situations. 
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Figure 2-1.  Model of trust (Li & Betts, 2005, p. 5). 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2-2.  Schema of relationship among transparency, trust, and behavioral intentions 
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Figure 2-3.  Transparent communication effect on stakeholder trust in crisis situation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2-4.  Non-transparent communication effect on stakeholder trust in crisis situation
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CHAPTER 3 
METHOD 

The purpose of this study was to examine the effect of transparency on trust and 

positive behavioral intentions of stakeholders.  Specifically, the study examined the 

relationships between organizational transparency and communicative transparency in 

two different types of organizations, and the effect of transparency on trust and 

behavioral intentions of organizational stakeholders, given a crisis situation.   

For this study, a 2 x 2 x 2 factorial, post-test only control-group experimental 

design was used: (transparent organization vs. non-transparent organization) x 

(charitable nonprofit organizations vs. for-profit businesses) x (communicative 

transparency in crisis response vs. non-transparent communication in crisis response).  

Individual variable types in each independent variable pair served as the control for the 

other in the pair.  For example, the transparent organization served as the control for 

the non-transparent organization, and vice versa.  One-way analysis of variance (1-way 

ANOVA) or two-way analysis of variance (2-way ANOVA) was used to analyze the 

effectiveness of the experimental manipulations and the effect of independent variables 

(organizational transparency, type of organization, and communicative transparency) on 

dependent variables (trust and positive behavioral intentions) and their interactions. To 

clarify, in Chapter 2 the researcher discussed both positive and negative behavioral 

intentions but for the purposes of this study, behavioral intentions refer only to positive 

behavioral intentions, or the lack of positive behavioral intentions, lack of which does not 

necessarily imply negative behavioral intentions.   

To comply with the needs of statistical analysis, and following commonly accepted 

practice, a minimum of 30 completed responses was necessary for each of the eight 
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treatment blocks to provide for reasonable generalizability; thus, the total minimum 

number of participants needed for the experiment was 240.  As Agresti and Finley 

(2009) noted, the larger sample size allows for the use of the F-test rather than the t-test 

for statistical analysis, which reduces the potential for a Type I error whereby 

hypotheses may be incorrectly rejected. 

The researcher considered both survey method and experimental method for this 

study and chose the experimental design because it provided the best form for 

determining the relative causality of organizational transparency and communicative 

transparency on trust and behavioral intentions of stakeholders.  As Aronson, Ellsworth, 

Carlsmith, and Gonzales (1990) noted ―A true experiment is the best method for finding 

out whether one thing really causes another‖ (p. 9).  

Of the true experimental designs suggested by Stanley and Campbell (1963), the 

researcher selected the post-test only control-group design because it provides the 

―same qualities of internal validity as the pretest-posttest control group design‖ (Aronson 

et al., 1990, p. 141), but it improves external validity by eliminating pre-test sensitization.   

Pilot Studies 

 A pilot study took place in early February 2011 to evaluate the effectiveness of 

experimental manipulation of the independent variables.  The experiment was launched 

using the Qualtrics software program and disseminated among Facebook  ―friends‖ of 

the researcher.  Because the final study would use participants from the general public 

who use the Internet, the use of Facebook ―friends‖ seemed appropriate. The Qualtrics 

program was set to randomly provide each of the eight different experimental blocks in 

equal proportion but due to the non-response rate and limited number of participants, 

block 6 received just one completed response.  To compensate for this shortage, five 
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undergraduate student participants were recruited to complete experimental block 6 and 

their data were entered manually into the results.  In total 64 participants began the pilot 

and 37, including the students, completed the pilot for a response rate of 57.8%. 

The pilot study helped the researcher identify potential problems with the 

dissemination of the study, for example; the noticeably different number of responses 

on experimental block 6 compared to the other blocks.  To compensate for this potential 

difficulty in the main study, the researcher negotiated to pay the panel recruitment 

company only for completed responses to the experiment, to purchase an additional 60 

participants for a total of 300 and to set quotas for each experimental block.  Review of 

the pilot study also highlighted missing technical pieces such as the omission of ―skip 

logic‖ that push those participants who are less than 18 years old or who do not wish to 

participate to the end of the survey when they select from the age and willingness to 

participate choices. Results of the pilot study also indicated a lack of demographic data 

and two questions were added, one requesting gender and one requesting age, for the 

launch of the main study. 

Results of the manipulation check from the pilot study showed that the 

manipulation for organizational transparency was working for the nonprofit experimental 

blocks and was close to significant for the for-profit experimental blocks; however, the 

manipulation for communicative transparency was effective for the nonprofit groups and 

completely ineffective for the for-profit groups.   

As a result, the researcher re-wrote all the manipulations to better differentiate the 

positive aspects of transparency such as being humble, caring, responsive, and 

competent, from the negative, such as arrogance, uncaring, incompetent, and unethical.  
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Results of the final study manipulations can be found in Chapter 4 and details of the 

experimental manipulations can be found in Appendix A. 

Main Study 

Participants 

 Participants were recruited from the population of the general public who use the 

Internet by United Sample Company, a professional panel recruitment firm. The 

individuals were randomly assigned to one of eight experimental block treatment groups 

by the Qualtrics software program.  This randomization provides for greater internal 

validity.  As Trochim (2001) stated, ―The key to the success of the experiment is in the 

random assignment‖ (p. 193).  He continued, ―If you randomly assign people to two 

groups, and you have enough people in your study to achieve the desired probabilistic 

equivalence, you can consider the experiment strong in internal validity and you 

probably have a good shot at assessing whether the program causes the outcome(s)‖ 

(p. 193). Further, Aronson et al. (1990) noted, ―If we are conducting an experiment—

that is, if we assign the…groups to conditions at random—we can assume that they 

were equivalent before the experimental treatment‖ (p. 141).  And, ―we do not have to 

measure them before the treatment to check on their equivalence, since randomization 

ensures that there are no factors which systematically differentiate them‖ (p. 141).  

Stimuli 

Organizational transparency 

 To manipulate organizational transparency, two newspaper articles were created 

to provide an image of either a transparent or non-transparent organizational reputation 

(see Appendix A).  Words and phrases from the measurement scales were used within 

the body of each fictitious article.   The first article, representing a transparent 
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organization, included quotes and description of the organization that incorporated the 

factors of integrity, respect for others, and openness.  Integrity included descriptions of 

competence, commitment to do good, reliability, ethics, and intelligence.  Respect 

included descriptions that implied a willingness to listen, sensitivity, and characteristics 

that portrayed a caring, humble, personal and flexible organization.  Openness 

portrayed the organization as credible, open, truthful, and consistent.  The second 

article, representing a non-transparent organization, also used words and phrases from 

the measurement scale and provided quotes and description that incorporated 

reversed-item factors for integrity, respect and openness such as closed, deceptive, 

inconsistent, unreliable, unethical, incompetent, inflexible, uncaring, and unwilling to 

listen.  Both articles described an identical background history for the organization and 

the same situation, in which the organization was building a water purification center for 

a very poor southern Louisiana town. 

Types of organization 

 For the manipulation for type of organization, each organizational transparency 

treatment (transparent organization vs. non-transparent organization) was applied to 

both a charitable nonprofit organization and to a for-profit business.  To do so, each 

article incorporated a description of the organization that described it as either (1) a 

charitable nonprofit organization or (2) a for-profit business and included description of 

the management structure, either (1) volunteer board of directors, or (2) corporate board 

of directors; mentioned either (1) donors and volunteers, or (2) shareholders and 

customers; and included information about either (1) happy or disgruntled recipients of 

program services, or (2) satisfied or dissatisfied customers.   
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Communicative transparency 

 Manipulation of the third independent variable (communicative transparency vs. 

non-transparent communication) took the form of a second newspaper article describing 

a preventable crisis situation in which harmful bacteria were not removed from the water 

because employees substituted a less expensive filtration system rather than the one 

recommended in the engineering design specifications.  As a result, a young child and 

an elderly resident died and there was widespread illness.  Each organizational type 

(transparent charitable nonprofit organization, non-transparent charitable nonprofit 

organization, transparent for-profit business, and non-transparent for-profit business) 

received the same crisis scenario; however, each type of organization received two 

treatments for form of response to the crisis: either (1) transparent form of response, or 

(2) non-transparent form of response.   

The transparent response included communicative behaviors that encouraged 

stakeholder feedback, provided detailed information and information that could be 

verified by a third party, was relevant, complete, and easy to understand.  Further, the 

transparent response acknowledged mistakes and criticism, and was forthcoming with 

information that could be damaging to the organization.  The non-transparent response 

included the reverse of some communicative behaviors such as incomplete information 

and information that could not be verified by a third party or information that was difficult 

to understand.  Other factors included refutation of criticism and refusal to admit 

mistakes or blaming of outside sources that could have contributed to the crisis. 
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Measures 

Organizational transparency  

The purpose of this study was to determine the effect of transparency on trust and 

positive behavioral intentions of stakeholders.  To verify the effectiveness of the 

manipulation of organizational transparency and communicative transparency, and to 

consider the differences in levels of these variables given different types of 

organizations and a crisis situation, the scales developed by Rawlins (2009) to measure 

organizational transparency and communicative transparency were used.  The scale for 

organizational transparency included items for the three factors of organizational 

transparency: integrity, respect, and openness.  Responses were posed in a 7-point 

Likert Semantic Differential scale, with anchors as indicated in Table 3-1, and no 

identifying descriptive words on points 2 through 6.   

Communicative transparency 

 Within the literature there appears to be just one scale for measuring 

communicative transparency (Rawlins, 2008, 2009).  Others have noted the 

characteristics of communicative transparency but did not provide a scale (e.g., 

Bandsuch et al., 2008).   Table 3-2 provides details of the scale used for this study, 

which replicates that used by Rawlins (2009).  The table also describes the ordering of 

the questions within the questionnaire, for example, the first question measuring 

participation was presented to respondents as the 9th question in the section of the 

questionnaire relating to communicative transparency. Respondents were asked to 

indicate the extent to which they disagreed or agreed with the question on a 7-point 

Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree.  
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Trust 

 Rawlins (2008) and Yee and Yeung (2010) developed similar scales for 

measuring trust, including the factors of integrity, competence, and either goodwill or 

benevolence.  Rawlins‘ (2008) scale has been used to measure the effect of 

communicative transparency on trust with internal stakeholders (employees) and Yee 

and Yeung‘s (2010) very similar scale was used to measure trust with external 

stakeholders (consumers of beef products). As such, the appropriateness of Rawlins‘ 

(2008) scale to this study seemed valid and was used for measurement of trust. Table 

3-3 lists the items in the scale and the order in which they were presented, for example, 

respondents received the first item representing integrity as the 11th question of the trust 

section in the questionnaire.  For each of the questions relating to trust, respondents 

were asked to determine the strength of their agreement with each item on a 7-point 

Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree where 7 represented 

strongly agree, 4 was neutral, and 1 was strongly disagree.   

Behavioral intentions 

 Behavioral intentions may take the form of intended action, such as voting or 

attending a meeting, or the form of intended communication, for example by word-of-

mouth, where one might recommend a product or service or discourage others from 

purchase or participation.  As a result, behavioral intention scales vary by author.  Hong 

and Yang (2009) provided a four-item scale for word-of-mouth intentions in their study 

and Sargeant and Lee (2004) included a three-item scale they described as 

―relationship investment,‖ which related to behavioral intentions of donors, whereas 

Zeithaml et al. (1996) included 13 items in their behavioral-intentions battery.  Each of 

these three scales included variations of speaking positively about the company, 
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recommendations to friends and family, and encouraging friends and family to do 

business or support the organization.   

For the purposes of this study, items referring to recommendation were dropped 

from the scale because individuals would not purchase Vortex Systems products and 

such recommendations would not make sense unless the individual was in the position 

of being able to recommend the products to city administrators.  Three items were 

developed for this study based on Hong and Yang‘s  (2009), and Zeithaml‘s et al. 

(1996) scales.  These items incorporated a 7-point Likert scale based on Zeithaml‘s et 

al. (1996) anchors, ranging from highly unlikely to highly likely.  Table 3-4 provides 

detail of the final scale. 

Procedure 

 Participants were recruited by United Sample (USample) and compensated 

through an arrangement between the panel recruitment firm and the participants.  

Potential participants were directed to the Qualtrics survey site where they were first 

asked whether they were at least 18 years old and next, whether they agreed to 

participate based on the informed consent protocol.  If they were at least 18 years old 

and agreed to participate they were assigned one of eight experimental treatment 

blocks each of which contained a pair of fictitious newspaper articles–one manipulating 

organizational transparency and one manipulating communicative transparency–and 

which referred to one type of organization (charitable nonprofit or for-profit business).  

Within each treatment block, participants were asked to read article one, followed by 

article two and then to answer a series of questions pertaining to the company 

described within the articles.  Following the question section, participants were provided 

with a brief written explanation of the true focus of the experiment and disclaimers 
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relating to the fictitious nature of the people, places, and companies described in the 

news articles.  Appendix A contains text of the articles used in the experiment and 

illustrations of the fictitious newspaper layouts used to deliver the articles. 
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Table 3-1.  Organizational transparency measurement items 

Integrity 
11. Competent vs. Incompetent 
  4.  Ethical vs. Unethical 
10.  Reliable vs. Unreliable 
  7.  Intelligent vs. Unintelligent 

Respect 
  5.  Sensitive vs. Insensitive 
12.  Willing to listen vs. Unwilling to listen 
  3.  Impersonal vs. Personal 
  8.  Flexible vs. Inflexible 
13.  Caring vs. Uncaring 
15.  Arrogant vs. Humble 

Openness 
  2.  Sincere vs. Insincere 
  9.  Credible vs. Not credible 
  6.  Open vs. Closed 
  1.  Deceptive vs. Truthful 
14.  Consistent vs. Inconsistent 
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Table 3-2.  Communicative transparency measurement items 

Participation 
9.  Asks for feedback from people like me about the quality of its information. 
22.  Involves people like me to help identify the information I need. 
14.  Provides detailed information to people like me. 
  7.  Makes it easy to find the information people like me need. 
  4.  Asks the opinions of people like me before making decisions. 
21.  Takes the time with people like me to understand who we are and what we 
       need. 

Substantial Information 
25.  Provides information that is relevant to people like me. 
8. Provides information that could be verified by an outside source, like an 
     auditor. 

  3.  Provides information that can be compared to previous performance. 
19.  Provides information that is complete. 
15.  Provides information that is easy for people like me to understand. 
  2.  Provides accurate information to people like me. 
13.  Provides information that is reliable. 
16.  Provides information to people like me in language that is clear. 

Accountability 
24.  Presents more than one side of controversial issues. 
10.  Is forthcoming with information that might be damaging to the organization. 
  1.  Is open to criticism by people like me. 
18.  Freely admits when it has made mistakes. 
  6.  Provides information that can be compared to industry standards. 

Substantial Information (Reversed = Secrecy) 
5. Often leaves out important details in the information it provides to people like 
      me. 

20.  Provides information that is full of jargon and technical language that is 
       confusing to people like me. 
11.  Blames outside factors that may have contributed to the outcome when 
       reporting bad news. 
23.  Provides information that is intentionally written in a way to make it difficult to 
       understand. 
17.  Is slow to provide information to people like me. 
12.  Only discloses information when it is required. 

 



 

86 

Table 3-3.  Trust measurement items 

Overall Trust 
  6.  I‘m willing to let the organization make decisions for people like me. 
3. I think it is important to watch this organization closely so that it does not 
     take advantage of people like me. [R] 

11.  I trust the organization to take care of people like me. 

Competence 
12.  I feel very confident about the skills of this organization. 
10.  This organization has the ability to accomplish what it says it will do. 
  2.  This organization is known to be successful at the things it tries to do. 

Integrity 
  7.  The organization treats people like me fairly and justly. 
13.  The organization can be relied on to keep its promises. 
  5.  Sound principles seem to guide the behavior of this organization. 
  9.  This organization does not mislead people like me. 

Goodwill 
4. Whenever this organization makes a decision I know it will be concerned 
      about people like me. 
1. I believe this organization takes the opinions of people like me into account 
     when making decisions. 
8. This organization is interested in the well-being of people like me, not just 
      itself. 

 [R] = reverse item 

 
Table 3-4.  Behavioral intentions measurement items 

Behavioral Intentions 
  1.  I would support my city or town‘s purchase of Vortex Systems products for 
       stormwater management by voting in favor of the purchase in the next 
       election. 
2. I would encourage friends and relatives to vote in favor of the purchase 
     of Vortex Systems products in the next election.  

  3.  I would say positive things about Vortex Systems to other people. 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS  

In this chapter, results of the experiment described in chapter three are presented.  

The chapter begins with a review of demographic data, followed by description of data, 

and results of hypotheses testing.  All testing and results were conducted at the 95% 

confidence level or (p < .05). 

Sample 

PASW version 18, formerly SPSS, statistical software was used for compilation 

and statistical analysis of data. Data were collected through the on-line Qualtrics survey 

software program, downloaded into an Excel file and converted into PASW.  Five 

hundred and sixty-six responded to the request for participation of which 292 (N = 292) 

completed the experiment appropriately.  Of the remaining 274, some were not 18 years 

old, some did not agree to participate, others began but did not complete the 

experiment and others completed it without thought (e.g., choosing 4 for every 

response).  Overall response rate was 51.6%. 

As described in Table 4-1, 125 males and 167 females completed the experiment.  

Overall, men represented 43% and women 57% of total participants.  Review of Table 

4-2 demonstrates the results of one-way ANOVA that found no significant differences in 

the perceptions of organizational transparency by gender F(1, 291) = .46, p > .05 and 

communicative transparency F(1, 291) = .27, p > .05, and no significant differences in 

the level of trust F(1, 291) = 1.65, p > .05 and behavioral intentions F(1, 291) = 1.61, p > 

.05 displayed towards organizations.   

The median age for participants across all experimental blocks was 59 years old, 

with the youngest participants at 19 and the oldest at 90 years old. Table 4-3 lists the 
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median age, standard deviation and range of participants by experimental block and To 

analyze the potential effect for age, participant ages were grouped by decade, (i.e., 19-

29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60-69, 70-79, and 80-90) and 1-way ANOVAs conducted to 

determine any potential significant differences relating to age on organizational 

transparency, communicative transparency, trust and behavioral intentions.   Results, of 

the ANOVA presented in Table 4-4, indicated that age did not provide significant 

differences in perceptions of organizational transparency F(6, 245) = 1.345, p > .050, 

communicative transparency F(6, 245) = .972, p > .050, trust F(6, 245) = 1.127, p > 

.050, and behavioral intentions F(6, 245) = .848, p > .050.  

The frequency with which each experimental block was completed can be seen in 

Table 4-5.  The number of completed experiments per block ranged from a low of 33 in 

Block 3 to a high of 40 in Block 4. Table 4-5 also includes the type of organization 

featured by block and the description of organizational transparency and communicative 

transparency.  Overall, the number of experimental blocks featuring charitable nonprofit 

organizations versus their for-profit business counterparts was approximately equal, 

with 142 nonprofit and 150 for-profit scenarios as seen in Table 4-6.  Tables 4-7 and 4-8 

describe the frequencies for the number of experimental blocks that featured a 

transparent or non-transparent organization (OrgTrans), and the number of blocks that 

featured organizations that engaged in communicative transparency (ComTrans) and 

those that did not.  These are also approximately equal with 148 transparent 

organizations versus 144 non-transparent organizations (Table 4-7) and 143 

organizations that utilized communicative transparency versus 149 that did not (Table 4-

8). 
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Descriptive Statistics 

Scale Reliability Analysis 

Scale reliability tests were examined for organizational transparency, 

communicative transparency, trust, and behavioral intentions.  Reliability for all scales 

was high, and consistent with prior studies (Rawlins, 2008; 2009) details of which are 

found in Tables 4-9 through 4-12.  Cronbach‘s (1951) alpha was used as the measure 

for scale reliability because this test reveals the extent to which items that measure the 

same factor are correlated with each other.  As Cortina (1993) explained: 

If a test has a large alpha, then it can be concluded that a large portion of 
the variance in the test is attributable to general and group factors.  This is 
important information because it implies that there is very little item-specific 
variance. (p. 103) 

The organizational transparency scale developed by Rawlins (2009) returned with 

an overall Cronbach‘s alpha of .98.  As described in Table 4-9, which lists Cronbach‘s 

alpha, mean, and standard deviation for each experimental block, scores ranged from a 

low of .92 in Block 7, the not transparent charitable nonprofit that did not use a 

transparent communicative response, to a high of .98 for Block 5, which represented a 

transparent charitable nonprofit that did not use a transparent communicative response.   

The overall communicative transparency scale (Rawlins, 2009) described in Table 

4-10, achieved Cronbach‘s alpha of .96.  As summarized within this table, reliability 

ranged from a high in Block 2, transparent for-profit organization that used transparent 

communicative response Cronbach‘s alpha of .96 to a low Cronbach‘s alpha of .89 for 

Block 7, which represented the not transparent charitable nonprofit that did not use a 

transparent communicative response.   
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The trust scale proposed by Rawlins (2008) and the behavior intentions scale 

developed by the researcher for this study each returned overall reliability scores of 

Cronbach‘s alpha .97.   Table 4-11 illustrates the trust scale scores and Table 4-12 

illustrates the behavioral intentions scale scores.  Since scores were high, there was no 

need to consider removal of individual scale items to improve the overall Cronbach‘s 

alpha level for either scale. 

According to Gliem and Gliem (2003), alphas of greater than .50 are acceptable 

and the closer to 1.0 the alpha, the higher the internal consistency of the scale; thus the 

reliability analysis of the scales for the study showed all scales used were highly 

reliable.   

Scale Items and Determinants 

In addition to analysis of overall scale reliability, descriptive statistics of scale items 

were analyzed.  Because this was an experimental study and as such intended to 

produce extremes, the mean scores overall for measurement of organizational 

transparency, communicative transparency, trust, and behavioral intentions ranged from 

a low of 1.64 to a high of 5.14 on 7-point scales.  Moreover, the means throughout the 

study do not achieve levels higher than 6.06 because the crisis situation used to create 

the extremes involved the death of two people and as such it would be unlikely for even 

the most transparent organizations and businesses to achieve high mean scores. 

Tables 4-13 through 4-16 list the scale means and standard deviation for each scale 

item by experimental block.  As described in Chapter 3, each scale was measured on a 

7-point scale.  Organizational transparency was measured on a 7-point semantic scale 

ranging from negative words before point ―1‖ and positive words after point ―7‖ with no 

additional indicators on individual points.  The communicative transparency and trust 
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scales ranged from strongly disagree to strongly agree on a 7-point Likert scale, and the 

behavioral intentions scale ranged from highly disagree to highly agree on a 7-point 

Likert scale. 

Organizational transparency 

As described within Table 4-13, which lists the scale item and overall mean scores 

and standard deviation by experimental block for organizational transparency, the 

highest overall mean score was found in Block 2 (M = 5.14, SD = 1.16), which 

represented the doubly transparent for-profit business and the lowest mean score was 

found in Block 7 (M = 1.85, SD = .68), which represented the doubly non-transparent 

charitable nonprofit organization. 

Among the determinant factors for organizational transparency, illustrated in Table 

4-13, ―respect‖ scored highest in Blocks 1–4 and lowest in Blocks 5–8, among which 

groups ―integrity‖ had the highest mean scores.  Conversely, ―integrity‖ scored lowest in 

Blocks 1 and 2 and ―openness‖ scored lowest in Blocks 3 and 4, but only marginally so 

when compared to ―integrity‖ (Block 3: M = 3.24, SD = 1.36 vs. M = 3.25, SD = 1.41; 

Block 4: M = 3.21, SD = 1.54 vs. M = 3.23, SD = 1.48).  Given that Blocks 1–4 received 

the communicative transparency treatment and Blocks 5–8 received the non-

transparent communication treatment, the dichotomous result for ―respect" may be 

attributable to the manipulation for this construct. 

   The organizational traits of ―wiliness to listen‖ and ―openness‖ received highest 

item scores for the doubly transparent blocks (Blocks 1 and 2) whereas ―reliability‖ was 

least highly regarded in these groups.  Within the mixed transparency groups (Blocks 3–

6) ―intelligence‖ and ―willingness to listen‖ received the highest scores whereas 

perceptions of ―reliability,‖ ―personal,‖ and sensitivity‖ received the lowest.  In the doubly 
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non-transparent groups (Blocks 7 and 8), ―intelligence‖ again scored highest and 

perceptions of ―sensitivity‖ and ―caring‖ scored lowest.   

Item means for Blocks 1 and 2, which represented the transparent organizations 

that used communicative transparency response, ranged from (M = 4.40, SD = 1.42) to 

(M = 5.86, SD = 1.40). This indicated that participants somewhat agreed that the 

organization demonstrated organizational transparency.  Blocks 3 and 4, which 

represented non-transparent organizations that used transparent communicative 

responses, ranged from (M = 1.64, SD = .69) to (M = 4.12, SD = 1.88) with the majority 

of response means in the 3.00s (somewhat disagree), indicating that participants 

generally perceived these organizations as not displaying the qualities of organizational 

transparency.   

Similarly, within Blocks 5 and 6, which represented the transparent organizations 

that did not use a transparent communicative response, scale item means ranged from 

(M = 2.72, SD = 1.17) to (M = 4.49, SD = 1.52) with the majority of responses indicating 

that respondents disagreed or somewhat disagreed that the organization in question 

was transparent.  As expected, the item mean scores in Blocks 7 and 8, which 

represented the non-transparent organizations that did not communicate transparently, 

were the lowest among all blocks, ranging from (M = 1.50, SD = .75) to (M = 3.47, SD = 

1.52) with the majority of mean scores indicating that respondents disagreed or strongly 

disagreed that the organizations in question were transparent.   

In summation, participant perception of organizational transparency in the doubly 

non-transparent organizations was more strongly negative than for those with mixed 

levels of transparency or those that were doubly transparent.  Conversely, viewed from 
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the positive, participant perception of organizational transparency in the doubly 

transparent organizations was more strongly positive than for those with mixed levels of 

transparency or for those that were doubly non-transparent. 

Communicative transparency 

As described within Tables 4-14 and 4-15, which list the scale item and overall 

mean scores and standard deviation by experimental block for communicative 

transparency, the highest overall mean score was again found in Block 2 (M = 4.70, SD 

= .86), which represented the doubly transparent for-profit business and the lowest 

mean score was found in Block 7 (M = 2.18, SD = .72), which represented the doubly 

non-transparent charitable nonprofit organization. 

Among the determinant factors for communicative transparency, illustrated in 

Tables 4-14 and 4-15, ―accountability‖ scored highest in Blocks 1–3 and lowest in 

Blocks 5 and 6.  ―Secrecy‖ was lowest in Blocks 1 and 2 and highest in Blocks 5, 7 and 

8.   Within Blocks 3, 4, 7, and 8 ―participation‖ received the lowest mean scores.  Blocks 

4 and 6 reported highest scores for ―substantial information‖, which tied for lowest mean 

score in Block 5.  Given that Blocks 1–3 represent blocks that received doubly 

transparent or mixed experimental treatments and that Blocks 5, 7 and 8 represent 

those that received the doubly non-transparent or mixed treatment, it is not surprising 

that the first group scored highest for ―accountability‖ and the second for ―secrecy‖. 

The communicative transparency traits of ―accountability,‖ such as ―is open to 

criticism by people like me‖ and ―freely admits when it has made mistakes,‖ received 

highest item scores for the blocks that received the communicative transparency 

experimental treatment (Blocks 1–4) and items relating to ―secrecy‖ received the lowest.  

Among the blocks that received the non-transparent communication treatment, 
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questions relating to ―secrecy,‖ such as ―only discloses information when it is required‖ 

and ―often leaves out important details in the information it provides to people like me,‖ 

received the highest mean scores and items relating to ―accountability,‖ such as ―is 

forthcoming with information that might be damaging to the organization‖ and ―freely 

admits when it has made mistakes,‖ were lowest.   

Table 4-14 provides details of the scale item mean scores for communicative 

transparency, organized by question for Blocks 1–4 wherein Blocks 1 and 2, which 

represented the transparent organizations that used communicative transparency 

response, achieved means ranging from (M = 4.03, SD = 1.34) to (M = 5.63, SD = 

1.26), which indicated participants somewhat agreed that the organization 

demonstrated communicative transparency. Blocks 3 and 4, which represented non-

transparent organizations that used transparent communicative responses, ranged from 

(M = 2.70, SD = 1.16) to (4.55, SD = 1.79) with the majority of response means in the 

3.00s, indicating that participants perceived these organizations as somewhat lacking 

the qualities of communicative transparency.   

Table 4-15, which provides details of the scale item means and standard deviation 

for communicative transparency in Blocks 5-8, indicates the mean scores for Blocks 5 

and 6, which represented the transparent organizations that did not use a transparent 

communicative response, ranged from (M = 2.26, SD = 1.33) to (M = 5.10, SD = 1.33).  

With the exception of ―only discloses information when it is required,‖ which received (M 

= 4.26, SD = 1.52) in Block 5 and (M = 5.10, SD = 1.33) in Block 6, the majority of 

means fell into the 2.00s and 3.00s demonstrating that respondents perceived these 

organizations as lacking in the qualities of communicative transparency.   
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As expected, the item mean scores in Blocks 7 and 8, which represented the non-

transparent organizations that did not communicate transparently, ranged from (M = 

1.62, SD = .92) to (M = 6.06, SD = 1.13).  Mimicking the results for Blocks 5 and 6, 

above, the question ―only discloses information when it is required‖ provided highly 

different results than the rest of the questions in the scale, possibly because of the 

reverse nature of the ―secrecy‖ determinant with (M = 6.06, SD = 1.13) in Block 7 and 

(M = 5.69, SD = 1.17) in Block 8.   

In summation, participant perception of communicative transparency in the doubly 

non-transparent organizations was more strongly negative than for those with mixed 

levels of transparency or those that were doubly transparent.  In other words, participant 

perception of communicative transparency was more strongly positive for organizations 

exhibiting both organizational and communicative transparency than for the mixed or 

doubly non-transparent organizations.  Moreover, as expected through manipulation, 

among the mixed transparency blocks, those that received the communicative 

transparency treatment (Blocks 3 and 4) perceived higher levels of communicative 

transparency than those that received the non-transparency communication treatment 

(Blocks 5 and 6). 

Trust 

As described in Tables 4-16 and 4-17, which list the scale item and overall mean 

scores and standard deviation by experimental block for trust, the highest overall mean 

score was again found in Block 2 (M = 4.73, SD = 1.17), which represented the doubly 

transparent for-profit business and the lowest mean score was found in Block 7 (M = 

1.89, SD = .80), which represented the doubly non-transparent charitable nonprofit 

organization. 
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Among the determinant factors for trust, illustrated in Tables 4-16 and 4-17, 

―competence‖ scored highest across all blocks and ―overall trust‖ scored lowest. 

Excluding ―overall trust,‖ lowest scores were found across all blocks for ―integrity‖ with a 

high of (M = 4.51, SD = 1.25) for Block 1 and a low of (M = 1.71, SD = .79) for Block 7.   

Scale means and standard deviation for trust for Blocks 1-4 as described in Table 

4-16 indicate that participants who received the most transparent organizational 

scenarios in Blocks 1 and 2, somewhat agreed that they had trust in the organization.  

Mean scores for Blocks 1 and 2 ranged from (M = 3.23, SD = 1.29) to (M = 5.43, SD = 

1.22).   Mean scores for two of the mixed transparency blocks (Blocks 3 and 4), which 

represented non-transparent organizations that used transparent communicative 

responses, ranged from (M = 2.36, SD = 1.19) to (M = 4.06, SD = 1.50), indicating that 

participants did not place a great deal of trust in these organizations.   

Similarly, the remaining 2 mixed transparency blocks (Blocks 5 and 6), details for 

which are found in Table 4-17, had means that ranged from (M = 2.23, SD = 1.16) to (M 

= 4.59, SD = 1.48) with the majority of mean scores falling into the 2:00s and 3.00s, 

indicating that participants did not place much trust in the organization.  As expected, 

the item mean scores in Blocks 7 and 8, which represented the non-transparent 

organizations that did not communicate transparently, ranged from (M = 1.56, SD = .86) 

to (M = 3.22, SD = 1.51) demonstrating a lack of trust in the organizations in question.   

It should be noted that the lowest mean score for each block came from the same 

scale item, that which referred to ―I think it is important to watch this organization‖ found 

under ―overall trust.‖  In fact, referring to Tables 4-16 and 4-17, the majority of lowest 

mean scores for the overall trust scale are found in those items relating to ―overall trust.‖ 
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Moreover, across all blocks, two questions relating to ―competence‖ received the 

highest mean scores, the first suggesting that ―this organization has the ability to 

accomplish what it says it will do‖ and the second indicating, ―this organization is known 

to be successful at the things it tries to do.‖   

Overall results for trust indicated that organizations that were perceived by 

participants as displaying both organizational and communicative transparency 

achieved higher levels of trust than the mixed transparency or doubly non-transparent 

organizations. 

Behavioral intentions 

As described in Table 4-18, which list the scale item and overall mean scores and 

standard deviation by experimental block for positive behavioral intentions, the highest 

overall mean score was found in Block 1 (M = 4.49, SD = 1.46), which represented the 

doubly transparent charitable nonprofit organization and the lowest mean score was 

found in Block 7 (M = 1.64, SD = .89), which represented the doubly non-transparent 

charitable nonprofit organization. 

Following the pattern set by the previous scale discussions, the doubly transparent 

blocks (Blocks 1 and 2) displayed the highest mean scores, indicating they were 

somewhat inclined to speak or act positively with regard to the organization.   

Respondents to Blocks 3 to 6, which represented the mixed transparency groups, 

indicated they were less likely to display positive behavioral or word-of-mouth intentions 

whereas the doubly transparent blocks (Blocks 7 and 8) had across the board scores in 

the 1.00s, indicating they were highly unlikely to display positive behavioral or word-of-

mouth intentions.   
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Significance of Scale Item Effects on Trust 

Two-way ANOVA was conducted to analyze the effect organizational transparency 

and communicative transparency scale items had on trust and behavioral intentions.  

Results of the test described in Table 4-19 identified main effects for six organizational 

transparency items on trust.  Deceptiveness or truthfulness [F(6, 291) = 3.94, p < .05, 

Ŋ2 = .29], insincerity or sincerity [F(6, 292) = 4.20, p < .05, Ŋ2 = .31], insensitivity or 

sensitivity [F(6, 292) = 2.78, p < .05, Ŋ2 = .23], flexibility or inflexibility [F(6, 292) = 2.26, 

p < 05, Ŋ2 = .19], competence or incompetence [F(6, 292) = 3.48, p < .05, Ŋ2 = .27] as 

well as uncaring or caring [F(6, 292) = 2.58, p < .05, Ŋ2 = .21] reflected main effects for 

organizational transparency on the dependent variable, trust. 

Table 4-20 lists the five scale items of communicative transparency that produced 

main effects on trust.  Among them are ―often leaves out important details in the 

information it provides to people like me‖ [F(6, 292) = 2.67, p < .05, Ŋ2 = .22] and 

―provides detailed information to people like me‖ [F(2, 292) = 3.35, p < .05, Ŋ2 = .26].  

Additional items included ―involves people like me to help identify the information I 

need‖ [F(6, 292) = 3.38, p < .05, Ŋ2 = .26] and ―provides information that can compared 

to industry standards‖ [F(6, 292) = 3.43, p < .05, Ŋ2 = .27].   

Significance of Scale Item Effects on Behavioral Intentions 

As shown in Table 4-21, results of the 2-way ANOVA testing the effect of 

organizational transparency on behavioral intentions showed main effects for six items.  

Within the results for the organizational transparency scale, there was just one 

duplication from the results noted above for trust.  The concept of caring or uncaring 

produced main effects for both trust and behavioral intentions with the latter results as 

F(6,292) = 2.70, p < .05, Ŋ2 = .22.  Other items included willingness or unwillingness to 
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listen [F(6, 292) = 3.26, p < .05, Ŋ2 = .26], credibility [F(6, 292) = 3.12, p < .05, Ŋ2 = .25], 

reliability [F(6, 292) = 2.98, p < .05, Ŋ2 = .24] and being open or closed [F(6, 292) = 

3.24, p < .05, Ŋ2 = .25].   

Table 4-22 describes the significance test for the effect of communicative 

transparency scale items.  Results indicated that two items from communicative 

transparency produced main effects on both trust and on behavioral intentions. Scores 

for the effect on trust as indicated above, whereas scores for behavioral intentions for 

―Provides information that can be compared to industry standards,‖ reached [F(6, 292) = 

3.64, p < .05, Ŋ2 = .28] and ―provides information that is easy for people like me to 

understand‖ F(6, 292) = 2.67, p < .05, Ŋ2 = .22].  Of the three additional items from the 

communicative transparency scale that produced main effects for behavioral intentions 

were ―provides information that is complete‖ [F(6, 292) = 1.99, p < .05, Ŋ2 = .17] and 

―presents more than one side of controversial issues‖ [F(6, 292) = 3.06, p < .05, Ŋ2 = 

.24].   

Exploratory Factor Analysis 

Though the results of the scales of measurement used in this study were 

determined through experimental method rather than through survey method, the 

researcher believed it was pertinent to conduct exploratory factor analysis on the scales 

because they had not been tested in an external stakeholder situation.  Placing items 

from the organizational transparency and communicative transparency scales into one 

exploratory analysis resulted in extraction of three components.  Table 4-23 displays the 

final component extractions and Table 4-24 displays the Eigenvalues and variance of 

the extracted components.  
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Viewing the results, the majority of the 25 communicative transparency items 

factored together into one component, with the exception of five items, which factored 

together into their own component. These five items were as follows: 

 Provides information that is relevant to people like me. 
 Provides information to people like me in language that is clear. 
 Often leaves out important details in the information it provides to people like 

me. 
 Involves people like me to help identify the information I need. 
 Provides information that is complete. 

 
Five items from the communicative transparency scale were also confounded, 

loading without adequate strength onto any one component.  These items related to 

participation, ―takes the time with people like me to understand who we are and what we 

need‖ and to substantial information, ―provides accurate information to people like me‖ 

and ―provides information that is reliable.‖  The remaining items referred to 

accountability, ―freely admits when it has made mistakes‖ and to secrecy ―only discloses 

information when it is required.‖   

Items for organizational transparency factored into one component with five 

confounded items loading without adequate strength onto any component.  These five 

confounded items referred to the semantic differential pairings of arrogant/humble, 

flexible/inflexible, impersonal/personal, open/closed, and willingness or unwillingness to 

listen. 

When items for the trust scale (Rawlins, 2008) and behavioral intentions scales 

were grouped together for exploratory factor analysis, all items factored into one 

component.  Tables 4-25 and 4-26 provide the component extraction information and 

strength of loading.  Individually, trust factored into one component as described in 
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Tables 4-27 and 4-28 and behavioral intentions factored into one component as 

described in Tables 4-29 and 4-30.  

Check on Manipulation of Stimulli 

Table 4-31 presents the results of the one-way ANOVAs used to check the 

effectiveness of each experimental manipulation (transparent/non-transparent 

organization, transparent/non-transparent communication) in each of the two 

organizational types (nonprofit and for-profit). The first fictitious newspaper article 

presented to participants, which was designed to provide stimuli for organizational 

transparency or a lack of organizational transparency revealed significant difference of 

means within the nonprofit groups between those who received the transparent 

organization article and those that received the non-transparent organization article (M 

= 4.30, SD = 1.47 vs. M = 2.63, SD = 1.33, p < .05).  Significant differences were also 

found within the for-profit groups (M = 3.92, SD = 1.06 vs. M = 2.74, SD = 1.02, p < .05).  

The high level of significance indicates that the manipulation for organizational 

transparency was successful. 

Article two, which was written to provide stimuli for communicative transparency 

revealed significant differences of means within both the nonprofit (M = 3.92, SD = 1.06 

vs. M = 2.74, SD = 1.02, p < .00) and for-profit groups (M = 3.40, SD = 1.19 vs. M = 

2.56, SD = .94, p < .05).  Again, the level of differences between groups indicates the 

successful manipulation of stimuli, in this case communicative transparency. 

Manipulation for type of organization was checked by a qualitative sentence 

provided by participants following articles one and two within the experiment.  Review of 

the descriptive sentences indicates that participants understood the type of organization 

for which they were providing analysis.  For example, comments from Block 1, the 
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doubly transparent nonprofit organization included ―charitable organization to improve 

the world‖ and ―a nonprofit dedicated to providing clean drinking water in poorer areas.‖  

Block 2, which represented the doubly transparent for-profit business included 

comments such as, ―They are a water system company that have done business all 

over the world‖ and ―It's a sophisticated water treatment company; 

 however, some respondents in this block identified the organization as a nonprofit, 

―Vortex Systems is a non-profit hydro-engineering firm‖ indicating they felt nonprofit 

status was implied though it was not mentioned in either article.   

Comments from Block 3, which represented a non-transparent nonprofit that used 

communicative transparency, provided more comments referring to the perceived 

transparency of the organization than the type of organization, such as ―A non-profit 

organization that builds water systems‖ versus ―Vortex is a unreliable source for water 

purification systems,‖ and ―a total scam & fraud.‖  Block 5, which represented the 

transparent nonprofit organization that did not use communicative transparency had 

many comments relating to the type of organization and just one that referred to the 

level of transparency, which simply said, ―deceptive.‖  Conversely, Block 7, which 

represented the doubly non-transparent nonprofit group, had many strong comments 

referring to the level of transparency, such as ―absolute junk I would advised everyone 

to stay away from this system‖ and ―They are not assuming responsibility for their 

project and should be sued,‖ as well as comments referring to type of organization, for 

example, ―Non profit group which helps poor towns that have water treatment 

problems.‖ 
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Within the blocks representing for-profit business, Block 4, the non-transparent 

business with communicative transparency received comments such as ―Sounds like a 

shady under handed company‖ and ―Vortex is a water filtration company.‖  Like Block 2, 

within this block, there were participants who confused the business for a nonprofit 

organization describing it as, ―A non-profit water purification installation company.‖  In 

Block 6, comments referred to both the business and its perceived transparency as in 

―Vortex Systems claims to purify contaminated water‖ and ―A hydro-engineering firm 

which is supposed to provide state-of-the-art water purification systems.‖  Results from 

Block 8, which represented the doubly non-transparent business, were mixed between 

those merely describing the business, as in, ―They provide water treatment systems,‖ 

and those commenting on the transparency of the business, such as, ―They are very 

unscrupulous‖ and ―water treatment company that has questionable results.‖ 

Overall, as indicated in Table 4-31, tests of the three experimental manipulations 

created for this study were successful. Significant differences in perceptions of 

organizational transparency were found between those that received the transparent 

organization manipulation and those that received the non-transparent organization 

manipulation.  Significant differences in perceptions of communicative transparency 

were also found between those that received the communicative transparency 

manipulation and those that received the non-transparent communication manipulation. 

Moreover, these differences were found to be significant within each type of 

organization (charitable nonprofit or for-profit business).   

Hypotheses Testing 

This study incorporated three broad hypotheses linking the constructs of 

transparency, trust and behavioral intentions in a comparative measure between 
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charitable nonprofit organizations and for-profit businesses.  The null hypothesis of no 

interaction effect applies to all hypotheses.  Following are listed the alternative 

hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1: Within charitable nonprofit organizations there is an interaction 

between reputation for organizational transparency and communicative form of 

response on trust and behavioral intentions, such that transparent organizations that 

communicate transparently have greater trust and behavioral intentions in crisis 

situations than: 

H1a: Non-transparent organizations that do not communicate transparently; 

H1b: Transparent organizations that do not communicate transparently; 

H1c: Non-transparent organizations that communicative transparently. 

Hypothesis 2: Within for-profit businesses there is an interaction between 

reputation for organizational transparency and communicative form of response on trust 

and behavioral intentions, such that transparent businesses that communicate 

transparently have greater trust and behavioral intentions in crisis situations than: 

H2a: Non-transparent businesses that do not communicate transparently; 

H2b: Transparent businesses that do not communicate transparently; 

H2c: Non-transparent businesses that communicative transparently. 

Hypothesis 3: There is an interaction among organization type, reputation for 

organizational transparency and communicative form of response on trust and 

behavioral intentions in crisis situations. 

Test of Hypothesis 1 

Two-way ANOVAs were used to determine the significance of organizational 

transparency and communicative transparency‘s effect first on the dependent variable 
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trust and second on the dependent variable behavioral intentions. Summated scores for 

organizational transparency and communicative transparency were used and, because 

Hypothesis 1 refers only to charitable nonprofit organizations, only experimental cases 

that featured the appropriate group were selected for use in the analysis.    

Trust 

Overall, doubly transparent organizations achieved more than twice as much trust 

as their doubly non-transparent counterparts.  As expected, the highest mean scores on 

trust were achieved for the doubly transparent organizations (transparent charitable 

nonprofit organizations that used a transparent form of crisis response) and lowest for 

the doubly non-transparent organizations (non-transparent charitable nonprofits that did 

not utilize a transparent form of crisis response), the difference in means for which were 

(M = 4.59, SD = 1.09 vs. M = 1.89, SD = .80).   Higher mean scores for trust were also 

achieved for the doubly transparent charitable nonprofit organizations than those for 

transparent organizations that did not utilize a transparent form of response (M = 4.59, 

SD = 1.09, vs. M = 3.50, SD = 1.34).  Finally, transparent organizations that used a 

transparent response form had higher mean scores than non-transparent organizations 

who communicated transparently (M = 4.59, SD = 1.09 vs. M = 3.22, SD = 1.30).  Table 

4-32 provides the descriptive statistics for the test, which as described above, provide 

partial support for Hypotheses 1a, 1b, and 1c. 

Results of the two-way ANOVA shown in Table 4-33 indicate there was not a 

significant effect on trust through interaction of organizational transparency and 

communicative transparency, F(1, 141) = .39, p > .05,  Ŋ2 = .00.  There were, however, 

significant main effects for each of these variables.  Both the effect from organizational 

transparency [F(1, 141) = 58.29, p < .00,  Ŋ2 = .30] and the effect from communicative 
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transparency [F(1, 141) = 38.81, p < .00, Ŋ2 = .22] had significance levels of less than 

.05.   According to Mertler and Vannata (2010), the strength of the effect described by 

eta squared (Ŋ2) for each of the main effects was minimal, only those values over .50 

are considered substantial. Overall, the model demonstrated significant differences in 

levels of trust, depending on perceptions of organizational transparency or 

communicative transparency, [F(3, 141) = 32.10, p < .00, Ŋ2 = .41] .  

Behavioral intentions 

Hypothesis 1a argued that transparent charitable nonprofit organizations that used 

a transparent form of crisis response would have greater trust and behavioral intentions 

than those without a reputation for organizational transparency that did not utilize a 

transparent form of crisis response.  As described above, the null hypothesis of no 

interaction effect on trust was rejected; in the test for behavioral intentions, it also was 

rejected (M = 4.52, SD = 1.45 vs. M = 1.64, SD = .89). Thus Hypothesis 1a is supported 

overall.    

As reported above, the doubly transparent organizations achieved more than twice 

the level of positive behavioral intentions that the doubly non-transparent organizations.  

Within the mixed transparency groups, the mean scores for behavioral intentions for 

charitable nonprofit organizations with a reputation for organizational transparency that 

used a transparent form of crisis response, as opposed to transparent organizations 

that did not utilize a transparent form of response, were also higher, (M = 4.52, SD = 

1.45 vs. M = 3.05, SD = 1.68), supporting Hypothesis 1b.  Finally, Hypothesis 1c, which 

contended that levels of trust and behavioral intentions would be greater in transparent 

organizations that used transparent response than non-transparent organizations that 
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communicated transparently was supported with (M = 4.52, SD = 1.42 vs. M = 2.89, SD 

= 1.45).  Table 4-34 provides the descriptive statistics for the test. 

Though the null hypotheses for Hypotheses 1a, 1b, and 1c were rejected, again, 

there was no interaction effect for organizational transparency and communicative 

transparency F(1, 141) = .21, p > .05, Ŋ2 = .00; however, there were significant main 

effects for each of the variables.  Levels of behavioral intentions varied significantly 

depending on perceptions of organizational transparency, [F(1, 141) = 41.17, p < .00, 

Ŋ2 = .23] and also of communicative transparency [F(1,141) = 32.86, p < .00, Ŋ2 = .19].  

As indicated in Table 4-35, the overall model showed the differences in extent of 

behavioral intentions, F(3, 141) = 24.53, p < .00,  Ŋ2 = .35, depending on perceptions of 

either organizational transparency or communicative transparency.  An analysis of eta 

squared (Ŋ2) indicates the low levels for strength of effect for each main effect. 

Test of Hypothesis 2 

The test for Hypotheses 2a, 2b, and 2c followed the same pattern as those for 

Hypotheses 1a, 1b, and 1c.  Two-way ANOVAs were executed to determine the 

significance of organizational transparency‘s and communicative transparency‘s effects, 

first on the dependent variable trust and second on the dependent variable behavioral 

intentions. Summated scores for organizational transparency and communicative 

transparency were used and, because Hypotheses 2 refer only to for-profit businesses, 

only experimental cases that featured the appropriate group were selected for use in the 

analysis.    

Trust 

Overall, doubly transparent businesses achieved more than twice as much trust as 

their doubly non-transparent counterparts.  As expected, the highest mean scores were 
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achieved for the doubly transparent businesses (transparent for-profit businesses who 

used a transparent form of crisis response) and lowest for the doubly non-transparent 

businesses (non-transparent for-profit businesses who did not utilize a transparent form 

of crisis response), the difference in means for which were (M = 4.68, SD = 1.16 vs. M = 

2.14, SD = .98).   Higher mean scores for trust were also achieved for the doubly 

transparent for-profit businesses than transparent businesses that did not utilize a 

transparent form of response (M = 4.68, SD = 1.16 vs. M = 2.93, SD = 1.11).  Finally, 

transparent businesses that used transparent response form had higher mean scores 

than non-transparent businesses who communicated transparently (M = 4.68, SD = 

1.16 vs. M = 3.15, SD = 1.47).  Table 4-36 provides the descriptive statistics for the test, 

which as described above, provide partial support for Hypotheses 2a, 2b, and 2c. 

Results of the two-way ANOVA shown in Table 4-37 indicate that there was not a 

significant effect on trust through interaction of organizational transparency and 

communicative transparency, F(1, 149) = 3.58, p > .05, Ŋ2 = .02.  There were, however, 

significant main effects for each of these variables.  Both the effect from organizational 

transparency [F(1, 149) = 35.08, p < .00, Ŋ2 = .19] and the effect from communicative 

transparency [F(1, 149) = 49.67, p < .00, Ŋ2 = .25] resulted in significance levels of less 

than .05. Overall, the model demonstrated significant differences in levels of trust, 

depending on perceptions of organizational transparency or communicative 

transparency, F(3, 149) = 27.69, p < .00, Ŋ2 = .36. Yet according to Mertler and 

Vannatta (2010), these levels of eta squared (Ŋ2) indicate less than substantial strength 

of effect for each main effect and the overall model. 
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Behavioral intentions 

Hypothesis 2a argued that transparent for-profit businesses that used a 

transparent form of crisis response would have greater trust and behavioral intentions 

than those without a reputation for organizational transparency that did not utilize a 

transparent form of crisis response.  As described above, the null hypothesis of no 

interaction effect on trust was rejected and was also rejected in the test for behavioral 

intentions (M = 4.25, SD = 1.54 vs. M = 1.78, SD = 1.11); thus Hypothesis 2a is 

supported overall.    

Table 4-38 provides descriptive statistics for the test of transparency‘s effect on 

behavioral intentions toward for-profit businesses.  As reported above, the doubly 

transparent businesses achieved more than twice the level of positive behavioral 

intentions that the doubly non-transparent businesses.  Mean scores for positive 

behavioral intentions towards for-profit businesses with a reputation for organizational 

transparency and that used a transparent form of crisis response, were higher than 

those of transparent businesses that did not utilize a transparent form of response, (M = 

4.25, SD = 1.54 vs. M = 2.62, SD = 1.44), indicating support for Hypothesis 2b.  Finally, 

Hypothesis 2c, which contended that levels of trust and behavioral intentions would be 

greater in transparent businesses that used transparent response than non-transparent 

businesses that communicated transparently was also supported (M = 4.25, SD = 1.54 

vs. M = 2.57, SD = 1.77).   

Though the null hypotheses for Hypotheses 2a, 2b, and 2c were rejected overall, 

again, there was no interaction effect for organizational transparency and 

communicative transparency F(1, 149) = 3.02, p > .05, Ŋ2 = 00; however, there were 

significant main effects for each of the variables.  Levels of behavioral intentions varied 
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significantly depending on perceptions of organizational transparency [F(1, 149) = 

26.51, p < .00, Ŋ2 = .15] and also for communicative transparency [F(1,149) = 24.49, p 

< .00, Ŋ2 = .14].  As indicated in Table 4-39, the overall model describes the differences 

in extent of behavioral intentions, depending on perceptions of either organizational 

transparency or communicative transparency F(3, 149) = 16.90, p < .00, Ŋ2 = .26.  

Though significant, eta squared (Ŋ2) values suggest limited strength of effect for 

organizational transparency, communicative transparency and for the overall model. 

Test of Hypothesis 3 

Hypothesis 3 argued that there would be an interaction among organization type, 

reputation for organizational transparency and form of communicative response on trust 

and behavioral intentions in crisis situations.  Using two-way ANOVA, the independent 

variables for type of organization (nonprofit vs. for-profit), organizational transparency 

(OrgTrans vs. Not OrgTrans) and communicative transparency (ComTrans vs. Not 

ComTrans) were examined first against the dependent variable trust (Trust_TOTAL) 

and secondly, against the dependent variable behavioral intentions (BHI_TOTAL).  

Trust 

Descriptive statistics for this test show that the means for doubly transparent 

charitable nonprofit organizations and for-profit businesses were more than twice as 

high as the means for the doubly non-transparent charitable nonprofit organizations (M 

= 4.59, SD = 1.09 vs. M = 1.89, SD = .80) and for-profit businesses (M = 4.68, SD = 

1.16 vs. M = 2.14, SD = .98).   

Further, transparent for-profit businesses that communicated transparently were 

the highest among all eight blocks, including the doubly transparent charitable nonprofit 

organizations (M = 4.68, SD = 1.16 vs. M = 4.59, SD = 1.09).  Moreover, for-profit 
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businesses also had higher means than the charitable nonprofits in the doubly non-

transparent groups (M = 2.14, SD = .98 vs. M = 1.89, SD = .80).  Within the mixed 

transparency groups (Blocks 3–6), charitable nonprofit organizations had the higher 

mean scores for trust.  Table 4-40 illustrates the mean and standard deviation for all 

groups.   

Results of the two-way ANOVA shown in Table 4-41 indicate that there was no 

difference in effect on trust as the result of interaction among the independent variables: 

organizational transparency, communicative transparency, and type of organization F(1, 

291) = 3.17, p > .05, Ŋ2 = .01.  The model also demonstrates lack of significant 

differences in effect on trust for both the organizational transparency and type of 

organization interaction F(1, 291) = 1.37, p > .05, Ŋ2 = .00] and for the communicative 

transparency and type of organization interaction [F(1, 291) = .38, p > .05 , Ŋ2 = .00].  

Interaction among organizational transparency and communicative transparency also 

lacked significance in effect on trust [F(1, 291) = .82, p > .05, Ŋ2 = .00] and for the 

independent variable regarding type of organization [F(1, 291) = .29, p > .05, Ŋ2 = .00].  

Within the remaining two independent variables, significant main effects were found for 

organizational transparency [F(1, 291) = 91.61, p < .00, Ŋ2 = .24] and communicative 

transparency [F(1, 291) = 88.02, p > .00 , Ŋ2 = .24], though eta squared (Ŋ2)indicates 

the strength of the effect is only moderate. 

Figure 4-1 illustrates the effect of organizational transparency and type of 

organization on trust and depicts a disordinal interaction.  As Mertler and Vannatta 

(2010) explain, ―An interaction is disordinal when the lines plotted on the graph actually 

cross within the values of the graph‖ (p. 72).   Despite the appearance of the graph, 
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results of the two-way ANOVA listed in Table 4-41 indicate that the interaction of 

organizational transparency and type of organization did not produce significant 

differences in the extent of trust placed on organizations [F(1, 291) = 1.37, p > .05 , Ŋ2 = 

.00].  

Though, as described above, the for-profit businesses had higher means for trust 

in the doubly transparent groups, the histogram in Figure 4.2 illustrates that the 

nonprofit groups have higher levels of trust based on the totals for the organizational 

transparency (OrgTrans) condition as listed in Table 4-40, [M = 4.02, SD = 1.34, vs. M = 

3.74, SD = 1.43], and lower levels of trust for the overall non-transparent condition [M = 

2.54, SD = 1.26, vs. M = 2.66, SD = 1.35]. 

A graphical representation of the differences in effect of communicative 

transparency (ComTrans) and type of organization on trust can be found in Figure 4-3, 

which demonstrates the direction and strength for both charitable nonprofit 

organizations and for-profit businesses.  The similarity in means for the doubly 

transparent groups as described above, reveal themselves as nearly overlapping lines 

at the top end of the graph and indicate possible, though non-significant interaction F(1, 

291) = 1.37, p > .05, Ŋ2 = .01.  Moreover, whereas the charitable nonprofit organizations 

and for-profit businesses achieve approximately the same levels of trust for 

communicating transparently, the for-profit businesses lose more trust when they do not 

communicate transparently. 

The histogram depicted in Figure 4-4 illustrates the higher levels of trust in 

charitable nonprofit organizations for both the overall transparent communicative 

transparency condition (nonprofit: M = 3.93, SD = 1.37 vs. for-profit: M = 3.85, SD = 
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1.54) and for the overall non-transparent communicative transparency condition 

(nonprofit: M = 2.75, SD = 1.38, vs. for-profit: M = 2.54, SD = 1.12). 

Behavioral intentions 

Descriptive statistics for this test show that the means for doubly transparent 

charitable nonprofit organizations and for-profit businesses were more than twice as 

high as the means for the doubly non-transparent charitable nonprofit organizations (M 

= 4.52, SD = 1.45 vs. M = 1.64, SD = .89) and for-profit businesses (M = 4.25, SD = 

1.54 vs. M = 1.78, SD = 1.11). 

Further descriptive statistics for this test, depicted in Table 4-42, show that 

transparent charitable nonprofit organizations that communicated transparently had the 

most positive effect on behavioral intentions among all eight blocks, with the highest 

overall mean (M = 4.52, SD = 1.45); however, within Block 8, the doubly non-

transparent groups, the for-profit business had the higher means in that pair (M = 1.78, 

SD = 1.11 vs. M = 1.64, SD = .89).  Moreover, results of the two-way ANOVA show that 

there was no difference in effect on behavioral intentions as the result of interaction 

among the independent variables: organizational transparency, communicative 

transparency, and type of organization, F(1, 291) = .86, p > .05, Ŋ2 = .00.   

The model also demonstrates lack of significant differences in effect on behavioral 

intentions for both the organizational transparency and type of organization interaction 

F(1, 291) = .61, p > .05, Ŋ2 = .00] and for the communicative transparency and type of 

organization interaction [F(1, 291) = .20, p > .05 , Ŋ2 = .00].  Interaction among 

organizational transparency and communicative transparency also lacked significance 

in effect on behavioral intentions [F(1, 291) = 2.43, p > .05, Ŋ2 = .00] and for the 

independent variable regarding type of organization [F(1, 291) = 1.69, p > .05, Ŋ2 = .00].  
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Within the remaining two independent variables, significant main effects were found for 

organizational transparency [F(1, 291) = 66.46, p < .05, Ŋ2 = .19] and communicative 

transparency [F(1, 291) = 56.74, p > .05 , Ŋ2 = .17], though eta squared (Ŋ2) indicates 

the strength of the effect is quite low.  Results of the test are listed in Table 4-43. 

Graphical representations of the differences in effect of organizational 

transparency (OrgTrans) and type of organization on behavioral intentions and for the 

effect of communicative transparency and type of organization on behavioral intentions 

can be found in Figures 4-5 and 4-7.  Similarity in strength and direction of lines in both 

graphs indicate lack of interaction among the variables described.   Histogram 

representation of the total mean scores for the transparent conditions for each of the 

organizational transparency and communicative transparency conditions versus the 

non-transparent conditions can be found in Figures 4-6 and 4-8.  Figure 4-6 depicts the 

higher overall levels of behavioral intentions relating to organizational transparency in 

the doubly transparent and doubly non-transparent charitable non-profit group 

conditions. Figure 4-8 depicts the higher overall levels of behavioral intentions in both 

the doubly transparent and doubly non-transparent charitable non-profit group 

conditions for communicative transparency.  

Hypothesis 3 argued that there would be an interaction among organization type, 

reputation for organizational transparency and communicative form of response on trust 

and behavioral intentions in crisis situations.  Results of the two-way ANOVA indicate 

failure to reject the null hypothesis; therefore, Hypothesis 3 is not supported, though 

main effects for two of the three independent variables were obtained. 
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Models of Transparency Measurement 

Following from the results of hypothesis 3, and for the purposes of model building 

in this section, the term ―organization‖ refers to all organizations, in other words both 

charitable nonprofit organizations and for-profit businesses.  Figures 2-3 and 2-4 

described in Chapter 2, suggested process models for transparent organizations that 

used either a transparent form of response following a crisis, or did not use a 

transparent form of response following a crisis.  No schema were supplied for non-

transparent organizations; however, results of hypotheses testing demonstrate the 

differences in levels of trust and behavioral intentions depending on both organizational 

transparency and transparent or non-transparent form of response.  Figure 4-9 

illustrates the differences in mean levels of trust and positive behavioral intentions for 

transparent organizations that either communicated transparently or did not 

communicate transparently.  Figure 4-10 demonstrates the differences in mean levels of 

trust and positive behavioral intentions for non-transparent organizations that 

communicated transparently or did not communicate transparently.  From these models, 

the differences between the doubly transparent organizations found in Figure 4-9 and 

the doubly non-transparent organizations found in Figure 4-10 become apparent as 

doubly transparent organizations achieve relatively high levels of trust and positive 

behavioral intentions whereas the doubly non-transparent organizations achieve very 

low levels of trust and demonstrate lack of positive behavioral intentions.  The mixed 

transparency groupings achieve mid-range levels of trust and positive behavioral 

intentions. 
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Table 4-1.  Frequency of gender by experimental block 

 
Type  

Org Male Female Block Total  

 Block    1 NPO 22 14 36  

Block    2 FPB 12 22 34  

Block    3 NPO 16 17 33  

Block    4 FPB 20 20 40  

Block    5 NPO 15 24 39  

Block    6 FPB 14 25 39  

Block    7 NPO 16 18 34  

Block    8 FPB 10 27 37  

Total  125 167 292  

 
Table 4-2.  Results of 1-way ANOVA for gender 

 
Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Organizational Transparency 1.212 (1, 291) 1.212 .463 .50 

Communicative Transparency .413 (1, 291) .413 .270 .60 

Trust 3.646 (1, 291) 3.646 1.646 .20 

Behavioral Intentions 4.768 (1, 291) 4.768 1.611 .21 

 



 

117 

Table 4-3.  Mean age and range by experimental block 

 
Type  

Org 

 

N Mean SD Minimum Maximum 

 Block    1 NPO 31 61.97 11.98 30 83 

Block    2 FPB 32 59.31 12.74 29 86 

Block    3 NPO 30 59.03 12.02 28 79 

Block    4 FPB 36 60.33 12.41 19 79 

Block    5 NPO 30 59.00 12.85 27 80 

Block    6 FPB 31 56.87 12.65 30 80 

Block    7 NPO 25 58.76 12.48 32 90 

Block    8 FPB 31 55.81 12.67 32 82 

Total  246 58.92 12.43 19 90 
Note: Not all participants provided information on age. 

Table 4-4.  Results of 1-way ANOVA for age 

 
Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Organizational Transparency 21.164 (6, 245) 3.527 1.345 .24 

Communicative Transparency 9.001 (6, 245) 1.500 .972 .45 

Trust 15.045 (6, 245) 2.508 1.127 .35 

Behavioral Intentions 14.935 (6, 245) 2.489 .848 .53 
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Table 4-5.  Experimental block frequencies 

 
Type  

Org 

Block 

Description Frequency % 

Valid 

% 

Cumulative 

% 

 Block    1 NPO OrgTrans + ComTrans 36 12.4 12.4 12.4 

Block    2 FPB OrgTrans + ComTrans 34 11.6 11.7 24.1 

Block    3 NPO Not TransOrg + 

ComTrans 

33 11.3 11.3 35.3 

Block    4 FPB Not TransOrg + 

ComTrans 

40 13.7 13.7 49.0 

Block    5 NPO OrgTrans + 

Not ComTrans 

39 13.3 13.4 62.3 

Block    6 FPB OrgTrans + 

Not ComTrans 

39 13.3 13.4 75.7 

Block    7 NPO Not TransOrg + 

Not ComTrans 

34 11.6 11.6 87.3 

Block    8 FPB Not TransOrg + 

Not ComTrans 

37 12.6 12.7 100.0 

Total   292 100 100  

 
Table 4-6.  Type of organization frequencies 

 Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Nonprofit 142 48.6 48.6 48.6 

For-Profit 150 51.4 51.4 100.0 

Total 292 100.0 100.0  

 
Table 4-7.  Organizational transparency frequencies 

 Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Transparent 148 50.5 50.7 50.7 

Not Transparent 144 49.1 49.3 100.0 

Total 292 100.0 100.0  

 

Table 4-8.  Communicative transparency frequencies 

 Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Communicative 

Transparency 

143 48.8 49.0 49.0 

Not Transparent 

Communication 

149 50.9 51.0 51.0 

Total 292 100.0 100.0  
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Table 4-9.  Organizational transparency scale reliability by experimental block 

 
Type 

Org 

 

Block Description 

 

N Mean 

 

SD 

Cronbach‘s 

Alpha (α) 

 All Blocks   292 51.5 24.3 .98 

 Block   1 NPO OrgTrans + ComTrans 36 74.5 16.2 .96 

Block   2 FPB OrgTrans + ComTrans 34 77.0 17.3 .96 

Block   3 NPO Not OrgTrans + ComTrans 33 51.4 20.5 .97 

Block   4 FPB Not OrgTrans + ComTrans 40 48.5 22.3 .98 

Block   5 NPO OrgTrans + Not ComTrans 39 55.0 22.3 .98 

Block   6 FPB OrgTrans + Not ComTrans 39 45.3 17.4 .97 

Block   7 NPO Not OrgTrans + Not ComTrans 34 27.7 10.2 .92 

Block   8 FPB Not OrgTrans + Not ComTrans 36 34.0 17.5 .96 
Number of scale items = 15 

Table 4-10.  Communicative transparency scale reliability by experimental block 

 
Type 

Org 

 

Block Description 

 

N Mean 

 

SD 

Cronbach‘s 

Alpha (α) 

 All Blocks   292 85.4 32.5 .96 

 Block   1 NPO OrgTrans + ComTrans 36 113.8 23.6 .96 

Block   2 FPB OrgTrans + ComTrans 34 122.3 22.6 .96 

Block   3 NPO Not OrgTrans + ComTrans 33 89.2 26.6 .96 

Block   4 FPB Not OrgTrans + ComTrans 40 87.1 28.2 .95 

Block   5 NPO OrgTrans + Not ComTrans 39 84.1 26.5 .95 

Block   6 FPB OrgTrans + Not ComTrans 39 70.1 22.2 .94 

Block   7 NPO Not OrgTrans + Not ComTrans 34 56.4 19.1 .89 

Block   8 FPB Not OrgTrans + Not ComTrans 36 62.9 27.2 .95 
Number of scale items = 25 
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Table 4-11.  Trust scale reliability by experimental block 

 
Type 

Org 

 

Block Description 

 

N Mean 

 

SD 

Cronbach‘s 

Alpha (α) 

 All Blocks   292 42.3 19.4 .97 

 Block   1 NPO OrgTrans + ComTrans 36 59.1 13.9 .94 

Block   2 FPB OrgTrans + ComTrans 34 61.4 15.2 .96 

Block   3 NPO Not OrgTrans + ComTrans 33 41.9 16.9 .97 

Block   4 FPB Not OrgTrans + ComTrans 40 40.9 19.2 .97 

Block   5 NPO OrgTrans + Not ComTrans 39 45.4 17.4 .96 

Block   6 FPB OrgTrans + Not ComTrans 39 38.0 14.4 .95 

Block   7 NPO Not OrgTrans + Not ComTrans 34 24.5 10.4 .93 

Block   8 FPB Not OrgTrans + Not ComTrans 36 28.1 12.8 .92 
Number of scale items = 13 

Table 4-12.  Behavioral intentions scale reliability by experimental block 

 
Type 

Org 

 

Block Description 

 

N Mean 

 

SD 

Cronbach‘s 

Alpha (α) 

 All Blocks   292 8.71 5.16 .97 

 Block   1 NPO OrgTrans + ComTrans 36 13.5 4.38 .97 

Block   2 FPB OrgTrans + ComTrans 34 12.9 4.60 .97 

Block   3 NPO Not OrgTrans + ComTrans 33 8.67 4.34 .95 

Block   4 FPB Not OrgTrans + ComTrans 40 7.70 5.31 .97 

Block   5 NPO OrgTrans + Not ComTrans 39 9.15 5.05 .95 

Block   6 FPB OrgTrans + Not ComTrans 39 7.85 4.33 .98 

Block   7 NPO Not OrgTrans + Not ComTrans 34 4.91 2.66 .95 

Block   8 FPB Not OrgTrans + Not ComTrans 36 5.33 3.39 .99 
Number of scale items = 3 
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Table 4-13.  Organizational transparency determinants and scale item means by experimental block. 

 Block 1 (N = 36) Block 2 (N = 34) Block 3 (N = 33) Block 4 (N = 40) 

 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Integrity 4.67 1.22 4.76 1.38 3.25 1.41 3.23 1.48 

    Competent 4.74 1.52 4.71 1.74 3.00 1.54 3.13 1.74 

    Ethical 4.69 1.37 4.69 1.57 3.03 1.51 2.90 1.41 

    Reliable 4.40 1.42 4.49 1.72 2.85 1.52 3.02 1.83 

    Intelligent 4.83 1.36 5.23 1.06 4.12 1.56 3.88 1.74 

Respect 5.27 1.05 5.40 1.19 3.70 1.50 3.26 1.53 

    Sincere 5.11 1.39 5.06 1.30 3.39 1.71 3.33 1.75 

    Willing to listen 5.71 1.10 5.86 1.40 4.12 1.88 3.47 1.87 

    Personal 5.14 1.27 5.35 1.37 3.58 1.82 2.77 1.49 

    Flexible 5.14 1.38 5.40 1.19 3.97 1.45 3.75 1.63 

    Caring 5.31 1.23 5.43 1.58 3.91 1.77 3.38 1.90 

    Humble 5.14 1.19 5.37 1.17 3.21 1.65 3.15 1.64 

Openness 4.94 1.24 5.02 1.14 1.64 .69 2.05 1.22 

    Truthful 4.78 1.40 4.91 1.26 2.94 1.48 3.05 1.57 

    Sensitive 5.03 1.22 5.11 1.55 3.42 1.70 3.02 1.79 

    Open 5.17 1.38 5.57 1.15 3.70 1.53 3.45 1.74 

    Credible 4.89 1.28 4.83 1.58 2.97 1.53 3.15 1.75 

    Consistent 4.63 1.57 4.86 1.57 3.21 1.45 3.05 1.69 

Overall 4.97 1.08 5.14 1.16 3.23 1.49 3.43 1.37 
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Table 4-13.  Continued 

 Block 5 (N = 39) Block 6 (N = 39) Block 7 (N = 34) Block 8 (N = 36) 

 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Integrity 3.83 1.48 3.40 1.23 2.11 .82 2.56 1.27 

    Competent 3.62 1.71 3.33 1.42 1.82 1.00 2.44 1.56 

    Ethical 3.77 1.63 3.03 1.33 1.85 .89 2.31 1.37 

    Reliable 3.44 1.77 3.00 1.38 1.74 .96 2.03 1.44 

    Intelligent 4.49 1.52 4.26 1.62 3.03 1.45 3.47 1.52 

Respect 3.52 1.50 2.85 1.17 1.64 .69 2.05 1.22 

    Sensitive 3.31 1.72 2.72 1.43 1.50 .75 1.94 1.37 

    Willing to listen 3.44 1.85 2.85 1.42 1.59 .93 1.97 1.44 

    Personal 3.77 1.53 2.72 1.17 1.53 .71 2.06 1.31 

    Flexible 3.56 1.60 3.18 1.34 1.82 .87 2.25 1.42 

    Caring 3.64 1.78 2.82 1.41 1.79 1.04 1.94 1.41 

    Humble 3.38 1.55 2.79 1.20 1.59 .96 2.11 1.56 

Openness 3.70 1.54 2.92 1.20 1.89 .75 2.34 1.21 

    Truthful 3.85 1.58 2.87 1.28 1.85 .82 2.28 1.32 

    Sincere 3.92 1.61 3.05 1.38 2.00 1.04 2.42 1.54 

    Open 3.38 1.63 2.72 1.28 1.62 .85 2.22 1.42 

    Credible 3.69 1.79 3.03 1.41 1.79 .98 2.17 1.38 

    Consistent 3.67 1.74 2.95 1.50 2.21 1.34 2.64 1.62 

Overall 3.66 1.49 3.02 1.16 1.85 .68 2.28 1.18 
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Table 4-14.  Communicative transparency item means in experimental blocks 1–4 

 Block 1  

(N = 36) 

Block 2 

 (N = 34) 

Block 3  

(N = 33) 

Block 4  

(N = 40) 
 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Participation 4.60 1.21 5.11 1.05 3.35 1.35 3.27 1.65 

 Asks for feedback from people like me about the quality 
of its information. 

4.49 1.38 5.23 1.24 3.55 1.82 2.88 1.81 

 Involves people like me to help identify the information 

I need. 

4.49 1.29 5.03 1.25 3.36 1.45 3.33 1.75 

 Provides detailed information to people like me. 4.43 1.36 5.06 1.11 3.15 1.44 3.35 1.85 

 Asks the opinions of people like me before making 

decisions. 

4.60 1.52 5.11 1.18 2.70 1.16 2.95 1.87 

 Takes the time with people like me to understand who 

we are and what we need. 

4.94 1.26 5.00 1.28 3.52 1.58 3.35 1.67 

 Makes it easy to find the information people like me 

need. 

4.63 1.48 5.26 1.20 3.85 1.66 3.75 1.79 

Substantial Information 4.70 1.12 5.09 1.01 3.61 1.30 3.61 1.43 

 Provides information that is relevant to people like me. 4.97 1.12 5.26 1.17 3.79 1.47 3.78 1.69 

 Provides information that could be verified by an 

outside source, like an auditor. 

4.77 1.44 5.40 1.24 3.79 1.65 3.90 1.88 

 Provides information that can be compared to previous 
performance. 

4.71 1.51 5.34 1.11 3.76 1.62 3.58 1.63 

 Provides information that is complete. 4.63 1.33 4.91 1.27 3.48 1.44 3.53 1.55 

 Provides information that is easy for people like me to 

understand. 

4.46 1.29 4.83 1.20 3.42 1.39 3.53 1.74 

 Provides accurate information to people like me. 4.83 1.27 4.89 1.45 3.55 1.46 3.08 1.67 

 Provides information to people like me in language that 

is clear. 

4.60 1.22 5.00 1.19 3.52 1.33 3.80 1.71 

 Provides information that is reliable. 4.63 1.17 5.06 1.06 3.58 1.28 3.68 1.58 
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Table 4-14.  Continued 

 Block 1  

(N = 36) 

Block 2 

 (N = 34) 

Block 3  

(N = 33) 

Block 4  

(N = 40) 
 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Accountability 4.84 1.13 5.26 1.04 3.84 1.25 3.59 1.20 

 Presents more than one side of controversial issues. 4.20 1.11 4.63 1.00 3.52 1.18 3.63 1.69 

 Is forthcoming with information that might be damaging 

to the organization. 

4.80 1.57 5.31 1.32 3.36 1.75 2.80 1.51 

 Is open to criticism by people like me. 5.40 1.33 5.63 1.26 4.30 1.76 3.95 1.84 

 Freely admits when it has made mistakes. 5.14 1.44 5.54 1.40 4.55 1.79 3.78 1.53 

 Provides information that can be compared to industry 

standards. 

4.66 1.37 5.17 1.22 3.45 1.46 3.80 1.604 

Secrecy 4.07 .93 4.03 .91 3.55 .59 3.54 .78 

 Often leaves out important details in the information it 

provides to people like me. 

3.83 1.36 4.03 1.34 2.97 1.38 3.00 1.73 

 Only discloses information when it is required. 3.37 1.17 2.94 1.06 4.42 1.28 4.33 1.58 

 Is slow to provide information to people like me. 4.09 1.36 4.51 1.31 3.33 1.32 2.98 1.66 

 Provides information that is full of jargon and technical 

language that is confusing to people like me. 

4.31 1.30 4.17 1.71 3.67 1.38 3.65 1.55 

 Provides information that is intentionally written in a 

way to make it difficult to understand. 

4.63 1.44 4.46 1.58 3.39 1.37 3.48 1.55 

 Blames outside factors that may have contributed to 

the outcome when reporting bad news. 

4.20 1.59 4.54 1.60 3.27 1.49 3.23 1.29 

 Overall 4.35 .90 4.70 .86 3.43 1.01 3.36 1.08 
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Table 4-15.  Communicative transparency item means in experimental blocks 5–8 

 Block 5  

(N = 39) 

Block 6  

(N = 39) 

Block 7  

(N = 34) 

Block 8  

(N = 36) 
 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Participation 3.36 1.42 2.65 1.13 1.80 .91 2.20 1.55 

 Asks for feedback from people like me about the quality 
of its information. 

3.33 1.77 2.44 1.37 1.65 1.04 2.19 1.64 

 Involves people like me to help identify the information 

I need. 

3.28 1.45 2.56 1.14 1.82 1.09 2.11 1.58 

 Provides detailed information to people like me. 3.13 1.56 2.38 1.29 1.74 1.02 2.14 1.61 

 Asks the opinions of people like me before making 

decisions. 

3.69 1.69 2.85 1.51 1.85 1.64 2.17 1.75 

 Takes the time with people like me to understand who 

we are and what we need. 

3.67 1.75 3.05 1.47 1.82 .97 2.19 1.60 

 Makes it easy to find the information people like me 

need. 

3.08 1.44 2.62 1.48 1.91 1.55 2.39 1.71 

Substantial Information 3.33 1.38 2.75 1.12 1.99 .954 2.36 1.28 

 Provides information that is relevant to people like me. 3.49 1.36 3.18 1.36 1.91 .87 2.44 1.72 

 Provides information that could be verified by an 

outside source, like an auditor. 

3.21 1.66 2.67 1.38 1.85 1.56 2.36 1.61 

 Provides information that can be compared to previous 
performance. 

3.23 1.51 2.82 1.57 2.35 1.72 3.03 1.75 

 Provides information that is complete. 3.05 1.61 2.46 1.19 2.03 1.51 2.11 1.33 

 Provides information that is easy for people like me to 

understand. 

3.23 1.56 2.64 1.37 1.97 1.14 2.19 1.45 

 Provides accurate information to people like me. 3.38 1.55 2.51 1.28 2.00 1.52 2.17 1.52 

 Provides information to people like me in language that 

is clear. 

3.31 1.59 2.85 1.50 1.85 1.05 2.31 1.58 

 Provides information that is reliable. 3.74 1.52 2.90 1.33 1.94 1.13 2.31 1.17 
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Table 4-15.  Continued 

 Block 5  

(N = 39) 

Block 6  

(N = 39) 

Block 7  

(N = 34) 

Block 8  

(N = 36) 
 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Accountability 3.33 1.26 2.64 1.10 2.10 .99 2.44 1.42 

 Presents more than one side of controversial issues. 3.77 1.40 3.18 1.43 2.26 1.50 2.53 1.59 

 Is forthcoming with information that might be damaging 

to the organization. 

2.95 1.69 2.26 1.33 1.65 1.04 2.19 1.64 

 Is open to criticism by people like me. 3.74 1.65 2.69 1.59 2.88 2.20 2.94 2.12 

 Freely admits when it has made mistakes. 2.85 1.60 2.44 1.27 1.62 .92 1.89 1.24 

 Provides information that can be compared to industry 

standards. 

3.33 1.56 2.64 1.46 2.09 1.58 2.67 1.72 

Secrecy 3.52 .98 3.30 .59 3.38 .89 3.26 .78 

 Often leaves out important details in the information it 

provides to people like me. 

3.67 1.80 3.62 1.87 3.38 2.51 3.33 2.31 

 Only discloses information when it is required. 4.26 1.52 5.10 1.33 6.06 1.13 5.69 1.17 

 Is slow to provide information to people like me. 3.05 1.79 2.41 1.14 2.26 1.71 2.22 1.78 

 Provides information that is full of jargon and technical 

language that is confusing to people like me. 

3.18 1.55 2.59 1.25 2.53 1.44 2.72 1.68 

 Provides information that is intentionally written in a 

way to make it difficult to understand. 

3.64 1.44 2.95 1.32 2.53 1.42 2.56 1.59 

 Blames outside factors that may have contributed to 

the outcome when reporting bad news. 

2.87 1.81 2.26 1.27 2.41 1.94 2.00 1.22 

 Overall 3.23 1.01 2.70 .85 2.18 .72 2.43 1.03 
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Table 4-16.  Trust scale item means by experimental blocks 1–4. 

 Block 1  

(N = 36) 

Block 2  

(N = 34) 

Block 3  

(N = 33) 

Block 4  

(N = 40) 
 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Competence 5.15 1.06 5.11 1.24 3.59 1.35 3.67 1.59 

 I feel very confident about the skills of this 
oganization. 

4.80 1.53 4.66 1.63 3.09 1.40 3.23 1.70 

 This organization has the ability to accomplish what it 

says it will do. 

5.31 1.16 5.26 1.31 4.06 1.50 4.05 1.77 

 This organization is known to be successful at the 

things it tries to do. 

5.34 1.11 5.43 1.22 3.61 1.48 3.73 1.77 

Integrity 4.51 1.25 4.83 1.28 3.25 1.37 3.11 1.57 

 The organization treats people like me fairly and 

justly. 

4.66 1.31 4.86 1.31 3.39 1.75 3.00 1.83 

 The organization can be relied on to keep its 

promises. 

4.60 1.50 4.71 1.55 3.24 1.58 3.25 1.75 

 Sound principles seem to guide the behavior of this 

organization. 

4.54 1.36 5.17 1.18 3.30 1.55 2.97 1.69 

 This organization does not mislead people like me. 4.26 1.52 4.57 1.50 3.06 1.09 3.20 1.74 

Goodwill 4.59 1.37 5.02 1.24 3.32 1.50 3.11 1.58 

 This organization is interested in the well-being of 

people like me, not just itself. 

4.66 1.59 5.00 1.46 3.58 1.90 3.18 1.85 

 I believe this organization takes the opinions of 
people like me into account when making decisions. 

4.57 1.46 5.06 1.49 3.18 1.40 2.85 1.79 

 Whenever this organization makes a decision I know 

it will be concerned about people like me. 

4.54 1.34 5.00 1.19 3.21 1.52 3.30 1.74 
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Table 4-16.  Continued 

 Block 1  

(N = 36) 

Block 2  

(N = 34) 

Block 3  

(N = 33) 

Block 4  

(N = 40) 
 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Overall Trust 3.92 1.11 3.90 1.26 2.72 1.19 2.73 1.50 

 I think it is important to watch this organization 

closely so that it does not take advantage of people 

like me. [R] 

3.46 1.31 3.23 1.29 2.36 1.19 2.38 1.46 

 I‘m willing to let the organization make decisions for 

people like me. 

3.91 1.50 4.03 1.60 2.70 1.47 2.80 1.79 

 I trust the organization to take care of people like me. 4.40 1.48 4.46 1.58 3.09 1.40 3.00 1.78 

 Overall 4.54 1.07 4.73 1.17 3.22 1.30 3.15 1.47 
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Table 4-17.  Trust scale item means by experimental blocks 5–8. 

 Block 5  

(N = 39) 

Block 6  

(N = 39) 

Block 7 

(N = 34) 

Block 8  

(N = 36) 
 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Competence 4.17 1.31 3.82 1.31 2.41 1.04 2.73 1.06 

 I feel very confident about the skills of this 
organization. 

3.36 1.60 2.90 1.47 1.74 1.08 1.86 1.20 

 This organization has the ability to accomplish what it 

says it will do. 

4.56 1.48 4.13 1.64 2.79 1.51 3.11 1.41 

 This organization is known to be successful at the 

things it tries to do. 

4.59 1.48 4.44 1.47 2.71 1.43 3.22 1.51 

Integrity 3.26 1.57 2.72 1.25 1.701 .79 2.06 1.09 

 The organization treats people like me fairly and 

justly. 

3.18 1.64 2.82 1.39 1.68 .91 1.78 1.07 

 The organization can be relied on to keep its 

promises. 

3.21 1.75 2.62 1.39 1.71 .91 1.92 1.11 

 Sound principles seem to guide the behavior of this 

organization. 

3.38 1.73 2.90 1.43 1.76 .89 2.33 1.64 

 This organization does not mislead people like me. 3.28 1.70 2.56 1.25 1.68 .81 2.19 1.43 

Goodwill 3.61 1.56 2.85 1.26 1.75 .85 2.16 1.49 

 This organization is interested in the well-being of 

people like me, not just itself. 

3.59 1.73 2.74 1.52 1.94 1.07 2.17 1.65 

 I believe this organization takes the opinions of 
people like me into account when making decisions. 

3.49 1.82 2.95 1.49 1.47 .86 1.97 1.52 

 Whenever this organization makes a decision I know 

it will be concerned about people like me. 

3.74 1.53 2.87 1.38 1.82 .94 2.33 1.84 
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Table 4-17.  Continued 

 Block 5  

(N = 39) 

Block 6  

(N = 39) 

Block 7 

(N = 34) 

Block 8  

(N = 36) 
 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Overall Trust 3.02 1.30 2.38 1.08 1.75 .89 1.73 .98 

 I think it is important to watch this organization 

closely so that it does not take advantage of people 

like me. [R] 

2.95 1.64 2.23 1.16 1.56 .86 1.69 1.09 

 I‘m willing to let the organization make decisions for 

people like me. 

2.92 1.60 2.31 1.15 2.03 1.45 1.75 1.32 

 I trust the organization to take care of people like me. 3.18 1.65 2.59 1.25 1.65 .95 1.75 1.05 

 Overall 3.50 1.34 2.93 1.11 1.89 .80 2.16 .99 
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Table 4-18.  Behavioral intentions scale item means by experimental block. 

 
Block 1 

(N = 36) 

Block 2 

(N = 34) 

Block 3 

(N = 33) 

Block 4 

(N = 40) 

 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

I would support my city or town‘s purchase of Vortex 

Systems products for stormwater management by 

voting in favor of the purchase in the next election. 

4.57 1.56 4.34 1.66 3.00 1.64 2.45 1.84 

I would encourage friends and relatives to vote in 

favor of the purchase of Vortex Systems products in 

the next election. 

4.43 1.50 4.17 1.56 2.70 1.40 2.53 1.81 

I would say positive things about Vortex Systems to 

other people. 

4.46 1.44 4.34 1.53 2.97 1.51 2.73 1.83 

Overall 4.486 1.46 4.286 1.53 2.889 1.45 2.567 1.77 

 
Table 4-18.  Continued 

 
Block 5 

(N = 39) 

Block 6 

(N = 39) 

Block 7 

(N = 34) 

Block 8 

(N = 36) 

 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

I would support my city or town‘s purchase of Vortex 

Systems products for stormwater management by 

voting in favor of the purchase in the next election. 

3.03 1.77 2.67 1.48 1.71 1.00 1.78 1.17 

I would encourage friends and relatives to vote in 

favor of the purchase of Vortex Systems products in 

the next election. 

3.00 1.73 2.46 1.45 1.59 .93 1.78 1.17 

I would say positive things about Vortex Systems to 

other people. 

3.13 1.78 2.72 1.50 1.62 .85 1.78 1.07 

Overall 3.051 1.68 2.615 1.44 1.637 .89 1.778 1.13 
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Table 4-19.  Organizational transparency main effects on trust 

Source Type III 

Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. Ŋ2 

Corrected Model 641.08a 234 2.74 32.51 .000 .99 

Intercept 55.95 1 55.95 663.94 .000 .92 

Deceptive/Truthful 1.99 6 .33 3.94 .00 .29 

Insincere/Sincere 2.12 6 .35 4.12 .00 .31 

Insensitive/Sensitive 1.41 6 .23 2.78 .02 .23 

Inflexible/Flexible 1.14 6 .19 2.26 .05 .19 

Incompetent/Competent 1.76 6 .29 3.48 .01 .27 

Uncaring/Caring 1.30 6 .22 2.58 .03 .21 

Error 4.80 57 .08    

Total 3738.11 292     

Corrected Total 645.88 291     

a. R Squared = .99 (Adjusted R Squared = .96) 

 
Table 4-20.  Communicative transparency main effects on trust 

Source Type III 

Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. Ŋ2 

Corrected Model 641.08a 234 2.74 32.51 .000 .99 

Intercept 55.95 1 55.95 663.94 .000 .92 

Often leaves out important details 

in the information it provides to 

people like me. 

1.35 6 .23 2.67 .02 .22 

Provides information that can be 

compared to industry standards. 

1.74 6 .29 3.43 .01 .27 

Provides detailed information to 

people like me. 

1.69 6 .28 3.35 .01 .26 

Provides information that is easy 

for people like me to understand. 

1.56 6 .26 3.08 .01 .25 

Involves people like me to help 

identify the information I need. 

1.71 6 .29 3.38 .01 .26 

Error 4.80 57 .08    

Total 3738.11 292     

Corrected Total 645.88 291     

a. R Squared = .99 (Adjusted R Squared = .96) 
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Table 4-21.  Organizational transparency main effects on behavioral intentions 

Source Type III 

Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. Ŋ2 

Corrected Model 844.47a 234 3.61 11.02 .000 .98 

Intercept 56.24 1 56.24 171.73 .000 .75 

Impersonal/Personal 4.78 6 .80 2.43 .04 .20 

Closed/Open 6.36 6 1.06 3.24 .01 .25 

Not credible/Credible 6.13 6 1.02 3.12 .01 .25 

Unreliable/Reliable 5.86 6 .98 2.98 .01 .24 

Not willing to listen/Willing to listen 6.41 6 1.07 3.26 .01 .26 

Uncaring/Caring 5.30 6 .88 2.70 .02 .22 

Error 18.67 57 .33    

Total 3323.89 292     

Corrected Total 863.14 291     

a. R Squared = .98 (Adjusted R Squared = .89) 

 

Table 4-22.  Communicative transparency main effects on behavioral intentions 

Source Type III 

Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. Ŋ2 

Corrected Model 844.47a 234 3.61 11.02 .000 .98 

Intercept 56.24 1 56.24 171.73 .000 .75 

Provides information that can be 

compared to industry standards. 

7.15 6 1.19 3.64 .004 .28 

Provides information that is easy 

for people like me to understand. 

5.25 6 .88 2.67 .02 .22 

Freely admits when it has made 

mistakes. 

5.64 6 .94 2.87 .02 .23 

Provides information that is 

complete. 

3.91 6 .65 1.99 .08 .17 

Presents more than one side of 

controversial issues. 

6.02 6 1.00 3.06 .01 .24 

Error 18.67 57 .33    

Total 3323.89 292     

Corrected Total 863.14 291     

a. R Squared = .978 (Adjusted R Squared = .890) 
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Table 4-23.  Exploratory factor analysis of transparency scales 

 Component 
 1 2 3 

Makes it easy to find the information people like me need. .79 .36 .18 

Provides information that can be compared to industry standards. .79 .36 .12 

Provides information that could be verified by an outside source, 

like an auditor. 

.78 .39 .20 

Provides information that is reliable. .78 .47 .21 

Provides information that is easy for people like me to understand. .78 .39 .20 

Is forthcoming with information that might be damaging to the 

organization. 

.77 .33 .28 

Provides detailed information to people like me. .77 .39 .21 

Takes the time with people like me to understand who we are and 

what we need. 

.76 .46 .24 

Presents more than one side of controversial issues. .75 .43 .21 

Provides information that can be compared to previous 

performance. 

.74 .37 .17 

Asks for feedback from people like me about the quality of its 

information. 

.73 .45 .19 

Provides accurate information to people like me. .72 .49 .21 

Provides information that is full of jargon and technical language 

that is confusing to people like me. 

.70 .51 .19 

Asks the opinions of people like me before making decisions. .70 .46 .12 

Freely admits when it has made mistakes. .69 .43 .29 

Is slow to provide information to people like me. .66 .45 .31 

Blames outside factors that may have contributed to the outcomes 

when reporting bad news. 

-.65 -.57 -.25 

Only discloses information when it is required. .65 .57 .25 

Provides information that is intentionally written in a way to make it 

difficult to understand. 

.63 .37 .09 

Is open to criticism from people like me. .61 .30 .27 

Reliable vs. Unreliable .40 .81 .17 

Credible vs. Not credible .43 .81 .21 

Competent vs. Incompetent .36 .80 .19 

Sincere vs. Insincere .40 .79 .21 

Ethical vs. Unethical .37 .78 .19 

Intelligent vs. Unintelligent .23 .77 .07 

Deceptive vs. Truthful .39 .76 .26 

Consistent vs. Inconsistent .36 .76 .16 

Sensitive vs. Insensitive .48 .74 .26 
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Table 4-23.  Continued 

 
Component 

1 2 3 

Caring vs. Uncaring .52 .74 .25 

Arrogant vs. Humble .52 .69 .24 

Flexible vs. Inflexible .52 .68 .27 

Willing to listen vs. Not willing to listen .56 .67 .27 

Open vs. Closed .56 .66 .26 

Personal vs. Impersonal .49 .65 .22 

Provides information that is relevant to people like me. .37 .19 .67 

Provides information to people like me in language that is clear. .33 .29 .66 

Often leaves out important details in the information it provides to 

people like me. 

-.12 .11 .65 

Involve people like me to help identify the information I need. .39 .28 .62 

Provides information that is complete. .45 .12 .62 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  

a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations. 
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     Table 4-24.  Exploratory factor analysis of transparency scales: Eigenvalues and variance 

 

Initial Eigenvalues 

Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings 
Component 

Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

1 26.79 66.97 66.97 26.79 66.97 66.97 14.14 35.34 35.34 

2 1.90 4.79 71.72 1.90 4.75 71.72 12.25 30.62 65.97 

3 1.46 3.64 75.36 1.46 3.64 75.36 3.76 9.40 75.36 

4 .90 2.25 77.61       

5 .78 1.96 79.57       

6 .68 1.70 81.27       

7 .63 1.56 82.83       

8 .56 1.39 84.22       

9 .49 1.23 85.45       

10 .47 1.17 86.63       

11 .46 1.14 87.76       

12 .42 1.05 88.81       

13 .38 .94 89.75       

14 .34 .85 90.60       

15 .32 .81 91.41       

16 .29 .73 92.13       

17 .26 .65 92.79       

18 .25 .63 93.41       

19 .24 .59 94.00       

20 .21 .51 94.52       

21 .19 .48 95.00       

22 .18 .46 95.45       

23 .17 .43 95.88       

24 .17 .41 96.29       
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     Table 4-24.  Continued 

 

Initial Eigenvalues 

Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings 
Component 

Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

25 .16 .40 96.69       

26 .14 .36 97.05       

27 .14 .34 97.39       

28 .13 .33 97.72       

29 .12 .30 98.02       

30 .12 .29 98.30       

31 .10 .26 98.56       

32 .10 .25 98.81       

33 .09 .22 99.03       

34 .08 .19 99.22       

35 .07 .18 99.40       

36 .07 .17 99.57       

37 .07 .17 99.74       

38 .06 .14 99.88       

39 .05 .12 100.000       

     Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Table 4-25.  Exploratory factor analysis of trust and behavioral intentions scales 

 
Component 

1 

I trust the organization to take care of people like me. .94 

The organization treats people like me fairly. .93 

I would say positive things about Vortex Systems to other people. .93 

The organization can be relied upon to keep its promises. .93 

I would encourage friends and relatives to vote in favor of the 

purchase of Cortex Systems products in the next election. 

.92 

I feel very confident about the skills of the organization. .92 

I would support my city or town‘s purchase of Vortex Systems 

products for stormwater management by voting in favor of the 

purchase in the next election. 

.91 

I believe this organization takes the opinions of people like me into 

account when making decisions. 

.90 

Sound principles seem to guide the behavior of this organization. .90 

This organization is interested in the well-being of people like me, not 

just itself. 

.89 

This organization does not mislead people like me. .88 

I‘m willing to let the organization make decisions for people like me. .88 

Whenever this organization makes a decision I know it will be 

concerned about people like me. 

.87 

This organization has the ability to accomplish what it says it will do. .75 

This organization is known to be successful at the things it tries to do. .74 

I think it is important to watch this organization closely so that it does 

not take advantage of people like me [R]. 

.59 

[R] = reverse item. 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

a. 1 component extracted. 

 

 



 

139 

Table 4-26.  Exploratory factor analysis of trust and behavioral intentions scales: 
Eigenvalues and variance 

 

Initial Eigenvalues 

Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 
Component 

Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

1 12.15 75.91 75.91 12.15 75.91 75.91 

2 .81 5.08 80.99    

3 .56 3.51 84.50    

4 .41 2.58 87.08    

5 .39 2.46 89.54    

6 .34 2.11 91.65    

7 .26 1.63 93.28    

8 .21 1.28 94.56    

9 .18 1.10 95.66    

10 .15 .94 96.61    

11 .13 .83 97.43    

12 .12 .73 98.17    

13 .10 .61 98.77    

14 .09 .55 99.32    

15 .07 .43 99.76    

16 .04 .24 100.00    

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Table 4-27.  Exploratory factor analysis of trust scale 

 
Component 

1 

I trust the organization to take care of people like me. .95 

The organization treats people like me fairly and justly. .93 

The organization can be relied upon to keep its promises. .93 

I feel very confident about the skills of this organization. .92 

I believe this organization takes the opinions of people like me into 

account when making decisions. 

.90 

Sound principles seem to guide the behavior of this organization. .90 

This organization is interested in the well-being of people like me, not 

just itself. 

.89 

This organization does not mislead people like me. .89 

I‘m willing to let the organization make decisions for people like me. .87 

Whenever this organization makes a decision I know it will be 

concerned about people like me. 

.87 

This organization has the ability to accomplish what it says it will do. .76 

This organization is known to be successful at the things it tries to do. .74 

I think it is important to watch this organization closely so that it does 

not take advantage of people like me. [R] 

.59 

[R] = reverse item. 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

a. 1 component extracted. 
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Table 4-28.  Exploratory factor analysis of trust scale: Eigenvalues and variance 

 

Initial Eigenvalues 

Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 
Component 

Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

1 9.67 74.41 74.41 9.67 74.41 74.41 

2 .81 6.22 80.64    

3 .55 4.20 84.84    

4 .40 3.08 87.92    

5 .35 2.71 90.63    

6 .26 2.03 92.66    

7 .21 1.58 94.23    

8 .18 1.41 95.64    

9 .16 1.19 96.83    

10 .13 1.01 97.84    

11 .12 .92 98.76    

12 .09 .70 99.46    

13 .07 .54 100.00    

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Table 4-29.  Exploratory factor analysis of behavioral intentions scale 

 
Component 

1 

I would support my city or town‘s purchase of Vortex Systems products 

for stormwater management by voting in favor of the purchase in the 

next election. 

.98 

I would encourage friends and relatives to vote in favor of the purchase 

of Cortex Systems products in the next election. 

.98 

I would say positive things about Vortex Systems to other people. .96 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

a. 1 component extracted. 

 

Table 4-30.  Exploratory factor analysis of behavioral intentions scale: Eigenvalues and 
variance 

 

Initial Eigenvalues 

Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 
Component 

Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

1 2.85 95.12 95.12 2.85 95.12 95.12 

2 .11 3.54 98.66    

3 .04 1.34 100.00    

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Table 4-31.  Manipulation of stimuli check by organization type  

 Organizational Transparency 
(OrgTrans * OrgTrans_TOTAL) 

Non-transparent Organization 
(OrgTrans * OrgTrans_TOTAL) 

 
Sig. 

 N M SD N M SD  
Nonprofit  75 4.30 1.47 67 2.63 1.33 p < .001 
    
 Communicative Transparency 

(ComTrans * ComTransTotal) 
Non-transparent Communication 
(ComTrans * ComTransTotal) 

 
 

 N M SD N M SD  
Nonprofit  69 3.92 1.06 73 2.74 1.02 p < .001 
   

 Organizational Transparency  
(OrgTrans * OrgTrans_TOTAL) 

Non-transparent Organization 
(OrgTrans * OrgTrans_TOTAL) 

 

 N M SD N M SD  
For-Profit  73 3.99 1.56 77 2.77 1.42 p < .001 
    
 Communicative Transparency 

(ComTrans * ComTransTotal) 
Non-transparent Communication 
(ComTrans * ComTransTotal) 

 
 

 N M SD N M SD  
For-Profit  74 3.97 1.19 76 2.56 .94 p < .001 
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Table 4-32.  Transparency‘s effect on trust in charitable nonprofit organizations  

OrgTrans ComTrans Mean SD N 

Transparent Communicative Transparency 4.59 1.09 36 

Not Transparent Communication 3.50 1.34 39 

Total 4.02 1.34 75 

Not 

Transparent 

Communicative Transparency 3.22 1.30 33 

Not Transparent Communication 1.89 .80 34 

Total 2.54 1.26 67 

Total Communicative Transparency 3.90 1.35 68 

Not Transparent Communication 2.75 1.38 73 

Total 3.32 1.49 142 

 
Table 4-33.  Significance of transparency‘s effect on trust in charitable nonprofit 

organizations  

Source Type III 

Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. Ŋ2 

Corrected Model 129.18a 3 43.06 32.10 .000 .41 

Intercept 1538.00 1 1538.00 1146.43 .000 .89 

OrgTrans 78.19 1 78.19 58.29 .000 .30 

ComTrans 52.07 1 52.07 38.81 .000 .22 

OrgTrans * 

ComTrans 

.52 1 .52 .39 .54 .00 

Error 185.14 138 1.34    

Total 1882.68 142     

Corrected Total 314.32 141     
a. R Squared = .41 (Adjusted R Squared = .40) 
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Table 4-34.  Transparency‘s effect on behavioral intentions towards charitable nonprofit 
organizations  

OrgTrans  ComTrans Mean SD N 

Transparent  Communicative Transparency 4.52 1.45 36 
 Not Transparent Communication 3.05 1.68 39 
 Total 3.76 1.73 75 

Not Transparent  Communicative Transparency 2.89 1.45 33 
 Not Transparent Communication 1.64 .89 34 
 Total 2.25 1.34 67 

Total  Communicative Transparency 3.74 1.66 68 
 Not Transparent Communication 2.39 1.54 73 
 Total 3.05 1.73 142 

 
Table 4-35.  Significance of transparency‘s effect on behavioral intentions towards 

charitable nonprofit organizations 

Source Type III 

Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. Ŋ2 

Corrected Model 146.35a 3 48.78 24.53 .000 .35 

Intercept 1293.27 1 1293.27 650.29 .000 .83 

OrgTrans 81.88 1 81.88 41.17 .000 .23 

ComTrans 65.34 1 65.34 32.86 .000 .19 

OrgTrans * 

ComTrans 

.41 1 .41 .21 .65 .00 

Error 274.45 138 1.99    

Total 1739.11 142     

Corrected Total 420.80 141     
a. R Squared = .35 (Adjusted R Squared = .33) 
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Table 4-36.  Transparency‘s effect on trust in for-profit businesses  

OrgTrans ComTrans Mean SD N 

Transparent Communicative Transparency 4.68 1.16 34 
Not Transparent Communication 2.93 1.11 39 
Total 3.74 1.43 74 

Not Transparent Communicative Transparency 3.15 1.47 40 
Not Transparent Communication 2.14 .98 37 
Total 2.66 1.35 77 

Total Communicative Transparency 3.85 1.54 75 
 Not Transparent Communication 2.54 1.12 76 
 Total 3.19 1.49 150 

 
 
Table 4-37.  Significance of transparency‘s effect on trust in for-profit businesses  

Source Type III 

Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. Ŋ2 

Corrected Model 119.75a 3 39.92 27.69 .000 .36 

Intercept 1552.51 1 1552.51 1076.84 .000 .88 

OrgTrans 50.57 1 50.57 35.08 .000 .19 

ComTrans 71.61 1 71.61 49.67 .000 .25 

OrgTrans * 

ComTrans 

5.16 1 5.16 3.58 .06 .02 

Error 210.49 146 1.44    

Total 1855.43 150     

Corrected Total 330.24 149     

a. R Squared = .36 (Adjusted R Squared = .35) 
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Table 4-38.  Transparency‘s effect on positive behavioral intentions towards for-profit 
businesses  

OrgTrans ComTrans Mean SD N 

Transparent Communicative Transparency 4.25 1.54 34 
Not Transparent Communication 2.62 1.44 39 
Total 3.37 1.69 73 

Not Transparent Communicative Transparency 2.57 1.77 40 
Not Transparent Communication 1.78 1.11 37 
Total 2.19 1.53 77 

Total Communicative Transparency 3.34 1.86 75 
 Not Transparent Communication 2.21 1.35 76 
 Total 2.77 1.71 150 

 
Table 4-39.  Significance of transparency‘s effect on positive behavioral intentions 

towards for-profit businesses  

Source Type III 

Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. Ŋ2 

Corrected Model 112.55a 3 37.52 16.90 .000 .26 

Intercept 1173.75 1 1173.75 528.82 .000 .78 

OrgTrans 58.84 1 58.84 26.51 .000 .15 

ComTrans 54.36 1 54.36 24.49 .000 .14 

OrgTrans * 

ComTrans 

6.70 1 6.70 3.02 .08 .02 

Error 324.06 146 2.22    

Total 1584.78 150     

Corrected Total 436.61 149     
a. R Squared = .26 (Adjusted R Squared = .24) 
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Table 4-40.  Descriptive results of interaction among organizational transparency, 
communicative transparency and type of organization on trust 

OrgTrans ComTrans OrgType Mean SD N 

Transparent Communicative 

Transparency 

Nonprofit 4.59 1.09 36 

For-Profit 4.68 1.16 34 

Total 4.63 1.12 70 

Not Transparent 

Communication 

Nonprofit 3.50 1.34 39 

For-Profit 2.93 1.11 39 

Total 3.21 1.25 78 

Total Nonprofit 4.02 1.34 75 

For-Profit 3.74 1.43 73 

Total 3.88 1.39 148 

Not Transparent Communicative 

Transparency 

Nonprofit 3.22 1.30 33 

For-Profit 3.15 1.47 40 

Total 3.18 1.39 73 

Not Transparent 

Communication 

Nonprofit 1.89 .80 34 

For-Profit 2.14 .98 37 

Total 2.02 .90 71 

Total Nonprofit 2.54 1.26 67 

For-Profit 2.66 1.35 77 

Total 2.61 1.31 144 

Total Communicative 

Transparency 

Nonprofit 3.93 1.37 69 

For-Profit 3.85 1.54 74 

Total 3.89 1.46 143 

Not Transparent 

Communication 

Nonprofit 2.75 1.38 73 

For-Profit 2.54 1.12 76 

Total 2.64 1.25 149 

Total Nonprofit 3.32 1.49 142 

For-Profit 3.19 1.49 150 

Total 3.25 1.49 292 
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Table 4-41.  Significance of interaction among organizational transparency, 
communicative transparency and type of organization on trust  

 

 

Source 

Type III Sum 

of Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. Ŋ2 

Corrected Model 250.26a 7 35.75 25.66 .000 .39 

Intercept 3089.71 1 3089.71 2217.95 .000 .89 

OrgTrans 127.62 1 127.62 91.61 .000 .24 

ComTrans 122.61 1 122.61 88.02 .000 .24 

OrgType .40 1 .40 .29 .59 .00 

OrgTrans * ComTrans 1.14 1 1.14 .82 .37 .00 

OrgTrans * OrgType 1.90 1 1.90 1.37 .24 .00 

ComTrans * OrgType .53 1 .53 .38 .54 .00 

OrgTrans * ComTrans * 

OrgType 

4.41 1 4.41 3.17 .07 .01 

Error 395.63 284 1.39    

Total 3738.11 292     

Corrected Total 645.88 291     

R Squared = .387 (Adjusted R Squared = .372) 
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Figure 4-1.  Graphical representation of the effect of organizational transparency and 
type of organization on trust. 
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Figure 4-2.  Bar chart representation of the effect of organizational transparency and 
type of organization on trust. 
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Figure 4-3.  Graphical representation of the effect of communicative transparency and 
type of organization on trust. 
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Figure 4-4.  Bar chart representation of the effect of communicative transparency and 

type of organization on trust. 
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Table 4-42.  Descriptive results of interaction among organizational transparency, 
communicative transparency and type of organization on behavioral 
intentions. 

OrgTrans ComTrans OrgType Mean SD N 

Transparent Communicative 

Transparency 

Nonprofit 4.52 1.45 36 

For-Profit 4.25 1.54 34 

Total 4.39 1.49 70 

Not Transparent 

Communication 

Nonprofit 3.05 1.68 39 

For-Profit 2.62 1.44 39 

Total 2.83 1.57 78 

Total Nonprofit 3.76 1.73 75 

For-Profit 3.37 1.67 73 

Total 3.57 1.72 148 

Not Transparent Communicative 

Transparency 

Nonprofit 2.89 1.45 33 

For-Profit 2.57 1.77 40 

Total 2.71 1.63 73 

Not Transparent 

Communication 

Nonprofit 1.64 .89 34 

For-Profit 1.78 1.11 37 

Total 1.71 1.01 71 

Total Nonprofit 2.25 1.34 67 

For-Profit 2.19 1.53 77 

Total 2.22 1.44 144 

Total Communicative 

Transparency 

Nonprofit 3.74 1.66 69 

For-Profit 3.34 1.86 74 

Total 3.53 1.77 143 

Not Transparent 

Communication 

Nonprofit 2.39 1.54 73 

For-Profit 2.21 1.35 76 

Total 2.30 1.44 149 

Total Nonprofit 3.05 1.73 142 

For-Profit 2.77 1.71 150 

Total 2.90 1.72 292 
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 Table 4-43.  Significance of interaction among organizational transparency, 
communicative transparency and type of organization on behavioral 
intentions  

 

 

Source 

Type III Sum 

of Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. Ŋ2 

Corrected Model 264.63a 7 37.81 17.94 .000 .31 

Intercept 2466.75 1 2466.75 1170.51 .000 .81 

OrgTrans 140.06 1 140.06 66.46 .000 .19 

ComTrans 119.58 1 119.58 56.74 .000 .17 

OrgType 3.56 1 3.56 1.69 .20 .00 

OrgTrans * ComTrans 5.13 1 5.13 2.43 .12 .00 

OrgTrans * OrgType 1.29 1 1.29 .61 .43 .00 

ComTrans * OrgType .43 1 .43 .20 .65 .00 

OrgTrans * ComTrans * 

OrgType 

1.81 1 1.81 .86 .36 .00 

Error 598.51 284 2.11    

Total 3323.89 292     

Corrected Total 863.14 291     

a. R Squared = .31 (Adjusted R Squared = .29) 



 

156 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4-5.  Graphical representation of the effect of organizational transparency and 
type of organization on behavioral intentions. 
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Figure 4-6.  Bar chart representation of the effect of organizational transparency and 
type of organization on behavioral intentions. 
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Figure 4-7.  Graphical representation of the effect of communicative transparency and 
type of organization on behavioral intentions 



 

159 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4-8.  Bar chart representation of the effect of communicative transparency and 
type of organization on behavioral intentions 
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Figure 4-9.  Model of organizational transparency‘s effect on trust and positive 

behavioral intentions based on communicative transparency 
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Figure 4-10.  Model of non-transparent organization‘s effect on trust and positive 

behavioral intentions based on communicative transparency 
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 CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION  

Using experimental design, this study explored the two constructs of 

transparency–organizational and communicative–and tested their effect on trust and 

behavioral intentions of stakeholders in two types of organizations–the charitable 

nonprofit and the for-profit business. 

 Given the increased demands for and interest in transparency and the continued 

growth and importance of the nonprofit sector, there were several goals to this study.  

First, it was intended to add to the body of knowledge in public relations through 

increased understanding of the construct of transparency. The second goal was to add 

to the body of knowledge in nonprofit and business management through increased 

understanding of the differences in trust attributable to each type of organization.  The 

final goal sought to add to the body of knowledge in crisis communication through 

increased understanding of the effect of transparency on trust and behavioral intentions 

of stakeholders in crisis situations. 

 Two hundred and ninety-two participants were recruited from the population of 

the general public that use the Internet to take part in one of eight experimental 

scenarios that incorporated two fictitious newspaper articles followed by a survey of 

participants‘ perceptions of organizational transparency, communicative transparency, 

trust and behavioral intentions.  Results of this study found that transparent 

organizations that communicate transparently have greater levels of trust and 

behavioral intentions overall.  However, the results of comparative analysis between 

charitable nonprofit organizations and their for-profit counterparts was mixed, with the 

nonprofit organizations achieving higher levels of trust and behavioral intentions in most 
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of the experimental situations except for the doubly transparent and doubly non-

transparent groups where the for-profit businesses reported higher levels of trust, but 

not higher levels of behavioral intentions. 

The remainder of the chapter is organized into three parts.  The first section 

provides a summary of findings from Chapter 4.  This section is followed by 

interpretation and implication of the results and the chapter concludes with a discussion 

of limitations to the study and directions for future research. 

Summary of Results 

This section summarizes the results described in Chapter 4, including descriptive 

statistics and two-way ANOVA findings of: 1) the effect of organizational transparency 

and communicative transparency on trust and behavioral intentions, 2) the effect of 

transparency on trust and behavioral intentions in charitable nonprofit organizations, 3) 

the effect of transparency on trust and behavioral intentions in for-profit businesses, and 

4) the interaction among organizational transparency, communicative transparency and 

type of organization on trust and behavioral intentions.  This section also provides 

information on the results of exploratory factor analysis of scales used within the study. 

As described above, two-way ANOVA was used to test for independent variable 

effects.  Three independent variables were tested in this study, two relating to 

transparency (organizational transparency vs. non-organizational transparency), 

(communicative transparency vs. non-transparent communication), and the third relating 

to type of organization (charitable nonprofit vs. for-profit business).  Rawlins‘ (2008) 

trust scale, based on that developed by Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999), was used to 

measure differences in effect of both communicative and organizational transparency or 

lack of transparency on the dependent variable trust.  A three -item scale, based on 
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Hong and Yang‘s  (2009) and Zeithaml‘s et al. (1996) scales was used to measure 

differences in effect of transparency and lack of transparency on the dependent variable 

behavioral intentions. 

Organizational and Communicative Transparency  

Transparency is comprised of two constructs, one that reflects organizational traits 

such as integrity, competence, reliability, sincerity, and consistency, which the 

researcher has defined as ―organizational transparency,‖ and the other which refers to 

communicative traits such as timeliness, accuracy, receptiveness to feedback from 

stakeholders, and disclosure of information, which the researcher defined as 

―communicative transparency.‖   Organizational transparency is measured through three 

determinants: integrity, respect, and openness.  Communicative transparency is 

measured through four determinants: participation, substantial information, 

accountability, and secrecy. 

Organizational transparency 

Two-way ANOVA identified main effects for 6 of the 15 items measuring 

participants‘ perceptions of organizational transparency and its effect on trust.  Among 

these factors were impressions of sincerity and truthfulness, as well as indications of 

sensitivity and caring.  Moreover, participants identified with impressions of competence 

and flexibility within the organization.   

Significant main effects were also found for six items reflecting participants‘ 

perceptions of organizational transparency as related to their behavioral intentions.  Of 

these, there was just one that overlapped with the significance of organizational 

transparency on trust and that was the perception of being a caring or uncaring 

organization.  Other significant factors relating to behavioral intentions were perceptions 
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of credibility, reliability, and willingness to listen, as well as impressions of openness 

and being personal. 

Of the factors for organizational transparency, ―integrity‖ carried the least 

importance for participants in the doubly transparent groups, yet was most important 

among those who received the non-transparent communicative response treatments. 

Respect had a dichotomous effect for participants, with those receiving the 

communicative transparency treatment placing strongest emphasis on these items than 

those relating to ―integrity‖ or ―openness,‖ and those receiving the non-transparent 

communication treatment placing the least emphasis on this determinant of 

organizational transparency.  Finally, ―openness‖ had the least impact on participants‘ 

overall perceptions of organizational transparency, neither achieving highly positive or 

negative impressions, with the exception of Blocks 3 and 4.  Within those groups, which 

represented the non-transparent charitable organizations and businesses that utilized 

communicative transparency, ―openness‖ was seen as least contributing to the overall 

perception of organizational transparency. 

Communicative transparency 

Following two-way ANOVA of the 25 items comprising the construct, five items 

were found to have main effects on participants‘ levels of trust, and five items were 

found to have main effects on behavioral intentions.  Of those, two items overlapped, 

the first suggesting that ―provides information that can be compared to industry 

standards‖ and the second that ―provides information that is easy for people like me to 

understand.‖   

Scale reliability for this construct was strong and the items factored together into 

two components. Though the items did not factor into four components as described by 
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Rawlins (2009) the reason for this may be attributable to the sample used.  The 

population for Rawlins‘ (2009) study were employees of the organization and therefore, 

internal stakeholders whereas the population for this study was members of the general 

public, or external stakeholders to the fictitious organization used.  As internal 

stakeholders, employees may be better able to appreciate subtle differences in 

determinant factors than external stakeholders.  

Among the more transparent scenarios, ―accountability‖ was seen as the dominant 

factor of communicative transparency.  Moreover, items such as ―freely admits when it 

has made mistakes,‖ and ―is open to criticism by people like me‖ achieved the highest 

mean scores within the groups that received the communicative transparency treatment 

(Blocks 1–4).  As a determinant of overall communicative transparency, ―substantial 

information‖ was perceived as having the most importance in two of the mixed 

transparency groups and the least importance within one of the two remaining mixed 

groups.  Within the least transparent organizations and two of the four mixed 

transparency groups, ―participation‖ was perceived by participants as contributing the 

least to communicative transparency.   

In contrast to ―accountability,‖ items relating to secrecy had the highest mean 

scores among the groups that received the non-transparent communicative treatment 

and the lowest mean scores among those that received the communicative 

transparency treatment.  These items included, ―only discloses information when it is 

required,‖ and ―often leaves out important details in the information it provides to people 

like me.‖  Further, ―secrecy‖ was seen as the key to communicative transparency in the 
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least transparent groups and as the least important determinant in the most transparent 

groups. 

Trust  

Two dependent variables were established for this study.  The first of these, trust, 

is comprised of three determinants and is defined within organization–public 

relationships as ―one party‘s level of confidence in and willingness to open oneself to 

the other party‖ (Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999, p. 19).  Rawlins (2008) based his 

measurement of trust on Hon and J. E. Grunig‘s (1999) scale but added a fourth 

component intended to measure overall trust.  Mean scores for trust items were 

consistent across groups, highest in the transparent groups that used transparent 

communication and lowest in the non-transparent groups that did not use transparent 

communication.  This indicates stability in the scale, and indeed, the scale reliability test 

for the trust construct was strong.  Exploratory factor analysis of trust returned just one 

component, rather than three or four as indicated by the Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999) or 

Rawlins (2008) scales but, as described above, this is likely attributable to the sample, 

or to the extremes created by the method, and not to a flaw in the scales. 

Excluding ―overall trust,‖ which is intended to represent a sum of the other three 

determinants, ―integrity‖ was seen as the least important determinant of trust by 

participants with highest levels in the doubly transparent groups and lowest in the 

doubly non-transparent groups.  Among all the determinant factors of trust, 

―competence‖ was perceived by all groups as most important in establishing trust.  And 

among the items relating to ―competence‖, two were seen as most relevant by all 

groups.  The first suggesting that ―this organization has the ability to accomplish what it 
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says it will do,‖ and the second suggesting that ―this organization is known to be 

successful at the things it tries to do.‖ 

Items relating to ―goodwill‖ were neither highest nor lowest in importance to 

determining trust, achieving middle ground across all groups.  This indicates that items 

relating to ―goodwill‖ affected participants less strongly than the other determinants of 

trust.  Moreover, across all groups, items relating to ―overall trust,‖ and the factor itself, 

were perceived as least important in determining trust.  The result is unsurprising as 

―overall trust‖ is a compilation measure. 

Behavioral Intentions 

The second of two dependent variables within this study, behavioral intentions are 

defined as ―the intention to perform a particular behavior, a plan to put behavior into 

effect‖ (Perloff, 2003, p. 92) and may be positive or negative and refer to either action or 

word-of-mouth intent.  For the purposes of this study, only positive behavioral intentions 

or the lack of positive behavioral intentions were measured.  Following the pattern of the 

other variables, behavioral intentions achieved the highest mean scores in the doubly 

transparent groups and the lowest in the doubly non-transparent groups, with mid-level 

scores in the mixed transparency treatments.  In all but one block, the item that 

suggested participants ―would encourage friends and relatives to vote in favor of the 

purchase of Vortex Systems products in the next election,‖ was the least important 

indicator of behavioral intentions.  Overall, the first item, ―I would support my city or 

town‘s purchase of Vortex Systems products for stormwater management by voting in 

favor of the purchase in the next election,‖ was strongest of the behavioral intentions of 

participants. 
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Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1 – Results of the two-way ANOVA used to test the hypothesis 

rejected the null hypothesis, thus providing support for hypotheses 1a, 1b, and 1c.  Main 

effects were found for both organizational transparency and communicative 

transparency on each of the dependent variables, trust and behavioral intentions.  No 

interaction effects were found for organizational transparency and communicative 

transparency with respect to trust or behavioral intentions.  Results of the test implied 

that levels of trust and behavioral intentions varied significantly depending on 

perceptions of organizational and communicative transparency.  

Hypothesis 2 – Again, two-way ANOVA was used to test the hypothesis and 

results provided support for each of the 3 subsections, hypotheses 2a, 2b, and 2c.  The 

null hypothesis was rejected in all cases.  Furthermore, main effects were found for 

organizational transparency and for communicative transparency on both trust and 

behavioral intentions.  No interaction effect was identified.  Like the charitable nonprofit 

results above, results of this test indicated that levels of trust and behavioral intentions 

varied significantly depending on perceived organizational and communicative 

transparency. 

Hypothesis 3 suggested that there would be interaction among organization type, 

reputation for organizational transparency and communicative form of response on trust 

and behavioral intentions in crisis situations.  Results of the two-way ANOVA indicate 

failure to reject the null hypothesis.  In other words, results of the test demonstrated no 

significance in the levels of trust or behavioral intentions as the result of interaction 

among the three independent variables–organizational transparency, communicative 

transparency, and type of organization.  Moreover, there were no demonstrated 
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differences in levels of trust or behavioral intentions as the result of interaction among 

the various pairs of independent variables (organizational transparency and 

communicative transparency, organizational transparency and type of organization, 

communicative transparency and type of organization).  Individually, significant main 

effects were found for organizational transparency and for communicative transparency 

but not for type of organization. 

Implications for Theory and Practice 

Overall Importance of Transparency 

Trust is a vital commodity for organizations of all types (Bandsuch, et al., 2008; 

Ingenhoff & Sommer, 2010).  As the recent Echo Research and International Business 

Leaders Forum (2010) publication, A world in trust–leadership and corporate social 

responsibility, noted, ―Trust is about our license to operate and innovate.  From a low-

technological business point of view, you need money in the bank if you meet a crisis.  

That‘s what trust is: it‘s credit in the bank‖ (p. 31).  Alsop (2004) echoed this sentiment, 

which he described as building ―reputation capital,‖ to aid in the retention of customers, 

donors, or other supporters in times of organizational crisis.  In fact, the 2011 Edelman 

Trust Barometer (Edelman, 2011a) found that ―trust has tangible value‖  (p. 7) in that 

25% of people will believe negative information about organizations that they trust after 

hearing it once, compared to 57% of people who will believe negative information about 

organizations they do not trust after hearing the information just once.   

Yet trust is not just ―money in the bank‖ for times of crisis, it ―is a crucial factor for 

the long term economic success of a company‖ (Ingenhoff & Sommer, 2010, p. 339).   

According to the 2011 Edelman Trust Barometer (Edelman, 2011a), trust: 
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is based on the expectation for companies to act collaboratively to benefit 
society not just shareholders; be transparent about their operations and 
profit engines; and engage using a wide range of spokespeople and all 
forms of media–mainstream, new, social, and owned. (p. 8) 

Results of this study found that each of the two transparency constructs–

organizational transparency and communicative transparency–have independent effects 

on the levels of trust placed in both charitable nonprofit organizations and for-profit 

businesses.  These results demonstrated the significance of organizational 

transparency to trust and positive behavioral intentions, demonstrated the significance 

of communicative transparency to positive behavioral intentions of stakeholders and 

confirmed Rawlins‘ (2008) study, which found that perceptions of communicative 

transparency were significantly tied to trust. 

Organizational transparency is the reputation an organization holds for 

transparency, in other words, the reputation it carries for trustworthiness based on 

stakeholders‘ prior interactions with the organization, impressions from the media and 

support from others.  Results of this study found certain determinants of organizational 

transparency to have greater effects on trust and behavioral intentions of stakeholders 

than other determinants.  In particular, ―respect‖ was found to have a dichotomous 

effect on trust, depending on levels of communicative transparency displayed by the 

organization. This implies that participants were sensitive to the communicative form of 

response of the organizations, highly respecting those who communicated transparently 

and lacking respect for those who did not.  Thus, whereas organizational transparency 

and communicative transparency have independent effects on trust and behavioral 

intentions, the manner in which an organization communicates can greatly affect its 

reputation as open, respectful, and filled with integrity. This concept is supported by Yee 
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and Yeung (2010), who said, ―Sharing of factual and reliable information in an exchange 

will…reduce suspicion of hidden facts or self motives; these aspects will positively 

increase the perceived integrity and reliability of the trustee‖ (p. 148).  

Communicative transparency reflects the manner in which an organization 

provides information to, receives feedback from, and interacts with its stakeholders.   

Results of this study demonstrated that the more transparent an organization, the more 

it will be perceived by stakeholders as embodying the characteristics of accountability.  

Such characteristics include admitting to mistakes, accepting criticism, opening oneself 

to comparison with industry standards and presenting more than one side of 

controversial issues.  Said Gully, et. al. (2006), ―To operate in its own best interests, an 

organization needs to show enthusiasm in accepting responsibility for its actions, thus 

building and nurturing its good image and sustainable reputation‖ (p. 194). 

Conversely, the less transparent an organization, the less it will be perceived by 

stakeholders as welcoming participation and the more it will be regarded as limiting 

opportunities to obtain information, provide feedback, or interact with the organization.  

As such, non-transparent organizations will achieve and maintain less trust than their 

transparent counterparts.  Yee and Yeung (2010) summed it well when they noted, 

―Provision of information is believed to be an indispensable characteristic of a trusting 

relationship‖ (p. 148).  

Hypothesis 1 investigated the effect of transparency in charitable nonprofit 

organizations and Hypothesis 2 investigated the construct in for-profit businesses.  

Testing of these hypotheses demonstrated the importance of organizational 

transparency and communicative transparency in each type of organization.  In both the 
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charitable nonprofit organization and for-profit businesses, organizations that carried the 

characteristics of organizational transparency and communicated transparently 

achieved more than twice the levels of trust than non-transparent organizations.   This is 

an important result because it effectively demonstrates the impact of transparency on 

stakeholders‘ willingness to trust an organization, even in a preventable crisis situation 

that caused death. 

Comparative Significance of Transparency in Different Types of Organizations 

Charitable nonprofit organizations are founded on public trust.  A prior study by 

Handy, et al. (2010) demonstrated that stakeholders generally place greater trust in 

charitable nonprofit organizations than for-profit entities.  Further, given a choice, 

stakeholders choose charitable nonprofit organizations over for-profit businesses for 

medical care and education.  As such, the current study hypothesized that charitable 

nonprofit organizations would achieve significantly different levels of trust than their for-

profit counterparts.  However, results of the study did not support this hypothesis. 

Overall, the transparent charitable nonprofit organizations were perceived as more 

trustworthy than the for-profit businesses, and non-transparent charitable nonprofit 

organizations were perceived as less trustworthy than for-profit businesses.  Though the 

extent of the difference was not significant, it was evident and bears investigating in 

future studies.   Moreover, the overall transparent charitable nonprofit organizations 

inspired more positive behavioral intentions than for-profit businesses and though they 

did not fall to as low a level as the non-transparent for-profit businesses, the non-

transparent non-profits produced a larger loss of positive behavioral intentions.  In other 

words, the transparent charitable nonprofit organizations began higher and fell further 

when perceived as non-transparent by stakeholders.   
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 The reason for the difference in perception is not clear, but it may have something 

to do with what Brody (2002) described as a ―halo‖ that is bestowed on nonprofit 

organizations regardless of merit (p. 477).  As such, the charitable nonprofit 

organizations are granted greater, though in this case insignificant, levels of trust than 

for-profit businesses.  Conversely, non-transparent charitable nonprofits are judged 

more harshly than for-profit businesses, perhaps because public expectation of 

nonprofit trustworthiness is greater than that for businesses.  In other words, charitable 

nonprofit organizations may enjoy higher levels of trust because of a perceived halo but 

when the halo slips, nonprofits are held more accountable than a for-profit business in 

the same situation.  Alternately, loss of trust could be due to factors noted in The 

Economist, which suggested,  ―Warm sentiments towards charities may be based on a 

wider misunderstanding of what they do and how much they cost.  As a result the trust 

may be fragile‖ (―Faith, hope, and charities,‖ 2010, para. 3).  The article added that ―it 

would not take much evidence of unpleasantness to shake the public‘s faith‖ (para. 6).  

Auger’s Model of Transparency and Trust 

Results of this study demonstrated the links between both types of transparency 

and trust and positive behavioral intentions of stakeholders.  In addition, results 

supported earlier studies in which transparency was demonstrated to be a two-part 

construct (Auger, 2010; Rawlins, 2009). Moreover, results of this study suggest that 

expectations of behavior may differ depending on organizational type, which may in turn 

explain variances in level of trust. 

Using results of hypotheses tested here, the researcher constructed a model 

incorporating transparent or non-transparent organizations, transparent or non-

transparent communicative response, and their effect on trust and positive behavioral 
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intentions of stakeholders.  Figure 5-1 illustrates the model, which combines results 

described in Figures 4-9 and 4-10 in the previous chapter.   

Given a crisis situation, transparent organizations that use transparent form of 

response achieve relatively high levels of trust and positive behavioral intentions.  Non-

transparent organizations that that do not use a transparent form of response achieve 

low levels of trust and demonstrate a lack of positive behavioral intentions.  Within the 

mixed transparency groups–transparent organization that did not use transparent 

communication and non-transparent organization that did use transparent 

communication–results for trust and positive behavioral intentions land in the middle, 

neither high nor very low. 

Implications for Practice 

Public relations is a management function (J. E. Grunig & Hunt, 1984).  Public 

relations is also a communicative function, building and maintaining relationships 

between an organization and its publics (Broom, 2010).  And as demonstrated in this 

and other studies (Rawlins, 2008, 2009; Yee & Yeung, 2010), transparency is closely 

linked with communication.  As the Edelman Trust Barometer (Edelman, 2011a) noted, 

―Trust in business may have stabilized globally, but it is different and conditional, 

premised on what a company does and how it communicates‖ (p. 8).  It would seem 

logical, therefore, for transparency to be a function and responsibility of public relations 

and for public relations managers to be accountable for the extent and transparent 

quality of information and communication provided to stakeholders.  Yet the extent to 

which the public relations manager within an organization can communicate 

transparently with stakeholders may be limited by his or her autonomy and level of 

management within the company.   
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As Bivins (2006) argued, accountability should be commensurate with level of 

responsibility but may not be because such accountability ―assumes that the 

responsible person is relatively autonomous, or free to make decisions associated with 

his or her job without outside pressure or influence‖ (p. 21).  He noted that, depending 

on the nature of the corporate structure, public relations practitioners within 

organizations may have little or no autonomy.  As such, ―the groundwork is then laid for 

a decision-making hierarchy that may gradually dilute the authority of public relations 

practitioners to follow their own personal and professional directives‖ (p. 30).  

This lack of autonomy and adequate level of managerial rank is troubling given the 

increasing importance of transparency and its resultant effects on stakeholder trust in 

and positive behavioral intentions towards, organizations.  Yet there is promise, for the 

increasing importance of transparency and its links to trust and behavioral intentions 

provides compelling support for public relations autonomy and a seat at the upper 

management table.   ―In short, truly effective [corporate governance] requires principle-

centered leadership.  Ethical leaders, in turn, create transparency.  And transparency 

demands on-going demonstration of ethics and integrity,‖ (Bandsuch, et al. 2008, p. 

115). 

Moreover, the Edelman (2011) report highlighted the increasingly media savvy 

consumer, a consumer that communications professionals know best how to reach and 

communicate with effectively based on research, planning and evaluation.  No longer is 

it economically tenable for organizations to merely ―be present with their messages‖ (p. 

6).  As the report noted: 
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The data portray a savvy consumer who turns first to search engines to see 
what is available on the topic of interest, and who then seeks out traditional 
media to confirm or expand on what he or she has learned.  (p. 6) 

Therefore, organizations of all types must create a communications approach that 

―encompasses mainstream, new, social, and owned media‖ (p.6).   

In this era of multiple media and instantaneous news, transparency is less of an 

option than a necessity for organizations that wish to remain viable.  This study has 

demonstrated the importance of organizational and communicative transparency to the 

development of trust with stakeholders, and stakeholders represent the continued 

success or ultimate decline of organizations.  It is the function of public relations to help 

organizations build and maintain relationships with their stakeholders, thereby positively 

affecting the ―bottom line.‖  Corporate culture that does not embrace the aspects of 

organizational and communicative transparency and that does not grant public relations 

the autonomy to function at the highest levels of transparency are increasingly likely to 

become the next Toyota in a crisis.  As noted in The Economist (―Getting the cow,‖ 

2010): 

Toyota was lamentably slow to respond to the large number of incidents of 
―unintended acceleration‖ involving its cars.  A culture that mixes 
defensiveness towards the outside world with exaggerated deference 
towards senior management is poorly equipped to identify and then deal 
with this kind of situation. (p. 69) 

Implications for Crisis Communication Strategy 

The organizational scenario used within this experiment involved a preventable 

crisis situation in which the organization in question was responsible for the deaths of a 

young child and an elderly person.  A preventable crisis situation was chosen for the 

scenario because it is the type of crisis situation in which there is greatest attributions of 

crisis responsibility and therefore greatest reputational threat (Coombs, 2007a).  Each 
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of the eight treatment combinations in the experiment received the same situation, yet 

each received either low or high treatments for organizational and communicative 

transparency. 

Results of the study demonstrated that both types of transparency affected 

participants‘ levels of trust in and the extent of their positive behavioral intentions toward 

the organization.  Those organizations that demonstrated attributes of organizational 

transparency such as sincerity, caring, competence, truthfulness, and flexibility and who 

also were forthcoming with information, accepted responsibility for the situation, and 

were welcoming of input from stakeholders following the onset of the crisis, achieved 

reasonably high levels of post crisis trust and behavioral intentions.  Conversely, those 

that were perceived as deceptive, inflexible, uncaring, and unwilling to communicate 

with stakeholders and who blamed others for the situation and provided little or 

incomplete information, were perceived as untrustworthy and were likely to report a lack 

of positive behavioral outcomes following the crisis.  Figure 5-1 illustrates the varying 

effects of both types of transparency on trust and positive behavioral intentions. 

Transparency has now been shown to have an effect on levels of stakeholder trust 

following a crisis.   This builds upon Huang‘s (2008) study that found form of response 

(timely, consistent, and active) had a greater effect on trust and relational commitment 

than choice of crisis communication strategy.  Whereas crisis communication literature 

has in the past focused on matching appropriate crisis response strategy to the type of 

crisis, implications from this study suggest that form of response (transparent or non-

transparent) has a place in the research agenda and the practice of crisis 

communication management.  
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Implications for Public Relations Theory 

The study reported here has several implications for development of theory in 

public relations.  First, transparency is a relatively new construct in public relations and, 

as such, lacks testing and development.  Among other factors, this study is noteworthy 

for initiating measurement of organizational transparency and trust, testing of which had 

not previously taken place.  Moreover, the study demonstrated the significance of both 

organizational and communicative transparency on trust and positive behavioral 

intentions of stakeholders in a crisis situation.  As such, the study confirms the two parts 

of the construct (Auger, 2010; Rawlins, 2009), substantiates an earlier study that linked 

communicative transparency to trust (Rawlins, 2008), and extended understanding of 

transparency by testing its measurement scales on external stakeholders.   

Second, whereas crisis communication literature can be found in business and 

management, it is a public relations construct and its key theorist, Dr. W. T. Coombs, is 

a public relations scholar and teacher.  This study advanced theory in crisis 

communication management by building upon Huang‘s (2008) findings and 

demonstrating the critical role of transparency to form of response. 

Third, the study of nonprofit organizations falls into many academic areas and it 

does not have a designated ―home‖ within academia.  Yet fundraising is a specialty 

function of public relations and it is also unique to charitable nonprofit organizations.  

Whereas other academic areas may claim the nonprofit sector for philosophical 

discussions of the purpose of the sector or similar, surely public relations should lay 

claim to the research agenda for communicative studies in the sector.  There is a great 

deal of literature on the uniqueness of the nonprofit sector, yet there are few 

comparative studies that empirically test the implications of the sector‘s uniqueness.  It 
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can be argued that not only is there is a place in the public relations research agenda 

for studies such as this, there is a need for such studies that increase understanding  

of the sector through comparative testing and analysis of charitable nonprofit and other 

types of organizations. Moreover, as the nonprofit sector continues to grow, the need 

and demand for such studies and development of theory unique to the nonprofit sector 

may also grow. 

Fourth, trust is a central construct in both streams of organization–public 

relationship research (Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999; Ledingham & Bruning, 1998). Results 

of this study contribute to theory building in OPR by identifying the importance of 

transparency to reported levels of trust in organizations.  As noted in Chapter 4, 

perceptions of organizational and communicative transparency had independent and 

significant effects on participants‘ reported levels of trust in both charitable nonprofit 

organizations and for-profit businesses.   

Moreover, though Rawlins (2009) suggested that openness and trust were most 

logically tied to the organization–public research agenda, results of this study indicate 

that ―integrity‖ and ―respect‖ were more important to participants and the characteristics 

of ―openness‖, such as sincerity, credibility, truthfulness, and consistency had the least 

impact on participants‘ perceptions of organizational transparency, neither achieving 

highly positive or negative impressions, with the exception of Blocks 3 and 4.  Further 

investigation of ―openness,‖ ―respect,‖ and ―integrity‖ could, therefore, provide insights to 

stakeholder perceptions of and useful links for theory building in OPR.   

Fifth, this study advanced development of theory in public relations by 

substantiating the importance for public relations as a management function, with need 
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for appropriately large autonomy and accountability.  Finally, a comprehensive model 

incorporating organizational transparency, communicative transparency, trust, and 

behavioral intentions was developed.  The model provides room for continued theory 

building in public relations wherein scholars can confirm, refine, expand or reject the 

model, increasing understanding of transparency and its effect on organizational 

relationships with stakeholders. 

Limitations 

It is the nature of research that there be limitations to a study.  This study is no 

different and has several limitations relating to its method, sample, and manipulations.  

Unlike survey method, which takes place in the ―real world,‖ experimental method is 

based upon the creation of artificiality to produce extremes in effect.  Steps were taken 

within this study to lessen the artificiality and increase its generalizability, first by 

purchasing a panel from the general population of adults who use the Internet and 

second by designing the manipulation information so that they appeared to be real 

newspaper articles.  Despite these steps, it is possible that some participants identified 

the fictitious nature of the newspaper articles, which may have affected their results. 

Furthermore, though participants were remunerated by the panel company, 

completion rate was just about 60%, indicating that the people who completed the study 

may have shared characteristics that are unknown to the researcher and that may have 

affected results.  Moreover, the mean age of participants was 59 and few participants 

were found from the under-40 age bracket.  As such, the results of the study could be 

quite different with a younger population and should not be generalized to all 

populations.   
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Whereas one would hope that participants read the manipulations and considered 

the subsequent questions carefully before answering, it is possible that participant 

fatigue, lack of interest, or lack of understanding of the study affected results.  Data 

were checked for obvious disinterest, for example, choosing the same answer for every 

question, and reverse item questions were included within the study to try to overcome 

this issue, but some participants may be very good survey-takers and vary their 

answers well enough to avoid detection, therefore, affecting results.   

To avoid issues of source credibility and attitude towards the company, a fictitious 

organization was created for this study; however, despite its fiction, some participants 

may have prior attitudes toward water purification companies that affected their results.  

Moreover, the situation described in the experiment was set in a fictitious Louisiana 

town and it may be that some participants recognized the fiction, were uninterested in a 

situation far removed from their geographic location, or had negative attitudes towards 

Louisiana.  No data were collected on geographic location of participants. 

Beyond method, sample, and manipulation, this study also has limitation in its 

design with respect to the choice of dependent variables.  The study measured just one 

of the organization–public relationship (OPR) management outcomes, trust.   

Developed by Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999), organizational–public relationship outcomes 

also include control mutuality, satisfaction, and commitment.  As such, this study‘s 

contribution to theory development in OPR is limited by its demonstration of the effect of 

organizational transparency and communicative transparency on trust, but not on the 

other three outcomes. 
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 Suggestions for Future Research 

Building on the last of these limitations, the first recommendation for future 

research is to extend the study of transparency to the other OPR outcomes–control 

mutuality, satisfaction, and commitment.  By exploring the relationship between 

transparency and these other outcomes, a greater and more comprehensive 

understanding of the importance and effect of transparency to organization–public 

relationships can be developed.  Models of the interaction among these constructs 

should then be developed and tested, and shared with practitioners, moving the theory 

into the field where it can be integrated into practice. 

Before moving to development and testing of a larger model encompassing all four 

OPR variables, the researcher recommends testing the model illustrated in Figure 5-2.  

The appropriateness of extending this model to incorporate both constructs of 

transparency seems clear.  Communicative transparency seeks to maintain positive 

relationships and outcomes such as trust by reducing risk and uncertainty among 

stakeholders through accountability for actions, willingness to participate and interact 

with stakeholders, and provision of substantial information that is accurate, timely, and 

relevant.  Organizational transparency is founded on organizational behaviors that 

indicate integrity, respect for stakeholders, and openness to communication, in other 

words, trustworthiness.  Thus, the two constructs mesh well with Li and Bett‘s (2005) 

model (Figure 2-1) expanding its scope by adding communicative transparency as a 

determinant of risk and calculated probability and organizational transparency as a 

determinant of trustworthiness.   Based on these factors, communicative transparency 

is entered into the model as an input to both risk and calculated probability and 

organizational transparency is entered into the model as an input to trustworthiness.   
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Furthermore, both the organizational and communicative transparency scales 

should be tested with survey method in a large population of external stakeholders.  An 

earlier study conducted with internal stakeholders returned multiple scale components 

for each of the constructs (Rawlins, 2009).  Conversely, this study conducted with 

experimental method on a smaller population of external stakeholders returned a 

singular component for organizational transparency and two components rather than 

four for communicative transparency.  This may be attributable to the method or the size 

of the sample, or it may be the result of an external stakeholder population.  In any 

case, the difference bears investigation. 

Moreover, the researcher suggests that research be conducted to refine the 

number of scale items for transparency.  At present, organizational transparency 

includes 15 items to measure 3 factors and communicative transparency includes 25 

items to measure 4 factors.   Results of this study found many items to be confounded–

loading with lack of strength onto any one component–and others to load with low 

weight.  Perhaps additional research would return similar results, warranting a reduced 

scale for each of these constructs. 

Comparative studies of charitable nonprofit organizations and for-profit businesses 

are rare, yet the perceived uniqueness and importance of the nonprofit sector allows it 

to function with significant societal benefits such as exemption from U.S. federal income 

tax.  If the sector is as important and unique as its status suggests, then there should be 

increased comparative studies of the sector and the business sector that substantiate or 

refute this claim. 
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Finally, this study confirmed that form of crisis response has significant effect on 

perceptions of trust and behavioral intentions following crisis.  As such additional 

exploration of transparency‗s relationship to crisis communication management is 

warranted and its place in situational crisis communication theory identified.  

Conclusion 

There are few studies developing and testing the construct of transparency 

(Bandsuch, et al., 2008; Rawlins, 2008; 2009) and there is, to the best of the 

researcher‘s knowledge, just one published comparative study of trust in for-profit and 

charitable nonprofit organizations (Handy, et al. 2010).  Through use of a 2 x 2 x 2 

factorial experimental method, distributed to members of the general population of the 

United States who use the Internet, this study obtained empirical support for the 

independent effects of organizational and communicative transparency on participants‘ 

levels of trust and behavioral intentions following crisis.  Moreover, the terms 

―organizational transparency‖ and ―communicative transparency‖ were introduced to 

clarify the two parts of the transparency construct identified by Rawlins (2009) and 

confirmed by Auger (2010).  

The study also provided comparative analysis of the effects of organizational and 

communicative transparency in two different types of organizations–the charitable 

nonprofit and the for-profit business.  The results of comparative analysis found that, 

despite lack of significant differences, perceptions of organizational transparency in 

charitable nonprofit organizations garnered higher levels of trust than that found for their 

for-profit counterparts.  Further, perceptions of non-transparency resulted in lower levels 

of trust in the charitable organizations than the for-profit businesses.  In other words, 

charitable nonprofit organizations began higher when perceived to have the reputational 
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traits of organizational transparency and fell further than the for-profit businesses when 

they were perceived as lacking those traits.   

In a world of 24-7 communication, news, commentary, blogs, and chatter on social 

networks, organizations in crisis come under severe scrutiny.  Though they may want 

to, they cannot hide from this hyper-connected world.  Results of this study 

demonstrated the impact of transparency on organizations in crisis.  Those that were 

forthcoming, admitted their mistakes, provided detailed and relevant information and 

were perceived as caring, sincere and credible, maintained respect and reasonably high 

levels of trust given the situation.  Conversely, given the same situation, those that 

chose to hide, that did not admit to their mistakes and were slow to or did not provide 

information and were perceived as arrogant, uncaring, and incompetent, had very little 

respect and very low levels of trust.   

Transparency is an important and relatively new construct in public relations 

(Edelman, 2010; 2011; Rawlins, 2008; 2009).  The implications for the importance of 

both organizational and communicative transparency span many boundaries from crisis 

communication management to development of organization–public relationships to 

increased justification for public relations as a management function.  This study has 

shown the significance of effect of organizational and communicative transparency on 

trust in both charitable nonprofit organizations and in for-profit businesses but it is 

merely the beginning of exploration of the construct.
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Figure 5-1.  Auger‘s model of organizational and communicative transparency, trust and positive behavioral intentions in 
crisis situations 
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Figure 5-2.  Auger‘s suggested model of organizational and communicative transparency, trust and positive behavioral 
intentions in non-crisis situations 
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APPENDIX A 
EXPERIMENTAL MANIPULATIONS  

Article 1: Organizational Transparency in a Nonprofit Organization  

VCWS to donate water purification system to town 
By Serena Hill – Hills@independentadviser.com 
 
March 5, 2008 – Vortex Clean Water Systems (VCWS), a nonprofit organization, has 
announced that Pollardine, Louisiana will be the recipient of their next charitable project under 
their mission to construct water purification systems in poorer areas of the globe.  

―It gives us great pleasure to help improve the infrastructure of this small town that was 
badly damaged by Hurricane Katrina,‖ said Carlton Clyde, president of the organization‘s 
volunteer board of directors.   

The recipient of this year‘s program, Pollardine will receive a comprehensive stormwater 
runoff purification system designed to provide cleaner and safer drinking water for this small 
Southern Louisiana town that has been operating with an antiquated and potentially dangerous 
water system for years. 

―We are very grateful to VCWS who have shown themselves to be caring and sincere 
about our situation.  The town intended to update the water system by the end of the decade, 
but after Katrina we just won‘t have the revenue to get it done‖ said Mayor John Bellevue.  
―About 75% of our residents were economically affected by Katrina and it just wasn‘t possible 
for us to raise the extra money through taxes.  We‘re barely managing to keep fire and police 
services running,‖ Bellevue said. 

This is the first time an American town has been targeted as most in need of Vortex 
Clean Water Systems‘ services.  Prior projects have successfully taken place in Zambia, the 
Sudan, Bangladesh, and Pakistan.  Funds for the project have been raised through charitable 
donations to VCWS by individuals, corporations and foundations. 

―We are humbled by the generosity of donors to VCWS.  Without their support, projects 
such as this could not take place,‖ said Clyde.  ―We are also sincerely grateful for the support of 
local volunteers who make construction of these projects possible.‖ 

Construction of the project was slated to begin in September but has been delayed until 
concerns over the potential loss of parking spaces and business disruption have been 
addressed.  

―They‘ve been willing to listen to our concerns about potential disruption downtown and 
they seem flexible about their plans,‖ said Bill Thompson, owner of The Corner Spot, a popular 
downtown eatery.  ―I‘m glad they‘re being open about their plans because we can‘t afford to lose 
any more business.‖ 

VCWS has been sensitive to these concerns and is working with the local planning and 
police departments to develop plans that are the least disruptive to traffic, parking and 
businesses. 

―We are here to help these people, not make their lives more difficult,‖ stressed Clyde.  
―It would be wrong to ignore their concerns and we will not break ground until these issues are 
resolved to everyone‘s satisfaction,‖ he added. 

Vortex Clean Water Systems was recently recognized as a leader in water quality 
engineering.  The international watchdog group, Clean Water for the World, cited VCWS as #1 

in their list of top 10 hydro-engineering organizations for providing ―world-class engineering 
standards and low cost construction that make clean water possible for the poorest in our 
world.‖ 

mailto:Hills@independentadviser.com
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More information about Vortex Clean Water Systems and how to donate can be found 
on the organization‘s website at http://www.vortexwater.com.  To volunteer for the Louisiana 
project, please contact local volunteer coordinator, Jan Richards, at Jan2134@gmail.com. 

http://www.vortexwater.com/
mailto:Jan2134@gmail.com
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Figure A-1.  Image of fictitious newspaper layout presented for article 1 
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Article 2: Organizational Transparency in a For-Profit Business 

VCWS wins bid to construct water purification system 
By Serena Hill – Hills@independentadviser.com 
 
March 5, 2008 – Town administrators have announced that the hydro-engineering firm, Vortex 
Clean Water Systems (VCWS) has been selected as the contractor for development of the 
town‘s new water purification system.  

―We are humbled to have been selected as the hydro-engineering contractor to help 
improve the infrastructure of this small town.  We know how badly the town was damaged by 
Hurricane Katrina and we are deeply sincere in our desire to help offset that damage‖ said 
Carlton Clyde, president of the company.   

Repairs and improvements to the town‘s antiquated water system have been delayed for 
years.  The new, comprehensive stormwater runoff purification system has been designed to 
provide cleaner and safer drinking water for this small southern Louisiana town that has been 
operating with a potentially dangerous water system for years. 

―We are very grateful to VCWS who have shown themselves to be caring and sincere 
about our situation.  The town intended to update the water system by the end of 2010 but after 
Katrina we just didn‘t see how we could find the money‖ said Mayor John Bellevue.  ―VCWS‘s 
bid showed sensitivity to our financial situation and they have been open with us about the 
bottom-line costs of the operation,‖ Bellevue said. 

Construction of the project was slated to begin in September but has been delayed until 
concerns over the potential loss of parking spaces and business disruption have been 
addressed.  

―They‘ve been willing to listen to our concerns about potential disruption downtown and 
they seem flexible about their plans,‖ said Bill Thompson, owner of The Corner Spot, a popular 
downtown eatery.  ―I‘m glad they‘re being open about their plans because we can‘t afford to lose 
any more business.‖ 

VCWS has been sensitive to these concerns and is working with the local planning and 
police departments to develop plans that are the least disruptive to traffic, parking and 
businesses. 

―We are here to help these people, not make their lives more difficult,‖ stressed Clyde.  
―It would be wrong to ignore their concerns and we will not break ground until these issues are 
resolved to everyone‘s satisfaction,‖ he added. 
Vortex Clean Water Systems‘ has provided successful hydro-engineering services to projects 
world-wide, most recently in Zambia, the Sudan, Bangladesh, and Pakistan.  Their expertise 
was recently recognized by the international watchdog group, Clean Water for the World, who 

cited VCWS as #1 in their list of top 10 hydro-engineering companies for providing ―world-class 
engineering standards and low cost construction that make clean water possible for the poorest 
in our world.‖ 

More information about Vortex Clean Water Systems can be found on the company‘s 
website at http://www.vortexwater.com.   

mailto:Hills@independentadviser.com
http://www.vortexwater.com/
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Figure A-2.  Image of fictitious newspaper layout presented for article 2 
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Article 3: Communicative Transparency in a Nonprofit Organization 

NCWS aiding inquiries to determine cause of deaths 
By Jeremy Scott – Scottj@independentadviser.com 
 
August 13, 2010 – Officials from the nonprofit organization, Vortex Clean Water Systems 
(VCWS) have confirmed that filters used in building Pollardine, Louisiana‘s new state-of-the-art 
water purification system were not those recommended in the engineering specifications.  
According to information released today, employees within the nonprofit organization substituted 
less expensive filters without engineering approval and are alleged to have used the savings for 
their own purposes.  Recent deaths of residents, Thomas Miller, aged 4, and Milena Cote, 87, 
as well as a spate of increased intestinal illness, last week led authorities to question the 
effectiveness of the system and ask for water quality verification. 

―VCWS takes full responsibility for the actions of its employees. We should have had a 
more comprehensive hiring process that might have identified their shortcomings and prevented 
this sad situation,‖ said Carlton Clyde, President of the organization‘s volunteer board of 
directors.   

 Clyde added, ―We are deeply saddened by their unethical and deceptive behavior, and 
our heartfelt sympathy goes out to the Miller and Cote families and to all those who are ill.  We 
want you to know that we will be doing everything within our power to get you the information 
that you need so that we can fix this situation as soon as possible.‖ 

Established in 1985, VCWS‘s mission is to provide safe water through the construction 
of simple, but state-of-the-art water purification systems in poorer areas of the globe.  Prior 
projects have taken place successfully in Zambia, the Sudan, Bangladesh, and Pakistan.  The 
company has been recognized for its willingness to listen to and involve local residents in the 
planning for construction of their plants, including provision of translators for meetings and 
translated engineering materials.   

In March of 2008, it was announced that Pollardine would be the first American town to 
receive a water purification system from VCWS.  Funded and constructed through donations to 
VCWS and volunteer labor, the project began in November 2008 and came on line in June of 
this year. 

―VCWS has been complying promptly with all requests for information and has provided 
the names of third party experts to examine and verify the data,‖ said Louisiana Department of 
Environmental Protection‘s (DEP) Chief, Donald Mayhew.  ―The filters have been replaced with 
those specified and VCWS is funding on-going water quality testing and investigation.‖ 

According to Mayhew, VCWS has been responsive to criticisms of the hiring process 
that led to employment for the employees allegedly responsible for the crisis and the lack of 
internal controls that may have identified the change in filters.   

―They have been very responsive to criticism and have already in this short time, been 
asking for feedback about proposed new internal control systems ― said Mayhew. 

VCWS has also been trying to make it easy for people of Pollardine to find the 
information they need.  According to Clyde, additional employees have been hired to update the 
website on an hourly basis and to answer the increased number of telephone calls. 

―We don‘t want to keep people waiting on the phone,‖ explained Clyde, ―we want them to 
get the information that they need when they need it, or to give them someone to listen to their 
complaints, if they want to complain.‖ 

An open forum to discuss resident concerns will be held Thursday, in Town Hall 
Auditorium beginning at 7 p.m.  Mayor Bellevue, members of the town council, VCWS president 

mailto:Scottj@independentadviser.com
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Carlton Clyde, Donald Mayhew of the Lousiana DEP, and independent water quality experts will 
be on hand to discuss the status of the system and answer questions and concerns. 

Up-to-date information can be found on the town‘s website, http://Pollardine.gov and on 
VCWS‘s website, http://vortexwater.com.   

 

http://pollardine.gov/
http://vortexwater.com/
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Figure A-3.  Image of fictitious newspaper layout presented for article 3 
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Article 4: Communicative Transparency in a For-Profit Business 

VCWS aiding inquiries to determine cause of deaths 
By Jeremy Scott – Scottj@independentadviser.com 
 
August 13, 2010 – Officials from the hydro-engineering firm, Vortex Clean Water Systems 
(VCWS) have confirmed that filters used in building Pollardine, Louisiana‘s new state-of-the-art 
water purification system were not those recommended in the engineering specifications.  
According to information released today, employees within the nonprofit organization substituted 
less expensive filters without engineering approval and are alleged to have used the savings for 
their own purposes.  Recent deaths of residents, Thomas Miller, aged 4, and Milena Cote, 87, 
as well as a spate of increased intestinal illness, last week led authorities to question the 
effectiveness of the system and ask for water quality verification. 

―VCWS takes full responsibility for the actions of its employees. We should have had a 
more comprehensive hiring process that might have identified their shortcomings and prevented 
this sad situation,‖ said Carlton Clyde, President of the company. 

 Clyde added, ―We are deeply saddened by their unethical and deceptive behavior, and 
our heartfelt sympathy goes out to the Miller and Cote families and to all those who are ill.  We 
want you to know that we will be doing everything within our power to get you the information 
that you need so that we can fix this situation as soon as possible.‖ 

Established in 1985, VCWS provides safe water through the construction of simple, but 
state-of-the-art water purification systems in poorer areas of the globe.  Prior projects have 
taken place successfully in Zambia, the Sudan, Bangladesh, and Pakistan.  The company has 
been recognized for its willingness to listen to and involve local residents in the planning for 
construction of their plants, including provision of translators for meetings and translated 
engineering materials.   

―VCWS has been complying promptly with all requests for information and has provided 
the names of third party experts to examine and verify the data,‖ said Louisiana Department of 
Environmental Protection‘s (DEP) Chief, Donald Mayhew.  ―The filters have been replaced with 
those specified and VCWS is funding on-going water quality testing and investigation.‖ 

According to Mayhew, VCWS has been responsive to criticisms of the hiring process 
that led to employment for the employees allegedly responsible for the crisis and the lack of 
internal controls that may have identified the change in filters.   

―They have been very responsive to criticism and have already in this short time, been 
asking for feedback about proposed new internal control systems ― said Mayhew. 

VCWS has also been trying to make it easy for people of Pollardine to find the 
information they need.  According to Clyde, additional employees have been hired to update the 
website on an hourly basis and to answer the increased number of telephone calls. 

―We don‘t want to keep people waiting on the phone,‖ explained Clyde, ―we want them to 
get the information that they need when they need it, or to give them someone to listen to their 
complaints, if they want to complain.‖ 

An open forum to discuss resident concerns will be held Thursday, in Town Hall 
Auditorium beginning at 7 p.m.  Mayor Bellevue, members of the town council, VCWS president 
Carlton Clyde, Donald Mayhew of the Lousiana DEP, and independent water quality experts will 
be on hand to discuss the status of the system and answer questions and concerns. 

Up-to-date information can be found on the town‘s website, http://Pollardine.gov and on 
VCWS‘s website, http://vortexwater.com.   

 

mailto:Scottj@independentadviser.com
http://pollardine.gov/
http://vortexwater.com/
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Figure A-4.  Image of fictitious newspaper layout presented for article 4 
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Article 5: Non-Transparent Nonprofit Organization 

Critics concerned by nonprofit group‘s gift 
By Serena Hill – Hills@independent_adviser.com 
 
March 5, 2008 – Members of the Town Council last night, expressed concern over the proposed 
new water purification project.  Nonprofit organization, Vortex Clean Water Systems (VCWS) 
announced last week in national and international press, that Pollardine would be the recipient 
of their next charitable project under their mission to construct water purification systems in 
poorer areas of the globe. Yet, according to council member Rachel Kapinski, they did not notify 
the town before the announcement.  

―We are certainly in need of a new water system but they haven‘t been very open about 
the process, ‖ said Kapinski.  She added, ―The process so far has been completely impersonal 
and inconsistent.  A year ago they sent a letter saying they were no longer looking at Pollardine 
for the project and then, bam, the next thing we know they‘re telling everyone about the project 
and saying it‘s going to begin within the next few months.‖ 

Earlier today, Carlton Clyde, president of the organization‘s nonprofit board of directors, 
expressed surprise and annoyance at the council‘s reaction. 

―I can‘t understand it.  We chose their town to receive a state-of-the-art water purification 
system at no cost and they are complaining,‖ said Clayton.  ―Our donors and volunteers provide 
all the funds and labor for the project.  I don‘t think we‘re answerable to these people and I really 
don‘t care if they think we‘re inconsistent – we‘re doing them a favor,‖ said Clyde. 

He added, ―This is an engineering project, we don‘t have to be all touchy feely and think 
about their feelings and such–it‘s a water project for goodness sakes!‖ 

Weighing in on the matter, Mayor John Bellevue, acknowledged the town would be 
grateful for the system, but only if VCWS could provide a reliable and safe product. 

―We‘ve heard through the grapevine that VCWS is not very reliable and there have been 
some complaints about their overall competence,‖ said Bellevue.  ―We‘re not sure that they are 
a credible company to take on such an important project and we‘re worried about how truthful 
they‘ve been about prior successes,‖ he continued. 

Bellevue added that the town will certainly move forward with plans for the proposed 
system but that nothing will be constructed without proper due diligence. 

―We are pleased to have been selected as the recipient of the water purification system.  
Certainly our system is antiquated and the town does not have the resources to adequately 
update and repair it.  That being said, we are not at all sure that VCWS is reliable or competent 
and based on some information we‘ve received we question the truthfulness of their proposal.  
At this point we are concerned that they will be unable to provide us with a safe and sustainable 
system and we are reviewing our options,‖ said Bellevue. 

 

mailto:Hills@independent_adviser.com
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Figure A-5.  Image of fictitious newspaper layout presented for article 5 
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Article 6: Non-Transparent For-Profit Business 

Critics concerned by proposed water project 
By Serena Hill – Hills@independent_adviser.com 
 
March 5, 2008 – Members of the Town Council last night expressed concern over the proposed 
new water purification project.  Hydro-engineering firm, Vortex Clean Water Systems (VCWS) 
was recently selected following the town‘s request for proposals (RFP) municipal bidding 
process.  Yet, according to council member Rachel Kapinski, not everyone on the council is 
pleased with the decision.  

―We are certainly in need of a new water system but they haven‘t been very open about 
the process, ‖ said Kapinski.   

―The process so far has been completely impersonal and inconsistent.  A year ago they 
sent a representative to present the RFP but we haven‘t had a visit since we awarded the bid 
more than six months ago.  They keep saying they‘ll be coming to meet with us and that they‘ll 
bring more detailed plans and then they cancel at the last minute,‖ added Kapinksi.  ―We‘ve 
scheduled and re-scheduled at least five times and we never seem to be able to talk to the 
same person twice,‖ she added. 

Earlier today, VCWS company president, Carlton Clyde, expressed surprise and 
annoyance at Kapinski‘s reaction. 

―I can‘t understand it.  We followed the procedures for the RFP down to the letter and we 
won the bid fair and square,‖ said Clyde.  ― I don‘t think we‘re answerable to these people 
beyond providing the basics of information and I really don‘t care if they think we‘re inconsistent 
as long as they pay the bills‖ said Clyde. 

He added, ―This is an engineering project, we don‘t have to be all touchy feely and think 
about their feelings and such–it‘s a business deal for goodness sakes!‖ 

Weighing in on the matter, Mayor John Bellevue, acknowledged that the RFP could have 
asked for more information.   

―We‘ve heard through the grapevine that VCWS is not very reliable and there have been 
some complaints about their overall competence,‖ said Bellevue.  ―We‘re not sure that they are 
a credible company to take on such an important project and we‘re worried about how truthful 
they‘ve been about prior successes,‖ he continued. 
Bellevue added that the town will certainly move forward with plans for the proposed system but 
that nothing will be constructed without proper due diligence. 

―Certainly our system is antiquated and needs updating.  That being said, we are not at 
all sure hat VCWS is reliable or competent and based on some information we‘ve received we 
question the truthfulness of their RFP.  At this point we are concerned that they will be unable to 
provide us with a safe and sustainable system and we are reviewing our options,‖ said Bellevue. 

mailto:Hills@independent_adviser.com
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Figure A-6.  Image of fictitious newspaper layout presented for article 6 
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Article 7: Non-Transparent Communication in a Nonprofit Organization 

Nonprofit group hindering end to water quality crisis 
By Jeremy Scott – Scottj@independent_adviser.com 
 
August 13, 2010 – Officials from the nonprofit organization, Vortex Clean Water Systems 
(VCWS) have been slow to respond to Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) requests 
for information regarding the engineering specifications and early water quality reports for 
Pollardine‘s new water purification system.  Recent deaths of residents, Thomas Miller, aged 4, 
and Milena Cote, 87, as well as a spate of increased intestinal illness, last week led authorities 
to question the effectiveness of the system and ask for water quality verification. 

―We believe the problem stems from the filters used in the system but VCWS refuses to 
provide updated specifications that could be compared to industry standards.  They keep giving 
us incomplete information that is filled with jargon and inaccuracies and very difficult to 
understand,‖ said DEP Chief, Donald Mayhew.   

According to town officials, VCWS is denying any responsibility for the problem and 
blames manufacturers of the screens used in construction. 

―We are not responsible for this crisis and we refuse to accept blame that belongs on the 
manufacturers of the screens. It is obvious to us that the screens were faulty, not the 
specifications,‖ said Carlton Clyde, president of the VCWS volunteer board of directors.  
 Despite denying responsibility, VCWS refuses to provide detailed information on the 
quality of the screening system and has not asked for feedback from the DEP on how to 
improve the system to prevent similar crisis situations. 
 ―They say it isn‘t their fault but they refuse to give us detailed information on the screens 
and because they deny responsibility they won‘t listen to us when we try to suggest internal 
control systems that could prevent a similar crisis,‖ said Mayhew.  ―We are very frustrated by 
this situation, VCWS‘s refusal to accept criticism and lack of information,‖ he added. 

Residents have been told not to use town water until the issue is resolved.  Hotels in 
neighboring Harrisville and Baton Rouge, as well as the YMCA, have volunteered use of rooms 
for showering free of charge to Pollardine residents until the crisis has passed.  Truckloads of 
bottled water have been purchased by the town and distributed to City Hall, local schools, fire 
and police stations. 

―Not only has this situation cost lives and made people sick, the residents of this town 
will be paying the financial costs of managing the crisis for years,‖ said Mayor John Bellevue.  
He added that the town had asked VCWS for financial support to offset the cost of the crisis and 
been refused. 

―We were very disappointed by their refusal,‖ said Bellevue. 
When questioned about the lack of financial support for the crisis, Clyde responded with 

anger. 
―Why should we pay?  If we give them money it will look like it was our fault and they‘ll 

sue us,‖ said Clyde.  ―We‘re a nonprofit, we can‘t just throw money away to make people think 
we‘re nice,‖ he added. 

Established in 1985, VCWS constructs simple, but state-of-the-art water purification 
systems in poorer areas of the globe.  In March of 2008, it was announced that VCWS would 
donate a state-of-the-art water treatment system to Pollardine.  Construction began in 
November 2008 and the system came on line in June of this year. 

Up-to-date information on the crisis and the names and addresses of hotels 
participating in the shower-scheme, can be found on the town‘s website, 
http://Pollardine.gov. 

mailto:Scottj@independent_adviser.com
http://pollardine.gov/
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Article 8: Non-Transparent Communication in a For-Profit Business 

VCWS hindering end to water quality crisis 
By Jeremy Scott – Scottj@independent_adviser.com 
 
August 13, 2010 – Officials from the hydro-engineering company, Vortex Clean Water Systems 
(VCWS) have been slow to respond to Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) requests 
for information regarding the engineering specifications and early water quality reports for 
Pollardine‘s new water purification system.  Recent deaths of residents, Thomas Miller, aged 4, 
and Milena Cote, 87, as well as a spate of increased intestinal illness, last week led authorities 
to question the effectiveness of the system and ask for water quality verification. 

―We believe the problem stems from the filters used in the system but VCWS refuses to 
provide updated specifications that could be compared to industry standards.  They keep giving 
us incomplete information that is filled with jargon and inaccuracies and very difficult to 
understand,‖ said DEP Chief, Donald Mayhew.   

According to town officials, VCWS is denying any responsibility for the problem and 
blames manufacturers of the screens used in construction. 

―We are not responsible for this crisis and we refuse to accept blame that belongs on the 
manufacturers of the screens. It is obvious to us that the screens were faulty, not the 
specifications,‖ said Carlton Clyde, president of VCWS.  
 Despite denying responsibility, VCWS refuses to provide detailed information on the 
quality of the screening system and has not asked for feedback from the DEP on how to 
improve the system to prevent similar crisis situations. 
 ―They say it isn‘t their fault but they refuse to give us detailed information on the screens 
and because they deny responsibility they won‘t listen to us when we try to suggest interna l 
control systems that could prevent a similar crisis,‖ said Mayhew.  ―We are very frustrated by 
this situation, VCWS‘s refusal to accept criticism and lack of information,‖ he added. 

Residents have been told not to use town water until the issue is resolved.  Hotels in 
neighboring Harrisville and Baton Rouge, as well as the YMCA, have volunteered use of rooms 
for showering free of charge to Pollardine residents until the crisis has passed.  Truckloads of 
bottled water have been purchased by the town and distributed to City Hall, local schools, fire 
and police stations. 

―Not only has this situation cost lives and made people sick, the residents of this town 
will be paying the financial costs of managing the crisis for years,‖ said Mayor John Bellevue.  
He added that the town had asked VCWS for financial support to offset the cost of the crisis and 
been refused. 

―We were very disappointed by their refusal,‖ said Bellevue. 
When questioned about the lack of financial support for the crisis, Clyde responded with 

anger. 
―Why should we pay?  If we give them money it will look like it was our fault and they‘ll 

sue us,‖ said Clyde.  ―We‘re a business, we can‘t just throw money away to make people think 
we‘re nice,‖ he added. 

Established in 1985, VCWS constructs simple, but state-of-the-art water purification 
systems in poorer areas of the globe.  In March of 2008, it was announced that VCWS would 
construct a state-of-the-art water treatment system in Pollardine.  Construction began in 
November 2008 and the system came on line in June of this year. 

Up-to-date information on the crisis and the names and addresses of hotels 
participating in the shower-scheme, can be found on the town‘s website, 
http://Pollardine.gov. 

mailto:Scottj@independent_adviser.com
http://pollardine.gov/
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Figure A-8.  Image of fictitious newspaper layout presented for article 8 
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APPENDIX B  
PERMISSION FOR USE OF PHOTOS 

 

File: Culvert under the A58 Halifax Rd, Rishworth Moor - geograph.org.uk - 
93539.jpg 

From Wikimedia Commons, the free media repository 

 
Description 

  
English: Culvert under the A58 Halifax Rd, 

Rishworth Moor. This culvert takes the run-off 
from Knave Holes Hill under the A58 into Rag 
Sapling Clough, one of the many moorland 
streams draining into Baitings Reservoir. 

Date 20 December 2005 

Source From geograph.org.uk 

Author michael ely 

Permission 
(Reusing this file) 

This file is licensed under the Creative 

Commons Attribution-Share Alike 2.0 Generic 

license.  Attribution: michael ely 

 
Licensing 

You are free:   

 to share – to copy, distribute and transmit the work 

 to remix – to adapt the work 

Under the following conditions:  

 attribution – You must attribute the work in the manner specified by the 

author or licensor (but not in any way that suggests that they endorse you 
or your use of the work). 

 share alike – If you alter, transform, or build upon this work, you may 

distribute the resulting work only under the same or similar license to this 
one. 

 
 

http://www.geograph.org.uk/photo/93539
http://www.geograph.org.uk/profile/3464
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Commons:Reusing_content_outside_Wikimedia
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/en:Creative_Commons
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/en:Creative_Commons
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/en:Creative_Commons
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/2.0/deed.en
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Commons:Copyright_tags
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File: Downey City Hall.jpg 

From Wikimedia Commons, the free media repository 

 
                                                      
Description 

 Personal Photo of Downey's City Hall built in 1984 
and located in the Downey Civic Center on 
Brookshire Avenue and 2nd street. Released to the 
public domain. 

Date 2007-05-04 (original upload date) 

Source Originally from en.wikipedia; description page 
is/was here. 

Author Original uploader was Rafajs77 at en.wikipedia 

Permission 
(Reusing this file) 

Released into the public domain (by the author). 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/
http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Image%3ADowney_City_Hall.JPG
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/User:Rafajs77
http://en.wikipedia.org/
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Commons:Reusing_content_outside_Wikimedia
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File: Fine Bubble Retrievable Grid.jpg 

From Wikimedia Commons, the free media repository 

 
Description 

  
English: Fine Bubble Retrievable Grid 

System. Courtesy of Environmental Dynamics 
Inc. 

Date 19 May 2010 

Source Own work 

Author C Tharp 

Permission 
(Reusing this file) 

See below. 

 

I, the copyright holder of this work, hereby publish it under the following licenses 

: 

Permission is granted to copy, distribute and/or modify this document under the terms of the 
GNU Free Documentation License, Version 1.2 or any later version published by the Free 

Software Foundation; with no Invariant Sections, no Front-Cover Texts, and no Back-Cover 
Texts. A copy of the license is included in the section entitled GNU Free Documentation 
License.  

 

 

 

 

http://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?title=User:C_Tharp&action=edit&redlink=1
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Commons:Reusing_content_outside_Wikimedia
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/en:GNU_Free_Documentation_License
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/en:Free_Software_Foundation
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/en:Free_Software_Foundation
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/en:Free_Software_Foundation
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Commons:GNU_Free_Documentation_License_1.2
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Commons:GNU_Free_Documentation_License_1.2
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Commons:GNU_Free_Documentation_License_1.2
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File: Klaerwerk emschermuendung.jpg 

From Wikimedia Commons, the free media repository 

 
Description 

  

Klärwerk Emschermündung 

Date March 2008 

Source Own work 

Author Tbachner 

Permission 
(Reusing this file) 

See below. 

 

Licensing 

I, the copyright holder of this work, hereby publish it under the following licenses 

Permission is granted to copy, distribute and/or modify this document under the terms of the GNU Free 
Documentation License, Version 1.2 or any later version published by the Free Software Foundation; 
with no Invariant Sections, no Front-Cover Texts, and no Back-Cover Texts. A copy of the license is 
included in the section entitled GNU Free Documentation License.  

 
 

 

 

http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/User:Tbachner
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Commons:Reusing_content_outside_Wikimedia
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Commons:Copyright_tags
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/en:GNU_Free_Documentation_License
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/en:GNU_Free_Documentation_License
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/en:GNU_Free_Documentation_License
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/en:Free_Software_Foundation
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Commons:GNU_Free_Documentation_License_1.2
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File: Runoff torbidity.jpg 

From Wikimedia Commons, the free media repository 

 
Description 

  

Turbid rain water runoff crashing against a 
rock at McKinney Falls State Park, Texas, 
United States. 

Date 31 March 2007 

Source © 2007 Larry D. Moore 

Author Photograph created by Larry D. Moore 
(Nv8200p on en.wikipedia) using a Kodak 
EasyShare P880 camera. 

Permission 
(Reusing this file) 

Attribution Specification: For any reuse or 

distribution of this image, please attribute with 
at least the photographer's name Larry D. 
Moore along with the license information (I 
recommend a Creative Commons (CC) 
license) in a format of your choosing. 
Examples: (CC) Larry D. Moore or GFDL 
photo by Larry D. Moore or Image by Larry D. 
Moore, used under a Creative Commons 
ShareAlike License. Please provide a link back 
to this page if at all possible. 

 
Licensing 
 

Nv8200p, the copyright holder of this work, hereby publishes it under the following 
license 

Permission is granted to copy, distribute and/or modify this document under the terms of 
the GNU Free Documentation License, Version 1.2 or any later version published by 

the Free Software Foundation; with no Invariant Sections, no Front-Cover Texts, and no 
Back-Cover Texts. A copy of the license is included in the section entitled GNU Free 
Documentation License.  

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Turbidity
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/User:Nv8200p
http://en.wikipedia.org/
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Commons:Reusing_content_outside_Wikimedia
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Commons:Copyright_tags
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/User:Nv8200p
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/en:GNU_Free_Documentation_License
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/en:Free_Software_Foundation
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Commons:GNU_Free_Documentation_License_1.2
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Commons:GNU_Free_Documentation_License_1.2
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Commons:GNU_Free_Documentation_License_1.2
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File: Runoff of soil & fertilizer.jpg 

From Wikimedia Commons, the free media repository 

 

 
 

Description 

  
English: View of runoff, also called nonpoint 

source pollution, from a farm field in Iowa 
during a rain storm. Topsoil as well as farm 
fertilizers and other potential pollutants run off 
unprotected farm fields when heavy rains 
occur. 
Deutsch: Wassererosion in Maisfeld 

Date 1999 

Source U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural 
Resources Conservation Service 

Author Lynn Betts 

Permission 
(Reusing this file) 

 

 

Permission 

Photo no. NRCSIA99129 

This image is a work of the Natural Resources Conservation Service, part of the United 

States Department of Agriculture, taken or made during the course of an employee's 

official duties. As a work of the U.S. federal government, the image is in the public 

domain 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Surface_runoff
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/NOnpoint_source_pollution
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/NOnpoint_source_pollution
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/NOnpoint_source_pollution
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Iowa
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Topsoid
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fertilizer
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Water_pollution
http://photogallery.nrcs.usda.gov/TIF/IA/NRCSIA99129.tif
http://photogallery.nrcs.usda.gov/TIF/IA/NRCSIA99129.tif
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Commons:Reusing_content_outside_Wikimedia
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Natural_Resources_Conservation_Service
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_States_Department_of_Agriculture
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_States_Department_of_Agriculture
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_States_Department_of_Agriculture
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Work_of_the_United_States_Government
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Federal_Government_of_the_United_States
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Public_domain
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Public_domain
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Public_domain
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APPENDIX C 
INFORMED CONSENT PROTOCOL 

Protocol Title: An experimental analysis of the effect of transparency on organizations. 

Please read this consent document carefully before you decide to participate in this study.   

Age of participant: 

I am 18 years or older:  Agree  Disagree 

We’re sorry.  If you are younger than 18 years old you may not participate in the study. 

Purpose of the research study:  

The purpose of this research study is to examine participants’ perceptions of organizational behavior.  

What you will be asked to do in the study:  

You will be asked to read two newspaper articles and then to give your opinion on a series of questions.  Some of the questions 
will ask you to decide where you think the organization belongs between two opposite words.  Other questions will ask you to 
answer how strongly you agree or disagree on a scale of 1 to 7.   

Time required:  

Approximately 20 minutes  

Risks and Benefits:  

We do not anticipate any risks or benefits to you as a result of participation.  

Compensation:  

According to the panel recruitment company, participants will be compensated through cash paid directly to respondents through 
PayPal, provided the necessary incentive threshold has been reached. Note: panel members must participate in several surveys 
before availing of the first reward threshold. 

Confidentiality:  

Participants provide their e-mail addresses to ensure that there are no duplicate submissions.  Your identity will be kept 
confidential to the extent provided by law. Your information will be assigned a code number and your e-mail address will not be 
shared, sold or otherwise used except in the specific research identified here.  Your name, e-mail address or other identifying 
information will not be used in any report. 

Voluntary participation:  

Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. There is no penalty for not participating.  

Right to withdraw from the study:  

You have the right to withdraw from the study at anytime without consequence.  
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Whom to contact if you have questions about the study:   

Giselle A. Auger, Doctoral Candidate, Dept. of Public Relations, Weimer Hall G038, phone (352) 846-1107.  

Whom to contact about your rights as a research participant in the study:  

IRB02 Office, Box 112250, University of Florida, Gainesville, FL 32611-2250; phone 392-0433.  

Agreement:  

I have read the procedure described above. I voluntarily agree to participate in the survey. 

Participant: ___________________________________________ Date: _________________  

Principal Investigator: ___________________________________ Date: _________________  

 

 

 

Approved by 
University of Florida 

Institutional Review Board 02 
Protocol #     2010–U–1172 

For Use Through    02-07-2012 
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APPENDIX D 
SURVEY 

Are you at least 18 years old?     Yes  No 
 
Informed Consent: 
 

 I voluntarily consent to participate in the study.  
 

 I do not wish to participate in the study.   
 
Have you heard of Vortex Systems before today?  Yes  No 
 
Please write a sentence describing Vortex Systems. 
 
Having read the previous news articles, please indicate where you believe VORTEX 
SYSTEMS belongs within the scales below: 
 

Deceptive    O      O      O      O      O      O      O  Truthful 
Insincere    O      O      O      O      O      O      O  Sincere 
Impersonal   O      O      O      O      O      O      O  Personal 
Unethical    O      O      O      O      O      O      O  Ethical 
Insensitive   O      O      O      O      O      O      O  Sensitive 
Closed    O      O      O      O      O      O      O  Open 
Unintelligent   O      O      O      O      O      O      O  Intelligent 
Inflexible    O      O      O      O      O      O      O  Flexible 
Not credible   O      O      O      O      O      O      O  Credible 
Unreliable   O      O      O      O      O      O      O  Reliable 
Incompetent   O      O      O      O      O      O      O  Competent 
Unwilling to listen O      O      O      O      O      O      O  Willing to listen 
Uncaring    O      O      O      O      O      O      O  Caring 
Inconsistent   O      O      O      O      O      O      O  Consistent 
Arrogant    O      O      O      O      O      O      O  Humble 

 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements 
regarding VORTEX SYSTEMS: 
 
 Strongly      Somewhat     Disagree    Neither Agree      Agree     Somewhat     Strongly 

Disagree       Disagree                          nor Disagree                       Agree            Agree    

Is open to criticism by people 
like me. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

Provides accurate 
information to people like 
me. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

Provides information that can 
be compared to previous 
performance. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

Asks the opinions of people  
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 Strongly      Somewhat     Disagree    Neither Agree      Agree     Somewhat     Strongly 
Disagree       Disagree                          nor Disagree                       Agree            Agree    

like me before making 
decisions. 

   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

Often leaves out important 
details in the information it 
provides to people like me. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

Provides information that can 
be compared to industry 
standards. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

Makes it easy to find the 
information people like me 
need. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

Provides information that 
could be verified by an 
outside source, like an 
auditor. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements 
regarding VORTEX SYSTEMS: 
 
 Strongly      Somewhat     Disagree    Neither Agree      Agree     Somewhat     Strongly 

Disagree       Disagree                          nor Disagree                       Agree            Agree    

Asks for feedback from 
people like me about the 
quality of its information. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

Is forthcoming with 
information that might be 
damaging to the 
organization. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

Only discloses information 
when it is required. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

Provides information that is 
reliable. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

Provides detailed information 
to people like me. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

Provides information that is 
easy for people like me to 
understand. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

Provides information to 
people like me in language 
that is clear. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

Is slow to provide information 
to people like me. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements 
regarding VORTEX SYSTEMS: 
 
 Strongly      Somewhat     Disagree    Neither Agree      Agree     Somewhat     Strongly 

Disagree       Disagree                          nor Disagree                       Agree            Agree    

Freely admits when it has 
made mistakes. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 
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 Strongly      Somewhat     Disagree    Neither Agree      Agree     Somewhat     Strongly 
Disagree       Disagree                          nor Disagree                       Agree            Agree    

Provides information that is 
complete. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

Provides information that is 
full of jargon and technical 
language that is confusing to 
people like me. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

Takes the time with people 
like me to understand who 
we are and what we need. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

Involves people like me to 
help identify the information I 
need. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

Provides information that is 
intentionally written in a way 
to make it difficult to 
understand. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

Presents more than one side 
of controversial issues. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

Provides information that is 
relevant to people like me. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

Blames outside factors that 
may have contributed to the 
outcome when reporting bad 
news. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements 
regarding VORTEX SYSTEMS: 
 
 Strongly      Somewhat     Disagree    Neither Agree      Agree     Somewhat     Strongly 

Disagree       Disagree                          nor Disagree                       Agree            Agree    

I believe this organization 
takes the opinions of people 
like me into account when 
making decisions. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

This organization is known to 
be successful at the things it 
tries to do. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

I think it is important to watch 
this organization closely so 
that it does not take 
advantage of people like me. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

Whenever this organization 
makes a decision I know it 
will be concerned about 
people like me. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

 
Sound principles seem to 
guide the behavior of this 
organization. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

I‘m willing to let the 
organization make decisions 
for people like me. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 
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 Strongly      Somewhat     Disagree    Neither Agree      Agree     Somewhat     Strongly 
Disagree       Disagree                          nor Disagree                       Agree            Agree    

The organization treats 
people like me fairly and 
justly. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

This organization is 
interested in the well-being 
of people like me, not just 
itself. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements 
regarding VORTEX SYSTEMS: 
 
 Strongly      Somewhat     Disagree    Neither Agree      Agree     Somewhat     Strongly 

Disagree       Disagree                          nor Disagree                       Agree            Agree    

This organization does not 
mislead people like me. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

This organization has the 
ability to accomplish what it 
says it will do. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

I trust the organization to 
take care of people like me. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

I feel very confident about 
the skills of this organization. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

The organization can be 
relied on to keep its 
promises. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements 
regarding VORTEX SYSTEMS: 
 
 Strongly      Somewhat     Disagree    Neither Agree      Agree     Somewhat     Strongly 

Disagree       Disagree                          nor Disagree                       Agree            Agree    

I would support my city or 
town‘s purchase of Vortex 
Systems products for 
stormwater management by 
voting in favor of the 
purchase in the next 
election. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

I would discourage friends 
and relatives from voting in 
favor of the purchase of 
Vortex Systems products in 
the next election. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 

I would say positive things 
about Vortex Systems to 
other people. 

 
   O            O           O            O            O         O           O 
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Please write your age _________________. 

Please indicate your gender: 

 Male 
 Female 

 

Debriefing 

To the best of the researcher's knowledge there is no Pollardine, Louisiana and no 
company called Vortex Clean Water Systems (VCWS).  Further, all people, places, 
companies and situations described herein are completely fictitious and are not meant 
to resemble any real person, place, company or situation.  The articles were created to 
measure the effect of transparency on public perception.  If you feel people, places, 
companies or situations have been compromised by this fiction, please notify the 
principle researcher at: gauger@ufl.edu 

mailto:gauger@ufl.edu
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