Universiteit

4 Leiden
The Netherlands

Origins and consequences of public trust : towards an understanding of

public acceptance of carbon dioxide capture and storage
Terwel, B.W.

Citation

Terwel, B. W. (2009, May 19). Origins and consequences of public trust : towards an
understanding of public acceptance of carbon dioxide capture and storage. Kurt Lewin
Institute Dissertation Series. Kurt Lewin Instituut Disseratiereeks. Retrieved from
https://hdl.handle.net/1887/13805

Version: Not Applicable (or Unknown)
) Licence agreement concerning inclusion of doctoral thesis in the
License:

Institutional Repository of the University of Leiden
Downloaded from: https://hdl.handle.net/1887/13805

Note: To cite this publication please use the final published version (if applicable).


https://hdl.handle.net/1887/license:5
https://hdl.handle.net/1887/license:5
https://hdl.handle.net/1887/13805

Origins and consequences of public trust:

Towards an understanding of public acceptance
of carbon dioxide capture and storage

Proefschrift
ter verkrijging van
de graad van Doctor aan de Universiteit Leiden,
op gezag van Rector Magnificus prof. mr. P. F. danHeijden,
volgens besluit van het College voor Promoties
te verdedigen op dinsdag 19 mei 2009
klokke 16.15 uur
door
Bart Willem Terwel

geboren te Arnhem in 1980



Promotiecommissie

Promotor: Prof. dr. N. Ellemers (Universiteitidlen)
Copromotor: Dr. F. Harinck (Universiteit Leiden)
Referent: Prof. dr. N. de Vries (Universiteit &dricht)

Overige leden:  Prof. dr. M. B. A. Van Asselt {lrsiteit Maastricht)
Dr. R-J. Renes (Wageningen Universiteit)
Prof. dr. E. van Dijk (Universiteit Leiden)

Dr. D. D. L. Daamen (Universiteit Leiden)

The research in this thesis has been carried aatnaCATO, the Dutch national
research program on carbon dioxide capture andgaofCCS). This program is
financially supported by the Dutch Ministry of E@mic Affairs (EZ) and the
consortium partners.






Table of contents

Preface

Decision making about carbon dioxide capture and
storage: Theroleof trust in stakeholders
Overview of empirical findings

Discussion and conclusions

Competence-based and integrity-based trust
Study 2.1

Study 2.2

General discussion

Organizational motives and communications
Study 3.1

Study 3.2

Study 3.3

General discussion

Group voice and acceptance of political decisions
Study 4.1

Study 4.2

Study 4.3

General discussion

References

Nederlandse samenvatting (Summary in Dutch)
Acknowledgements

Curriculum Vitae

page

17
21

29
33
39
43

47
50
55
63
67

73
77
82
88
95

102
110
116
117






Preface

his thesis is the result of four years of rese#helh has been carried out as

part of CATO, the Dutch national research programcarbon dioxide

(CO,) capture and storage (CCS) technologies. A rarigerganizations
participate in this program, including environmémM&Os, organizations from the
oil and gas industry, electricity companies, goweent bodies, and scientific
institutions. These organizations, which | will eefto as “CCS stakeholders”,
consider large scale implementation of CCS a kestexjy to mitigate climate
change. In addition to research on the technolbggsaes surrounding CCS, it is
recognized within the CATO program that researchpablic perceptions and
acceptance of this technology is of crucial impaece That is, public acceptance is
imperative in order to avoid the situation thatlimils of euros are invested in
development of a technology that, in the end, cafmeoemployed because of
public opposition to implementation of the techmploin society. The social
psychological research within the CATO program ¢f@e examines factors that
are relevant to establish and predict future pudticeptance of CCS.

This thesis focuses on the role of public trusCi@S stakeholders with
regard to public acceptance of CCS. It consistewf chapters.Chapter 1 paints a
picture of climate change and the importance of @Q8itigating it, followed by a
discussion of the origins of public trust as wellotential ways to instigate trust
in the general public. Additionally, this chaptepyides an overview of the main
research results and an integrative discussiohef&alue and implications of the
research. The remaining three chapters (Chapt&sahd 4) contain more detailed
reports of the empirical work carried out on thégiois of public trust and the
relationship between public trust in CCS stakehwldend public acceptance of
CCS. More specifically, Chapter 2 focuses on hodicators of organizational
integrity and organizational competence affect pmepsense of trust in
organizations as well as on how people’s trustcadfeheir tendencies to go along
with or oppose organizational positions regardingSC Chapter 3 focuses on
organizational motives and organizational commuioca in order to develop an

! Chapters 2, 3, and 4 are based on papers thaeithee been published or that have been
submitted for publication. As a consequence therdbése chapters can be read
independently from each other and some overlapgskistween the introductory sections
of these chapters.



understanding of why some CCS stakeholders ar¢ettumore than others and
how these organizations can instigate trust throogimmunication. Chapter 4
addresses the issue of how characteristics of dhitcpl decision-making process
regarding implementation of CCS affect people’sttin CCS decision makers and
their acceptance of the decisions made.






Chapter 1

Decision making about carbon dioxide capture
and storage: Therole of trust in stakeholders

limate change is among the most important issueth@rcurrent political

and scientific agenda. Scientists and other expertthe field almost

unanimously recognize that climate change is calisedver-increasing
greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphémeits 2007 report, the
intergovernmental panel on climate change (IPCGjckmes that “most of the
observed increase in the globally averaged temperaince the mid-2Dcentury
is very likely due to the observed increase in m@pbgenic greenhouse gas
concentrations” and that there is sufficient evigerfto conclude with high
confidence that anthropogenic warming over the pasge decades has had a
discernable influence on many physical and biolalggystems” (IPCC, 2007, p.
9). In this report, the IPCC also discusses thedaching (and primarily negative)
consequences of climate change, including consegsefor ecosystems (e.g.,
extinction of plant and animal species), industng &ociety (e.g., economic and
social costs of more intense and/or more frequetrteme weather events), and
human health (e.g., increased casualties due toNmees, floods, etcetera). While
there are some benefits associated with climatagshas well (e.g., fewer deaths
from cold exposure, reduced demand for heating) nét effect will be decidedly
negative (IPCC, 2007). Therefore, political ancestific attention is increasingly
being directed to develop climate change mitigasitvategies.

Carbon dioxide (Cg) is the primary greenhouse gas, which is increggin
being released into the atmosphere due to the @xeeuse of fossil fuels in energy
generation. Industrialized countries, the main gbators to increased carbon
dioxide concentrations in the atmosphere, needvwei their emissions of carbon

2 Media coverage tends to contrast a single reprathem of those who are convinced that
climate change is caused by increased carbon diorithissions (the overwhelming

majority of experts) to a single representativethafse who do not believe in this causal
relationship (a small minority of experts). As ault, a considerable number of people are
falsely under the impression that there still ile@give debate and uncertainty on this issue.



Chapter 1

dioxide to be able to mitigate climate change ¢ifety. For this reason, the
European Commission has formulated the aim to eedacbon dioxide emissions
in industrialized countries by 20% in 2020 compared 1990. The Dutch
government has committed to an even more stringeget of reducing carbon
dioxide emissions in the Netherlands by 30% in 2@20npared to 1990.
Policymakers are in search of strategies to rdaesetgoals.

One of the most obvious strategies to decreas@wcatioxide emissions is
to save on energy consumption. The problem with stviategy is that it requires a
behavioral change that is not easily realized (@eing, 1993), not in the least
because people attach great value to their cute@ of prosperity and are
reluctant to take a step back. Moreover, becausdyniedustrialized countries
(e.g., India, China) aim to achieve higher stansl@fdiving, global energy use and
concomitant carbon dioxide emissions will increest@er than decrease. A second
strategy is to increase the use of sustainableggrsmurces (e.g., solar and wind
energy). This option in isolation, however, willtrgenerate enough energy to meet
the existing energy demand. Because in the shortneasures taken to stimulate
use of sustainable energy sources and saving orgyem®nsumption will be
insufficient to prevent climate change from happgnimore immediate measures
need to be taken in addition to these more long-telimate change mitigation
strategies.

Carbon dioxide capture and storage

Implementation of recently developed carbon dioxédpture and storage (CCS)
technology is currently considered a relevant danezhange mitigation strategy.
This technology involves the capture of carbon wiex(either pre or post

combustion) in power plants or other major indastarganizations, the transport
of the carbon dioxide to underground sites (e.gpleted gas fields), and the
subsequent injection and storage of the carbonidioin these sites. Once
implemented, CCS will make a significant contribatito the decrease of carbon
dioxide emissions. For that reason, policymakeganm CCS as the third central
climate change mitigation strategy. Environment@lQ$é also recognize the carbon
dioxide reducing potential of CCS but some are afgariety of reasons, somewhat
more ambiguous (e.g., some have the concern th&t8&y go at the expense of
money and effort invested in development of moregiterm and sustainable
solutions).

10



Carbon dioxide capture and storage: The role ostru

Public acceptance of CCS will be crucial for thalimtion of this
technology as a strategy to mitigate climate chambe need for public acceptance
of policy initiatives such as CCS is illustratedhang other examples, by the 1995
Brent Spar case. In this instance, industrial omgdion Shell preferred the deep-
sea disposal over the onshore disposal of Brent, Sigadecommissioned oil
storage and loading structure. Shell had assehsedntvironmental risks of deep-
sea disposal and concluded that these were ndgliNevertheless, environmental
NGO Greenpeace portrayed the deep-sea disposainogsi highly risky, which
instigated considerable public opposition to Skelposition on the issue.
Ultimately, this lack of public acceptance and pwatitical commotion it elicited
forced Shell to develop an alternative to the desgo-disposal of Brent Spar (for a
more detailed description of the Brent Spar case,L$ifstedt and Renn, 1997). In
a similar vein, the lurking danger concerning C&€3%hiat members of the general
public can mobilize political resistance against3d@plementation, which would
severely reduce the viability of this technologycardingly, it is highly relevant
to further examine how people decide to accepppose CCS.

Theimportance of public trust

The central proposition in this thesis is that pubcceptance of CCS will depend
on people’s trust in CCS stakeholders rather thansjecific qualities of the
technology. Underlying this idea is the fact thambers of the general public are
not able to accurately judge CCS on its meritseA#ll, it is beyond doubt that a
high level of expert knowledge and scientific traghas well as a huge cognitive
effort is required to be able to adequately judgehsa complex technology. At the
same time, most people simply are unable to acmeggige relevant information
(or do not have the opportunity or motivation tosy. In situations such as these,
people’s positions on the subject often do notltdsom in-depth analysis of the
issue at hand, but more likely result from ruleghafmb, so-called heuristics (see
Kahneman, Slovic, & Tversky, 1982). In line witretposition taken by Earle and
Cvetkovich (1995) that trust can be thought of astdol for the reduction of
cognitive complexity” (p.33), | propose that peopldl rely on their sense of trust
in CCS stakeholders when they decide whether tepdcor oppose CCS
implementation. Thus, instead of considering theat$ of specific qualities of
CCS technologyn public acceptance of this technology, this ithéscuses on
how the (perceived) qualities @CS stakeholderaffect people’s trust in these
stakeholders and their subsequent acceptance of CCS

11
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There already is some empirical support for theeganimportance of
public trust with regard to public acceptance ofdenm technologies. For example,
Siegrist’'s (2000) research on public acceptancgeoie technology suggests that
trust in organizations that are responsible for thenagement and use of this
technology serves as a guide in lay attitude folwnatHe hypothesized and found
that people associated greater benefits and snraler with gene technology to
the extent that they trusted the organizationsliath As a consequence, people
were more accepting of this technology when truess Wigh rather than low. These
results are consistent with the idea that peoleise of trust in organizations can
function as a “guiding principle” in their decis®no accept or oppose complex
technologies. Nevertheless, due to the correldtinature of Siegrist's research,
the assumed causal direction of the psychologicatgss (i.e., trust affects
perceived risks and benefits, which in turn affeablic acceptance) is subject of
debate (see e.g., Eiser, Miles, & Frewer, 2002;rttaa & Pidgeon, 2005). In
addition, there are no conclusive empirical datlicating how organizations can
instigate trust in the general public.

Originsof public trust

The identification of key factors that may build alestroy trust in CCS
stakeholders requires some understanding of theepbrof trust. Nowadays, the
(cross-disciplinary) definition of trust providedy bRousseau and colleagues
(Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998) is widelged. These authors
conceptualize trust as “a psychological state c@imy the intention to accept
vulnerability based upon positive expectations t# tntentions or behavior of
another” (p. 395). At the core of this definitioredahe terms “vulnerability”, which
refers to a degree of dependency, and “expectétiamsch implies some degree
of uncertainty about another’s intentions and faitactions. These core elements,
Rousseau and colleagues (1998) note, are recogriizethany alternative
definitions of trust and apply regardless of theetyf party that is (not) trusted —
another person or an organization. At the same, tdaspite extensive theorizing
on the subject, trust has remained a rather fumncept in the literature. For
example, notwithstanding apparent consistenciessaatefinitions, a fair amount
of disagreement remains about whether trust is adiroansional or
multidimensional concept and, if multidimensionahat constitute these different
dimensions.

12
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Narrowing the scope from the broadest level of ymsalto the specific
concept of public trust in organizations (the calntiopic of the current thesis) does
not provide an instant solution for this conceptpabblem. That is, several
scholars have argued that public trust in orgaimmatshould be thought of as a
multidimensional concept, but some argue that ihs@is of five distinct
dimensions (e.g., Renn & Levine, 1991), while athergue for four (e.g.,
Kasperson, Golding, & Tuler, 1992), three (e.gtePe Covello, & McCallum,
1997), or two (e.g., Jungermann, Pfister, & Fisch#996; Metlay, 1999).
lllustrative in this regard is the paper by Metl@999) with the telling title
“Institutional trust and confidence: A journey int conceptual quagmiré”.
Herein, Metlay reviews some literature on the bas$isvhich he identifies seven
possibly distinct dimensions of trust. These ineldidopenness, consistency,
honesty, credibility, fairness, concern, and compet¢. Nevertheless, Metlay’s test
to verify whether these dimensions could indeeddisinguished empirically
indicated a two-factor solution rather similar &sults obtained by Jungermann
and colleagues (1996). The first factor representdtht Jungermann and
colleagues call the “honesty” dimension of trustl avhat Metlay refers to as the
“affective” component of trust (which included a#ms except those that assessed
organizational competence). The second factor septed the “competence”
component of trust (which only consisted of itemssessing organizational
expertise). Based on this research, Metlay’'s canmtuis that trust is not very
complex, but refers to a rather straightforward -tlumensional concept. In this
thesis, | will focus on these two primary dimensiatfi trust.

My aim is to identify how CCS stakeholders can igete trust in the
general public and to show how trust affects pulticeptance of CCS rather than
to solve issues surrounding proper definition oagsueement of the trust concept.
The literature reviewed above suggests that intdimes aimed at building trust
can only be successful to the extent that theyaddeperceptions of organizational
integrity (i.e., the affective or honesty dimensiohtrust) and/or organizational
competence. After all, most scholars recognize that origins of public trust

% Metlay (1999) did not distinguish between trustl monfidence, but some authors argue
that conceptual differences exist (Earle & Sieg@606; Siegrist, Earle, & Gutscher, 2003).
According to Siegrist and colleagues (2003), tHféedince is that trust involves risk and

vulnerability (cf. Rousseau et al., 1998), whilenfidence does not. Moreover, these
authors note that the objects of trust are perenelntities (including organizations), while

one can have confidence in about anything (e.qfidence that an event will occur as

planned).

13
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consist of indicators of organizational integritpdaorganizational competence
(regardless of whether these indicators are coreideeparate dimensions or part
of one of these two overarching categories). Githen objective to understand
people’s current trust in CCS stakeholders andetelbp strategies to raise it, |
will address people’s perceptions of stakeholdtrgnty and competence as bases
for public trust in CCS stakeholders, which in tumay be used to predict and
explain public acceptance of CCS.

Instigating trust through communication

Beliefs regarding the intentions of an organizatioonstitute an important
determinant of public trust (cf. Rousseau et aP98). Therefore, assessing
people’s expectations about the reasons for orgtois to be involved in CCS is
relevant to understand current levels of publicttrin these organizations. For
instance, CCS stakeholders may be seen by theajgnéslic as being motivated
by a prospect of economic gain, or as being mat/dty a prospect of a cleaner
natural environment. | will refer to reasons susltl@se that are seen to underlie
organizational policy and actions asyanizational motivesl argue that people’s
inferences about organizational motives are likelgffect the level of public trust
in CCS stakeholders.

Two principal types of motives can be distinguishktbtives reflecting
concern for public interests and motives reflectr@ncern for organizational
interests. In the literature, various labels haserbused to refer to these two types
of motives, including altruistic versus egoistictives (e.g., Batson, 1994, 1996),
other-centered versus self-centered motives (Elen, Mohr, & Webb, 2000),
societal interest versus self-interest (e.g., F@@Q0), and external goals versus
internal goals (e.g., Nilsson, Von Borgstede, & B¥04). In this thesis, these two
classes of motives are referred to msblic-servingmotives andorganization-
servingmotives because this terminology best matche®stt@nizational level of
this thesis. Public-serving motives reflect orgatianal concern for public welfare
and benefits of people outside the organizatioe.,(imembers of the general
public), whileorganization-serving motives refer to a focus @& tinganization on
economic gain and maximization of benefits for theganization itself (cf.
Forehand & Grier, 2003). | propose that an impdrfantor that affects people’s
trust in CCS stakeholders is the extent to whigséhorganizations are perceived
to be concerned with public interests.

14
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If environmental NGOs are trusted more than indaistrganizations due
to the public-serving motives that they are believe act upon, then industrial
organizations may raise trust by expressing sudiligserving motives. In that
sense, industrial stakeholders may benefit frommanicating the positive impact
that CCS will have on preservation of the naturalimnment. After all, members
of the general public are likely to positively valuhe content of the motive
communicated, not in the least because preservafidhe natural environment
serves public interests rather than that it diyeséirves the industrial stakeholders’
interests. Hence, at first glance, expressing ptddrving motives may be a
relevant strategy to instigate trust in the genptddlic for CCS stakeholders that
are seen to act upon organization-serving motives.

On the other hand, an industrial stakeholder thatrounicates concern for
the natural environmental runs the risk of beingcemed as failing to
acknowledge its “true” organizational motives andnte of being deemed
dishonest. Previous research on corporate societedeting (CSM) and corporate
social responsibility (CSR) activities indeed sugjgethat while people generally
appreciate companies that are sensitive to thestsbaffects of their activities,
simply claiming concern with public interests magrin company evaluations
(Ellen, Webb, & Mohr, 2006; Forehand & Grier, 20080n, Gurhan-Canli, &
Schwarz, 2006). That is, people may be doubtfubashether the concern that is
expressed by the organization reflects its tru@mmational motives or whether it
is invoked to mask ulterior organization-servingtives. In case of the latter, the
content of the motive communicated is valued padigi but at the same time it
will be seen as incongruent with the organizatiomabtive, causing the
organization to be perceived dishonest and untarsitz. By contrast, to the extent
that perceived organizational honesty affects mEsrust in organizations, an
alternative strategy for industrial stakeholdersctimsider is to disclose their
concern for the organization-serving qualities €SC While its content is not very
much valued, an organization-serving motive thabimmunicated (e.g., economic
gain) is likely to be seen as congruent with thgaaizational motive, indicating
honesty.

In sum, expressing concern for public interests matigate trust in CCS
stakeholders to the extent that public-serving westiare valued over organization-
serving motives. This strategy may backfire, howewshen communications are
seen as an attempt to mask ulterior organizatiovirge motives. In that case,
communicating public-serving motives will reducéhiex than enhance perceptions

15
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of organizational integrity and public trust. Thtisere may be a tradeoff between
value and congruency that is relevant with regardhe instigation public trust.
This thesis aims to show that it is the degree afgeuency between inferred
organizational motives and organizational commurooa rather than the sole
content of organizational communications that detees public trust in
organizations. | will address these communicatisués in Chapter 3.

Palitical decision making and theinstigation of trust

In addition to public perceptions of individual letholders, people’s perceptions of
the decision-making process are also relevanthfercteation of public trust and

acceptance of policy decisions concerning CCSoppse that people who learn
that the decision-making process has been propkfasmshould be more inclined

to trust the decision maker and, as a result, shbal more likely to accept the
decisions made. For this reason, communicating d¢esisions regarding CCS are
reached may constitute an important tool for pmditidecision makers to instigate
trust in the general public. But what are importemdracteristics of proper decision
making and do these actually help to raise puhlist?

It is a well-established phenomenon that peoplesnofbase their
evaluations of decisions on whether or not theyehaaceived an opportunity to
express their opinions in decision-making process#iser than on the specific
outcomes or nature of the decisions made. Thisactenistic of decision-making
processes is often referred to as “voice” (Fold&77). Why people care about
personal voice in decision making is often expldibg referring to instrumental
and relational concerns (Tyler & Lind, 1992). Framinstrumental perspective, an
individual cares about opportunities to voice hider opinion in decision-making
processes because expressing one’s view on an nssyeersuade the decision
maker to provide this person with more favorabltcomes. At the relational level,
an individual values voice in decision making bessabeing denied or provided
with voice conveys self-relevant information comseg the extent to which the
decision-making authority values and respectsnbeidual in question. As such,
both these perspectives on voice in decision makiogsider personal voice
important because of the self-oriented implicatiohparticular treatment.

It is important to note that in most previous reskaon voice individuals
whose personal outcomes were at stake were pesamadlved in the decision-
making process. Less attention has been paid tahehesoice can also be
considered an important characteristic of decisitaking when people are not

16
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directly personally involved in the decision-makipgpcess, which is more likely
to be the case in public decision making. In caseh as these, the effects of
allowing for voice cannot as easily be explainedthy traditional self-oriented
explanations mentioned above, given that in thisecpersonal implications of
voice procedures are not as straightforward as #meywith personal voice (cf.
Lind, Kray, & Thompson, 1998). Nevertheless, | arghat people also consider
voice an important characteristic of decision-mgkimocedures when they are not
directly personally involved in the decision-makipgpcess. That is, the provision
of voice to parties involved in public decision nmak may indicate fair decision
making and signals that the decision maker canrletd for its integrity and
openness to inputs from different parties. Accaghyinin this thesis | aim to show
that political decision makers are likely to instig trust and facilitate public
acceptance of the decisions they make when theyideranterest groups with an
opportunity to voice opinions in CCS decision makiie., group voice). | will
address this decision-making issue in Chapter 4. figxt section summarizes the
results of the empirical research per chapter.

Overview of empirical findings

Effects of integrity-based and competence-based trust
In Chapter 2, a distinction is made between truaseld on indicators of
organizational integrity and trust based on indicsatof competence in order to
examine how these two types of trust affect puldicceptance of CCS
implementation. Siegrist's (2000) research servedha starting point for these
studies. Siegrist proposed a model in which laygjoents concerning risks and
benefits associated with modern technologies media¢ influence of trust in
organizations on public acceptance of such teclgiedo Eiser and colleagues
(Eiser et al, 2002) have referred to this modahasausal chain account of trust
The causal chain account has neither been subjéxterperimental testing, nor
has previous research examined its validity for pet®nce-based trust and
integrity-based trust separately. Chapter 2 repmrtsvo experimental studies that
were designed to test the causal chain accoutotbr competence-based trust and
integrity-based trust.

The argument for the relevancy of distinguishingween competence-
based trust and integrity-based trust stems framdirigs in person-perception
research. Research in this area suggests thatepdepd to weigh positive

17
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information about competence more heavily than teganformation about

competence, but tend to weigh negative informatibaut integrity more heavily
than positive information about integrity (Skowrkin& Carlston, 1989). Based on
this asymmetry principle, | predicted positive aththan negative information
about the competence of an organization to affablip acceptance of CCS. By
contrast, | expected negative rather than positifermation about integrity to

affect public acceptance of CCS. | further testdabtiver perceptions of risks and
benefits associated with CCS mediated these effects

Study 2.1 focused on organizational competence fafidwed a 2
(competence-based trust: high vs. low) by 2 (ozmtional position regarding
CCS: pro vs. con) between-subjects factorial desidpe first hypothesis was that
organizational position would affect acceptanceC@fS when competence-based
trust was high, but not when competence-based tusst low. The second
hypothesis was that perceptions of the risks anukefiis associated with CCS
would mediate the effect of competence-based amdtorganizational position on
acceptance of CCS (i.e., the causal chain mode3uls indicated that people
were indeed more positive about CCS when the orgéon was portrayed as a
proponent compared to an opponent of CCS, but amlyhe case of high
competence-based trust (organizational positionndidaffect acceptance of CCS
in the case of low competence-based trust). Momeogsults showed that people’s
perceptions of the benefits associated with CC$ rfbutheir perceptions of risks)
mediated this effect. Thus, this study largely coméd the hypotheses and
indicates support for the causal chain account.

Study 2.2 focused on organizational integrity aodbfved a 2 (integrity-
based trust: high vs. low) by 2 (organizationalipms regarding CCS: pro vs. con)
between-subjects factorial design. The first hypsth was that organizational
position would influence acceptance of CCS onlthim case of low integrity-based
trust. Consistent with the causal chain model, $heond hypothesis was that
perceptions of risks and benefits would mediateetfiect of integrity-based trust
and organizational position on people’s willingnessaccept CCS. This time,
results revealed that, in the case of low integoiged trust, people were more
negativeabout CCS when the organization was portrayedms@onent compared
to an opponent of CCS, while in the case of highgnty-based trust no reliable
effects of organizational position were observedsu®ts did not provide support
for the causal chain account because neither petdienefits nor perceived risks
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mediated the effect of integrity-based trust anghaizational position on people’s
acceptance of CCS.

Organizational motives and communications

Chapter 3 focuses on public trust in CCS stakehslds a function of inferred
organizational motives and organizational commuiooa. It provides insight into
how inferred organizational motives affect trustdafurther suggests that
organizational communications should at least int pstch inferred motives to
instigate trust. Study 3.1 was an internet surveyprag members of the general
public designed to examine whether public trus€@S stakeholders depends on
people’s inferences of organizational motives. $hevey consisted of questions to
assess public trust in CCS stakeholders as wellpesple’s inferences of
organizational motives. Respondents first indicatezlr familiarity with each of
the CCS stakeholders. Subsequently, they compéetexision of the questionnaire
that asked them about their perceptions of onbese organizations (either one of
three industrial stakeholders or one of three emvirental NGOs). The hypothesis
was that public trust in NGOs would be higher thast in industrial organizations
due to differential inferred motives of these oigations (i.e., public-serving
motives in the case of NGOs and organization-sgritimthe case of industrial
organizations). As expected, results of this stoelyealed that people thought
environmental NGOs to be involved in CCS out of lpdberving motives (e.g.,
public health, concern for the natural environmemthereas they thought that
industrial organizations were involved in CCS ofibmanization-serving motives
(e.g., economic gain, image). In turn, these diffiermotives accounted for the
higher level of public trust in environmental NGtan in industrial organizations.
Important to note is that perceived level of orgational competence did not
differ between the types of organizations and ttarmot account for differences in
trust.

Study 3.2 tested the hypothesis that it is t@ngruency between
organizational communications and inferred orgéronal motives rather than the
objective contentof organizational communications that leads to joublst in
organizations. It followed a 2 (type of organizaticenvironmental NGOs vs.
industrial organizations) by 2 (communicated argaimenvironmental argument
Vs. economic argument) between-subjects factoesigth. In line with hypotheses,
results showed that congruence between inferretvenabd communicated motive
(e.g., an industrial organization communicatingegaonomic argument) instigated
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more trust in organizations than incongruence ,(eag. industrial organization
communicating an environmental argument) and thiat éffect was mediated by
perceived organizational honesty.

Study 3.3 was designed to replicate the abovemeedicongruency effect
and to examine how trust would be affected by comipations consisting of both
a congruent and an incongruent argument. The desitiris study was a 1 (type of
organization: industrial organization) by 3 (comhmated arguments: two
environmental arguments vs. two economic argumestsan environmental
argument and an economic argument) between-subjittorial. Results
replicated those of Study 3.2 in that congruencgtigated more trust than
incongruence, but also showed that communicatingrgament incongruent with
the inferred organizational motive (i.e., an enmimental argument) does not
necessarily undermine trust as long as an argumheritis congruent with the
inferred motive (i.e., an economic argument) is camicated simultaneously.
Again, perceived organizational honesty mediatedefiect.

Group voice and acceptance of political decisons

In Chapter 4, | focus on how the involvement of C&8keholders in decision
making about CCS influences people’s trust in teeision maker and acceptance
of decisions made. Study 4.1 followed a 2 (procedgroup voice vs. no voice) by
2 (advice regarding CCS implementation: pro vs.) dmtween-subjects factorial
design to test the hypothesis that a group-voiceguture would lead to higher
levels of trust in the decision maker and greateeptance of the decision made
than a no-voice procedure. In the group-voice dimti, both environmental
NGOs and industrial organizations had an opponyutut express their opinions
about CCS to the decision maker (i.e., a polithxzrd that had been assigned the
task to formulate an advice concerning CCS), wtlilese organizations did not
have such an opportunity in the no-voice conditioResults supported the
predictions in that participants in the group-vomenditions indicated to have
more trust in the decision maker and, as a conseguaccepted the outcome to a
greater extent than those in the no-voice conditiegardless of whether it was for
or against CCS implementation.

Study 4.2 aimed to extend results of Study 4.1nkwestigating whether the
effects of the decision-making procedure on inférreustworthiness and
acceptance of the decision made were due to proalefdatures (i.e., the presence
or absence of group voice) or due to the involvenwnspecific parties in the
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decision-making process. The study followed a 8¢pdure: voice for NGOs only

vs. voice for industrial organizations only vs. a®@ifor both NGOs and industrial

organizations) by 2 (advice regarding CCS implemigon: pro vs. con) between-
subjects factorial design. As expected, resulticaed those of Study 4.1 in that
inferred trustworthiness mediated the effect ofiglen-making procedure on

acceptance of the advice. In addition, results gubthhat equal-voice procedures
instigated more trust than unequal-voice proceduregardless of the type of
organizations that had received an opportunityoices/their opinions.

Study 4.3 focused on the influence of participarkeaowledge level
concerning CCS on their preference to include mesbéthe general public in
CCS decision making (i.e., public voice). The stddifowed a 2 (information
about CCS: yes vs. no) by 2 (procedure: publicere& public no voice) between-
subjects factorial design. Providing half of thetjggpants with information about
CCS created a relatively knowledgeable group otigpants and a relatively
unknowledgeable group of participants. The hypathess that people who had
some knowledge about CCS would respond differentlgublic-voice procedures
than people who had no knowledge about CCS. Thatnewledgeable people
were expected to report higher trust in the desisimker and greater acceptance
of decisions in the case of public-voice proceduhes in the case of public-no-
voice procedures, while no such differences werepeeted among
unknowledgeable people. Results indicated suppothfs prediction.

Discussion and conclusions

As mentioned before, capture and storage of cadimade (CCS) is considered an
important strategy to mitigate climate change, public acceptance of this
technology will be critical for successful implentation of CCS in society. In this
thesis, | argue that people’s trust in CCS stalddrsl (e.g., environmental NGOs,
industrial organizations, governmental organizag)ois a significant determinant
of whether people accept or oppose CCS implementati further argue that
people’s perceptions of organizational integritg amganizational competence are
central to understand trust in CCS stakeholdersadéiressing processes that build
or destroy trust in CCS stakeholders, this theagstoth important theoretical and
practical value.

This thesis yields an interesting contribution téstng literature on the
causal chain account of trust by showing that &fe€ competence-based trust and
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integrity-based trust on acceptance of CCS arerdift. Whereas previous tests of
the causal chain model (e.g., Siegrist, 2000; Tan&004) did not explicitly
distinguish between competence-based trust angritytdbased trust, the research
reported in Chapter 2 shows that it is importantrtake this distinction. This
research sheds new light on the validity of thesahahain account of trust because
it suggests that the causal model holds true forpetence-based trust, but not for
integrity-based trust. Furthermore, research is thiapter indicates that perceived
lack of organizational integrity is detrimental fqveople’s trust in CCS
stakeholders and their subsequent willingness epemte with these organizations
(i.e., go along with the organizational positioAh organization that is seen to lack
integrity instigates distrust rather than trusthie general public, which as a result
causes people to oppose rather than to go alofgtét position advocated by the
organization in question. Accordingly, for thoseordonsider CCS implementation
a good climate change mitigation strategy it isengpive to avoid being perceived
as lacking integrity to be able to build trust dadilitate acceptance of CCS.

Indicators of organizational integrity

One element of organizational integrity is the akt® which organizations are
perceived to be concerned with public interesttesud of organizational interests.
In this regard, it seems that perceived lack oégrity is less of a problem for
environmental NGOs than it is for industrial orgamtions. Indeed, Chapter 3
indicates that inferred organizational motives ¢itute the basis for differential

levels of public trust in environmental NGOs andlustrial organizations.

Industrial stakeholders are trusted less becawseate expected to be involved in
CCS out of organization-serving motives such asegoc opportunities rather
than out of public-serving motives such as conderrpreservation of the natural
environment. Thus, industrial organizations mudt incways that signal higher
levels of organizational integrity than the curhemerceived levels of integrity.

An obvious strategy that industrial stakeholdersy mélize to elevate
public perceptions of organizational integrity asdommunicate the environmental
benefits of CCS, thereby expressing their concernpliblic interests. If it were
effective, this strategy would seem to attack pe'sphegative thoughts concerning
the organization-serving motives underlying actiaifsindustrial organizations
most directly. Research discussed in Chapter 3ateyvéowever, that there are
important drawbacks to this type of strategy. Tihapeople seem to expect ulterior
organization-serving motives, causing industriahkeholders to be seen as
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dishonest. In the case that people suspect sucidderh agenda, this type of
strategy, aimed to raise existing perceptions géoizational integrity, is likely to
backfire in that it seems to reduce rather thames®e perceived organizational
integrity and public trust. This chapter furtherogls that a better strategy to
instigate trust is to acknowledge the organizatiensng benefits of CCS
technology in addition to emphasizing its publicvéey benefits. If industrial
stakeholders are open in communicating that CGShads qualities that may serve
organizational interests, then this type of strateignals that the organization is
acting honestly. Perceived openness and honesikyatedorganizational integrity
and instigate trust. It therefore seems that omgdinns benefit most from
communicating those qualities of CCS that are aosigr with inferred
organizational motives.

In a similar vein, distrust in government bodiesoften associated with
public suspicion of “backroom politics”, indicatirthat people perceive a lack of
openness in political decision-making processe® Way to tackle this problem is
to write out referenda, so that all members of gleaeral public have personal
voice and are personally in charge of policy decisi Such a strategy will reduce
feelings of backroom politics and hence may inséideust, but the difficulty is that
members of the general public have little persdmedwledge about chemical
constructs such as carbon dioxide, let alone abhowtto judge CCS on its merits.
Moreover, compared to members of the general publicay be that people living
nearby actual storage sites are more negative @Ot to the extent that they
worry about personal risks and safety that aregishybless relevant considerations
for most other people. Therefore, a national refduen does not seem to be the
most appropriate tool with regard to the issue 6fSCalthough this is not to say
that policy makers can disregard public concerrmaia3CS.

This thesis suggests an alternative and ratherlsispategy that may
avoid public suspicion of backroom politics: Comrimating how decisions about
CCS will be or even have been reached. While relesansiderations that lead to
particular decision preferences are often commueica(CCS should be
implemented because...), the process that is usedriie at such decisions is
often not communicated explicitly. This is importato recognize because
providing a rationale for decisions can only be @a@iter decisions have been
made, while communicating how decisions concer@@f will be (or even have
been) reached can already start in the early s@E¢e€S decision making, thereby
building trust and reducing the conviction that ksaom politics play a role.
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Imperative in this regard is to stress that mudtiphrties with different identities
and interests are involved in CCS decision makimgl shat each of these
organizations is heard before policy decisions il made. Communicating that
parties that are trusted by members of the germrhlic (e.g., environmental
NGOs) are involved in decision making about CC$0$ sufficient to instigate
trust, because decision-making procedures are aonigidered proper and fair to
the extent that all parties involved receive anashmity to voice their opinions
about CCS. Fairness in and openness about decisting indicates integrity,
instigating trust in the general public and cregqtneater willingness to accept the
decisions made.

Informing the public about CCS

It is important to recognize the process throughctvtprovision of information
about CCS influences public trust and acceptandeGf$ with an eye to identify
how people can best be informed on this issuehi&toint in time, members of
the general public have little knowledge about CTBerefore, it is relevant to
think about how people can best be informed abd@®.An such matters, a great
deal of attention is often paid to the contenthaf information to be provided (e.g.,
difficulty, scope, completeness), but only litttefactors that influence how people
perceive information (e.g., the source) or how oesps to information may be
different for informed compared to uninformed peogbome people may find it
sufficient to know how parties that they trust thabout CCS or that the decision-
making process is accurate. Others may be moraéuacto look for information to
judge CCS on its merits on their own. But also Ire tlatter case, source
characteristics such as organizational integrity arganizational competence will
affect how people perceive the information; infotima is not only judged on its
objective content, but also on the source providimginformation. For example,
the same information is evaluated differently dejiem on whether or not the
source is considered competent, which in turn &ffedether people think CCS
should be implemented (see Chapter 2). Similarlgenwinformation about the
environmental benefits of CCS is provided by anustdal stakeholder, this
information instigates less trust than when thees@formation is provided by an
environmental NGO (see chapter 3). Based on thearel in this thesis [and on
related research by Ter Mors (2008), and de BedtNdaer and colleagues (de
Best-Waldhober, Daamen, & Faaij, in press)] | woalthclude that providing
factual information about CCS is one aspect of rinfag the public, but one
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should also be aware that public acceptance of @S not solely depend on the
guality of the information provided, but on the smu providing the information
and the process of decision making as well.

Experimental simulationsin an applied context

Except for the first study in Chapter 3, all stidieported in this thesis used
experimental designs to test specific relationsbgtsveen the variables of interest.
This methodology offers excellent opportunitiesstady psychological processes
on the basis of which future public acceptance QfSCcan be predicted. For
example, it enables the examination and identibcadf processes through which
stakeholder communications affect public trust withcontaminating the target
population for future communications. Before CC8ksholders start to inform
members of the general public about their positimmghe issue, with the insights
derived from this thesis it has become possibletaitor their organizational
communications accordingly. This type of researshimportant to conduct
particularly in the early stages of CCS decisiorkimg as it helps to predict
factors that facilitate public acceptance rathantaxplaining afterwards what went
wrong. The use of experimental paradigms makeessiple to try different types
of communication strategies and to compare thdectéfeness ahead of time,
without interfering with real-life decision-makingrocedures concerning CCS at
potential demonstration sites.

A potential point of concern is whether the undadyate student samples
that have been examined in this thesis provide kedyge that can be generalized
to broader populations. Indeed, there may be diffees between students and
members of the general public concerning their ppsipgical properties that may
cause members of the general public to respondrdiitly to the stimuli examined
in the current research than students did. In tlkeent research, potentially
relevant differences between samples of undergtadstudents and broader
samples of the general public may represent diife¥e in average intelligence and
general knowledge of scientific constructs relewan€CS, such as carbon dioxide.
In addition, compared to the general public, undedgate students are likely to be
more politically active implying that they might reamore about how political
decisions are made.

While it is important to take such differences irocount, they do not
seem to represent significant barriers with regerdgeneralizing the current
findings. Chapter 4 on group voice in CCS decisimaking shows that
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undergraduate students who did not receive exphtrmation about CCS were
clearly not able to answer questions about CCSectlyr indicating that
knowledge about CCS among undergraduate studeassligle as it is among the
rest of the general public (see de Best-Waldhobeat.gin press). Moreover, the
importance of group voice in decision making seamdgpendent of the research
population in question because fairness and trugtimess represent quite basic
human values that are important to all and suniliter all, people’s willingness to
cooperate with authorities has previously been dotiandepend on the fairness of
decision-making procedures, regardless of whethenrésearch sample consisted
of employees receiving unfair treatment from theupervisors (e.g., Bies &
Shapiro, 1988), citizens thinking of their encoustaith the police (Tyler &
Folger, 1980) or undergraduate students not rawagivioice in the amount of
lottery tickets that they think they should rece{eeg., Van den Bos, Wilke, &
Lind, 1998). All in all, at this stage of CCS deers making, the advantages of the
experimental approach used in this research oubwiiglisadvantages.

Further research is needed to more specificallyitboand examine how
the processes addressed in this thesis affectomgirof people living nearby an
actual carbon dioxide storage site, as additionaterns are likely to play a role
for this specific group. That is, participants imetcurrent studies as well as
members of the general public are more likely twept CCS to the extent that they
associate societal benefits with this technology-stde residents, however, may be
much more concerned with the personal risks they #ssociate with CCS than
with the global or national benefits associatechv@ICS. At the same time, they
may be especially sensitive to potential regionandiits (e.g., increased
employment opportunities) that may be of less vabuether people.

Another difference between the general public amdite residents is that
it seems likely that people living nearby storaigessare inclined to put even more
weight on their trust in CCS stakeholders than membf the general public who
are less directly affected by these measures. Hocuarrent research, | primarily
focused on environmental NGOs and organizatiorieeroil and gas industry as it
was considered important to select nationwide djperaorganizations that are
known by many people and that are expected to ponh wifferent motives.
Because CCS will have significant environmental @aewdnomic consequences,
focusing on environmental NGOs and industrial oigations was ideal in this
regard. For on-site residents, however, other C@&ekolders will also be
relevant. For instance, in addition to industritdkeholders and environmental
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NGOs, trust in local (instead of national) governienay be crucial to create
acceptance of CCS. For these reasons, some ofuthentfindings (for instance
the finding that people’s judgments of the benedisociated with CCS correlated
more strongly with acceptance of CCS than judgmentassociated risks; see
Chapter 2) should predict what happens with pulticeptance in general, but
priorities may be different for on-site residents.

Concluding remarks
One of the main messages of this thesis is thaigabceptance of CCS will not
solely depend on the content of the informationt tlsaprovided regarding the
specificqualities of CCSbut also will depend to a considerable extenthartype
of information (e.g., risks or benefits, environmental consegeerar economic
consequences), thsource providing informatione.g., industrial stakeholders,
environmental NGOs, government bodies), and thereaif thedecision-making
process(e.g., whether or not interest groups receive ppodunity to voice
opinions). That is, people’s judgments of the magié of benefits associated with
CCS depend upon whether they learn about thesditseinem a source that they
consider trustworthy or from a source that they rad consider trustworthy.
Moreover, environmental NGOs seem to instigate miust than industrial
organizations because they are perceived to semicpather than organizational
interests. Industrial organizations may overcomadperceived as untrustworthy,
however, by communicating a two-fold message theknawledges their
organizational interests while at the same timewdhg concern for public
interests. Finally, members of the general public bt necessarily call for
personal voice in CCS decision making as long dsvaet parties such as
environmental NGOs and industrial organizationsheeard in the decision-making
process. Such group-voice procedures instigatet tins decision-making
authorities, which in turn leads to greater acasgeaof decisions made, regardless
of whether these decisions are in favor of or agfa@CS implementation. This
finding indicates the importance of informing memsbef the general public about
the way decisions about CCS are reached.

In the mean time, global warming is becoming mand enore apparent
(e.g., the melting of the North Pole) and stepsdrteebe taken to take away its
cause: Ever-increasing carbon dioxide emissiomstité atmosphere. An important
strategy to reduce emissions of this greenhousésgasmplement CCS on a large
scale, but this strategy can only work if peoplendboppose CCS implementation.
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One thing may be clear from this thesis: Publiceptance of this complex and
novel technology is highly dependent on the levélpablic trust in CCS
stakeholders. | have outlined a number of factoas influence public trust in CCS
stakeholders. Now it is their turn to use theseghts for the public good.
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Competence-based and integrity-based trust”

reventing climate change is among the greatestr@mwiental challenges

facing the world today. In addition to saving oremgy consumption and

increasing the use of sustainable energy soumtgdeimentation of recently
developed carbon dioxide capture and storage téogma(CCS) is currently
considered an important option to achieve climakt@ange mitigation. This
technology involves the capture, transport, ang-@mmm storage of carbon dioxide
in underground sites, such as depleted gas fields.

Interested organizations (e.g., industrial orgaiora, environmental
NGOs) associate several environmental and econasiie and benefits with CCS
(Huijts, Midden, & Meijnders, 2007). These orgatizas will take into account
their assessments of these risks and benefits terngi@e their organizational
positions on CCS implementation. Members of theeganpublic, on the other
hand, lack individual expertise about CCS (de B®atdhober, Daamen, & Faaij,
in press; see also Chapter 4 of this thesis) andtadrientific constructs such as
carbon dioxide in general (Meijnders, Midden, & Wéij 2001) to be able to
accurately assess the risks and benefits of thisteehnology. As a consequence,
and in line with previous research on other compéphnological advancements
(Siegrist & Cvetkovich, 2000), people will baseithatitudes toward CCS on their
assessments of the organizations having an invamem CCS rather than on their
personal knowledge about the issue.

Lay attitudes toward CCS are relevant becausekadfpublic acceptance
can severely reduce the viability of CCS. The 1885e of Brent Spar illustrates
this point. In this instance, industrial organieatiShell preferred the deep-sea
disposal over the onshore disposal of Brent Sparlécommissioned oil storage
and loading structure. Shell had assessed theoamvéntal risks of deep-sea
disposal and concluded that these were negligbfezironmental organization
Greenpeace, however, portrayed the deep-sea disppsan as highly risky,

* This chapter is based on Terwel, Harinck, Ellemensd Daamen (2009a) and has
therefore been written in first-person plural.
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which instigated considerable public oppositionSieell’'s position on the issue.

Ultimately, this lack of public acceptance forcduel to develop an alternative to
the deep-sea disposal of the Brent Spar (for a uhetadled description of the Brent
Spar case, see Lofstedt and Renn, 1997). In aasinein, public acceptance will

be crucial for the realization of CCS as a stratEgynitigate climate change. As

such, it is highly relevant to examine how peopeide to accept or oppose CCS.
This chapter addresses this issue.

Trust in organizations

Siegrist’'s work on public acceptance of gene tetdgy(Siegrist, 2000) served as
a starting point for our inquiry. In this work, §iést showed that people’s trust in
organizations that are responsible for the manageard use of gene technology
affected their perceptions of the risks and besief#sociated with this technology.
He further showed that individual perceptions cfksi and benefits affected
acceptance of the technology. In other words, &tgresearch suggests a causal
model in which lay judgments concerning risks arghdjits associated with
modern technologies are expected to mediate theeimde of trust in organizations
on public acceptance of such technologies. Eisdrcatieagues (Eiser, Miles, &
Frewer, 2002) have referred to this model ascthesal chain account of trugtee
Figure 2.1).

To be able to understand how trust in CCS stakensldiffects lay
perceptions of risks, perceptions of benefits, anckptance of CCS, we first need
to identify the factors that may cause peopleusttthese organizations in the first
place. It stands to reason that this issue hasivezteconsiderable scholarly
attention in the field of risk research. Risk resbars have shown that people’s
trust in organizations that are responsible for thanagement of hazardous
activities and complex technologies may depend wugmreral factors, including
whether organizations are perceived to be accanadeobjective, concerned with
the public interest, consistent and predictableglsband fair, and to have expertise
relevant to the issue at hand (for an overview FBe@tinga & Pidgeon, 2003).

It has been suggested that these factors can gobghtlassified into two
overarching categories (Jungermann, Pfister, &Heéi5c1996; Metlay, 1999), the
first comprising of indicators of organizational ngpetence and the second
comprising of indicators of organizational integritThis perspective on trust
recognizes that people may trust an organizati@mause they think it has a lot of
expertise about and experience with the issue urmlesideration, and/or because
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they consider it to be open and honest in its comeoations and concerned with
the public interest. Accordingly, trust based omamizational experience and
expertise can be referred to as competence-basest; ttrust based on
organizational honesty, openness and concern cagefdreed to as integrity-based
trust.

Figure 2.1 The causal chain account of trust

Perceived
benefits

Public
------------------------------- acceptance

Perceived
risks

Distinguishing between competence-based trust atedyrity-based trust
may vyield important insights into how trust in ongaations affects public
perceptions of new technologies such as CCS. Rreviesearch has already
suggested the relevance of distinguishing betweesettypes of trust (Kim, Dirks,
Cooper, & Ferrin, 2006; Kim, Ferrin, Cooper, & Ditk2004). For example, Kim
and colleagues (Kim et al., 2004) showed that theress of strategies to repair
trust depends on the type of trust that was ihjtialolated. Trust was more
successfully repaired by means of apologizing tbgndenial when the trust
violation concerned a matter of competence. Whertrist violation concerned a
matter of integrity, however, trust was more susfidly repaired by denying
instead of apologizing. These findings suggest ¢tbasidering different bases for
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trust can have important implications for subsetje@luations of persons and
organizations. Thus far, however, it has remaineclaar whether distinguishing
between competence-based trust and integrity-b&sest has implications for
people’s judgments of the risks and benefits aasediwith new technologies and
their acceptance of these technologies. The godhefpresent research was to
address this issue.

Drawing a distinction between competence-based ang integrity-based
trust is important, we argue, to be able to understthe process through which
trust affects lay attitudes toward new technologigdss argument has its roots in
findings from person-perception and impression-fation research, which suggest
that people tend to weigh positive information abmmpetence more heavily than
negative information about competence (Reeder, dfebtcinnis, Krohse, &
Scialabba, 2001), but tend to weigh negative inédrom about integrity more
heavily than positive information about integrifirgfimow, Bromgard, Finlay, &
Ketelaar, 2005). In other words, positivity biagge more likely to occur in the
ability domain, while negativity biases are moreely to occur in the integrity
domain (Reeder & Brewer, 1979; Skowronski & Cartstb989).

In line with the abovementioned information asymmyetwe predict
positiverather than negative information about the competeof an organization
to affect lay attitudes toward CCS. More specificalve expect people to pay
attention to the organizational position concern@@S when the organization is
seen as competent, which implies that knowledgiheforganizational position is
more relevant when competence-based trust is ligjterr than low. In the case of
high competence-based trust, we anticipate peopleetome more positive about
CCS when the organization is a proponent than whemould have been an
opponent. In the case of low competence-based trastever, the organizational
position is less likely to influence lay attitudesvard CCS.

By contrast, we prediategativerather than positive information about the
integrity of an organization to influence lay attles toward CCS. Thus, compared
to the way people are expected to use competersasibimust in the attitude
formation process, we predict the reverse relatiohold true for integrity-based
trust. When an organization is seen to lack intggmeople are likely to be
skeptical about the position advocated by the argéion and will tend to run
counter to rather than go along with this positionother words, when integrity-
based trust is low, people will become less pasitihen the organization is a
proponent (compared to an opponent) of CCS impléatien. Consistent with the
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information asymmetry principle, the effects of angzational position on people’s
attitudes toward CCS should be less pronounceldertase of high as opposed to
low integrity-based trust.

Overview of the current studies

The goal of the present research was to test theat@ahain account of trust for
both competence-based and integrity-based trustercontext of CCS. The vast
majority of previous research that focused on puldicceptance of new
technologies and hazardous activities in relatiothé variables in the causal chain
model (i.e., trust in organizations, perceived sjsknd perceived benefits) has
relied on correlational data (e.g., Maeda & Miyah&003; Poortinga & Pidgeon,
2005; Siegrist, 1999, 2000; Tanaka, 2004; Tokushgienoto, & Tomoda, 2007).
To complement this previous work, we used an erpamtal approach suited to
test our predictions with regard to the differentraplications of competence-
based trust and integrity-based trust for acceptaf€CS.

In two experiments, we manipulated the provision tdiist-related
information about an organization involved in CG&idion making as well as the
position of this organization regarding CCS, but thature of the trust-related
information was different in the two studies. Inu®¢ 2.1, which focused on
competence-based trust, information about the ctanpe of the organization was
manipulated by informing participants about itsckaof) experience with and
expertise about issues concerning carbon dioxmetudy 2.2, which addressed
integrity-based trust, information about (lack ofegrity of the organization was
manipulated by informing participants about orgatianal honesty, openness, and
concern for public interests. In both studies, estdd whether the causal chain
model accurately explained people’s acceptanced8.C

Study 2.1

Study 2.1 aimed to examine the prediction that mirgdional position concerning
CCS implementation (pro versus con) more strontfgcts people’s acceptance of
CCS in the case of high competence-based trust thathe case of low
competence-based trust (Hypothesis 1). In accoedamith the causal chain
account, we further predicted people’s perceptminthe magnitude of risks and
benefits associated with CCS to mediate the effecbompetence-based trust and
organizational position on acceptance of CCS (Hypsis 2).
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Method
Participantsand design
The sample consisted of 73 undergraduate studemts feiden University (38
male and 35 female). These participants were rahdassigned to one of the four
experimental conditions of the 2 (competence-basest: high vs. low) by 2
(organizational position regarding CCS implemenptatipro vs. con) between-
subjects factorial design.

Procedure

Participants read a brief description about regeatgveloped CCS technology and
about “Organization A”, an organization involvedthre decision-making process
concerning the implementation of this technologye @ave the organization this
name in order to exclude the possibility that thiual identity of the organization
or previous knowledge about this organization wouiderfere with the
manipulations. We informed participants that thganization really existed, but
that is was denoted in this way for the purposersfuring the anonymity of the
organization. Next, we provided participants witbme information about
organization A allegedly to give them some genbealkground information. This
information contained the experimental manipulagion

Participants in the high competence-based trustditon read:
“Organization A is an organization that hagite a lot ofknowledge about and
experience with issues concerning carbon dioxid®,(Cin fact, the information
that Organization A provides on this topic is oficurate”. Participants in the
low competence-based trust condition read: “Orgditn A is an organization that
haslimited knowledge about and experience with issues comgeoarbon dioxide
(COy). In fact, the information that organization A pides on this topic is not
always accurate” (italics added to highlight thdfedences between the two
stimulus materials).

Next, we manipulated the position of Organizationrégarding CCS.
Dependent upon experimental condition, participaad that Organization A is a
proponent or that Organization A is an opponenCafS implementation. After
these manipulations, participants read that, whega@zation A was asked to
evaluate CCS, it referred to two risks and two fiehessociated with CCS.
Participants read about these risks and beneffig;hmincluded an environmental
benefit, an economic benefit, an environmental,reskd an economic risk. For
example, the environmental benefit provided was @@S would help to mitigate
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climate change, while the environmental risk waat t€CS would go at the
expense of more sustainable solutions. We varieddtter of presentation of the
risks and benefits to rule out order effects. Hynaparticipants completed a
guestionnaire including the main dependent vargablel manipulation checks.

Dependent variables
Manipulation checksThe manipulation check for trust in Organizatioonsisted
of three items = .95), “To what extent do you think Organizatién is
trustworthy?”, “To what extent are you willing tely on the judgments of
Organization A?”, and “To what extent do you tr@sganization A?” (1 =not at
all, 7 =very much The manipulation check for the position of Orgation A
with regard to CCS consisted of the question “lgdDization A an opponent or a
proponent of CCS technology?” (1proponent 2 = opponent We asked these
manipulation checks at the end of the questionnaire

Acceptance of CC3cceptance of CCS was assessed with four itemms (
.91). Examples of items were “I will support thetusd implementation of this
recently developed CCS technology.” and “I am wdlito pay more for a product
if CCS is applied during the production procesd.”H completely agree7 =
completely disagrge

Perceived magnitude of risks and benefRerceived magnitude of the
risks associated with CCS was assessed for theroenmwental risk and the
economic risk separately. For each risk, partrdipanswered the questions: “Can
you give an indication about how you judge the gife¢his risk associated with
CCS?” (1 =no risk at all 7 =great risk, and “Can you give an indication about
how you judge the importance of this risk assodiatath CCS?” (1 =not
important at all 7 =very important. We used an identical procedure to assess
perceived benefits associated with CCS. Scorehesetquestions were averaged
into a single index for perceived risk € .67) and an index for perceived benaefit (
=.83).

Results
Manipulation checks
We conducted analysis of variance (ANOVA) with argational competence
(high vs. low) and organizational position (pro een) as independent variables
and trust in Organization A as dependent variablerder to check whether the
information about organizational competence indesdftected trust in the
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organization. This analysis revealed a strong mefiiect for organizational
competenceF(1, 69) = 94.31p < .001,n? = .58. Participants who read that the
organization had knowledge and experience conagrisisues related to carbon
dioxide reported more trust in the organizatiod € 5.24, SD = 0.82) than
participants who read that the organization hady dithited knowledge and
experience ;I = 3.52,SD = 0.71). This analysis also revealed a marginally
significant main effect for organizational positjdf(1, 69) = 3.88p < .06,1? =
.05, indicating that participants who read that dhganization was a proponent of
CCS implementation had slightly less trust in tigaaization 1 = 4.20,SD =
1.20) than participants who read that the orgalizatas an opponent of CCBI(

= 4.58,SD = 1.10). There was no interaction effect on thanipulation check,
F(1, 69) = 0.25ns As such, we successfully manipulated the leveloohpetence-
based trust in Organization A independent of orzitional position.

With regard to the organizational-position manipiola all participants in
the pro-CCS condition correctly answered that Omgdion A was a proponent of
CCS implementation. All participants in the con-C&hdition correctly answered
that the organization was an opponent of CCS imeigation.

Acceptance of CCS

We conducted an ANOVA with competence-based trisgh( vs. low) and
organizational position (pro vs. con) as indepehd@mniables and acceptance of
CCS as dependent variable. This analysis revealsd effects of competence-
based trustf(1, 69) = 4.98p < .03, = .07, and organizational positidf(1, 69)

= 7.87,p<.01,n? = .10. These effects were qualified by a signiftc@ompetence-
based Trust by Organizational Position interactie(i, 69) = 21.18p < .001,1° =
.24. As predicted, simple main effect analyses akagk that, in the case of high
competence-based trust, participants accepted 6GSgreater extent when the
organization was a proponem € 4.71,SD= 0.79) than when it was an opponent
of CCS M = 3.28,SD = 0.76),F(1, 70) = 26.75p < .001. In the case of low
competence-based trust, however, participants’pianee of CCS did not depend
on whether the organization was a proponkht(4.25,SD= 1.00) or an opponent
(M = 4.60,SD = 0.73), F(1, 70) = 1.51,p > .22. These results support the
prediction formulated in Hypothesis 1 and indicdu&t people use high rather than
low competence-based trust as a guide in attitodaetion about CCS.
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Percelved magnitude of risks and benefits

We also performed ANOVA to test whether competdmased trust and
organizational position affected people’s perceggtiof the magnitude of risks and
benefits referred to by the organization. With relgio perceived magnitude of
risks, the analysis revealed a main effect of amgdional position,F(1, 69) =
7.98,p < .01,n? = .10, qualified by a significant Competence-ba3edst by
Organizational Position interactioff(1, 69) = 11.09p < .001,n% = .14. Simple
main effect analyses revealed that, in the caskigli competence-based trust,
participants who had read that the organization avasoponent of CCS judged the
risks associated with CCS to be smallgr £ 4.22,SD = 0.83) than participants
who had read that the organization was an opp@fe®€CS M =5.12,SD= 0.53),
F(1, 70) = 19.44p < .001. As predicted, in the case of low orgardzet
competence, participants’ judgments of risks did depend on whether the
organization was a proponeid £ 4.59,SD = 0.49) or an opponenti(= 4.52,SD
=0.60),F(1, 70) = 0.13p > .70. Thus, in line with predictions, perceptiafgisks
were only influenced by organizational position wiempetence-based trust was
high.

The reversed pattern of results appeared with dedar perceived
magnitude of benefits associated with CCS. Theyaimlrevealed a significant
main effect of organizational positioR(1, 69) = 14.11p < .001,n> = .17, and a
main effect of competence-based triEtl, 69) = 4.12p < .05,1? = .06, which
were qualified by a significant Competence-baseadillby Organizational Position
interaction, F(1, 69) = 31.42p < .001,n? = .31. Simple main effect analyses
revealed that, in the case of high competence-baast] participants judged the
benefits of CCS to be larger when the organizattas a proponentM = 5.56,SD
= 0.45) compared to an opponent of C&6+ 4.15,SD = 0.58),F(1, 70) = 43.02,
p < .001. In the case of low competence-based fpasticipants’ judgments of the
benefits did not depend on whether the organizatian a proponentM = 5.02,
SD= 0.86) or an opponenti(= 5.30,SD= 0.62),F(1, 70) = 1.61p > .21. Thus, in
line with predictions, perceptions of benefits wepmly influenced by
organizational position when competence-based tuest high. These findings
support the causal relationship between trust amdeptions of risks and benefits
as predicted on the basis of the causal chain model
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Mediation analysis

We used the stepwise procedure recommended by BawbiKenny (1986) to test
whether perceptions of the magnitude of risks arahebits mediated the
Competence-based Trust by Organizational Positimieraction on people’s
acceptance of CCS (i.e., the causal chain accaufgrenulated in Hypothesis 2).
First, mediation requires a significant effect bk tpredictor variable (i.e., the
interaction effect) on the outcome variable (iae¢eptance of CCS) as well as a
significant effect of the predictor variable on fhposed mediator(s). Both these
requirements were met, as indicated by the resel®rted above. Mediation
further requires a significant association betwienproposed mediator(s) and the
outcome variable after controlling for the indepemd variables and their
interaction. Whereas perceived magnitude of benefiisociated with CCS was
significantly related to acceptance of C@S=(.64,p < .001), perceived magnitude
of the risks was no$(= -.09,p > .43). Note that the zero-order correlation beve
risk judgments and acceptance of CCS was not &ignifas welli( = -.18,ns). As
such, only perceived benefits can potentially medihe Competence-based Trust
by Organizational Position interaction on peoplatxeptance of CCS. Finally,
mediation requires a significant reduction of timect effect on acceptance of CCS
after including perceived magnitude of benefitsaasediator in the equation.
Consistent with the mediation model, the interactieffect dropped to
nonsignificance after introduction of perceived é&f@s in the equationf(= .23,p

> .17). A Sobel test (MacKinnon, Lockwood, HoffmaiWest, & Sheets, 2002;
Sobel, 1982) confirmed that the reduction of thedi effect was significanz =
4.03, p < .001), indicating mediation. Hence, mediatioralgsis supported the
causal chain account of trust with perceived magitof benefits as a mediator
(the second element in the chain), but not wittcgiged magnitude of risks as a
mediator:

® Preacher and colleagud®reacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 200@cently launched an
alternative method (using bootstrapping) to test fwediation when two independent
variables interact to influence the proposed medjats is the case in our study. We also
used this method of analysis and found that whenpetence-based trust was high, the
conditional indirect effect of organizational pdmit on acceptance of CCS through
perceived benefits was significant, because the &&dfidence interval (0.57; 1.46) did not
include zero (0). When competence-based trust aasHowever, the conditional indirect
effect was not significant, because the 95% confideinterval (-0.66; 0.12) did include
zero (0). These results provide additional supfuorthe mediation model.
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Discussion

Study 2.1 has focused on the impact of competeaseebtrust in (and the position
of) an organization involved in CCS decision makargpeople’s risk and benefit
perceptions and their acceptance of CCS. Resufirieed our reasoning about
the higher diagnostic value of high competencedbasast relative to low
competence-based trust: People’s perceptions ofnmhgnitude of risks and
benefits as well as their acceptance of CCS wdheeimced by the organizational
position in the case of high competence-based, thugt not in the case of low
competence-based trust. Results also largely stggptre causal chain account of
trust, although perceptions of risks did not affgebple’s acceptance of CCS.

Study 2.2

The aim of Study 2.2 was to examine our predicticggarding the effects of
integrity-based trustWe hypothesized people ton counter torather than to go
along with the organizational position in the cabw integrity-based trust, while
effects of the organizational position would beslpsonounced in the case of high
integrity-based trust (Hypothesis 3). In accordanith the causal chain model, we
further hypothesized that perceptions of risks @edefits would mediate the
relationship between integrity-based trust and diganizational position on the
one hand, and people’s acceptance of CCS on tkee @ilypothesis 4). We used an
experimental design that paralleled that of Studyt@ test these hypotheses, with
the only difference that participants in Study 2were informed about
organizational integrity (in terms of honesty amteern) instead of organizational
competence as in Study 2.1.

Method
Participantsand design
The sample consisted of 75 undergraduate studemts feiden University (36
male and 39 female). These participants were rahdalocated to one of the four
experimental conditions of the 2 (integrity-basedst high vs. low) by 2
(organizational position regarding CCS implemenptatipro vs. con) between-
subjects factorial design.
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Procedure

The procedure of Study 2.2 largely followed thatStfidy 2.1. Participants first
read a brief description about recently developé&iSQechnology, after which
Organization A was introduced. This time, howevtre information about
Organization A contained the manipulation of orgational integrity. Participants
in the high integrity-based trust condition read:

“Organization A is known as rathdmonest In the past, the
organization turned oub offerobjective information at all times,
in spite of the organizational interests. Furthermore, the
organization has recently been proclaimed to be ajrthe most
reliable organizations by the Board of Journaligwacording to
the Board's report, one of the reasons for thiclaroation was
the organization’s virtuallgonstantwillingness to be open about
their activities and to answer critical questiofarthermore,
information offered by the organization has hareélyer been
misleading.”

Participants in the low integrity-based trust cdiodi read:

“Organization A is known as rathalishonest In the past, the
organization turned outot to offerobjective information at all
times, dependent othe organizational interests. Furthermore, the
organization has recently been proclaimed to be ajrthe least
reliable organizations by the Board of Journaligxacording to
the Board's report, one of the reasons for thiclaroation was
the organization’'sseldom willingness to be open about their
activities and to answer critical questions. Funtiare,
information offered by the organization hasften been
misleading.” (italics added to highlight the diieices between the
two texts).

Next, we manipulated the position of Organizatione§arding CCS, after
which participants read the risks and benefits @ated with CCS that the
organization referred to. Finally, participants @beted the questionnaire that
included the dependent variables (acceptance of,GCS .89; perceived
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magnitude of risksp = .73; perceived magnitude of benefils= .83) and the
manipulation checks (trust,= .97; organizational position).

Results
Manipulation checks
We performed an ANOVA with organizational integrignd organizational
position as independent variables and trust in dhganization as dependent
variable. This analysis revealed a strong mainceffer organizational integrity
only, F(1, 71) = 65.83p < .001,n” = .48. As intended, participants in the high-
integrity condition ¥ = 5.11, SD = 0.87) trusted the organization more than
participants in the low-integrity conditiorM( = 3.05, SD = 1.24). Thus, we
successfully manipulated integrity-based trust igadization A.

With regard to the organizational-position manipiola all participants in
the pro-CCS condition correctly answered that Omgdion A was a proponent of
CCS implementation, whereas all participants inabe-CCS condition correctly
answered that Organization A was an opponent of G{pEmentation.

Acceptance of CCS

We conducted an ANOVA with integrity-based trustigth vs. low) and
organizational position (pro vs. con) as independamiables and acceptance of
CCS as dependent variable. This analysis revehledtedicted Integrity-based
Trust by Organizational Position interactidf(1, 71) = 9.56p < .01,1° = .12. No
main effects were observed. Additional simple mefiiect analyses revealed that,
in the case of low integrity-based trust, partigiigaaccepted CCS more when the
organization was an opponei € 4.72,SD = 1.10) compared to a proponent of
CCS M = 3.59,SD= 1.31),F(1, 72) = 8.07p < .01. As expected, there was no
reliable effect of organizational position on peigants’ acceptance of CCS in the
case of high integrity-based trust(l, 72) = 2.77p = .10, although participants
tended to accept CCS to a greater extent whenrgamization was a proponemd (

= 4.78,SD = 1.23) compared to an opponent of CCS implemiemadM = 4.11,
SD= 1.39). These results support Hypothesis 3, whiated that people would run
counter to the organizational position in the aafSiew integrity-based trust, while
effects of the organizational position would beslpsonounced in the case of high
integrity-based trust.

41



Chapter 2

Percelved magnitude of risks and benefits

We performed ANOVA to test whether integrity-badedst and organizational
position affected perceptions of the risks and bEneommunicated by the
organization. With regard to perceived magnitudeisKs, the analysis revealed a
main effect of organizational position onfy(1, 69) = 4.27p < .05. Surprisingly,
participants who read that the organization wagsapgnent of CCS judged the
risks associated with CCS to be somewhat higher=(4.87,SD = 0.92) than
participants who read that the organization wasgponent of CCS\M = 4.36,SD

= 1.21), regardless of integrity-based trust. Ti@sult is inconsistent with the
causal chain account, on the basis of which weigest to find a significant
Integrity-based Trust by Organization Position iiatgion.

With regard to perceived magnitude of benefits essed with CCS, no
reliable main effects were observed, but the Intydprased Trust by
Organizational Position interaction was marginaliynificant,F(1, 71) = 2.77p =
.10.n% = .04. The pattern of means was in line with preoins though, in that
participants tended to run counter to the positiban untrustworthy organization.

Mediation analysis

We used the stepwise procedure recommended by BawbiKenny (1986) to test
whether perceptions of the magnitude of benefitgliated the Integrity-based
Trust by Organizational Position interaction onegtence of CCS (Hypothesis 4).
As reported above, we found the Integrity-basedsiThy Organizational Position
interaction effect on perceived magnitude of thendfies (i.e., the proposed
mediator), although it only reached marginal stiati$ significance § = .34,p =
.10). We entered the predictor variables and theieraction together with
perceived benefits in a regression analysis witlepiance of CCS as the outcome
variable. Although we obtained the required effetthe proposed mediator on
acceptance of CCS$ € .65,p < .001), the direct effect of Integrity-based Trig
Organization Position on acceptance remained sigmif ¢ = .38,p < .02) and
was not significantly reduced (Sobel z = 1.63; .10)® We disregarded perceived
risks as a potential mediating variable in thisdgtbecause we did not find the
required interaction effect. As such, we concluus the effect of integrity-based

® The bootstrapping procedure recommended by Preadecolleagues (2007) confirmed
these results: When integrity-based trust was ltve conditional indirect effect of

organizational position on acceptance of CCS thHnoymprceived benefits was not
significant @ = .13) because the 95% confidence interval (-10009) included zero (0),

while the same holds true for high integrity-basedt ( = .46).
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trust in interaction with organizational position acceptance of CCS was neither
mediated by the perceived magnitude of risks nothigyperceived magnitude of
benefits.

Discussion

Study 2.2 has focused on the impact of integrityelatrust in (and the position of)
an organization involved in decision making abo@SCon people’s risk and
benefit perceptions and their acceptance of CC3ingnwith predictions, people
ran counter to the organizational position in theecof integrity-based trust, while
the effect of organizational position on acceptaot€CS was only marginal in
the case of high integrity-based trust. We didfimat evidence for the causal chain
model's prediction that perceived risks and begefitediated the relationship
between integrity-based trust and organizationaitipm on the one hand, and
people’s acceptance of CCS on the other.

General discussion

Carbon dioxide capture and storage technology (d€8urrently considered an
important climate change mitigation option, but lzilacceptance will be crucial
for successful implementation of this technology. tBe basis of the causal model
proposed by Siegrist (2000) we hypothesized pesptaist in organizations
involved in CCS decision making to affect their gegations of the magnitude of
risks and benefits associated with CCS, which in twere expected to affect their
acceptance of CCS. We extended the causal chaialmgdiistinguishing between
competence-based trust in organizations (i.e.,t thessed on organizational
experience and expertise) and integrity-based inustganizations (i.e., trust based
on organizational honesty and concern). Moreoves, tasted the causal chain
account of trust for both these types of trust sans of experimental designs,
thereby complementing previous work that used tattomal data to test this
model.

Our research demonstrates the importance of pulblist in CCS
stakeholders by showing that competence-based angstintegrity-based trust in
organizations affect people’s acceptance of CCfereffitly. Study 2.1 showed that
people’s judgments about the magnitude of risks bedefits as well as their
acceptance of CCS were affected by the organiztigosition only in the case of
high competence-based trust. That is, when competeased trust was high,
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people followed the organizational position in tttey accepted CCS to a greater
extent when the organization was a proponent rater an opponent of CCS.
Study 2.2 further supported our reasoning by shguhiat reversed effects occur in
the case of integrity-based trust: Organizatioritpn reliably affected people’s
responses only when integrity-based trust was Iowhis case, that is, people ran
counter to the organizational position and becarneemegative about CCS when
the organization was a proponent compared to anrapy of CCS. These studies
support our reasoning based on the information awtny principle in ability and
integrity judgments.

The current experimental research offers supparttiie causal chain
account of trust, but this was only the case fompetence-based trust. As
predicted, perceived benefits (but not perceivesttsii mediated the interaction
effect of competence-based trust and organizatigmadition on people’s
acceptance of CCS. In the case of integrity-based, thowever, people seemed to
arrive at their attitudes toward CCS through aedédht process. Consistent with
Ajzen (2001) who noted that attitudes can eithechgnition-based or emotion-
based, we argue that competence-based trust may &etivated a cognitive
response mode that is relevant for judging the mad@ of prespecified risks and
benefits (which is a cognitive task). Accordingbgople’s acceptance of CCS can
be considered the result of cognitive judgments,(perceived risks and benefits)
in the case of competence-based trust.

Integrity-based trust, on the other hand, may restesated an emotional
response mode that is less likely to affect cogmijudgments about risks and
benefits. Maybe people’s level of acceptance of @as be considered a more
immediate response on the basis of emotions aetivhy integrity-based trust,
using judgments of benefits as a way to retrospelgtijustify their own position
about CCS. People may have reasoned like: “I dotnat this organization.
Because it is a proponent of CCS, | oppose itstipoasiand will reject CCS
because...the benefits of CCS are not that great alft&.” Future research may

" Baron and Kenny's (1986) procedure revealed sugporthis reasoning. The marginal

Integrity-based Trust by Organizational Positiotefaction on perceived benefits (i.e., the
outcome variable) dropped to nonsignificange=(-.09, p = .60) when people’s acceptance
of CCS (i.e., the newly proposed mediator) wasuidet! in the analysis. The reduction of
the direct effect was significant, Sobel z = 2.8% .01, indicating mediation. Moreover,

tests of the conditional indirect effects (Preackeal., 2007) showed that acceptance of
CCS mediated the effect of organizational positanperceived magnitude of the benefits
in the case of low integrity-based trust (95% ocdeifice interval: -1.27; -0.22; p < .01), but
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more explicitly test the validity of this post hegplanation, for example by also
assessing the emotions that people experiencediticadto their more cognitive
judgments about risk and benefits.

The differences observed in the current studiewdst competence-based
and integrity-based trust yield an interesting aiddito the debate about the most
accurate order of variables related to public atzoeq®e of new technologies and
hazardous activities (i.e., trust in organizatioperceived risks, and perceived
benefits). On the one hand, our research suppbets(dognitive) causal chain
account for competence-based trust, but it alsgesig that alternative (more
emotion-based) processes may play a role in the @bmtegrity-based trust. The
processes that we propose (i.e., justificationraf’® willingness to accept CCS by
means of judgments about benefits) resemblesatisociationist viewof trust
(Eiser et al., 2002; Poortinga & Pidgeon, 2005)hat in this view perceptions of
the magnitude of benefits are also considered tihdeesult rather than the cause
of a general attitude toward CCS. Accordingly, idipishing between
competence-based and integrity-based trust maytbegsolve the debate between
the two competing theoretical accounts of trustthBaccounts may be valid, but
for different forms of trust.

The current results suggest that the perceivedfitem®mminate people’s
level of acceptance of CCS implementation, regasdtd the potential downsides.
Trust affected people’s risk perceptions in Studly, But in both studies perceived
risks were less relevant to people’s acceptancgG8. Nevertheless, by no means
do we claim that people’s perceptions of risks hawepredictive value for their
acceptance of CCS. After all, we cannot rule oet plossibility that the results
regarding the marginal role of risk perception®ur studies can be attributed to,
for example, specific characteristic of the risksgented (e.g., lack of catastrophic
potential) or the fact that we had participantsggighrespecified risk (rather than
their own intuitive thoughts about potential riskilote, however, that results of
the current research are in line with previous asde suggesting that public
acceptance of new technologies (including CCS) ratnangly relates to perceived
benefits than to perceived risks (Siegrist, 20Qikushige et al., 2007). Identifying
the conditions under which perceptions of bendditsweigh the importance of

not in the case of high integrity-based trust (9%&8n6fidence interval: -0.12; 0.99; p = .14).
These results suggest that people directly displegative reactions to organizational
positions when integrity-based trust is low, andymae judgments of the magnitude of
benefits associated with CCS to legitimize thegatae reactions.
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perceived risks or vice versa is an issue to addrefuture research. For example,
an interesting possibility for future on-site ramiais to examine whether risk

perceptions may be a more potent determinant oépance of CCS among

residents living nearby a storage site, while bénheSsociated with CCS may be a
key factor for acceptance of those residing atgeladistance.

All in all, our research highlights the role of pigbtrust in CCS
stakeholders in the process of creating public @ecee of CCS. Accordingly,
CCS is promising as a strategy to achieve climhtnge mitigation, but whether
or not it will actually be employed does not soletlepend on specific
characteristics of this technology but on charasties of the organizations
involved as well.
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Organizational motives and communications’

reventing climate change is among the greatestr@mwiental challenges

facing the world today. Experts agree that climeitange has important

(negative) consequences for environments and &giétee, e.g., IPCC,
2007; Sundblad, Biel, & Garling, 2007), and that thcrease of carbon dioxide in
the atmosphere is related to climate change. Aroitapt potential strategy to
mitigate climate change is through implementatibrrezently developed carbon
dioxide capture and storage technology (CCS). Tditinology involves 1) the
capture of carbon dioxide in power plants at rede@3 the transport of the carbon
dioxide captured to underground sites, such astigphas fields, and 3) the long-
term storage of the carbon dioxide in these sitdthough CCS is potentially
promising, successful implementation of CCS wilbeled on public acceptance of
this technology. In turn, public acceptance of soelv technologies depends to a
considerable extent on people’s trust in the owmgions involved in the
development, decision making, and use of thesentéafies (Siegrist, 2000; see
also Chapter 2 of this thesis). In the case of Cli8se organizations include
environmental NGOs, industrial organizations, sifien institutions, and
government bodies.

Imagine you are part of the management of an imdiusprofit
organization involved in the development of CCStextogy. You are positive that
CCS will help to mitigate climate change and, tfame you think it should be
implemented on a large scale. Because you are dhairgzour organization may
be seen by the general public as focusing on ecangain rather than anything
else, you instruct your PR-staff to prepare infdioma to communicate the
environmental benefits of this technology. The idederlying this strategy is that
the communication of public-serving arguments magate a more favorable
impression of the organization. The present rebeaxamines the likelihood that
such communications have positive effects on comparaluations, which is
importantto achieve public support for the introduction @@&technology.

8 This chapter is based on Terwel, Harinck, Ellemarsd Daamen (in press) and has
therefore been written in first-person plural.
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We designed this research to examine trust in agaons involved in
CCS as a function of inferred organizational mativand organizational
communications. We aim to show that inferred pubéicving motives instigate
more public trust in organizations than inferredyasrization-serving motives.
Moreover, we aim to show that it is the degree amingruency between
organizational communications and inferred motivather than the objective
content of organizational communications that leads to joublrust in
organizations. Finally, we aim to demonstrate that relationship is mediated by
perceived honesty. To achieve these goals, we #sstessed how inferred
organizational motives relate to public trust igamizations in a field study, and
then conducted two experimental studies to exantime effects of different
communications on trust in organizations in moreitie

Trust

Public trust is important because the effectivecfioming of organizations in
society depends on the extent to which people theste organizations (Fukuyama,
1995). Research in the field of risk perception aist communication indeed
suggests that under conditions in which personawkedge about an issue is
lacking, public opinions depend on the extent tacwhmembers of the general
public trust the organizations involved in the msg&iegrist & Cvetkovich, 2000).
For example, previous research showed that peoplenare willing to accept the
use of gene technology to the extent that they thase responsible for regulating
and using this technology (Siegrist, 1999, 2000).

Trust is often defined as “a psychological statmgsing the intention to
accept vulnerability based upon positive expeatatiof the intentions or behavior
of another” (following Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & @arer, 1998, p. 395). Thus,
whether people have positive expectations abouintieations of an organization
influences their trust in this organization. Thieqess is illustrated by research on
the relationship between trust and organizatioeplutations (e.g., De Ruyter,
Wetzels, & Kleijnen, 2001; Jarvenpaa, TractinskyV&ale, 2000). For example,
research by Jarvenpaa and colleagues (2000) iedidhtit assessments of the
trustworthiness of internet book- and travel stafegended upon the reputations of
these stores. The more a person perceived a @ositganizational reputation, the
more this organization was trusted. In fact, peopkre more willing to buy
products from these organizations as a result ghdri levels of trust. These
findings show the benefits of achieving public truSimilarly, in the light of
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environmental issues such as decision making aB@& implementation, public
trust in CCS stakeholders is important to consatet depends upon how people
perceive these organizations.

Organizational motives

We propose that people decide whether or not &1 &ra organization on the basis
of the motives that they think underlie the polanyd actions of the organization.

Organizational motives can be thought of as thesaes why an organization

engages in certain actions and initiatives. Fomgta, CCS stakeholders may be
seen by the general public as being motivated psogpect of economic benefits,

or by a prospect of contributing to a cleaner emvinent. Because members of the
general public will tend to value certain motivegpoothers, they can be expected
to trust certain organizations more than othersetan the inferences they make
about the motives underlying the policy and actiohhese organizations.

When examining organizational motives, two printipjges of motives
can be distinguished?ublic-serving motives reflect organizational concern for
public welfare and benefits of people outside ttgapization (i.e., members of the
general public) Organization-servingnotives refer to a focus of the organization
on economic gain and maximization of benefits fbe torganization itself
(Forehand & Grier, 2003). In the literature, vadgather labels have been used to
refer to these two types of motives, such as aglituversus egoistic motives (e.g.,
Batson, 1994, 1996), other-centered versus setboesh motives (e.g., Ellen,
Mohr, & Webb, 2000), societal interest versus sakrest (e.g., Funk, 2000), and
external goals versus internal goals (e.g., Nilssam Borgstede, & Biel, 2004).
We adopt the terminology proposed by Forehand amer @003) to distinguish
between public-serving and organization-servingivestbecause this terminology
best matches the organizational level of the reséar

We anticipated public trust to be higher for orgations that are
perceived to be guided by public-serving motivesntiior organizations that are
perceived to act upon organization-serving motivdthough it seems likely that
public-serving motives (such as concern for envitental issues, public health
and safety) and organization-serving motives (sashincreasing organizational
profits, improving organizational image) have a onajimpact on public
perceptions of the organization, it is yet unknolow these different motives

® Forehand and Grier (2003) originally used the tdimm-serving motives instead of
organization-serving maotives.
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influence public trust in organizations. In Studyl,3we examined the effect of
inferred public-serving and organizational-servingtives on public trust in CCS
stakeholders. In Study 3.2 and Study 3.3, we furttixamined how organizational
communications about public-serving and organizaserving motives affect
levels of public trust in organizations.

Study 3.1

Study 3.1 examined whether people tend to ascalgcplar motives to particular
CCS stakeholders. Moreover, we assessed how thesgemnferences affect
public trust in these organizations, which includieste environmental NGOs and
three industrial stakeholders. As argued abovehypothesized that trust in these
CCS stakeholders would depend on people’s beligfsuta whether these
organizations act upon public-serving motives dr @gon organization-serving
motives. Specifically, we predicted that membersthe general public would
generally expect environmental NGOs to be concemigidl CCS out of public-
serving motives (Hypothesis 1a). At the same tiwwne predicted that members of
the general public would generally expect indusbiganizations to be involved in
CCS out of organization-serving motives (Hypothesib). Second, we
hypothesized that the overall level of trust in N&3@ould be higher than the level
of trust in industry (Hypothesis 2). Third, we hyjpesized that higher levels of
trust in NGOs would be due to the nature of therr®d organizational motive
(Hypothesis 3). Because differences in public trosty also be caused by
differential levels of perceived competence of thiganizations in question (see
Chapter 2 of this thesis), we measured perceivgdnizational competence to rule
out the possibility that different levels of trustere caused by differences in
perceived organizational competence (instead aiiafl organizational motives,
as predicted).

Method
Participants
A sample of 264 Dutch citizens completed a questime on the World Wide Web
in which they answered questions concerning eiéimeenvironmental NGO or an
industrial organization. Advertisements in nationalvspapers and on the internet
served to make people aware of the questionnairéottary for 25 euros gift
vouchers served as an incentive to participate.stingple consisted of individuals

50



Organizational motives and communications

between 18 and 88 years of alye£ 38.05,SD= 14.35) of which 25.8 percent was
male. We asked respondents about several demogsafdg., highest level of

education completed), and checked whether theseogtaphics affected

participants’ responses to our central measuresai®e these variables did not
significantly influence the pattern of the resuiltey will not be discussed any
further.

Procedure and dependent variables

For the study, we selected three environmental N@&BOd three industrial
stakeholders. After a brief introduction about C@&hnology, respondents
answered to the question whether they had evedhwagach of the organizations
selected for the study. These were real organizaftioat are currently active in the
Netherlands. Then, respondents answered questionsemming their opinions
about either an environmental NGO or an industnighnization, depending on the
experimental condition they were randomly assigiwed he specific organization
that was selected for further inquiry was randosdiected from the organizations
that participants had acknowledged to be familiathwAs a result of this
procedure, 143 respondents answered questions abeuf three environmental
NGOs and 121 respondents responded to questiong abe of three industrial
organizations. The first question assessed puhlist tin the organization and
subsequent questions assessed inferred organedatratives and organizational
competence.

Public trust.In this study, we assessed public trust with glsiguestion
“To what extent do you trushe organizatio®™° (1 =not at all 7 =very much
This question parallels the item used in previouwkwto assess trust in risk
regulators (Miles & Frewer, 2003).

Inferred organizational motivesSix questions asked respondents about
their perceptions of the reasons for the orgarumaith question to be involved in
CCS. For each of these six possible motives, repus had to indicate the extent
to which they agreed that these were likely to ldedorganization to participate in
the CCS project (1 =completely disagree7 = completely agrée Principal
components analysis (PCA) with varimax rotationtbese six items revealed a
solution with two orthogonal factors explaining 6% of the variance. The first
factor comprised organization-serving motives (eegonomic gain, organizational

19 |nstead of the organizatioh in the items reported in the current report, Grstents
actually read the name of one of the six orgaronasti
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image) and explained 41.1% of the variance in tidvidual items. The second
factor captured public-serving motives (e.g., conder the environment, concern
for public well-being) and explained 37.4% of therignce in the individual items

(see Appendix at the end of this chapter for irdiral items and factor loadings).
We calculated standardized factor scores and subs#y created a single

"inferred organizational motive” score by subtragtithe organization-serving

motive score from the public-serving motive sc@eores above zero (0) on this
variable point to the dominance of public-servingtimes over organization-

serving motives; scores beneath zero (0) indidaedbminance of organization-
serving motives over public-serving motivés.

Organizational competenc&hree items assessed perceived organizational
competencéo = .81), ‘The organizatiorhas a lot of knowledge about greenhouse
gasses and technologies. THe organizationhas the ability to apply relevant
knowledge.”, and The organizationhas a lot of experience with regard to
greenhouse gasses and technologies.” @ompletely disagree7 = completely

agree.

Results
Public trust
Analysis of variance (ANOVA) with type of organikat as between-subjects
factor and public trust as dependent variable fledea significant effect of type of
organizationF(1, 262) = 19.27p < .001,1? = .07. Respondents reported to trust
environmental NGOsM = 5.02,SD = 1.41) more than industrial organizatiois (
= 4.27,SD= 1.34). This result was consistent with the hizgpsts that members of
the general public have more trust in environmeMN&Os than in industrial
organizations.

™ We also assessed inferred organizational motiyesiéans of an open-format question
which read “Why do you thinkhe organizatiorparticipates in the carbon dioxide capture
and storage project?”. Responses to this questere Vargely comparable to the concerns
that we formulated in the six closed-format infer@rganizational motives questions. The
dominant response with regard to NGOs was thatetlmeganizations were believed to

participate in the project out of concern for thiblic interest (e.g., “In order to protect the

environment, that is, the health of the earth a6 aemankind.”). The dominant response
with regard to industrial organizations pointedoaganizational interest as the reason to
participate in the project (e.g., “It will probalihenefit from it.”). Thus, we were successful

in tapping inferred organizational motives by meahslosed-format questions, which we

preferred for use in the analyses.
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Inferred organizational motives

We conducted ANOVA with type of organization asépdndent variable and the
inferred organizational motive score (the differeetween the two factor scores)
as dependent variable to test the hypothesis regpiidferred organizational
motives. This analysis revealed a significant eflgfctype of organizationk(1,
262) = 190.69p < .001,n? = .43. The effect indicated that members of theegeal
public ascribed different motives to the two typ#sorganizations. In fact, the
inferred organizational motive score for both typésorganizations significantly
differed from zero, indicating that respondentsutitt that environmental NGOs
acted primarily upon public-serving motivdd € 0.85,SD = 1.03),t(142) = 9.82,
p < .001, and that industrial organizations acteuin@rily upon organization-
serving motivesNl = -1.01,SD = 1.12),1(120) = -9.97,p < .001. These results
supported the hypotheses concerning inferred azgianal motives.

Organizational competence

In order to exclude the possibility that differahtiorganizational competence
(instead of inferred motives) accounted for the@fbn public trust, we performed
an ANOVA to check whether perceived organizatioc@mnpetence differed for
environmental NGOs and industrial organizationsisTanalysis revealed no
significant differencest(1, 264) = .08ns Environmental NGOsM = 4.67,SD=
0.89) and industrial organizations! (= 4.65,SD = 0.94) were considered equally
competent with regard to the issue under considerdtience, differential inferred
organizational competence cannot account for tfectebn public trust that we
found in this study.

Mediation analysis

Hypothesis 3, which stated that the difference iablig trust between
environmental NGOs and industrial organizations lvdae due to the nature of
inferred motives, received support from mediatioralgsis. We followed the
stepwise procedure specified by Baron and Kenng@)l%o test for mediation.
Support for the hypothesis that respondents trudte@s more than the industrial
organizations implied that the predictor affected dependent variabl@ € .26,p

< .001). Support for the hypothesis that resporsderpected NGOs and industrial
organizations to act upon different motives indcathat the predictor impacted
upon the proposed mediat@r £ .65,p < .001). Another requirement for mediation
is a significant association between the proposeediator (i.e., inferred
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organizational motive) and the dependent variable., ( public trust). We
established that the inferred organizational motgere correlated significantly
with the public trust measure after controlling fioe type of organizatiorg (= .56,

p < .001), as required. The final requirement iggaiicant reduction of the direct
effect of type of organization on trust after irsin of the proposed mediator in
the analysis. The effect of type of organization pblic trust was no longer
significant after inclusion of the inferred orgaatibnal motive score as a mediator
in the analysisf{ = -.10,p = .15). A Sobel test (MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman
West, & Sheets, 2002; Sobel, 1982) confirmed that reduction of the direct
effect was significantz = 6.86,p < .001, indicating mediation. Furthermore, we
followed the bootstrapping procedure recommendeBrepacher and Hayes (2004)
for estimating indirect effects. This procedureoadsipported the mediation model
because zero (0) was not included in the 95% cendééd interval (0.18; 0.35). See
Figure 3.1 for a schematic representation of thdiatien model? Thus, Study 3.1
showed that the difference in public trust betwesvironmental NGOs and
industrial organizations can be accounted for gried organizational motives.

Discussion

Study 3.1 has shown that people expect NGOs tagpan public-serving motives
and expect industrial organizations to act uponawoization-serving motives.
Moreover, on the basis of Study 3.1 we were ablsulostantiate the claim that
NGOs are generally more likely to be trusted thagustrial organizations as a
result of these inferred organizational motivediddg about the competence of the
organizations did not cause these differencesust.tAs such, Study 3.1 provided
support for all three hypotheses.

The use of a single item to measure trust in C@Rebiblders may be
raised as a possible limitation of this study. &Fritem measures make it
impossible to test internal consistency reliabil{/anous, Reichers, & Hudy,
1997). We concur with Selnes (1998), however, thait can be thought of as a
unidimensional construct that is directly accessiol the respondent and, for this
reason, it makes sense to use a single-item meafticest.

2Note that both the organization-serving motive (-.23,p < .001) and the public-serving
motive ¢ = .46,p < .001) correlated significantly with the leveltofist in organizations in
the expected direction, and that using both thes@bles as separate covariates in the
analysis revealed similar results: Both covariatese significantf < .001), whereas the
effect of type of organization on public trust agairopped to non-significance € .28)
when these separate motive scores were includetdmtors.
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Figure 3.1 Schematic representation of inferred organizatiomatives mediating
the effect of type of organization on trust in orgations.

Inferred
motives

Type of
organization

B=.26%/p=-.10

*p<.001 Sobet = 6.86,p < .001

Study 3.1 is important because it provided emgievéence that inferred
organizational motives are an important determinahtthe level of trust in
organizations. We found support for this idea bynparing NGOs and industrial
organizations in terms of organizational motived @nblic trust. This first study
was correlational in nature, however, as it assksmaturally occurring
motivational inferences among the general publicelation to specific existing
organizations. Thus, even though we randomly assligrarticipants to rate either
environmental NGOs or to assess industrial orgtinize, we relied on their
preexisting views of these organizations. In thetr®o studies, we use an
experimental approach to examine whether and h@anizations can instigate
trust through communications.

Study 3.2

Organizational communications

Study 3.2 addressed the question of whether orgtmis that are seen to act upon
organization-serving motives can elevate publicsttrioy expressing (more
positively valued) public-serving motives. Orgartiaaal communications provide
an organization with the possibility to create dfedent and more positive
impression, which may help to instigate public trirs the organization. An
industrial organization that aims to increase publipport for its actions faces a
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communication dilemma, however. That is, when thdustrial organization

communicates public-serving motives (such as conéar a clean environment),
the content of the statement is positively valued imcongruent with public

inferences about the organizations’ motives. By t@st, when an industrial

organization communicates that the organizationaitipn and actions stem from
organization-serving motives (such as economic fiteshethe content of the

statement is less positively valued but congruettt wublic inferences about the
organizations’ motives. There may be a trade-ofiveen value and congruency of
organizational motives concerning the instigationrost. We examined this issue
in Study 3.2.

Despite that some motives are more highly valuad tithers, we expected
that incongruence between inferred organizationatives and communicated
motives would instigate less trust than congrueiite. reason for this prediction
was the idea that people do not only respond to dbgctive content of
organizational communications, but also are awaaé d¢rganizations may engage
in strategic communications. That is, organizationgy communicate exactly
those motives that they expect the general puldices. When arguments are
incongruent with expectations, this may lead theegal public to think that the
motive communicated does not represent a genuineeco of the organization.
Indeed, research on corporate societal marketingM()Cand corporate social
responsibility (CSR) activities has shown that whileople generally appreciate
organizations that are sensitive to the sociefaktsf of their activities, expressing
public-serving motives does not necessarily berefjanizational reputations. To
be precise, expressing public-serving motives magneharm the way the
organization is evaluated when people infer ultetianization-serving motives
(Ellen et al., 2000; Ellen, Webb, & Mohr, 2006; €band & Grier, 2003; Yoon,
Gurhan-Canli, & Schwarz, 2006). For example, Yood aolleagues (2006) found
that CSR activities only improved company evalusiavhen people believed that
sincere public-serving motives were the reasonctonpanies to be involved in
CSR activities. This reasoning aligns with priorrkwdy Frewer and colleagues
(Frewer, Howard, Hedderley, & Shepherd, 1996) winggested that a priori trust
in industry as a source of information may be reddy low “because the public
believes the source is protecting its own intereatier than providing good
information out of concern for public welfare” @84).

Based on this reasoning and previous research,xwected people to
perceive an industrial organization to be dishongken it communicates an
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environmental argument for CCS implementation bseauwill be seen as failing
to acknowledge its “true” organization-serving meti By comparison, we
predicted communicating arguments congruent witferiad organizational
motives to result in greater perceived honestyefdrganization. In other words, a
gas company that advocates CCS on the basis aifdtis for the environment
(i.e., expression of a public-serving motive) may deen as dishonest and hence
may be trusted less than when the same organizatimkes an organization-
serving (e.g., economic) argument to support itsitipm. Thus, we hypothesized
that — instead of the nature of the motives comgated in itself — it would be the
congruencybetween organizational communications and infewweghnizational
motives that determined trust, with congruence iteadto more trust than
incongruence (Hypothesis 4). Furthermore, we hyggiled that perceived honesty
of organizations would mediate the relationshipwleein congruency and trust
(Hypothesis 5). We tested these predictions by m@dran experimental design,
which allowed us to cross organizational commuitcat with organizational
motives.

Method
Participantsand design
Seventy-eight undergraduate students from Leideivddsity participated in the
study (20 men and 58 women). Participants werearmhdallocated to one of the
conditions of the 2 (communicated argument: envirental argument vs.
economic argument) by 2 (source: environmental NG@s industrial
organizations) between-subjects design. Participadch received € 3,-upon
completion of the experiment.

Procedure

Participants arriving at the laboratory were seateskparate cubicles containing a
personal computer to provide the instructions améstjonnaires. In order to

inform them about the topic under considerationstigipants first read an

introductory text about energy producing system&eghouse gasses, global
warming and CCS technology (this text containedrimition derived from de

Best-Waldhober, Daamen, and Faaij, 2006). Then,emd#gnt upon the

experimental condition, participants read that@ugrof environmental NGOs or a
group of industrial organizations had written aartpabout CCS. After asking

participants to what extent they thought that thmup of organizations (NGOs or
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industry) based their opinion about CCS either onirenmental concerns or on

economic concerns (indicative of the inferred oigational motive), they read

what was presented as a part of the report. This ¢entained either an

environmental or an economic argument in favor &SCimplementation (see

below). Finally, participants completed a questairm containing assessments of
their trust in the organizations in question angirtiperceptions of organizational

honesty.

Public-serving and or ganization-serving arguments

The arguments communicated were pretested in aigtidy in which participants
(N = 30 undergraduate students from Leiden Univergitynale and 21 female)
read the same introductory text as used in theabstiwdy and then rated ten
arguments in favor of CCS technology. These argisnealso included
environmental and economic arguments. The diffeagguiments were presented in
random order to rule out order effects. The objectif the pilot study was to select
arguments for the main studies that were seen @algaredible and predictable
because differential credibility and predictabilgf/the arguments could affect the
level of public trust in the organizations.

Participants rated the arguments on the stateméntsonsider this
argument in favor of new CCS technology to be tiedl, and “I consider this
argument in favor of new CCS technology to be mtadhle.” (1 =not at all 7 =
very much. Based upon the results of repeated measures A@¥ selected two
arguments for use in Study 3.2. The environmemtalraent selected for Study 3.2
stated that power plants suited to capture carbmxidé will cause less
acidification than current power plants, which néficial for the environment.
The economic argument stated that CCS implementatiould stimulate the
growth of Dutch export and service provision in thiure, which is beneficial for
the economy. We selected these arguments becausated measures ANOVA
with type of argument as within-subject factor heit revealed a significant
difference between the two arguments with regardrédibility, F(1, 29) = 1.22,
ns nor with regard to predictability5(1, 29) = 1.28ns Hence, the pilot study
showed that participants perceived these envirotahemd economic arguments
as equally credible and predictable and theref@eselected these for use in Study
3.2.
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Dependent variables

Source manipulation checkone question served to assess the adequacy of the
manipulation of the source of communication. Thamitasked “Which group of
organizations has written the report?”. Participah&d to choose one of three
alternatives, 1) a group of environmental NGOs, &)group of industrial
organizations, or 3) another group of organizations

Inferred organizational motives.Two questions, posed prior to the
manipulation of the argument, assessed inferrednizgtional motives: “To what
extent do you expect the position of the group @faaizations to result from
environmental considerations?” and “To what extimiyou expect the position of
the group of organizations to result from econoounsiderations?” (1 not at all
7 =very much These questions allowed us to determine congsubatween the
argument communicated and the inferred motive esthurce.

Trust Trust was assessed with three items-(.84), “To what extent do
you trustthe group of organizatior?s, “To what extent does the argument ttegt
group of organizationgrovides inspires trust?”, and “To what extent ym
considerthe group of organizationt be trustworthy?” (1 =ot at all 7 =very
much.

Perceived honestyPerceived honesty was assessed with three items (
.85), “To what extent do you considire group of organization® be honest?”,
“To what extent do you think thétte group of organizationspeaks the truth?” and
“To what extent do you think thahe group of organizationdias a hidden
agenda?” (reverse coded; het at all 7 =very much

Results
Sour ce manipulation check
All seventy-eight participants responded to theckhef the source manipulation
correctly. Participants in the NGOs condition an®de that a group of
environmental NGOs had written the report. Paréinip in the industry condition
answered that a group of industrial organizatica iritten the report.

Inferred organizational motives

We conducted an ANOVA with type of organizationbetween-subjects variable
and inferred environmental concern as dependergblar This analysis revealed a
significant effect for type of organizatioff(1, 75)= 87.80,p < .001,1> = .54.
Consistent with Study 3.1, participants expectedrenmental NGOsNI = 5.78,
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SD = 1.21) more than industrial organizatiohd £ 2.95,SD = 1.45) to base their
position about CCS on environmental concerns. Alainanalysis performed on
economic concern revealed a significant effecttfge of organization as well,
F(1, 75)= 119.03p < .001,7* = .61. Participants expected industrial organimeti
(M = 6.13,SD = 0.99) more than environmental NGQ4 € 2.90,SD = 1.55) to
base their position about CCS on economic concefhsis, we successfully
created conditions in which the provision of an ismmental argument was
consistent with the inference of environmental @ns associated with the public-
serving motive (in the case of NGOs) and in whioh provision of an economic
argument was consistent with the inference of ecoo@oncerns associated with
the organization-serving motive (in the case ofistdal organizations).

Trust

Hypothesis 4 stated that congruence between typerg#nization and type of
communicated argument would lead to higher levélsust in the organizations
than incongruence We conducted an ANOVA with typerganization and type of
communicated argument as between-subject factadstraist as the dependent
variable to test this prediction. The analysis ed®@ no main effects for type of
organization and type of communicated argumenty tm interaction predicted,
F(1, 74) = 3.81,p = .055,11> = .05. Planned contrasts between the congruent
conditions (1) and the incongruent conditions &lipwed that the mean level of
trust in the congruent conditions differed from taeel of trust in the incongruent
conditions,F(1, 76)= 3.90,p = .052.Consistent with the hypothesis, participant
had more trust in organizations in the congruendamns M = 4.12,SD = 1.24)
than in the incongruent conditions (= 3.55,SD = 1.28). See Figure 3.2 for a
schematic representation.

Perceived honesty

We performed an ANOVA with type of organization atype of communicated
argument as between-subject factors and perceivrdsty as dependent variable,
which revealed a main effect for type of organmatiF(1, 74) = 10.94p = .001,

n? = .13, qualified by a significant interactiof(1, 74) = 7.44p < .01,n% = .09.
Planned contrasts between the congruent condit{@hsand the incongruent
conditions (-1) showed that the mean level of peeckhonesty in the congruent
conditions differed from the level of perceived bBety in the incongruent
conditions F(1, 76)= 6.28,p < .02. Perceived honesty was higher in the congruent

60



Organizational motives and communications

conditions M = 4.13,SD = 1.06) than in the incongruent conditiois £ 3.45,SD
=1.35).

Figure 3.2 Trust in environmental NGOs and industrial orgatians as a function
of type of argument.

44
427 O Environmental

4 argument
38 .
36 - B Economic

argument
34
32 .
Environmental Industrial
NGOs organizations

Mediation analysis

Hypothesis 5 stated that perceived honesty wouldiate the relationship between
congruency and trust in organizations. To testiediation, we again followed the
procedure recommended by Baron and Kenny (1986hoted above, we already
found the required congruency effect on the depandmiable, trustf{ = .22). We
also found the congruency effect on the proposediater, perceived honest €
.28). The third requirement for mediation is a #igant correlation between the
proposed mediator (perceived honesty) and the diep¢nvariable (trust) after
controlling for congruency, which we fouripl= .79,p < .001)"® Finally, we found
that the effect of congruency on trust droppeddosignificance after inclusion of
the proposed mediator (perceived honesty) in theaon ¢ = .00, ng. The
decrease of this effect was significant (Soket 2.44,p < .02), indicating

13 There is good theoretical reason to assume thesdtp and trust are highly correlated but
different concepts. We used structural equation eting to test whether the two-factor
model (trust and honesty as separate factorsyifitte data better than the single-factor
model. The two-factor model fitted the data beér(8) = 11.03; NNFI = .98; CFI = .99;
RMSEA = .07) than the single-factor modegf (9) = 22.02; NNFI = .93; CFIl = .96;
RMSEA = .14). This difference was significanty” = 10.99,p < .001, indicating support
for distinguishing between trust and honesty degpieir high correlation.
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mediation. Again, we applied the bootstrapping métrecommended by Preacher
and Hayes (2004) for estimating indirect effectsc&use zero (0) was not included
in the 95% confidence interval (0.06; 0.51), thimgedure also supported the
mediation model represented in Figure 3.3.

Figure 3.3 Schematic representation of perceived honesty atiadithe effect of
congruency on trust in organizations.

Perceived
honesty

Congruency

/ \

B=.22,p=.052/p=.00,ns

*p<.05, *p<.001 Sobet=2.44p< .05

Discussion
Study 3.2 has shown that CCS organizations thatbateeved to act upon
organization-serving motives (industrial organiaasi) cannot build trust by simply
communicating that their position is based on mpositively valued public-
serving motives. The central prediction in thisdstuvas that the degree of
congruence between inferred organizational motivesd organizational
communications would determine perceived honestythaf organizations in
guestion and, in turn, would affect trust in thegganizations. Results offered
support for this reasoning, indicating that incaregice between organizational
communications and inferred organizational motiveduces less trust than
congruence. As such, Study 3.2 complements previegsarch that showed that
people sometimes negatively evaluate firms thatimrelved in CSR activities,
despite the public-serving character of these dietsv(e.g., Forehand & Grier,
2003; Yoon et al., 2006). That is, our results gsgghat members of the public
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may easily suspect firms involved in such actigitte pursue some organization-
serving motive, instead of acting out of genuineassn for the public welfare.

Study 3.3

In Study 3.3, we examined whether organizations$ &na believed to act upon
organization-serving motives can preserve puhlisttby expressing a combination
of public-serving motives and organization-servimgtives. This study extends
Study 3.2 in which has been shown that organizatitvat are perceived to act
upon organization-serving motives cannot simply vaie public trust by
communicating public-serving motives in supporttadir positions. That is, Study
3.3 focuses on whether organizations can raise sugxpressing public-serving
motives in addition to conveying their “true” orgzation-serving motives (which
is considered diagnostic of the true reason footiganizational position).

Based on findings in Study 3.2 one might expectpfedo mistrust an
industrial organization that communicates an emvirental argument, regardless
of whether the incongruent argument is accompalmyea seemingly more truthful
organization-serving argument. After all, commutiicga such a public-serving
argument is incongruent with inferred organizatiommtives. Nevertheless, we
predicted that an industrial organization woulditelmore trust by communicating
a public-serving (environmental) argument in comabion with an organization-
serving (economic) argument, as the latter is yikel be seen as revealing true
organizational motives. This prediction is congisteith the idea that perceptions
of honesty mediate the effect of communication rustt(as shown in Study 3.2)
because expressing economic concerns (that inalustganizations are expected
to have) decreases the possibility that people gukstion the truthfulness of
communicated motives. This reasoning is also cterdisvith previous findings by
Ellen and colleagues (2006) showing that profitanigations engaging in CSR
activities are rated more positively when consunpenseive both public-serving
and organization-serving motives for engagemernhase activities compared to
when consumers perceive only public-serving motives

The aim of Study 3.3 was twofold. First, we aimeddplicate the finding
of Study 3.2 that congruency impacts upon perceh@testy and, consequently,
affects organizational trust. Second, we aimedxamene whether the negative
effects of an incongruent argument on organizatitmigt can be attenuated when
this argument is communicated together with an raegu that is congruent with
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organizational motives. Again, we hypothesized thatistrial organizations would
instigate more trust when they communicate argum#érdt are congruent rather
than incongruent with inferred motives (Hypothedigs). Additionally, we
hypothesized that a combination of congruent awmgrigruent arguments would
instigate more trust than the provision of an irgroent argument by itself
(Hypothesis 6b).

Method
Participantsand design
Fifty-one undergraduate students from Leiden Umsigiparticipated in the study
(17 men and 34 women). Participants were randorbcated to one of three
conditions (communicated arguments: environmentguraent vs. economic
argument vs. mixed) between-subjects design. Upomptetion of the experiment
participants each received € 3,-.

Procedure and dependent variables

Study 3.3 largely followed the procedure used wmd$t3.2, except that Study 3.3
focused on industrial organizations only (instehdamparing these to NGOs) and
included an experimental condition in which both anvironmental and an

economic argument were provided. To ensure thaalegmounts of information

about the organization were available in all thegperimental conditions, in Study
3.3 we also provided two arguments in the two sifgbtive conditions (whereas
one argument was provided for each experimentadlion in Study 3.2). Thus,

participants received two public-serving (enviromtad) arguments, two

organization-serving (economic) arguments, or angdig-serving (environmental)

and one organization-serving (economic) argument.

With these differences included, the procedure assfollows. First,
participants received the introductory text abouiergy producing systems,
greenhouse gasses, global warming and CCS technolbgn, participants read
that a group of industrial organizations had wnitta report about CCS and
received what was presented as a part of the rdpependent upon experimental
condition, this text either contained two enviromta arguments, two economic
arguments, or an environmental argument and anoetcnargument in favor of
CCS implementation. Finally, participants completieel questionnaire (which was
the same as in Study 3.2) containing measures wdt tm the industrial
organizationsd = .73), perceived honesty of these organizatiars (70) and the
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manipulation check, which consisted of the item ‘&Vkype(s) of arguments in
favor of CCS were in the report that was written the group of industrial
organizations?” (1 two environmental argumentg =two economic arguments

= one environmental and one economic argument

Results

Manipulation check

All participants answered to the check of the malaipon as intended. Participants
in the public-serving arguments condition answehed environmental arguments
were provided in the report written by the indudtorganizations, participants in
the organization-serving arguments condition ansdi¢hat economic arguments
were provided in the report, and participants ia thixed arguments condition
answered that one environmental argument and ooeoetcal argument were
provided in the report.

Trust

We conducted an ANOVA with type of argument as lemsubject factor and
trust as dependent variable to test whether the ¢fmrgument influenced people’s
trust in the organizations. This analysis reveaesignificant effectf(1, 48) =
7.88,p = .001,n? = .25. Replicating the results of Study 3.2 andsipport of
Hypothesis 6a, contrast analysis revealed a sogmifi difference in trust in the
organizations, depending on whether organizatioonsiged economic arguments
(M = 3.84;SD= 1.12) or environmental argumenkd € 2.84,SD= 0.96),p < .01.
In correspondence with Hypothesis 6b, this analgss® revealed that a mixed
communication, including both types of argumentstigated significantly more
trust M = 4.10,SD = 0.82) than the communication of environmentguarents
alone, p < .001. Moreover, communication instigated trustualy in the
organizations in the mixed-arguments condition dnhed economic arguments
condition,p = .45. Thus, complementing Study 3.2, we obtaisagport for the
prediction that incongruence between communicateglnaents and inferred
organizational motives instigates less trust thanference-congruent
communications. The results of this study additignandicate that when a
positively valued but incongruent (public-servirygument is provided together
with more negatively valued but congruent (orgatmiraserving) argument,
organizational trust can be preserved.
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Perceived honesty

We conducted ANOVA with type of argument as betwsebject factor and
perceived honesty as dependent variable to teshehthe type of argument that
was communicated influenced perceived honesty. Tdnalysis revealed a
significant effect,F(1, 48) = 13.56p < .001,n* = .36. In line with Study 3.2,
contrast analysis revealed a significant differeimcperceived honesty, depending
on whether organizations provided economic argusm@mt= 4.29,SD = 0.83) or
environmental argument$vi(= 2.92,SD = 0.78),p < .001. This analysis also
revealed that participants reported higher perceivenesty after mixed
communication ¥ = 4.00,SD = 0.82) than after communication of public-serving
(i.e., environmental) arguments alompes .001. Moreover, perceived honesty did
not differ between the mixed-arguments conditiod #re condition in which, in
line with inferred motives, organization-servinge(j economic) arguments were
communicatedp = .30.

Mediation analysis

Again, we tested whether perceived honesty meditdtedrelationship between
communications of and trust in organizations (Hjests 5). A Sobel test is not
possible with all three levels of the predictorighte included in the analysis,
however. Therefore, we used the most relevant ashars the predictor variable in
the analysis: The provision of arguments incongrwéth inferred organizational
motives (-2) versus the provision of mixed argursefif) and the provision of
arguments congruent with inferred organizationaltives (1). This procedure
allowed us to assess whether the magnitude ofitbetaffect of communications
on trust was significantly reduced after introdactiof perceived honesty (the
proposed mediator) in the equation. We found tlggired effect on the outcome
variable (i.e., trust} = .49,p < .001) and on the proposed mediator (i.e., peecei
honesty;p = .59, p < .001). Third, there was a significant positiverelation
between the proposed mediator and the outcomeblargdter controlling for the
predictor variable { = .39, p < .01). The final requirement for mediation is a
significant reduction of the effect of the predict@ariable on the outcome variable
after introduction of the proposed mediator in thquation. The effect of
organizational communications on trust in orgamres remained marginally
significant after including perceived honesty awariate in the analysi§ € .26,

p = .08). Nevertheless, the reduction of this dieftect was significant (Sobel=
2.40,p < .02), indicating (partial) mediation. Again, tB&% confidence interval
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(-0.38; -0.01) obtained by bootstrapping (Preaéhéfayes, 2004) did not include
zero (0) and therefore supports the mediation moeletesented in Figure 3.4.
Thus, Study 3.3 replicated and extended the firddoigained in Study 3.2.

Figure 3.4 Schematic representation of perceived honesty atiadithe effect of
communicated arguments on trust in organizations.

Perceived
honesty

Congruency

gl
B=.49% /B = .26,p=.08

*p<.01, *p<.001 Sobet = 2.40,p < .05

General discussion

Recently developed CCS technology, which involvesdapture of carbon dioxide
in industrial processes and the subsequent staragederground sites such as
depleted gas fields, is an important strategy tbogate climate change. Public
acceptance is important for successful implemeortadf this technology. Trust in
organizations responsible for the development asel of modern technologies
such as CCS is considered an important determifamtiblic acceptance of such
technologies (Siegrist, 2000). That is, when pedplst CCS stakeholders, they
will be more willing to accept this technology asclémate change mitigation
option than when people mistrust the organizatiomsquestion. This work
considered the impact of inferred organizationaltives and organizational
communications on trust in CCS stakeholders.

The current research, which consisted of a fielddyt and two
experimental studies, indicates that inferred omgional motives play an
important role with regard to public trust in orggations. Study 3.1 showed that
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people expected industrial organizations to acharily upon organization-serving
motives, which was negatively related to trust, kehs people expected
environmental NGOs to act more upon public-servimgtives, which was
positively related to trust. Indeed, inferred mesivaccounted for the difference in
trust accorded to industrial organizations and remvnental NGOs. These findings
led us to conclude that inferred organizational imest are an important
determinant of public trust in organizations.

Study 3.2 and Study 3.3 further indicate that ithis level of congruency
with inferred organizational motives rather thane tlspecific content of
communications that determines whether or not orgéonal communications
instigate public trust in organizations. Study 8h®wed that NGOs communicating
an environmental argument and industrial orgaromsti communicating an
economic argument (i.e., congruent with inferredtives) were judged as more
honest than NGOs communicating economic considestiand industrial
organizations communicating environmental constit@na (i.e., incongruent with
inferred motives). This difference in perceived ésty, in turn, caused differential
trust in these organizations involved in CCS. Ttarsjndustrial organization may
attempt to improve its image by communicating agmeironmental argument, but
this communication strategy may backfire in thasitikely to reduce rather than
increase trust in the organization. Study 3.3 adé¢dnthe results of Study 3.2 by
showing that trust in organizations could be presgrwhen the provision of an
argument incongruent with inferred organizationaltines was accompanied by a
seemingly more truthful argument congruent witleinéd organizational motives.

The current research contributes to existing litemin several ways. First,
it provides empirical evidence that people’s idabsut why organizations act like
they do influence the extent to which they trusisth organizations. Specifically,
we have shown that differences in trust betweerustrthl organizations and
environmental NGOs can be accounted for by infeweghnizational motives.
Previous research on acceptance of policies retatetimate change linked policy
endorsement to organizational motives (in termsirdgérnal versus external
organizational goals; Nilsson et al., 2004). Cdesiswith the current research,
this previous work showed that different organizasil motives were attributed to
public-sector organizations than to private-sect@anizations. Whereas Nilsson
and colleagues (2004) considered the views of mecimakers working at these
organizations, our research considered the viewserhbers of the general public.
Moreover, previous consumer research on inferredarozational motives
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predominantly focused on perceptions of either naiiiporganizations or profit
organizations (e.g., Forehand & Grier, 2003; Yobalg 2006; Ellen et al., 2006),
without trying to explain potential differences Wween these organizations in terms
of organizational motives and evaluations of orgamons. The current research
provided empirical evidence that trust in organae differs as a function of
inferred organizational motives (at least in thateat of CCS).

Another important addition to existing literature ihat trust can be
preserved by communicating public-serving motives ¢ombination with
seemingly more truthful organization-serving masiverevious consumer research
showed that expressions of public-serving motivgscompanies (i.e., through
their stated engagement in CSR programs) may failintprove company
evaluations when people doubt the genuinenessegbdkitive intent (Forehand &
Grier, 2003; Yoon et al., 2006). In a similar vemyr research revealed that
industrial organizations that communicate publicAsg motives are considered
less honest and consequently instigate less thest industrial organizations
communicating organization-serving motives, eveough the latter type of
motives are generally valued less. Important i¢ v additionally showed that
trust in organizations can be preserved by comnatinig public-serving motives
in combination with acknowledging “true” organizatiserving motives.

We used a combination of field survey data and exymntal data to test
our ideas. Study 3.1 used an internet survey amwemgbers of the general public
to examine the relationship between motive infeesn@nd public trust in
organizations. This method of examination suits tigective of determining
whether such a relationship exists in real lifet kmlies on correlational data. In
Study 3.2 and Study 3.3, we used an experimensadinléo be able to draw firmer
conclusions about causality in the relationshipveeih communicated and inferred
motives on the one hand and public trust in orgditns on the other. In these
studies, however, we asked a more homogeneousstsa@ple to respond to our
manipulations and measures, which raises questibnst whether these results
generalize to other populations. Results from theléerent studies and
methodologies showed convergent support for outraeprediction that inferred
motives influence public trust. This consistencyrésults between the different
studies and methodologies increases our confideémcthe robustness of our
findings. Moreover, the similarities between thieined motives in the field study
and in the experimental studies suggest that osultse obtained with student
participants also apply to the general public.
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One could question whether our results can be gbéred to organizations
in general or whether they are limited to the dipeorrganizations we used in our
research. We think our results are not limitedhi® $pecific NGOs and industrial
organizations in our studies. In Study 3.1, respotsl were randomly assigned to
answer questions about a specific organizatiorheeione of three existing
environmental NGOs or one of three real industiglanizations. In Study 3.2,
participants were either asked about a group opegified environmental NGOs
or about a group of unspecified industrial orgatres. Thus, even though we
asked participants to consider existing industoialenvironmental organizations
they were familiar with, we did not rely on theindwledge about a specific
organization, as different participants were askledut different organizations (in
Study 3.1) or considered a group of organizatidnthe same time (in Study 3.2
and Study 3.3). Therefore, we think the resultthefcurrent research should apply
more broadly to different types of organizationsg(eindustrial organizations,
environmental NGOs) and are not limited to somecifipeorganization (e.g.,
Shell) participants thought about.

The current research raises interesting questians fdirther theory
development as well as future applications. Foramse, knowledge of the current
research may be applied in the context of commtioit® about CCS in order to
avoid the problems that arose with regard to puliligport for the disposal of the
decommissioned oil storage and loading structuenBgpar in 1995 (Lofstedt &
Renn, 1997). In the Brent Spar case, industrialammation Shell UK
communicated that environmental risks of the desgpdisposal of the Brent Spar
were negligible and, as such, should be preferret onshore disposal of the
Brent Spar. There was considerable pressure fron® NEBeenpeace, however,
which portrayed deep-sea disposal as a cheap ogtimpared to onshore disposal
of the structure, emphasizing Shell’'s organizatiamtarest in pursuing this option.
As a result, Shell's position was not acceptedhgygeneral public, although deep-
sea disposal probably was a better option thanasagtisposal. On the basis of the
current research, we would argue that people hac rikely accepted Shell’s
position to a greater extent when Shell had alsthflly communicated its
economic interest in deep-sea disposal of the Begatr. Thus, we think that the
issues addressed in this research and the resbitsined are relevant
considerations in the context of other environmeistues as well. Nevertheless,
CCS organizations should be aware of the procedsssified in this research
when they inform members of the general public AIQLS.
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Moreover, now that we have established that infemmtives determine
the likelihood that a communicated concern with public interest is seen as
honest and trustworthy, it would seem importanageess whether there is a way
for organizations to influence spontaneous motnferences made by the general
public, or to redress inappropriate expectationga@izations trying to influence
public trust through communication run the risktttreeir communications may be
perceived as superficial and insincere. Organimatityying to influence public
trust via concrete action displays may be more céffe in increasing
organizational trust. For instance, organizatiorsy rdecide to donate money to
plant trees in order to compensate for carbon d@xmissions that result from
business trips. By actually investing in pro-enmireental measures, perhaps
organizations can more effectively override infeesiabout organization-serving
motives of organizations, and hence increase ptibigt. On the other hand, even
in the case of concrete pro-environmental actiqmespple may believe that
organizations engage in these initiatives for theremreason of improving the
organizational image. Future research is needeské&mnine whether (and under
which conditions) it is indeed possible to induceader trust in organizations by
engaging in pro-environmental activities.

We conclude that people neither automatically tejeganizations that act
upon organization-serving motives, nor do they muatiically trust those
organizations that they perceive as acting outulflip-serving motives. Whereas
motive inferences guide judgments of trust in C@keholders, greater trust is
instigated when organizational communications amngouent (rather than
incongruent) with inferred organizational motivdsis congruency effect holds
true for environmental NGOs and industrial orgaties involved in CCS. As
such, the industrial profit organization in the smit of this article may
communicate that CCS implementation is benefiaal the environment, but it
should acknowledge that its position is guided kgaaizational interests as well.
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Group voice and acceptance of decisions™

olitical decision makers often have to propose rmlicies and make

decisions on issues that are too complex to judgenfembers of the

general public. These days, one of the most impbisaues on the political
agenda concerns policymaking related to the préverdf climate change. The
implementation of recently developed carbon dioxidapture and storage
technology (CCS), in addition to saving on energgsumption and increasing use
of sustainable energy, is currently consideredrasrgortant strategy to mitigate
climate change. If political decision makers makeisions about CCS, then it is
critical that members of the general public approvethis decision. After all,
public opposition to decisions can result in seya@est behavior and decisions
being reversed (see, for example, the 1995 ca&renft Spar; Lofstedt & Renn,
1997). As such, it is important to understand hewgbe come to accept or oppose
such policy decisions.

In the current research, we focus on how publiceptamce of policy
decisions is affected by whether or not interesugs receive an opportunity to
express their opinions in the decision-making pseceSuch an opportunity to
express opinions in decision-making processesnammnly referred to as “voice”
(cf. Folger, 1977) and represents an important etenof procedural justice in
individual-level decision-making processes as waslinational-level policymaking
(Lind & Tyler, 1988). The large majority of reselarin the procedural justice
domain has focused gersonalvoice in decision making (i.e., the opportunity fo
individuals to state their opinion about the prefdroutcome distribution). This
research, for instance, has shown that personakvaifects procedural fairness
judgments (e.g., Bies & Shapiro, 1988; Folger, 197@n den Bos, Vermunt, &
Wilke, 1996), as well as satisfaction with and @tance of decision-making
outcomes (e.g., Peterson, 1999; Stahl, Van Prqofieermunt, 2004; Van den
Bos, Wilke, & Lind, 1998). Such personal-voice effehave often been explained
in terms of self-oriented instrumental and relatioooncerns, referring to the

1 This chapter is based on Terwel, Harinck, Ellemersd Daamen (2009b) and has
therefore been written in first-person plural.
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conviction that personal voice can modify the ooteadistribution (instrumental)
or conveys how the decision maker values and respbe parties involved
(relational; Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler & Lind 1992)

We aim to expand current insights on voice in denisnaking from the
individual level to the group level. That is, iretburrent research we examine how
voice for interest groupsinvolved in national-level policymaking impacts on
evaluations of decision makers and acceptanceeofi¢icisions made. We refer to
opportunities for interest groups to express tlmgmions in decision-making
processes as “group voice”. We propose that pecgie about group voice in
decision-making processes, but for different reasthran why they care about
personal voice in decision making. Specifically, prepose that people care about
group voice because they use this procedural clesistec to indicate the
trustworthiness of decision makers. In turn, we ppse that inferred
trustworthiness determines whether people tendctem or oppose the policy
decisions made. Finally, we propose that peoplatsmedge level about an issue
can influence their preferences for specific decishaking procedures as well as
their willingness to accept resulting decisions. #amine these predictions in the
context of decision making about CCS.

Voicein decision making

Procedural justice research has demonstrated thaplep consider voice an
important aspect of decision-making processes. \Wyyple care about voice in
decision making is often explained in terms of rimstental and relational reasons
(see Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler & Lind, 1992). Froamn instrumental perspective,
an individual values voice in decision-making pis®Es because expressing one’s
views on an issue may persuade the decision-madkinigority to provide this
person with more favorable outcomes. Early researtidispute resolution by
means of third-party interventions has illustratibis point by showing that
people’s satisfaction with procedures and outcotep®nds on the extent to which
procedures provide people with an opportunity tespnt all relevant information
to the decision maker (e.g., LaTour, 1978, WalkeaTour, Lind, & Thibaut,
1974). From a relational perspective, an individteles voice in decision making
because voice indicates the quality of treatmerddnysion makers, which conveys
important self-relevant information, including imfeation about whether the
decision maker values and respects the individugjuiestion (e.g., Smith, Tyler,
Huo, Ortiz, & Lind, 1998; Tyler, Degoey, & Smith9a6; Tyler & Lind, 1992).
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Research by Lind and colleagues (Lind, Kanfer, &yd990) has shown
that voice effects indeed can involve both instrotakand relational concerns.
Participants in this study were allowed to voiceitlopinion either before or after
the authority made the decision, or they were Hotwvad to voice their opinion at
all. Fairness judgments were highest in the caspredecision-voice procedures
(satisfying instrumental and relational concerrs®¢ond highest in the case of
postdecision-voice procedures (satisfying relatiammancern only), and lowest in
the case of no-voice procedures (satisfying neithstrumental nor relational
concerns). Accordingly, both instrumental and refsl concerns may be used to
explain why people respond more positively to peats@oice procedures than to
no-voice procedures.

Thus far, however, studies on voice have almostusikely focused on
personal voice in decision-making processes. Sootabte exceptions are early
studies on dispute resolution by means of thirdypanterventions, in which
perceptions about procedural fairness were assessedg people observing the
dispute-resolution process (LaTour 1978; Walkealet1974). In addition, more
recent studies have focused on how people resmosifuations in which another
individual is denied (unfair treatment) an oppoityito voice (De Cremer & Van
Hiel, 2006; Kray & Lind, 2002; Lind, Kray, & Thomps, 1998; Van den Bos &
Lind, 2001). While the strength of the impact glistice experienced by others on
people’s own judgments and emotions differed acstadies, they all seem to
indicate that people are to some extent sensitivihe unfairness experienced by
others. The results of these studies are integgstionsidering that self-oriented
implications of unfair treatment by authoritiese(j. instrumental and relational
concerns) are less clear for people who do notopeity experience the unfair
treatment than for people who do experience thiaiuress personally (Lind et al.,
1998).

National policy decisions are often made withowt direct participation of
individual members of the general public in the isien-making process.
Nevertheless, the decisions made do affect themhande their acceptance of
these decisions is important. Interest groups ésgrting the general public) may
be directly involved and consulted in the decisioaking process, however. For
example, individual citizens have no personal imeotent in the decision-making
process regarding CCS implementation, but diffeiatgrest groups, including
environmental NGOs and industrial organizations, iavolved in CCS decision
making. Applying the logic of Lind and colleaguek998) with regard to self-
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oriented instrumental and relational concerns tenal policymaking, one would
predict only modest group-voice effects. After alhen a person is not directly
involved in decision making, decision-making proses do not convey
information relevant to this person’s relationarsting (i.e., whether this person is
valued and respected by the decision maker). Memowithout personal
involvement in decision making people do not hdneedpportunity to exert control
over the decision-making process and/or outcorne, (instrumental concern),
regardless of the decision-making procedure useted, recent research suggests
that this is one of the reasons why responsesliticabdecision making cannot be
fully predicted from existing research on the efeof procedural justice in
interpersonal decision making (Leung, Tong, & LiA607). As a result, a focus on
self-oriented concerns cannot directly explain ylgple would value group-voice
procedures over no-voice procedures in nationatyobking.

We anticipate group-voice effects in national pgtaking to relate to the
implications for the decision maker at the grougel€(i.e., “The decision maker
uses this procedure; what does that say aboutdtisidn maker?”), instead of the
self-relevant implications of procedures that ocauthe personal level (i.e., “The
decision maker uses this procedure; what doesitmidy for me?”). Because
members of the general public often have insufficexpertise to personally judge
the merits of proposed national-level policies beit own, trustworthiness is
among the most important characteristics of poliggens. In support of this
thought, research on trust in hazard managers r{§tie€gy Cvetkovich, 2000) has
indicated that the level of trust in authoritiegattimanage complex technologies
influences public perceptions about the risks aadefits associated with these
technologies. These findings are important becguseeptions of risks and
benefits have been found to influence public acoem® of complex technologies
(Siegrist, 1999, 2000). In that sense, people #&elyl to use their trust in
policymakers as a guide to decide whether to acmepject policies on complex
issues such as CCS. The perceived trustworthirfetbe aecision maker is likely
to be determined by information about group vorcéhe decision-making process.

We carried out three experiments to test 1) whegineup voice (i.e., an
opportunity for certain interest groups to voiceithopinions in the decision-
making process) impacts public inferences regardgg trustworthiness of the
political decision maker, and 2) whether inferregstworthiness in turn influences
people’s acceptance of the decision made. We hasigrked these experiments in
the context of decision making about the implentgmmaof recently developed
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CCS technology, which is an issue on the currehtigad agenda. Several interest
groups are involved in the issue, including envinental NGOs and industrial
organizations. The central prediction in our stadie that people determine the
trustworthiness of decision makers on the basist@ther or not decision makers
provide interest groups an opportunity to voiceirttaoinion in the decision-
making process and, subsequently, that they decidecept or oppose decisions
regarding CCS implementation on the basis of iefittrustworthiness.

Study 4.1

In Study 4.1, we examined whether public acceptasfceolitical decisions is
affected by the way political authorities treatimst groups. Participants observed
whether or not a political authority allowed envinsental NGOs and industrial
organizations an opportunity to voice their opininrthe decision-making process.
Subsequently, participants indicated their supportthe decision made by the
political authority. We hypothesized that particitmwould consider the political
authority to be more trustworthy when a group-vomecedure was used (i.e.,
allowing input from interest groups) compared ton@voice procedure (i.e.,
unilateral decision making) to arrive at the dewmis{Hypothesis 1). We further
hypothesized that participants would more readidgept decision made on the
basis of a group-voice procedure compared to aome\procedure (Hypothesis 2).
Finally, we hypothesized that the proposed relatigm between the decision-
making procedure and acceptance of decisions maméddwbe mediated by
inferences regarding the trustworthiness of theitipal decision maker
(Hypothesis 3).

Method

Participantsand design

Forty undergraduate students from Leiden Univens#sticipated in the study (33
women and 7 men). We randomly allocated each ahtke one of the four
conditions of the 2 (procedure: group voice vs.voie) by 2 (advice regarding
CCS implementation: pro vs. con) between-subjegpemental design. Upon
completion of the experiment they were each padi®s (approximately U.S.$4)
for participating in the experiment.
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Procedure

Upon arrival at the laboratory participants werd ieto separate cubicles, each
equipped with a personal computer. On the compstgeen they read an
introductory text about energy production, greerdgogasses and global warming,
and the new CCS technology. This text containetuéanformation only. After
reading the text, participants indicated the extentvhich they considered CCS
implementation to be a good idea. Next, they rdat multiple parties were
involved in CCS and that a so-called “CCS board! haen assigned to advise the
national government about whether or not CCS shbgldmplemented. Then,
participants read that the CCS board had proviagd énvironmental NGOs and
industrial organizations with an opportunity to a@itheir opinion about CCS
implementation (group-voice condition) or that 8€S board had not provided
environmental NGOs and industrial organizationshvatich an opportunity (no-
voice condition). Subsequently, participants congalea questionnaire that asked
them about the trustworthiness of the CCS boardtl@dairness of the decision-
making procedure employed by the CCS board (thiasone was included as a
manipulation check for the procedure manipulatioAfter filling out the
questionnaire, participants either read that th& ®Gard had given an advice for
(pro condition) or against (con condition) implertsion of CCS. Then,
participants completed a second questionnaire siagetheir acceptance of this
advice and further containing the controls of thenmulations. Finally,
participants were debriefed, paid and thankedHeir participation.

Dependent variables

Manipulation checks.To check whether the procedure manipulation aftecte
procedural fairness judgments as intended, we sedekese judgments by means
of two questions at the end of the first questiarena he questions read “To what
extent do you consider the decision-making procedarbe fair?” and “To what
extent do you think the CCS board handled thissigeifairly?” (1 =not at all 7 =
very much, r = .66. In addition, we checked participants’ petwmns of the
decision-making procedure by means of two questainthe end of the study.
These questions read “Did environmental NGOs hawvemportunity to express
their opinion about CCS technology?” and “Did ingliaé organizations have an
opportunity to express their opinion about CCS metbgy?” (1 =yes 2 =no). We
also checked participants’ awareness of the cortethe decision made by the
authority at the end of the questionnaire. Thiskhmnsisted of the question “Was
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the advice of the CCS board for or against implaaten of CCS?” (1 =for
implementation2 =against implementatign
Trustworthiness Before participants were informed about the degis
made, inferred trustworthiness of the CCS board asagssed with two questions,
“To what extent do you trust the CCS board?” ana ‘What extent do you
consider the CCS board to be trustworthy?” flotat all 7 =very much, r = .74.
Acceptance Acceptance of the advice of the CCS board wassuned
with two questions, “To what extent do you intendéspect the advice of the CCS
board?” and “To what extent do you accept the adwicthe CCS board?” (1 rot
at all, 7 =very much, r = .82.

Results
Manipulation checks
In order to check whether the procedure manipuiatiad an effect on procedural
fairness judgments (which we assessed prior tonaeipulation of advice), we
conducted analysis of variance (ANOVA) with procedygroup voice vs. no
voice) as independent variable and procedural dagrnjudgments as dependent
variable. As intended, participants judged the greoice procedure to be fairer
(M =5.26,SD= 0.97) than the no-voice proceduké £ 3.61,SD= 1.56),F(1, 38)
= 16.62,p < .001,n? = .30. Moreover, participants answered to the tpes
intended to check their awareness of the proceduaripulation as expected.
Participants in the group-voice condition indicatadt both NGOs and industrial
organizations received an opportunity to voice, nighe participants in the no-
voice condition indicated that NGOs and industdedanizations did not receive
voice in the decision-making process. With regardthte advice manipulation,
participants in the pro-advice condition indicaténdt the CCS board gave an
advice for CCS implementation, whereas participamtdhe con-advice condition
indicated that the board gave an advice against D@fementation. Thus, the
manipulations were perceived as intended.

Trustworthiness

Inferred trustworthiness of the CCS board was assegrior to the advice
provided and therefore analyzed as a function ofstEn-making procedure only.
We performed an ANOVA with procedure (group voics. \n0 Voice) as
independent variable and inferred trustworthindsthe CCS board as dependent
variable, which showed a significant effeE{1, 38) = 6.39p < .02,n% = .14. In
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accordance with Hypothesis 1, participants juddesl €CS board to be more
trustworthy after it employed a group-voice proaed@ = 4.71,SD = 0.99)
relative to a no-voice procedund € 3.82,SD= 1.25).

Acceptance

We conducted an ANOVA with procedure (group voise no voice) and advice
(pro vs. con) as independent variables and acosptahthe advice of the CCS
board as dependent variable. This analysis revealethin effect of procedure
only, F(1, 36) = 6.66p < .02,n° = .16. In line with Hypothesis 2, participants mor
readily accepted the advice of the CCS board wheniriterest groups had been
provided with an opportunity to voice their opingoabout CCSNM = 5.62,SD =
0.96) than when these had not been provided with am opportunityNl = 4.61,
SD = 1.45). Neither an effect of the advice given anrinteraction was observed,
indicating that the effect of group voice was oftai regardless of the nature of the
advice given by the CCS board.

In addition, we were able to rule out that particifs’ own preferences
regarding CCS implementation affected these resTittat is, we checked whether
inclusion of participants’ attitudes towards CCSsgssed directly after they read
the text about CCS) as a covariate in the anatyssged the pattern of results on
acceptance of the advice. This was not the cases farticipants’ outcome
preferences did not affect the impact of group @@nd advice on acceptance. This
finding corroborates the reasoning that decisiorceptance depends on
characteristics of the decision-making procedusethar than on whether the
decision matches one’s own decision preferénce.

Mediation analysis

Following Baron and Kenny's (1986) procedure tottésr mediation, we
performed a series of regressions to examine whéthstworthiness of the CCS
board mediated the effect of decision-making pracedon acceptance of the
advice. The effect of the predictor (i.e., proc&juwn the outcome variable (i.e.,
acceptance of the advice) was significgnt(.39,p < .02), as was the effect of the
predictor on the proposed mediator (i.e., trusthingss of the CCS boarfi;= .38,

p < .02). We also observed the required significassociation between the
proposed mediator (i.e., trustworthiness of the C&fard) and the outcome
variable (i.e., acceptance of the adviges .54,p < .001). In the final regression,

15 We also examined this idea in Study 4.2 and obthgimilar results.
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the direct effect of decision-making procedure oceptance of the advice dropped
to nonsignificance after including trustworthinegghe CCS board as a covariate
in the analysisf{ = .22,p = .14). A Sobel test (MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman
West, & Sheets, 2002; Sobel, 1982) confirmed that reduction of the direct
effect was significantz = 2.16,p < .04, indicating mediation. Thus, and consistent
with Hypothesis 3, mediation analysis indicated tha effect of decision-making
procedure on acceptance of the decision can baieggl by the way the procedure
affects inferences regarding the trustworthineghefpolitical decision maker (see
Figure 4.1 for a schematic representation of thdiatien model).

Figure 4.1 Schematic representation of trust mediating tHecefof decision-
making procedure on decision acceptance in Study 4.

Decision

Procedure acceptance

gl
B=.39%/p=.22

*p <.05, *p <.001 Sobet=2.12,p< .04

Discussion
The findings of Study 4.1 yield initial support four reasoning. We showed that
people judge an authority as more trustworthy wheprovides interest groups
with an opportunity to voice their opinions in dgon making (compared to not
providing them with such opportunity). We also skovthat people more readily
accept the decision made by the authority in tree @ a group-voice procedure
relative to a no-voice procedure. Additional anaysupported the hypothesis that
inferences of trustworthiness mediate the effeatledfision-making procedure on
acceptance of the decision. As such, Study 4.Lateé that even when people are
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not personally involved in decision making, thesamece (versus absence) of group
voice affects people’s reactions to decision-maldnghorities and the decisions
that these authorities make.

What remains unclear, however, is whether the tffet decision-making
procedure on inferred trustworthiness and acceptafiche decision made were
due to procedural features (i.e., the presencdszrece of group voice) or due to
the involvement of specific parties in the decisinaking process. For example,
these effects may have been caused by the merehfscenvironmental NGOs
either received or did not receive an opporturatyoice their opinion, regardless
of whether industrial organizations received suclopportunity too. We examine
this possibility in Study 4.2.

Study 4.2

The aim of Study 4.2 was threefold. The first goak to replicate the main finding
of Study 4.1 that group voice in political decisionaking affects decision
acceptance and that inferred trustworthiness meslittis relationship. A second
goal was to examine whether inferred trustwortrsnéspends on whether or not
voice is given (even if just to one interest group) whether inferred
trustworthiness depends on the fairness of thesieecimaking procedure in that
both interest groups are given equal voice. Finalys study enabled us to
examine an alternative explanation for the findirgdgained in Study 4.1 by
investigating the possibility that inferred trusttiiness of the decision maker
depends on whether voice is given to a specificttugted type of interest group
(i.e., environmental NGOSs).

Previous research suggests that not the providimoioe per se, but that
equal voice is crucial to instigate trust. Thatvimrk by Van den Bos and Lind
(2001) indicates that people are sensitive to thfaitness implicit in unequal
treatment. In fact, sometimes participants ratextguiural fairness to be less after
unequal treatment (even if they personally receizddir procedure, but another
participant did not) than after unfair but equabtment (when both received unfair
treatment). When only one type of interest grougeinees the opportunity to voice
opinions in decision making, parties are treateequally; hence the procedure is
likely to be perceived as unfair, which may prevpabple from seeing decision
makers as trustworthy. Thus, for the second studypredict that unequal-voice
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procedures induce relatively low perceived trusthioess of decision makers
because of people’s sensitivity to unequal treatridypothesis 4).

As indicated above, it may also be the case thatworthiness is already
established when decision makers provide voice noinderest group that the
general public trusts and identifies with. Resedrat shown that, in the context of
CCS, the general public tends to trust the envikemtad NGOs more than the
industrial organizations (see Chapter 3 of thissi)e This raises the question
whether people value voice for relatively trustvagrinterest groups more highly
than voice for relatively untrustworthy interesbgps. In a similar vein, people
may perceive environmental NGOs to be more likelyepresent their own views
or interests and, therefore, consider voice fors¢herganizations to be more
important as a proxy for their own input than vofoe industrial organizations.
Thus, voice for an interest group that is trustad & seen as best representing
one’'s own views may instigate greater trustwortbnén the decision-making
authority than voice for an interest group thdeiss trusted and/or is less likely to
represent one’s own position.

In line with the results of Study 4.1, we predicat characteristics of the
decision-making procedure determine decision aecept and that inferred
trustworthiness of decision makers mediates thatiogiship between the decision-
making procedure and acceptance of the decisiopdtigsis 3). Furthermore, we
compare two unequal-voice procedures (voice foirenmental NGOs but not for
industrial organizations, or vice versa) with amaevoice procedure (both interest
groups received voice) in order to examine the ipdig that additional concerns
play a role (e.g., equal treatment, or voice foecd#iic interest groups). We
predicted that an equal-voice procedure wouldgasé more trust than an unequal-
voice procedure (Hypothesis 4a), although we camo® out beforehand that
giving voice to trusted NGOs might lead to highesvdls of inferred
trustworthiness than voice given to less trusteldistrial organizations (Hypothesis
4b).

Method
Participantsand design
Eighty undergraduate students from Leiden Univer@i8 women and 22 men)
participated in the study and were randomly alled&b one of the six conditions
of the 3 (procedure: voice for environmental NG@dyovss. voice for industrial
organizations only vs. voice for both environmentdlsOs and industrial
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organizations) by 2 (advice regarding CCS implemugort: pro vs. con) between-
subjects experimental design. Upon completion efd@Rperiment they were each
paid 3 euros for participating in the experiment.

Procedure and dependent variables

Upon arrival at the laboratory participants werdjscted to nearly the same
procedure as in Study 4.1. They read the introdydixt after which the parties
concerned with CCS (i.e., environmental NGOs amtlistrial organizations) and
the CCS board were introduced. The only differeman Study 4.1 was that,
depending on experimental condition, participantStudy 4.2 either read that only
environmental NGOsr only industrial organizations had received voicethey
were informed that both environmental NGOs and stidlal organizations had
received an opportunity to voice opinions before @CS board gave an advice to
the national government regarding the implementatb CCS. Controls of the
manipulation and dependent variables were identicalthose of Study 4.1
(procedural fairness,= .81; trustworthiness,= .65; acceptance,= .71).

Results

Manipulation checks
We conducted an ANOVA with procedure as indepengariible and procedural
fairness judgments (assessed prior to the manipnlaf the advice) as dependent
variable to check whether the procedure manipuiatiad an effect on procedural
fairness judgments, which appeared to be the &8e,77) = 17.38p < .001,n?
=.31. Additional t-tests served to examine whicltangesignificantly differed from
each other. The t-test comparing the two unequigevaonditions was not
significant, t(50) = 0.14,ns Thus, which type of organization received voioe a
which type did not receive voice did not affectqggdural fairness ratings. The t-
tests that compared the unequal-voice conditionth thie equal-voice condition
were significant in both case$53) = 5.31p < .001 for the NGOs-voice condition
compared to the equal-voice condition, aftd) = 5.47p < .001 for the industry-
voice condition compared to the equal-voice coaditiThus, the two unequal-
voice procedures were considered equally fislitdos voice = 3.02,SD = 1.48 and
Mindustry voice= 2.96,SD = 1.46), but both were considered significantisléair than
the equal-voice procedur®l(= 4.82,SD= 0.99).

Moreover, we checked participants’ perceptions haf tlecision-making
procedure and awareness of the nature of the adtbequestions at the end of
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the study. Participants in the equal-voice condiiladicated that both NGOs and
industrial organizations received an opportunityaie, participants in the NGOs-
voice condition indicated that NGOs received voégel industrial organizations
did not, and participants in the industry-voice dition indicated that industrial

organizations received voice and NGOs did not. Heaurhore, participants in the
pro-advice condition indicated that the CCS boaavegan advice for CCS
implementation, whereas participants in the corieadgondition indicated that the
board gave an advice against CCS implementatious, Tparticipants perceived the
experimental manipulations as intended.

Trustworthiness

Hypothesis 4a stated that inferences regardingtriliworthiness of the CCS
board would be lower after it used unequal-voicecpdures than after it used an
equal-voice procedure. As in Study 4.1, inferrestivorthiness was assessed prior
to the manipulation of the advice. We conductedA&OVA with procedure as
independent variable and inferred trustworthindsthe CCS board as dependent
variable. This analysis revealed the predictedceff(2, 77) = 6.27p < .01,1° =
.14. Additional t-tests indicated no difference vile¢n the two unequal-voice
conditions, t(50) = 0.58,ns, but revealed significant differences between the
NGOs-voice condition on the one hand and the equiak condition on the other,
t(53) = 2.83,p < .001, as well as between the industry-voice tmmdand the
equal-voice conditiont(51) = 3.58,p < .001. Inspection of the relevant means
revealed that participants in the unequal-voicedittoms reported to have less trust
in the board Mncos voice= 3.72,SD = 1.29 anMingustry voice= 3.52,SD = 1.24) than
participants in the equal-voice conditiokl (= 4.55,SD = 0.85). These results
indicate that unequal-voice procedures instigade teust (regardless of the type of
organization that received voice) than equal-vaimedures and, therefore, these
results provide support for Hypothesis 4a. Impdiyarat the same time these
results rule out the possibility formulated in Hyipesis 4b that the higher level of
trustworthiness in the group-voice condition refatito the no-voice condition
obtained in Study 4.1 was caused by the fact tregiegific type of organization
(e.g., environmental NGOs) received voice in thecigien-making process,
regardless of whether other organizations receamddpportunity to voice their
opinion.
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Acceptance

We performed an ANOVA with procedure and advice (gs. con) as independent
variables and acceptance of the advice of the C&fdbas dependent variable,
which revealed a significant effect of procedf€, 74) = 6.65p < .01,n° = .15,

as well as a significant effect of advicE(1, 74) = 7.14,p < .01,n? = .09.
Importantly, we did not observe an interaction,i¢ating that the effect of the
procedure did not depend on the content of thecad¥iat was given. The effect of
advice showed that participants in this study amsmepan advice for CCS
implementation M = 5.23,SD = 0.98) more readily than an advice against CCS
implementation 1 = 4.56,SD = 0.98). More relevant to our predictions, however
is the effect of decision-making procedure. Additb t-tests indicated no
difference between the two unequal-voice conditio¢gd) = 0.14,ns but again
indicated significant differences between the NGO®e condition and the equal-
voice condition,t(53) = 2.89,p < .001, as well as between the industry-voice
condition and the equal-voice conditiot{51) = 3.27,p < .001. Participants
accepted the decision made less easily when tikigited from unequal-voice
proceduresNIncos voice= 4.59,SD = 1.41 andMingustry voice= 4.54,SD = 1.23) than
when this resulted from an equal-voice procedite(5.54,SD= 0.98).

Mediation analysis

Again, we followed the procedure specified by Baama Kenny (1986) to test by
means of regression analyses whether inferredwoustiness of the CCS board
mediated the effect of procedure on acceptancheoétlvice (Hypothesis 3). First,
however, we collapsed the two unequal-voice comdiitiin order to create a
dichotomous independent variable (i.e., equal wemequal group voice), as the
two unequal-voice conditions did not differ fromchaother in terms of inferred
trustworthiness or acceptance. This procedure alious to assess by means of a
Sobel test whether the magnitude of the directeffas significantly reduced after
introduction of the proposed mediator in the eaqumtiThe first regression analysis
showed that the effect of the predictor variable.(iprocedure) on the outcome
variable (i.e., acceptance of the advice) was Bagmit (3 = .36,p = .001). The
second regression analysis showed that the effettteopredictor variable (i.e.,
procedure) on the proposed mediator (i.e., trushwmess of the CCS board) was
significant too = .37,p < .001). The relationship between the proposedatad
(i.e., trustworthiness of the CCS board) and thie@ue variable (i.e., acceptance
of the advice) was also significarg € .33,p < .01). The final requirement is a
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significant reduction of the direct effect of theeg@ictor variable on the outcome
variable after introduction of the proposed mediatothe equation. Although the
effect of decision-making procedure on acceptantethe advice remained
significant after including trustworthiness of tB&€S board as a covariate in the
analysis f§ = .28,p < .05), the reduction of the direct effect was#igant, Sobek

= 2.31,p = .02, indicating mediation. Thus, we replicatetd sextended the
findings obtained in Study 4.1, namely that faicid®n making (rather than the
involvement of a specific type of interest groupttte provision of voice to some
but not all parties involved) enhances trust irharities, and in this way fosters the
acceptance of decisions made by this authority fSgare 4.2 for a schematic
representation of the mediation model).

Figure 4.2 Schematic representation of trust mediating tHecefof decision-
making procedure on decision acceptance in Stuly 4.

Decision

Procedure acceptance

gl
B=.36%/p=.28"

*p<.05,*p<.01 Sobet=2.31,p=.02

Discussion
Study 4.1 and Study 4.2 indicate that when relewdatest groups receive voice in
political decision making, this procedure enhartbesperceived trustworthiness of
the decision-maker. Trustworthiness of the decisi@ker in turn makes people
more willing to accept the decisions made. Critjgabtudy 4.2 also showed that
an authority did not instigate much trust when nbvded only NGOs or only
industrial organizations with an opportunity to a@itheir opinion in the decision-
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making process. This finding rules out the possailernative explanation for the
results of Study 4.1 that trustworthiness is alyeadtablished when decision
makers provide voice to specific interest groums, ihstance because these are
seen as most likely to represent one’s own viewsit TS, Study 4.2 demonstrated
that equality of treatment for different interesbgps raises trustworthiness of
decision makers and increases acceptance of degisindependently of the
identity of the parties involved in the decisionkimg process. Therefore, the
results of Study 4.2 support the validity of ouedhetical analysis and increase our
confidence that people’s responses to the decisimking procedure and outcome
depend on features of the decision-making proaa$ef than the features of the
specific parties involved).

Study 4.3

In Study 4.1 and Study 4.2, we have examined howplpereact to voice for
specific parties in decision making about CCS immatation. An important
aspect of these studies was that people were iefbribout CCS prior to learning
about the decision-making procedure and compldtiegquestionnaires that we
used to assess inferred trustworthiness of decigiakers and acceptance of
decisions made. As such, people possessed a refsaraount of knowledge
about CCS. Some individuals are likely to be betiwrmed than others about a
specific policy issue, however. In Study 4.3, weréfore examined whether well-
informed individuals compared to uninformed indivads respond differently to
decision-making procedures. Specifically, we examinwhether consulting
members of the general public in decision making leffects on perceived
trustworthiness of decision makers and decisioreatance similar to the effects
obtained in the previous two studies.

Previous research on self-esteem and reactionsite ¥Brockner et al.,
1998) gives an indication of how knowledge on ttyeidc may affect reactions to
voice. According to Brockner and colleagues (1998 determinant of people’s
motivation to express opinions in decision-makingcesses is whether they
consider their input to be meaningful. People whie aot able to provide
meaningful input, for instance because they laek nbcessary knowledge to be
able to do so, will be less motivated to voice tthogiinion than those who feel that
they have the knowledge to provide meaningful inglibnsequentially, people
who lack the knowledge to provide meaningful inputl be less affected by
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whether or not they receive an opportunity to votban people who have
knowledge to do so. The research by Brockner atidamues (1998), however,
addressed individuals’ own opportunities to voiaed aconcerned their direct
personal involvement in a decision-making process.

We extend this reasoning to decision-making praess which
individuals do not have personal involvement. Whratividuals are not personally
involved in decision making, they have to judge thire the input of other parties
can contribute to the quality of decision makingstéad of considering whether or
not their own input is likely to be meaningful. this case, people who have a
reasonable amount of knowledge of the issue magndxe acutely aware of the
different concerns and interests that are relegadtneed to be taken into account.
By contrast, these complexities are likely to bsslsalient for those with little
knowledge of the issue, who then should attachitepsrtance to whether or not
different parties are involved in the decision-nmakprocedure. Thus, extending
the reasoning proposed by Brockner and colleagi@38) on personal voice to
predict the effects of group voice, we argue thdhiiduals with some knowledge
of the issue at hand care more about group voiae thdividuals who lack such
knowledge.

We manipulated participants’ knowledge level ab@@S by means of
providing versus not providing them with informati@bout CCS, instead of
measuring preexisting interpersonal differences kimwledge about CCS.
Manipulating knowledge in this way reduces thelif@od of a possible confound
of knowledge level with other variables such agdar the environment. Thus, to
test our predictions we crossed the nature of theisibn-making procedure
(whether or not members of the public received edit the decision-making
process) with the amount of information about CG8vided (whether or not
participants received additional information ab&@€S). We hypothesize that
informed individuals care more about public voice decision making than
uninformed individuals (Hypothesis 5), and thatiatwns in procedures elicit
stronger effects on inferred trustworthiness andisien acceptance among
informed individuals than among uninformed indivédki (Hypothesis 6).
Furthermore, we examine this different type of grawice to obtain additional
support for our central prediction that the prowmsiof group voice enhances
inferred trustworthiness, which in turn mediates éffect of public voice (but not
the individual in question) on people’s willingndssaccept decisions (Hypothesis
3).
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Method
Participantsand design
Eighty-three undergraduate students from Leidenvélsity participated in the
study (51 women and 32 men). We randomly allocatszh participant to one of
the four conditions of the 2 (information about C@8s vs. no) by 2 (procedure:
public voice vs. no public voice) factorial desigbdpon completion of the
experiment participants were each paid 3 europddicipating in the experiment.

Procedure

Upon arrival at the laboratory participants werd ieto separate cubicles, each
containing a personal computer. On the comput&escthe participants read that a
new technology had been developed that enablestdhege of carbon dioxide into
underground sites. Participants further read thatdecision whether or not this
new technology, called CCS, should be implementedoath important and
complex. Moreover, they read that the national govent had appointed a “CCS
board” to advise the government about whether ot 6&€S should be
implemented.

After the introduction, participants in the infortiwa condition read “Later
on you will be asked some questions, but first wvantwou to read a text that
contains further information about CCS.” after whitiey read the text. This text
was similar to the text that participants in Stedé&l and 4.2 had read and
informed them about energy production, greenhoasses and global warming,
and the new CCS technology. Participants in thénfarmation condition read
“Later on you will be asked some questions, but fivte want you to read a text
that is not directly related to CCS, but that corganformation about the Dutch
climate.” after which they read this text. Thisttexas not directly relevant to the
decision that had to be made about CCS implementatut was comparable with
the text about CCS in the information condition hwitegard to length and
difficulty. After reading the text, all participaicompleted a test assessing their
knowledge about CCS. Subsequently, participantspteted a short questionnaire
that assessed their desire for public voice indiagsion-making process regarding
CCS implementation.

Upon completion of the questionnaire, participargad about the CCS
board assigned to advise the national governmenttahe implementation of CCS
technology. They read that the CCS board had akka&ten University to study

90



Group voice and acceptance of decisions

opinions regarding CCS and to write a report altleese opinions. Participants in
the public-voice condition read:

The CCS board provides environmental NGOs, indalstri
organizations and representatives of the Dutch lptipn an
opportunity to voice their opinion. The CCS boards hasked
Leiden University to assess and report on the op#i of
environmental NGOs, industrial organizations ang,neeans of
sampling, a representation of the Dutch populaflfdre report will
be used in the formation of an advice concerning th
implementation of CCS. You, however, are not inellidn the
sample of people that receive an opportunity teceoi

Participants in the public-no-voice condition read:

The CCS board provides environmental NGOs and indus
organizations an opportunity to voice their opiniothe CCS
board has asked Leiden University to assess amattrep the
opinions of environmental NGOs and industrial oigations. The
report will be used in the formation of an advianeerning the
implementation of CCS. The CCS board does not geihe
Dutch population an opportunity to voice their apirs, so these
will not be represented in the report.

The experiment continued with a second questioantiat contained
measures of participant’s willingness to acceptdtieice and that assessed their
inferences regarding the trustworthiness of the Clsard. Subsequently,
participants answered to the control question iiggr the manipulation of
procedure. Finally, they were debriefed, paid, #rashked for their participation in
the study.

Dependent variables

Manipulation checksWe checked for the success of the information maation
using the score on the knowledge test (which wesctly administered after the
information manipulation). The test contained fiveltiple-choice questions, each
guestion having four alternative answers. We coalerrect answer “1” and an
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incorrect answer “0” and added the scores on tleedfuestions to create an overall
“knowledge score”. We checked for the success efpifocedure manipulation by
asking participants near the end of the experirfieoes the CCS board provide
Dutch citizens an opportunity to voice their opmiabout CCS technology?” (1 =
Yes all Dutch citizens receive an opportunity to voibeir opinion 2 = Some
Dutch citizens receive an opportunity to voice tthogiinion and some do no8 =
No, Dutch citizens do not receive an opportunitydie their opinioh

Desire for public voice.The measure of participants’ desire for an
opportunity for the public to voice opinions comd three itemso(= .77), “To
what extent do you consider an opportunity for Bwch population to voice
opinions about implementation of CCS to be desigb(1 =not at all 7 =very
much, “To what extent do you consider an opportunitywbice an opinion about
CCS to be important?” (1 rot at all 7 =very much, and “The Dutch population
should have the right to vote about the implememabdf CCS.” (1 =completely
disagree 7 =completely agree

Acceptance We measured acceptance of the advice using ¢he ‘To
what extent are you willing to accept the advicehsy CCS board?” (1 mot at all
7 =very much

TrustworthinessWe assessed inferred trustworthiness of the CGBdbo
using the same two items as in Study 4.1 and Sty = .86).

Results
Manipulation checks
We conducted an ANOVA with information about CCSeqyvs. no) as
independent variable and the knowledge score oretbteas dependent variable,
which showed the expected difference in the amotikbhowledge that participants
had about CCS(1, 81) = 215.36p < .001,n° = .73. Participants who had read the
text about CCS technology had significantly moreowledge about CCS
technology M = 4.56,SD = 0.67) than those who had not read this tiskt=(1.60,
SD = 1.13). Analysis of responses on the questioncldthg the procedure
manipulation showed that all participants answehgsl question as intended. All
participants in the public-no-voice condition answek that the public did not
receive an opportunity to voice their opinion ab@@S technology (answer no. 3),
whereas all participants in the public-voice cooditanswered that some members
of the Dutch population received an opportunityéace their opinion and some
did not (answer no. 2).
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Desirefor public voice

We conducted an ANOVA with information about CCSeqyvs. no) as
independent variable and desire for an opportuitythe general public to voice
opinions as dependent variable. This analysis sh@w&gnificant effect-(1, 81)
= 4.75,p < .04,m* = .06. In line with our reasoning underlying Hypesis 5,
informed participants reported a greater desirepfdslic voice M = 4.11,SD =
1.63) than uninformed participantd € 3.42,SD= 1.21).

Acceptance

We performed an ANOVA with information about CCSlahe procedure used by
the CCS board (public voice vs. no public voice)irdependent variables and
willingness to accept the advice of the CCS boarddependent variable. This
analysis revealed a main effect for procedii@, 79) = 7.02p < .01, = .08,
which was qualified by a significant Procedure bfptmation interactionf-(1, 79)

= 5.73,p < .02,n% = .07. In line with our reasoning and as prediéteHypothesis
6, additional analyses of simple main effects rtaddhat the type of decision-
making procedure affected participants’ willingnéssccept the advice if they had
received information about CC&(1, 80) = 13.39p < .001, but did not affect
uninformed participants’ willingness to accept thdvice, F(1, 80) = 0.03,ns
Informed participants were more willing to accem tadvice after a public-voice
procedure than a public-no-voice procedure, whexgaaformed participants’
willingness to accept the advice did not dependhentype of decision-making
procedure (for means and standard deviations, able #.1).

Trustworthiness

We performed an ANOVA with information and proceeluas independent
variables and trustworthiness of the CCS board gsendent variable. This
analysis showed a main effect of procedufg,, 79) = 7.15p < .01, = .08,
which was qualified by a significant Procedure bfptmation interaction-(1, 79)

= 4.49,p < .04,n% = .05. In support of Hypothesis 6, the type ofqedure affected
trust in the CCS board among patrticipants who heghbinformed about CCS, but
did not affect the level of trust among uninformgarticipants. Informed
participants judged the CCS board to be more tushy when it employed a
public-voice procedure than when it employed a igutb-voice procedure,
whereas uninformed participants were inclined tosttrthe decision-making
authority regardless of the type of procedure (ferans and standard deviations,
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see Table 4.1). These results support our predicti@t participants with a
reasonable level of knowledge about CCS respone mpositively to public-voice
procedures than to public-no-voice procedures, dfidhey are not personally
involved in decision making.

Table 4.1 Means (and SD) for decision acceptance and irddriestworthiness as
a function of information received and type of demm-making procedure.

Informed Uninformed
Public Public Public Public
voice no voice voice no voice
Acceptance 5.67° 4.68° 5.25 5.20°
(2.02) (2.00) (0.79) (0.70)
Trustworthiness 5.26' 4.18 5.1C¢ 4.98
(0.92) (2.31) (0.77) (2.01)

Note.Per row different subscripts indicate differentame at the p < .05 level.

Mediation analysis

Again, we performed mediation analysis to examindetver inferred
trustworthiness of the CCS board mediated theiogistip between procedure and
acceptance. However, we hypothesized this indiedigict to be moderated by
participants’ knowledge level. That is, we predicthat public voice would only
affect acceptance of the advice through inferregtivorthiness (the proposed
mediator) among informed participants, not amonigfonmed participants. Baron
and Kenny’s (1986) procedure to test for mediapmvided initial support for this
prediction. By showing the significant Informatibg Procedure interaction on the
outcome variable (i.e., acceptanfes -.43,p < .02) and the proposed mediator
(i.e., trust;p = -.38,p < .04) we met the first two requirements for mé&dia The
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required association between the proposed medatbthe outcome variable was
also significant = .53,p < .001. Moreover, we found that the Information by
Procedure interaction on the outcome variable d¥dp nonsignificancep(= -
.26, p = .12) after introduction of the proposed mediatorthe equation. The
reduction of the magnitude of the interaction dffeas significant, Sobel= 1.98,

p < .05 (see Figure 4.3), indicating mediation. tidiion to this analysis, we
applied the procedure developed by Preacher, RuakdrHayes (2007) to test for
moderated mediation, which uses bootstrapping 4o ftg mediation at different
levels of the moderator variable. This analysishferr corroborated our reasoning
because it supported the mediation model amongm®ad participants (boat =
2.75,p < .01), but not among uninformed participants (boe 0.36,p > .70).
Thus, consistent with Study 4.1 and Study 4.2,ahmediation analyses provided
support for the mediating role of trustworthiness the relationship between
decision-making procedure and acceptance of theadv

Discussion

This study offers converging support for our cenpr&diction that characteristics
of a decision-making procedure affect people’s ttris the decision-making

authority, which in turn determines the likelihotitht they will accept decisions
made by this authority. Study 4.3 further indicatkat knowledge about CCS
technology can moderate this effect: Informed peophcted more positively to
public voice compared to no public voice, while nformed people seemed
relatively indifferent about an opportunity for meens of the general public to
voice their opinions. This finding extends existingights on procedural voice as
it suggests that people do not automatically dispkegative reactions to no-voice
procedures. Instead, we showed that responsesigpemd on people’s knowledge
of the problem, which determines the extent to Whieey find it desirable for the

general public to have a voice in the decision-mgkirocess.

General discussion

In the current research we have focused on howptameee of policy decisions is
affected by whether or not interest groups rec@neopportunity to voice their
opinion in decision making. The decision-making uess concerned the
implementation of carbon dioxide storage as a ¢krmaitigation option, which is
an important issue on the current political ager@ar results demonstrate that
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Figure 4.3 Schematic representation of trust mediating tHecefof decision-
making procedure on decision acceptance in Study 3.

Procedure

by
Knowledge

Willingness
to accept
decision

gl
B =-43* /B =-26

*p<.05,*p<.001 Sobet = 1.98,p < .05

voice for interest groups in decision-making preess which we refer to as group
voice, affects inferred trustworthiness of decismakers and, as a result, impacts
on acceptance of the decisions made. That is,ufrent studies show that people
use procedural information to determine whethenairan authority is worthy of
trust and more readily accept decisions made bgtviarthy decision makers.
Study 4.3 indicates that one’s knowledge level waerate this effect: Informed
people reacted more positively to public-voice pawres compared to public-no-
voice procedures, whereas uninformed people seeatatively indifferent about
an opportunity for members of the general publiedime their opinions.

Our experiments contribute to the existing literatin several ways. First
and foremost, the experiments presented in theewurchapter show that
procedural voice is not only important in the cadepersonal involvement in
decision making. In our studies, group-voice efeciccurred even though
participants were not personally involved in theisien-making process. In this
way, the present work extends previous researcthendomain of procedural
fairness, which has primarily focused on persomates in decision making. We
argue that the difference between personal andpgvoice is important because
traditional self-oriented explanations (e.g., instental and relational accounts) for
preferences of voice procedures over no-voice phaes do not easily apply in the
case of group voice. Whereas self-relevant impticatare proposed to account for
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the effects of voice at the personal level, imgi@as of the procedure for the
decision maker (i.e., inferred trustworthiness) e&plain why people value group-
voice procedures over no-voice procedures.

Another important contribution of the present resleas our assessment of
reactions to decision-making processes in whiclers¢vparties with different
identities are involved. In Study 4.1 and Study, 42 specifically focused on
whether people care about voice for interest graather than the general public
(i.e., environmental NGOs and industrial organaat). Study 4.3 extended this
analysis by focusing on reactions to procedureseklicitly do or do not provide
the general public (but not the individual in quast with an opportunity to voice
opinions. Across all three studies, we found thatprovision of group voice by a
decision-making authority — communicating a faiogedure — instigated trust,
which resulted in a greater willingness to accegtisions made by the decision
maker. Importantly, we excluded alternative expl@mes, such as the possibility
that the involvement of specific parties is crucf8tudy 4.2). Thus, it seems
important that different types of interest groupsédr equal opportunities to voice
their opinions in decision making, independently tife identity of the
organizations involved.

The current research also contributes to the egjdtterature in that we
examined the effects of the level of informatioraitable to the self (Study 4.3).
Interestingly, this last study showed that reaatit;mpublic-voice procedures only
differed from reactions to public-no-voice proceskiramong people who had
received information about CCS, but not among thelse had not received such
information. That is, we found that only people wied some knowledge of the
topic under consideration displayed public-voicee@s. One explanation for this
finding is that participants who had been infornaédut CCS were more aware of
the complexity of the issue and the need for praeeision-making procedures in
dealing with this issue. The topic was still quitamplex for informed participants,
so that they did not have particularly strong fegdi about the accuracy or
favorability of the decision-making outcome (rectibt in Study 4.1 and 4.2
participants’ own attitudes towards CCS implemeatatid not affect acceptance
of the advice provided by the CCS board, regardiégbe nature of this advice).
Nevertheless, they did consider it important thggraion is paid to the concerns
among the general public with regard to CCS. Thasa result of the information
received they see the importance of integratingvsiand concerns of different
interest groups into the decision, including thiahe general public.
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The positive relationship between trustworthineSslexision makers and
acceptance of policy decisions observed in theeatirresearch complements
findings in other areas of research indicating thagtworthiness of authorities has
positive effects on their effective functioning (&y & Degoey, 1996). For
example, it has been found that employees’ trusupervisors positively impacts
employees’ support for their supervisor, partidylawhen outcomes are
unfavorable (Brockner, Siegel, Daly, Tyler, & Marti 1997). Moreover,
trustworthiness of organizational authorities hesrbfound to positively influence
subordinates’ organizational citizenship behavior{ovsky & Pugh, 1994), job
performance (Oldham, 1975), and other types of tcoctsve organizational
behavior (for an overview, see Dirks & Ferrin, 2DOAt the societal level,
trustworthiness of legal authorities creates aitizmmpliance to rules without
coercion (Tyler, 1990). Along these lines, we halilewn here that trustworthiness
of the parties responsible for making national-lepelicy decisions positively
affects public acceptance of these decisions, wiichecessary for successful
implementation of the policies in question.

Limitations and directionsfor futureresearch

The current results were obtained in experimentsrgnundergraduate university
students, which may be raised as a possible limitatVe think, however, that the
use of these participants does not necessarilyromiae the validity of our current
findings. In fact, it can be argued that studemiybations provide a strong test for
our prediction that the provision of voice to imstr groups (without any personal
involvement in the decision-making process) caraanh trust in decision-making
authorities and foster decision acceptance. Thaunslergraduate students are
likely to have higher intelligence, to be more podlly active, and to have greater
knowledge about scientific constructs, probablysiagthem to be more critical of
authorities than a representative sample of memlbérshe general public.
Moreover, there is no reason to believe that unddigte students differ from
other people in how important they consider famogdures to be or in the extent
to which they think trustworthiness is importantifRess and trustworthiness
represent quite basic human values that do notamyy to this context or to the
undergraduate students in these experiments. Indqmukitive correlation between
trust in organizations using gene technology andlipuacceptance of this
technology was obtained from a representative sarplthe Swiss population
(Siegrist, 2000). Similarly, Leung and colleagu2eQ) showed that Hong Kong
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citizens’ evaluations of the Hong Kong governmentavinfluenced by the fairness
of the procedures used to arrive at policy decsimgarding Viethamese asylum
seekers. This illustrates the robustness of vdfeets in general, and suggests that
the observations of the present research may demer® broader research
populations.

Finally, even though undergraduate students maggsssmore knowledge
about scientific constructs in general, just likemiers of the general public they
will tend to have relatively little knowledge aboatspecific issue such as CCS.
Indeed, in Study 4.3 participants who did not reeespecific information about
CCS technology were clearly less able to correatigwer a number of questions
testing their knowledge of the issue at hand tharsd who had received such
information. Comparable differences in knowledgeeleare likely to be observed
among members of the general public, of whom soriehave or develop a
reasonable level of knowledge about CCS, wherdasrotwill stay uninformed.
For the same reason, we think that the resultheturrent studies are not limited
to the decision-making issue under consideratiar fiec., CCS implementation),
but should also be found in research on other natievel policymaking
situations. Future research could examine the bayndonditions of the effects
observed here, for example by assessing group-edieets in decision making on
issues that are less difficult to judge for membafrshe general public or about
which people have stronger outcome preference. nRallg, in these cases
people’s own outcome preferences impact on aughevidluations and acceptance
of policy decisions, over and above the elememrofip voice in decision making.
Future research is needed to examine this posgibili

Conclusion

On the basis of three studies we conclude thatredetrustworthiness of decision
makers is an important attribute in complex pditiclecision making. When
people are not capable of determining whether ticedecision is favorable or
unfavorable, they will more readily accept the dmm and display support
behavior when the decision maker is consideredetdrbstworthy (rather than
untrustworthy). Furthermore, we have shown that pfeouse procedural
information about group voice to determine whetbernot they can trust the
authority. Accordingly, policymakers should be asvdhat acceptance of policy
decisions is not only affected by the content efitiformation that they provide to
the public. Instead, it is crucial that they empfayr group-voice procedures to
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reach policy decisions and that they communicage rthture of these decision-
making procedures to the general public.

100






Refer ences

Ajzen, I. (2001). Nature and operation of attitudesnual Review of Psycholagy
52, 27-58.

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderatoediator variable distinction
in social psychological research: conceptual, etyiaf and statistical
considerationslournal of Personality and Social Psycholpg§$, 1173—
1182.

Batson, C. D. (1994). Why act for the public go&@d2ir answerd?ersonality and
Social Psychology Bulletjr20, 603-610.

Batson, C. D. (1996). Do prosocial motives have lamsiness in businesSbdcial
Justice Researcl®, 7-25.

Bies, R. J., & Shapiro, D. L. (1988). Voice andtfisation: Their influence on
procedural fairness judgmentscademy of Management Journal, 676—
685.

Brockner, J., Heuer, L., Siegel, P. A., Wiesenf&ld Martin, C., Grover, S., et al.
(1998). The moderating effect of self-esteem irttiea to voice:
Converging evidence from five studidsurnal of Personality and Social
Psychology75, 394-407.

Brockner, J., Siegel, P. A., Daly, J., Tyler, T, & Martin, C. (1997). When trust
matters: The moderating effect of outcome favoitgbihdministrative
Science Quarteriy?2 558-583.

De Best-Waldhober, M., Daamen, D. D. L., & Faaij,/A C. (2006)Public
perceptions and preferences regarding large-saalelémentation of six
CO, capture and storage technologies: Well-informed amll-considered
opinions versus uninformed pseudo-opinions of thieDpublic.Leiden
University Institute for Psychological Researchs&ach report.

De Best-Waldhober, M., Daamen, D. D. L., & Faaij,/A C. (in press). Informed
and uninformed public opinions on G@apture and storage technologies
in the Netherlanddnternational Journal of Greenhouse Gas Control

De Cremer, D., & Van Hiel, A. (2006). Effects ohet person's fair treatment on
one's own emotions and behaviors: The moderatiegofdhow much the
other cares for youOrganizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processesl00 231-249.

102



References

De Ruyter, K., Wetzels, M., & Kleijnen, M. (200ustomer adoption of e-
service: An experimental studyiternational Journal of Service Industry
Managementl2, 184-207.

De Young, R. (1993). Changing behavior and makirstjck. Environment and
Behavior 25, 485-505.

Dirks, K. T., & Ferrin, D. L. (2001). The role afust in organizational settings.
Organization Science 2, 450-467.

Earle, T. C., & Cvetkovich, G. T. (1995 ocial trust: Toward a cosmopolitan
society Westport, CT: Praeger.

Earle, T. C., & Siegrist, M. (2006). Morality infmation, performance
information, and the distinction between trust aondfidenceJournal of
Applied SociaPsychology36, 383-416.

Eiser, R. J., Miles, S., & Frewer, L. J. (2002)udt; perceived risk and attitudes
toward food technologiedournal of Applied Social Psycholad32,
2423-2433.

Ellen, P. S., Mohr, L. A., & Webb, D. J. (2000). &hable programs
and the retailer: Do they mixjdurnal of Retailing76, 393—406.

Ellen, P. S., Webb, D. J., & Mohr, L. A. (2006).iBling corporate associations:
Consumer attributions for corporate socially resiae programslournal
of the Academy dflarketing Science34, 147-157.

Folger, R. (1977). Distributive and procedural ijgest Combined impact of voice
and improvement on experienced inequityurnal of Personality and
Social Psychologys5s, 108-119.

Forehand, M., & Grier, S., (2003). When is hondltybest policy? The effect of
stated company intent on consumer skepticurnal of Consumer
Psychology13, 349-356.

Frewer, L. J., Howard, C., Hedderley, D., & Sheph®&. (1996). What determines
trust in information about food-related risks? Umgiag psychological
constructsRisk Analysisl6, 473-485.

Fukuyama, F. (1995)rust: The social virtues and the creation of prrsfy. New
York: Free Press.

Funk, C. L. (2000).The dual influence of self-ig&rand societal interest in public
opinion. Political Research Quarter)yp3, 37—62.

Huijts, N. M. A., Midden, C. J. H., & Meijnders,.A. (2007). Social acceptance
of carbon dioxide storag&nergy Policy35, 2780-2789.

103



References

IPCC (2007). Summary for policymakers. In M. L. §aO. F. Canziani, J. P.
Palutikof, P. J. Van der Linden, & C. E. HansenqClimate change
2007: Impacts, Adaptation, and Vulnerability. Cdlmtition of Working
Group Il to the Fourth Assessment Report of thergivernmental Panel
on Climate Changépp. 7—22). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press.

Jarvenpaa, S. L., Tractinsky, N., & Vitale, M. (B)0Consumer trust in an internet
store.Information Technology and Managemeht45—71.

Jungermann, H., Pfister, H.-R., & Fischer, K. (1p%&edibility, information
preferences, and information intere®sk Analysisl6, 251-261.

Kahneman, D., Slovic, P., & Tversky A. (1982)dgment under uncertainty:
Heuristics and biaseNew York: Cambridge University Press.

Kasperson, R. E., Golding, D., & Tuler, S. (19%9cial distrust as a factor in
siting hazardous facilities and communicating riskairnal of Social
Issues48, 161-187.

Kim, P. H., Dirks K. T., Cooper C. D., & Ferrin, D. (2006). When more blame is
better than less: The implications of internalesgernal attributions for the
repair of trust after a competence- vs. integragdd trust violation.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Proces86, 49—-65

Kim, P. H., Ferrin, D. L., Cooper, C. D., & Dirk, T. (2004). Removing the
shadow of suspicion: The effects of apology vedwrsal for repairing
competence- versus integrity-based trust violatidasrnal of Applied
Psychology89, 104-118.

Konovsky, M., & Pugh, S. (1994). Citizenship belwnand social exchange.
Academy of Management Journa¥, 656—669

Kray, L., & Lind, E. A. (2002). The injustices offeers: Social reports and the
integration of others' experiences in organizafifusdice judgments.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Proces86, 906—-924.

LaTour, S. (1978). Determinants of participant abderver satisfaction with
adversary and inquisitorial modes of adjudicatimurnal of Personality
and Social Psycholog®6, 1531-1545.

Leung, K., Tong, K. K., & Lind, E. A. (2007). Realjtik versus fair process:
Moderating effects of group identification on adeee of political
decisionsJournal of Personality and Social Psycholp89, 476—489.

104



References

Lind, E. A., Kanfer, R., & Early, P. C. (1990). \¢®i, control, and procedural
justice: Instrumental and noninstrumental concerrfairness judgments.
Journal of Personality and Social Psycholp§9, 952—-959.

Lind, E. A., Kray, L., & Thompson, L. (1998). Theaal construction of injustice:
Fairness judgments in response to own and othefairidreatment by
authorities Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Procesgs,
1-22.

Lind, E. A., & Tyler, T. (1988)The social psychology of procedural justit&w
York: Plenum.

Lofstedt, R. E., & Renn, O. (1997). The Brent Spamtroversy: An example of
risk communication gone wrongisk Analysisl7, 131-136.

MacKinnon, D. P., Lockwood, C. M., Hoffman, J. MVest, S. G., & Sheets, V.
(2002). A comparison of methods to test mediatiath @her intervening
variable effectsPsychological Methods, 83—-104.

Maeda, Y., & Miyahara, M. (2003). Determinantsofst in industry, government,
and citizen's groups in Japdisk Analysis23, 303-310.

Meijnders, A. L., Midden, C. J. H., & Wilke, H. Al. (2001). Role of negative
emotions in communication about CO2 risRg&sk Analysis, 21955-966.

Metlay, D. (1999). Institutional trust and confiden A journey into a conceptual
guagmire. In G. T. Cvetkovich & R. E. Lofstedt (BdSocial trust and the
management of risfpp. 100-116). London, UK: Earthscan.

Miles, S., & Frewer, L. J. (2003), Public perceptuf scientific uncertainty in
relation to food hazarddournal of Risk Research, 267—-283.

Nilsson, A., Von Borgstede, C., & Biel, A. (200%Yillingness to accept climate
change strategies: The effect of values and natmsnal of
Environmental Psycholog®4, 267-277.

Oldham, G. (1975). The impact of supervisory chiaréstics on goal acceptance.
Academy of Management Journs8, 461-475.

Peters, R. G., Covello, V. T., & McCallum, D. B9@7). The determinants of trust
and credibility in environmental risk communicatiém empirical study.
Risk Analysisl7, 43-54.

Peterson, R. S. (1999). Can you have too muchgobd thing? The limits of voice
for improving satisfaction with leadefBersonality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 25, 313-324.

Poortinga, W., & Pidgeon, N. F. (2003). Explorifg dimensionality of trust in
risk regulationRisk Analysis23, 961-972.

105



References

Poortinga, W., & Pidgeon, N. F. (2005). Trust iskrregulation: Cause or
consequence of the acceptability of GM fodid8k Analysis25, 197-207.

Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2004). SPSS an8 pidcedures for estimating
indirect effects in simple mediation modedghavior Research Methods,
Instruments, & Computer86, 717-731.

Preacher, K. J., Rucker, D. D., & Hayes, A. F. (20@ddressing moderated
mediation hypotheses: Theory, methods, and pregargpMultivariate
Behavioral Researgl2, 185-227.

Reeder, G. D., & Brewer, M. B. (1979). A schematiadel of dispositional
attribution in interpersonal perceptidPsychological RevievB86, 61—79.

Reeder, G. D., Hesson-Mclnnis, M., Krohse, J. OS&alabba, E. A. (2001).
Inferences about effort and abilifersonality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 27, 1225-1235.

Renn, O., & Levine, D. (1991). Credibility and trurs risk communication. In R.
E. Kasperson & P. J. M. Stallen (Ed€hmmunicating risks to the public
(pp. 175-218). Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Kluwer.

Rousseau, D. M, Sitkin, S. B., Burt, R. S., & CaeneC. (1998). Not so different
after all: A cross-discipline view of trugicademy of Management Revjew
23, 393-404.

Selnes, F. (1998). Antecedents and consequentrssbind satisfaction in buyer-
seller relationshipEuropean Journal of Marketin@2, 305-322.

Siegrist, M. (1999). A causal model explaining pegception and acceptance of
gene technologylournal of Applied Social Psycholgd3g, 2093-2106.

Siegrist, M. (2000). The influence of trust andgegtions of risks and benefits on
the acceptance of gene technoldgisk Analysis20, 195-203.

Siegrist, M., & Cvetkovich, G. (2000). Perceptidrhnazards: The role of social
trust and knowledgdrisk Analysis20, 713—-719.

Siegrist, M., Earle, T. C., & Gutscher, H. (200Bst of a trust and confidence
model in the applied context of electromagnetitdfi&MF) risks.Risk
Analysis 23, 705-716.

Skowronski, J. J., & Carlston, D. E. (1989). Negatiand extremity biases in
impression formation: A review of explanatioRsychological Bulletin
105 131-142.

106



References

Smith, H. J., Tyler, T. R., Huo, Y. J., Ortiz, D, & Lind, E. A. (1998). The self-
relevant implications of the group-value model: Granembership, self-
worth, and treatment qualityournal of Experimental Social Psychology
34, 470-493.

Sobel, M. E. (1982). Asymptotic confidence intesvadr indirect effects in
structural equations models. In S. Leinhart (Eslggiological methodology
1982(pp. 290-312). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Stahl, T., Van Prooijen, J.-W., & Vermunt, R. (2003@n the psychology of
procedural justice: Reactions to procedures ofangivs. outgroup
authorities European Journal of Social Psycholo@y, 173—-189.

Sundblad, E.-L., & Biel, A., & Garling, T. (200.ognitive and affective risk
judgments related to climate chandeurnal of Environmental
Psychology?27, 97-106.

Tanaka, Y. (2004). Major psychological factors efiiegy acceptance of gene-
recombination technologfrisk Analysis24, 1575-1583.

Ter Mors, E. (2008). Dealing with information ab@omplex issues: The role of
source perceptions. Doctoral dissertation, Leidaivéfsity.

Terwel, B. W., Harinck, F., Ellemers, N., & Daamén,D. L. (in press). How
organizational motives and communications affetflipurust in
organizations: The case of carbon dioxide captadestorageJournal of
Environmental Psychologyoi: 10.1016/j.jenvp.2008.11.004.

Terwel, B. W., Harinck, F., Ellemers, N., & Daamén,D. L. (2009a).
Competence-based and integrity-based trust as giadi of acceptance of
carbon dioxide capture and storage technoldgwanuscript submitted for
publication.

Terwel, B. W., Harinck, F., Ellemers, N., & Daamén,D. L. (2009b)Voice in
political decision making: The effect of group woan trust in decision
makers and subsequent acceptance of decisidasuscript submitted for
publication.

Tokushige, K., Akimoto, K., & Tomoda, T. (2007).We perceptions on the
acceptance of geological storage of carbon dioaidkinformation
influencing the acceptandaternational Journal of Greenhouse Gas
Control Technologiesl, 101-112.

Trafimow, D., Bromgard, I. K., Finlay, K. A., & Ketaar, T. (2005). The role of
affect in determining the attributional weight oiroral behaviors.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletdi, 935-948.

107



References

Tyler, T. R. (1990)Why people obey the law: Procedural justice, legity, and
complianceNew Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Tyler, T. R., & Degoey, P. (1996). Trust in orgatianal authorities: The
influence of motive attributions and willingnessaccept decisions. In R.
M. Kramer & T. R. Tyler (Eds.)Trust in organizations: Frontiers of
theory and researclpp. 331-356). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Tyler, T. R., Degoey, P., & Smith, H. (1996). Unstanding why the justice of
group procedures matters: A test of the psychotdgignamics of the
group-value modellournal of Personality and Social Psycholpg®,
913-930.

Tyler, T. R., & Folger, R. (1980). Distributionaté procedural aspects of
satisfaction with citizen—police encountdBasic and Applied Social
Psychologyl, 281-292.

Tyler, T. R., & Lind, E. A. (1992). A relational rdel of authority in groups. In M.
Zanna (Ed.)Advances in experimental social psychol@my. 115-191).
New York: Academic Press.

Van den Bos, K., & Lind, E. A. (2001). The psychmtaf own versus others’
treatment: Self-oriented and other-oriented effeatperceptions of
procedural fairnes®ersonality and Social Psychology Bullet?, 1324—
1333.

Van den Bos, K., Vermunt, R., & Wilke, H. A. M. (@6). The consistency rule
and the voice effect: The influence of expectationgrocedural fairness
judgments and performandeuropean Journal of Social Psycholo@g,
411-428.

Van den Bos, K., Wilke, H. A. M., & Lind, E. A. (98). When do we need
procedural fairness? The role of trust in authodournal of Personality
and Social Psychology5, 1449-1458.

Walker, L., LaTour, S., Lind, E. A., & Thibaut, 1974). Reactions of participants
and observers to modes of adjudicatidournal of Applied Social
Psychology4, 295-310.

Wanous, J. P., Reichers, A. E., & Hudy, M. J. (19@%erall job satisfaction
measures: How good are single-item measuresfhal of Applied
Psychology82, 247-252.

Yoon, Y., Gurhan-Canli, Z., & Schwarz, N. (2006heTeffect of corporate social
responsibility (CSR) activities on companies witidlyeputationslournal
of Consumer Psycholog¥6, 377-390.

108






Nederlandse samenvatting
(Summary in Dutch)

eze dissertatie gaat over antecedenten en conseguemn publiek

vertrouwen in organisaties die betrokken zijn ladjahtwikkeling van en

de besluitvorming over CCS% technologie. In het kort houdt deze
technologie in dat het koolstofdioxide (@Qlat vrijkomt bij de verbranding van
fossiele brandstoffen wordt afgevangen en getratespral naar geologische
formaties (bijvoorbeeld lege aardgasvelden) wa#en langdurig kan worden
opgeslagen. Het doel van CCS technologie is heningleren van de alsmaar
toenemende concentratie koolstofdioxide in de ate®rs aangezien dit volgens
wetenschappers de voornaamste oorzaak van klimaatering is (IPCC, 2007).
Door middel van de inzet van CCS technologie kagrgiewinning uit fossiele
brandstoffen blijven plaatsvinden zonder dat deceatratie koolstofdioxide in de
atmosfeer toeneemt. Vanwege deze eigenschap wadtingdet van CCS
technologie, naast het terugdringen van energiewdrbn het uitvoeriger benutten
van duurzame energiebronnen, beschouwd als eengbpigta strategie om de
uitstoot van koolstofdioxide te verminderen en dase klimaatverandering tegen
te gaan.

Publieke acceptatie van CCS is cruciaal voor hetesvol implementeren
van deze technologie. Onderzoek heeft echter aamggtdat mensen weinig
kennis hebben over CCS en de relatie tussen dectatie koolstofdioxide in de
atmosfeer en het veranderende klimaat (de BesttWihkt, Daamen, & Faaij, in
druk). Hierdoor zijn zij niet goed in staat om zglf een weloverwogen en accuraat
oordeel over de wenselijkheid van de technologieotaeen (dit principe geldt ook
voor andere complexe technologieén, zoals gentémiieo Siegrist, 2000).
Daarom is de vraag op grond waarvan mensen zudishiiten de inzet van CCS te
accepteren of juist af te wijzen.

De redenering die in deze dissertatie centraalt s¢éadat mensen zich
hierbij zullen laten leiden door de mate van venven die zij hebben in de
organisaties die betrokken zijn bij CCS (onder aedeindustriéle organisaties,
milieuorganisaties en overheidsorganisaties). Nasgmmen meer vertrouwen heeft
in een organisatie zal men eerder geneigd zijrstagtdpunt met betrekking tot de

16 De afkorting “CCS” staat in het Engels voor “camnttioxide capture and storage”.
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inzet van CCS technologie van deze organisatieotgem. Het doel van deze
dissertatie is inzicht te verschaffen in factor@nwhn invioed zijn op de mate van
publiek vertrouwen in CCS organisaties en te toets® publiek vertrouwen van
invioed is op publieke acceptatie van CCS.

In Hoofdstuk 1 wordt een korte inleiding gegeven dp huidige
klimaatproblematiek en de rol die CCS technologia kpelen bij het tegengaan
van klimaatverandering. Daarna volgt een korte tedépg van relevante literatuur
over vertrouwen en wordt een drietal psychologisphecessen beschreven die
relevant zijn voor een beter begrip van antecedesteconsequenties van publiek
vertouwen in organisaties die betrokken zijn bijSCCGHet eerste proces heeft
betrekking op de relatie tussen publiek vertrouwwprbasis varcompetentiegn
publiek vertrouwen op basis vamtegriteit aan de ene kant en publieke acceptatie
van CCS aan de andere kant. Het tweede procedtlrenvioed van door CCS
organisaties naar het publiek gecommuniceerdenrdbe op de mate van publiek
vertrouwen in deze organisaties. Het derde proees gver de relatie tussen de
wijze waarop besluiten ten aanzien van CCS totdskamen, het vertrouwen dat
mensen in de besluitvormer hebben, en de mate nagrgeneigd zijn besluiten
van deze besluitvormer te accepteren. Het onderdatkaar deze drie processen
is gedaan staat beschreven in de drie empirischfdi$tokken die deel uitmaken
van deze dissertatie (Hoofdstukken 2, 3 en 4).

In Hoofdstuk 2 wordt onderscheid gemaakt tussere tiypen vertrouwen.
Het eerste type heeft betrekking op vertrouwengeaitaseerd is op percepties van
de competentie van een organisatie en is geretat@n vragen als “Heeft de
organisatie veel ervaring op dit gebied?’en “Hed# organisatie voldoende
expertise in huis?”. Het tweede type vertrouwegebaseerd op percepties van de
integriteit van een organisatie en is gerelateardvaagen als “Geeft de organisatie
eerlijke informatie?” en “Heeft de organisatie owegor publieke belangen of
slechts voor eigenbelang?”. Door middel van expeni@el onderzoek is
vervolgens de invloed van deze twee typen vertrousgepublieke acceptatie van
CCS in kaart gebracht hoe. Uit het onderzoek btgt mensen geneigd zijn de
positie van een CCS organisatie te volgen wanrigep basis van waarnemingen
ten aanzien van deompetentievan de organisatie veel vertrouwen in de
organisatie hebben. Dat wil zeggen dat mensentigedial meer geneigd zijn de
inzet van CCS te accepteren wanneer de organisatiesoorstander is van CCS
dan wanneer de organisatie een tegenstander i€@8&n Dit effect lijkt te worden
veroorzaakt door het feit dat mensen de voordedenGCS groter achten wanneer
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de organisatie een voorstander is dan wanneergdmisatie een tegenstander is.
Echter, als het op competentie gebaseerde vertrolaag) is, dan laten mensen
zich niet zozeer beinvioeden door het standpuntdeamrganisatie. In dit geval

lijkt het er op dat mensen twijfelen over de jugthvan het oordeel van de
organisatie, waardoor het standpunt van de orgamiseet van invloed is op hoe

mensen de voordelen van CCS beoordelen (en op breidbeid om CCS te

accepteren).

De invloed van opntegriteit gebaseerd vertrouwen in een organisatie op
acceptatie van CCS is anders dan de hierboven tessch invioed van op
competentie gebaseerd vertrouwen. Als vertrouweredn organisatie laag is
vanwege waarnemingen met betrekking tot de inwignan de organisatie, dan
Zijn mensen geneigd tegen de positie van deze isaanin te gaan. In dit geval
verwerpen mensen de inzet van CCS als de organisati voorstander is van de
inzet van CCS, terwijl zij geneigd zijn CCS te gueeen wanneer de organisatie
een tegenstander is. Echter, als vertrouwen incgganisatie hoog is vanwege
waarnemingen ten aanzien van de integriteit vanodgnisatie, dan lijkt het
standpunt van de organisatie niet zozeer van idvlye acceptatie van CCS. Dit
onderzoek is relevant omdat het laat zien dat bet wrganisaties die als weinig
integer worden waargenomen van groot belang is rorte izetten op manieren
waarmee het waargenomen gebrek aan integriteikowram kan worden.

In Hoofdstuk 3 wordt onderzocht hoe publiek vertven in verschillende
typen CCS organisaties afhangt van de motievennaiasen deze organisaties
toedichten. Hierin wordt onderscheid gemaakt tusteee typen motieven,
namelijk publiekdienende motieven (zoals zorg voetr milieu en publiek welzijn)
en organisatiedienende motieven (zoals het nastrear een zo groot mogelijke
winst en het verkrijgen van een positief imago)n Besldstudie laat zien dat
mensen meer vertrouwen hebben in milieuorganisatdaa in industriéle
organisaties die bij CCS betrokken zijn. Dit veikdh publiek vertrouwen kan
worden verklaard door het feit dat mensen denken ndfieuorganisaties het
publieke belang nastreven (publiekdienende motigveerwijl zij denken dat
industriéle organisaties het belang van de orgtaeisaelf nastreven
(organisatiedienende motieven). Het verschil in lipdbvertrouwen kan niet
verklaard worden door eventuele verschillen in cetaptie aangezien zowel
milieuorganisaties als industriéle organisatieatiel competent gevonden worden.

In dit hoofdstuk wordt ook experimenteel onderzolbbe communicatie
over motieven van invioed is op de mate van vewmu in deze typen
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organisaties. Uit dit onderzoek blijkt dat orgatiesss het meest worden vertrouwd
wanneer zij argumenten met betrekking tot de inzt CCS geven die in

overeenstemming zijn met het type motief dat mengen de organisaties
verwachten (bijvoorbeeld een economisch argumeat de inzet van CCS door
een industriéle organisatie). Dit impliceert datdustriéle organisaties weinig
vertrouwen wekken door publiekdienende motievercdaexmuniceren en beter
“eerlijk” uit kunnen komen voor de organisatiediade motieven die hen worden
toegedicht.  Gelijktijdig communiceren van publiekdénde motieven

(bijvoorbeeld een milieuargument voor de inzet @OS) en organisatiedienende
motieven lijkt een effectievere manier voor indiéé organisaties om vertrouwen
te wekken onder het publiek.

In hoofdstuk 4 wordt aandacht besteed aan de idviean het
besluitvormingsproces ten aanzien van CCS op de waat publiek vertrouwen in
de besluitvormer en acceptatie van besluiten diel@ogenomen. Specifiek wordt
onderzocht hoe het geven van inspraak aan veesuotidl typen belanghebbenden
(i.e., milieuorganisaties, industriéle organisatesde Nederlandse bevolking) van
invloed is op de mate van publiek vertrouwen in miditieke besluitvormer,
aangezien dit medebepalend zal zijn voor de masginhet publiek geneigd is het
voorgestelde beleid ten aanzien van CCS te acesptdit dit onderzoek blijkt dat
het expliciet geven van inspraak aan milieuorgaigisan industriéle organisaties
in het CCS besluitvormingsproces meer vertrouwekt @r daardoor inderdaad tot
meer acceptatie van besluiten over de inzet van @@H dan wanneer geen
mogelijkheid tot inspraak aan deze organisatiesdtvgegeven. Dit effect van
“groepsinspraak” op de mate van vertrouwen in dguiteormer en acceptatie van
het besluit kan niet worden verklaard door het si@geit dat milieuorganisaties
inspraak kregen (ongeacht of industriéle orgar@satook inspraak in de
besluitvorming kregen). Vervolgonderzoek laat najinelien dat besluitvormers
vertrouwen wekken als zij inspraak geven aan bgjigen organisaties, maar niet
als zij alleen inspraak geven aan een specifiek tymanisatie en niet aan een
ander type organisatie. Kortom, het is niet zo mansen het enkel belangrijk
vinden dat milieuorganisaties die zij vertrouwenpgraak krijgen; mensen vinden
het belangrijk dat besluiten op een grondige ermtuwaardige manier tot stand
komen en daarbij is ook het geven van inspraaki@@ustriéle organisaties van
belang.

Het laatste onderzoek in dit hoofdstuk heeft béirek op het wel of niet
geven van inspraak aan de Nederlandse bevolkirg emaag of het kennisniveau
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van mensen ten aanzien van CCS van invloed is epbletangrijk zij publieke
inspraak vinden. Het in kaart brengen van de ird/lean kennisniveau op hoe
mensen reageren op karakteristiecken van CCS besimingsprocedures is
ondermeer van belang omdat er in de toekomst ooki&eerschillen onder de
Nederlandse bevolking zullen zijn. In dit onderzaedrd daarom de helft van de
deelnemers geinformeerd over CCS en de ander thietft waardoor een groep
ontstond met relatief veel kennis over CCS techgiel@n een groep met relatief
weinig kennis over dit onderwerp. Vervolgens werderdeelnemers geinformeerd
over het CCS besluitvormingsproces. De helft vde déelnemers las dat naast
milieuorganisaties en industriéle organisaties ¢@k publiek inspraak kreeg,
terwijl de andere deelnemers lazen dat alleen udgtiganisaties en industriéle
organisaties inspraak kregen en de bevolking Bietresultaten van dit onderzoek
laten zien dat mensen die weinig kennis hebben 6@8$ publieke inspraak niet
essentieel vinden; het feit dat zij weten dat zowsieuorganisaties als industriéle
organisaties inspraak hebben lijkt voor hen genvegr mensen met een grotere
mate van kennis over CCS lijken publieke inspraakét besluitvormingsproces
echter wel van belang. Zij zijn meer geneigd bésfumet betrekking tot de inzet
van CCS te accepteren op basis van een besluitvgsmiocedure waarin ook het
publiek inspraak heeft dan op basis van een praoeedig niet voorziet in een
mogelijkheid voor inspraak van de Nederlandse hawg!

Het onderzoek in deze dissertatie heeft zowel lpeie theoretische als
praktische implicaties. Vanuit theoretisch oogpsritet onderzoek relevant omdat
het bijvoorbeeld laat zien dat de twee typen verten (vertrouwen op basis van
competentie en vertrouwen op basis van integritgityerschillende manieren van
invloed zijn op publieke acceptatie van een nieteeéinologie zoals CCS. Hoewel
het onderzoek experimenteel van karakter is, Hextfzeker ook relevantie voor de
praktijk. Sterker nog, experimenteel onderzoek itermate geschikt voor het
vroegtijdig identificeren en analyseren van psyopgiche processen die een rol
zullen gaan spelen bij het tot stand komen vanaekige publieke acceptatie van
de inzet van CCS, zonder daarbij de doelgroep qbijveeld de Nederlandse
bevolking of omwonenden van een koolstofdioxidelaggld) te “besmetten”.
Immers, op deze manier is het bijvoorbeeld mogedgkst te onderzoeken welke
wijze van communiceren effectief is zonder eerst p@ar keer de mist in te gaan
bij het informeren van mensen (wat zeer belanggjeolgen kan hebben voor de
mate van publieke acceptatie van CCS). Besef vgiralsessen die een rol spelen
bij publieke acceptatie van CCS is cruciaal omderkomen dat mensen de inzet
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van CCS om onjuiste redenen verwerpen (bijvoorbeelaheer zij zich baseren op
ideeén die aantoonbaar niet kloppen).

Conclusie

Het huidige onderzoek heeft enkele processen l#teid die van belang zijn voor
het voorspellen en verklaren van de mate van pkibkeceptatie van CCS. Hieruit
blijkt dat publieke acceptatie van CCS niet allgahafhangen van de objectieve
kwaliteiten van CCS en de informatie die hieroverdt gegeven, maar ook in
belangrijke mate van het type informatie dat wogdgeven (bijvoorbeeld
informatie met betrekking tot milieu- versus ecoigshe consequenties van CCS
of informatie over potentiéle voordelen versusco& van CCS), de bron die de
informatie geeft (bijvoorbeeld milieuorganisatiessus industriéle organisaties) en
de wijze waarop besluiten met betrekking tot CCSstand komen. Ten eerste
geeft het onderzoek aan dat het voor organisagisastireus is wanneer het publiek
hen waarneemt als niet integer. Aangezien publiekreuwen in industriéle
organisaties te wensen over laat is het voornaknetipr deze organisaties van
belang om door middel van communicatie naar heligulhet vertrouwen van
mensen te vergroten. Communicatie lijkt niet effdctwanneer industriéle
organisaties alleen publiekdienende (milieu)argusrernvoor de inzet van CCS
geven. Industriéle organisaties doen er beter aalikenaar het publiek te
communiceren dat naast de gevolgen voor het milieki organisatiedienende
motieven een rol spelen. Voor overheidsorganisaéiegt van belang om duidelijk
aan te geven dat er zowel milieuorganisaties alsistii€le organisaties bij de
besluitvorming over CCS betrokken zijn. Hierdoor rdto de suggestie van
achterkamertjespolitiek vermeden en wordt duidelgat besluiten op een
rechtvaardige en goede manier tot stand komenv€kt vertrouwen en kan tevens
al in een vroegtijdig stadium van de besluitvormivgr CCS plaatsvinden. Het is
in de toekomst aan de verschillende CCS organssatie de inzichten die deze
dissertatie heeft opgeleverd op een juiste maaigebruiken.
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