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Abstract
The issue of trust has increasingly attracted attention in the business ethics literature. Our aim is to contribute further to
this literature by examining how the use of the carbon copy (cc) function in email communication influences felt trust. We
develop the argument that the use of cc enhances transparency—representing an important characteristic of workplace ethics—and hence promotes trust. We further argue that a downside of the cc option may be that it can also be experienced as
a control mechanism, which may therefore negatively affect trust. The results of our first study showed that the use of cc
indeed enhances perceived transparency, but at the same time also leads to the experience of increased control. Building
upon this insight, the findings of five subsequent studies consistently revealed that the use of cc negatively influences felt
trust. More precisely, employees felt trusted the least when the supervisor was always included in cc (Studies 2 and 3). This
effect on felt trust also negatively influenced how trustworthy the organizational climate was perceived (Study 4). We further
replicated these results in two field surveys, which showed that the negative effect of cc on felt trust lowered perceptions of
psychological safety (Study 5) and contributed to a culture of fear (Study 6). Taken together, our findings suggest that when
transparency in email communications is experienced as a control mechanism, its use is perceived as unethical, rather than
as ethical. Implications and recommendations for future business ethics research are discussed.
Keywords Business ethics · Felt trust · Email communication · Carbon copy · Transparency · Control

Introduction
Email is the preferred mode of communication in many
of today’s organizations. The present research empirically
tested the unexplored effect of putting a supervisor in cc on
employees’ felt trust. On the one hand, cc’ing the supervisor
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can be expected to positively affect felt trust because it
enhances transparency. On the other hand, including the
supervisor in the mail conversation can also be experienced
by employees as a way to monitor and control them, which
can be expected to negatively affect felt trust. In the present
research, we have conducted a series of six studies—four
behavioral experiments and two field surveys—to examine
whether the frequency of cc use positively or negatively
influences the amount of trust that employees experience.

Linking Business Ethics and Trust
Over the last few decades, the concept of trust has become
an important issue in the business ethics literature (e.g.,
Bews and Rossouw 2002; Brenkert 1998; Dietz and
Gillespie 2012; Etzioni in press; Kujala et al. 2016; Leonidou et al. 2013; Loucks 1987). Many scholars have argued
that ethics and trust are closely connected. In line with this
argument, the CEO of Baxter Travenol stated that “Ethics
is simply and ultimately a matter of trust” (Loucks 1987, p.
4). Furthermore, in an article published by the Institute of
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Business Ethics, Dietz and Gillespie (2012, p. 4) noted that
“In many respects, to be ethical is to be trustworthy.” More
recently, Kujala et al. (2016, p. 701) argued that “trust is
considered a moral phenomenon” and as such “has important ethical implications for organizations and their management.” These conceptual arguments are further supported by
several empirical studies which report a positive association between ethicality and trust (e.g., Ahearne et al. 2005;
Bejou et al. 1998; Hennig-Thurau 2004; Huang 2008). On
the contrary, perceptions of unethicality have been shown to
negatively impact trust (Leonidou et al. 2013; also see Carrigan and Attalla 2001; Creyer and Ross 1997). These prior
studies on the link between ethics and trust illustrate that,
as part of a robust ethical culture, trust needs to be fostered
within organizations (Dietz and Gillespie 2012).
Trust is also a fundamental element of all social relationships (Brien 1998; Castaldo et al. 2010; Hosmer 1995; Swift
2001), including workplace relations (Bews and Rossouw
2002; Cohen and Dienhart 2013; Greenwood et al. 2010).
Prior business ethics research has shown that trust builds and
supports long-term relationships and generates supportive
behavior, both inside and outside of an organization, and,
therefore, is regarded as a central element of a company’s
ongoing success (Ingenhoff and Sommer 2010). Indeed,
many studies have shown that when trust is present, many
benefits emerge. This includes higher cooperation, commitment, job satisfaction, and job performance (Butler 1995;
Colquitt et al. 2013; Mooradian et al. 2006; Shore et al.
2006; Shum et al. 2019; see also Colquitt et al. 2007; Dirks
and Ferrin 2002, for meta-analyses), all of which contribute
significantly to the performance of organizations (Gelade
and Ivery 2003; Podsakoff et al. 2009). The present research
focuses on felt trust. Felt trust refers to employees’ perceptions of how much other organizational members trust them
(Lester and Brower 2003). In the last two decades, this specific type of trust has received increasing research attention
(e.g., Brower et al. 2000; Ferrin et al. 2006; Lau and Lam
2008; Lau et al. 2007; Salamon and Robinson 2008).

Transparent Communication as Ethical Behavior
What then determines whether employees feel trusted within
their organization? Prior research has shown that the degree
of trust depends on several factors (e.g., Connell et al. 2003;
Whitener 1997; Whitener et al. 1998), of which open communication—or communication transparency—is an important one. What is particularly interesting with regard to the
present study is that a number of scholars have discussed the
relationship between communication transparency and ethical behavior in workplace settings (see Palanski et al. 2011;
Vogelgesang et al. 2013), with transparency often being
conceptualized as a virtue or as something that “should”
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be encouraged (Murphy et al. 2007). Jose and Thibodeaux
(1999), for instance, investigated the institutionalization of
workplace ethics from the perspective of managers and concluded that open communication channels are one of the
most effective ways to foster an ethical climate in organizations. Moreover, research by Palanski et al. (2011) revealed
that teams showed higher behavioral integrity when team
members exhibited higher levels of transparency. Vogelgesang et al. (2013) similarly reported that communication transparency positively relates to behavioral integrity.
Recently, Shum et al. (2019, p. 483) proposed that transparency is “an underpinning of workplace ethics.”
Taken together, these writings illustrate that companies
should strive to accomplish communication transparency, as
open and transparent communication represents an important characteristic of workplace ethics that has been shown
to be positively associated with organizational trust (Auger
2014; Kanagaretnam et al. 2010; Norman et al. 2010; Rawlins 2008; Shum et al. 2019; Williams 2005). Although a
number of different conceptualizations of transparency exist
(e.g., Rogers 1987; Schnackenberg and Tomlinson 2016;
Vogelgesang and Lester 2009; Walumbwa et al. 2008), most
of these definitions contain a critical element of “sharing
relevant information” (Vogelgesang 2008, p. 43). In the context of the present study, we therefore define transparency as
the extent to which relevant information is shared among all
stakeholders (cf. Vogelgesang and Crossley 2006).

Email Communication and the Carbon Copy
Function
In light of the many technological advancements that companies face, much of the information and knowledge available within organizations is communicated through digitalized media such as electronic mail (email). Although email
communication has existed now for already more than
40 years, it is still considered a prevalent form of communication at work (Bellotti et al. 2003; Radicati and Hoang
2011; Rosen et al. in press). In fact, within organizations,
email is the most central medium by which correspondence
takes place and information is exchanged (Dabbish et al.
2005), and is therefore regarded as providing crucial input
to organizational performance (Jackson et al. 1999; Solingen
et al. 1998). It has been argued that email communication
is perceived to be less time-consuming, more reliable, and
more efficient than telephone communication or meeting
face-to-face (Berghel 1997; Renaud et al. 2006). However,
the use of email is not just an important means to distribute
information, but also a possible vehicle to foster trust within
the organization (cf. Kasper-Fuehrera and Ashkanasy 2001).
As companies today find themselves in a digital era,
the present paper endeavors to focus more deeply on the
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relationship between the use of electronic communication
and the amount of trust that employees experience. One
important feature in this regard is that email as an information distribution channel is very well equipped to meet
the requirement of transparency by means of the carbon
copy (cc) function. This email function is used when one
wants to copy others publicly in the digital conversation.
However, although the use of the cc option can reasonably
be expected to increase the experience of transparency,
the use of this email option might not be without costs.
A particular downside of the cc option is that its use can
potentially be experienced by employees as a means to
monitor and control them. In fact, within the literature,
trust is generally defined as “the willingness of a party to
be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the
expectation that the other will perform a particular action
important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that party” (Mayer et al. 1995, p. 712). The
last part of this definition explicitly acknowledges that the
presence of trust is contingent on the absence of control
or monitoring. If, however, the feeling exists that control
measures are in place and one is being monitored, then
trust can be expected to suffer. In line with this reasoning, scholars (e.g., Saunders et al. 2014; Sitkin and Roth
1993) have argued that organizational practices that comprised of monitoring and control systems actually result
in distrust, rather than trust. Since no prior research has
empirically investigated this issue, it is unclear whether
the use of the cc option positively or negatively affects
organizational trust.
In many of today’s organizations it is common practice for employees to work together on team projects. In
light of this, the cc option is of special interest because
it allows the inclusion of project supervisors when team
members are communicating with each other; a practice
which occurs regularly in today’s organizations (Smit
et al. 2017). One critical component in this perspective
is that organizations may differ in how appropriate or
normative it is to include the supervisor in cc when coworkers communicate with each other through email.
Indeed, in some organizations it is standard practice to
always include the supervisor in cc, whereas in other
organizations employees never cc the supervisor. The
frequency with which the cc option is used in a particular organization can as such be regarded as indicative of
what the organizational norm is in relation to its use. In
the present research, we therefore varied the frequency
with which the employees used the cc option. We looked
at co-workers as the sender of an email message to a targeted employee, who is the receiver of the message. The
supervisor is incorporated as the party that is included in
the email by means of the cc option.

Hypotheses Development: How Does cc Use
Influence Felt Trust?
With regard to the question how the frequency of cc use
influences the level of trust that employees experience, two
competing hypotheses can be formulated. As mentioned earlier, communication transparency represents an important
hallmark of workplace ethics, which has been shown to be
positively associated with organizational trust (e.g., Auger
2014; Kanagaretnam et al. 2010; Norman et al. 2010; Rawlins 2008). Because receiving emails from co-workers in
which a supervisor is included in cc is expected to enhance
transparency, the use of the cc option can be expected to
bring positive consequences in terms of felt trust among
co-workers, and, in a more general sense, trust in the entire
organization. This reasoning is based on the idea that a oneto-one relationship should exist between communication
transparency and creating honest and trustworthy impressions (see Rogers 1987; see also De Cremer 2016), which
in turn is expected to promote organizational performance
(Haney 1967; Likert 1967; Myers et al. 1999; Rogers 1987).
CEO and creator of the influential Edelman trust barometer,
Richard Edelman, even noted in his yearly report that “continuous, transparent—and even passionate—communication
is central to success” in today’s business environment (Edelman Public Relations 2007, p. 2), and the reason for this is
that it promotes trust. As such, it can be argued that the more
it is the norm within an organization to employ the cc option,
the more transparency is present and the more employees
feel trusted. Based on this reasoning, the following hypothesis can be formulated:
Hypothesis 1a The more the supervisor is included in carbon copy in email exchanges between co-workers, the more
the receiver of the mail feels trusted.
As stated above, it is important to stress that—even
though the use of the cc option can reasonably be expected to
enhance feelings of transparency—there may also be certain
costs associated with the use of this email option. In fact,
the use of this particular email option might be experienced
by employees as a control and monitoring tool. In this vein,
Long and Sitkin (2018, p. 727) aptly noted that “controls can
compromise the trust subordinates have in their managers.”
This reasoning corresponds well with prior research which
has demonstrated that regulation systems can be counterproductive in the goal of promoting trust (e.g., Cummings
and Bromiley 1995; Dyer and Chu 2003; Falk and Kosfeld
2006; Fehr and Gachter 2002). Moreover, this reasoning also
aligns well with a recent observation made by coaches in the
workplace that receiving emails with a supervisor included
in cc can actually result in working relationships where
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people feel less trust, rather than more (Campbell 2015).
In addition, discussions with email users also suggest that
supervisors are sometimes put in cc to gain compliance from
recipients (see Ramsay and Renaud 2012; also see Skovholt
and Svennevig 2006). Such influence tactics can be expected
to negatively impact trust feelings. When taking these findings together, a negative (instead of a positive) effect of a
norm that encourages the use of cc on felt trust can also be
expected. This reasoning leads to the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1b The more the supervisor is included in carbon copy in email exchanges between co-workers, the less
the receiver of the mail feels trusted.

Overview of the Present Studies
The present research aims to make a meaningful contribution to the growing literature about the relationship between
business ethics and trust (Bew and Rossauw 2002; Brenkert
1998; Etzioni in press; Kujala et al. 2016; Leonidou et al.
2013). More specifically, given the lack of empirical knowledge about the cc email phenomenon—and its ubiquity in
daily life in organizations and business settings—we set
out to explore whether the presence of a norm that encourages team members to include their supervisor in cc positively (Hypothesis 1a) or negatively (Hypothesis 1b) affects
felt trust. Before turning to the empirical test of these two
hypotheses, we first conducted a preliminary study in which
we used an experimental paradigm to test if and how the use
of the cc option influences the experience of transparency
and control. Participants read a vignette about the workings of a company and the email behaviors of its employees.
We compared conditions in which it was either the norm to
always, sometimes, or almost never include the supervisor in
the mail conversation. Participants were then asked to what
extent they perceive the communication within this company
as transparent and as controlling.
The subsequent five studies aimed to empirically test our
hypotheses, using different research methods. In Study 2, we
used a similar experimental paradigm as in the first study to
examine, among Western participants (US and UK), whether
the number of times the supervisor is included in cc when
receiving emails from co-workers has a significant impact
on how much one feels trusted by his or her co-workers.
Study 3 was similar to Study 2, but this time a sample of
Chinese employees was used. We did this because China’s
unique cultural characteristics may influence the way in
which employees respond to the use of the cc option. In
Study 4, we again adopted the experimental paradigm of
the previous studies, but this time a sample of Western participants (US and UK) was employed and, in addition to
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assessing felt trust, we now also measured perceptions of
trust climate. However, trust climate measures only assess in
a general way whether trust is present or not. So, in order to
get a closer look at the specific consequences of not feeling
trusted at the organizational level, the following two studies
focused on psychological safety and culture of fear. More
specifically, in Study 5, we used a survey study to investigate the relationship between the extent to which co-workers
included the supervisor in cc and how trusted employees feel
by their co-workers, and how this relates to the concept of
psychological safety. This survey was conducted among US
employees. Finally, in Study 6, we ran a field study among
Dutch employees and explored whether the extent to which
co-workers include the supervisor in cc influences the perceptions of how much employees feel trusted by their supervisor, and how this relates to the existence of a fear culture
in the organization.

Study 1
In this first study, we examined if the frequency with which
the supervisor is included in cc when receiving emails from
co-workers is related to feelings of transparency and control.
We devised an experiment containing one between-subject
variable with three levels (supervisor is always, sometimes,
or almost never included in cc).

Method
Sample and Design
A total of 121 working adult participants were recruited
through Prolific Academic (ProA; https://www.prolif ic.
ac). Prolific is an online platform tailored to the needs
of researchers and startups. Prolific provides a detailed
description of the demographics of their participant pool,
which can be used to screen participants. Recent studies
have shown that data quality from Prolific was higher than
alternative online platforms (Kappes et al. 2018; Palan and
Schitter 2018; Peer et al. 2017). To ensure high quality
responses, we excluded 22 participants based upon criteria
explained below. This resulted in a final sample of 99 working adults, of which 40 were men. Our participants were
on average 35.81 years old (SD = 11.20), worked 34.45 h a
week (SD = 11.63), and had 5.39 years of work experience
(SD = 5.31) with their current employer. Participants were
randomly assigned to one of three conditions, from which
we manipulated the extent to which the supervisor is put
in cc (always: n = 35, sometimes: n = 30, and almost never:
n = 34).

Transparency and Control in Email Communication: The More the Supervisor is Put in cc the Less…

Procedure
After consenting to participate in the study, participants
were placed in the role of an observer and asked to read a
description of the workings of a company from a third-party
perspective. Participants were randomly allocated to one of
the three “supervisor in cc” conditions. In these conditions,
it was explained that within this organization it is the norm
to always, sometimes, or almost never include the supervisor
in cc. Participants were asked to read the following situation
very carefully and act as if it were real:
In the company ‘3UP!’, as in many other companies,
communication about projects often takes place via
email exchanges. We observed that when employees
within this company send emails that they always
[sometimes/almost never] included their direct supervisor in cc. The amount of cc’s used in this company
is very high [about average/very low].
Measures
After reading the materials, we presented participants with
a manipulation check. We asked participants to indicate the
frequency in which employees in this company put their
supervisor in cc (always, sometimes, or almost never). The
responses of 22 participants did not match the condition
to which they were assigned, leading us to exclude their
responses from further analyses.
We subsequently measured participants’ perception of
the transparency of the communication in this organization
using a self-developed five-item scale. The resulting scale
was derived from a thorough review of the transparency literature and various transparency measures (see Hebb 2006;
Pirson and Malhotra 2007; Rawlins 2008; Vogelgesang and
Crossley 2006). Sample items include: “To what extent do
you think that people within this organization communicate
openly with each other?” and “To what extent do you think
that relevant information within this organization is shared
among all stakeholders?”. Note that these items were formulated in such a way that they also capture the two main
tenants of our transparency definition, namely, sharing relevant information and the involvement of all stakeholders.
The items were all rated on a seven-point Likert-type scale
(1 = not at all, 7 = very much so). As the items load onto
a single factor, they were aggregated into a general scale
measure (M = 4.35, SD = 1.34, Cronbach’s α = 0.87). All
items (and factor loadings) can be found in Appendix 1.
Next, we probed into feelings of control using a selfdeveloped five-item scale. The items were based on definitions of control prevalent in the organizational literature

(e.g., Cardinal et al. 2004; Dekker 2004; Long and Sitkin
2018). Sample items include: “To what extent do you think
that within this organization the communication stream is
closely regulated?” and “To what extent do you think that
people within this organization have the feeling that they
are closely monitored and controlled by others?” (1 = not at
all, 7 = very much so). All items loaded onto a single factor and were thus aggregated into a general scale measure
(M = 4.31, SD = 1.76, Cronbach’s α = 0.94). See Appendix
1 for the item list and their corresponding factor loadings.

Results
A one-way ANOVA on the transparency scale showed a significant difference between the conditions, F(2, 96) = 22.11,
p < 0.001, η2 = 0.32. As we have no specific predictions
concerning the exact differences between our experimental conditions, we used the conservative Tukey’s honesty
significant difference test (Tukey’s HSD test; Kirk 1982)
to test for comparisons. These analyses showed that communication was perceived as significantly more transparent
(both ps < 0.001) when the supervisor was always included
in cc (M = 4.97, SD = 1.11) or sometimes included in cc
(M = 4.80, SD = 1.04) compared to when the supervisor was
almost never included in cc (M = 3.32, SD = 1.20). However,
no significant difference was found between the always and
sometimes condition (p = 0.82).
A one-way ANOVA on the control scale also found that
the differences between the conditions were significant,
F(2, 96) = 31.63, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.40. Again, the Tukey’s
HSD test (Kirk 1982) was used to test for comparisons.
These analyses showed that feelings of control were largest
when the supervisor was always included in cc (M = 5.61,
SD = 1.03), followed by when the supervisor was sometimes included in cc (M = 4.32, SD = 1.66), and finally when
the supervisor was almost never included in cc (M = 2.96,
SD = 1.43). All three conditions differed significantly from
each other (all ps < 0.001).

Discussion
The results of this first study illustrate that, from an observer’s perspective, both transparency and control are highest
when it is standard practice in an organization to always
include the supervisor in cc. This finding confirms our
assumption that cc’ing a supervisor during email communication between co-workers heightens perceptions of
transparency. However, the results of the present study also
show that there is an important downside to the use of the
cc option as it also enhances experiences of being monitored
and controlled by others.
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Study 2
We subsequently examined whether the number of times the
supervisor is included in cc when receiving emails from coworkers has a significant impact on the extent to which one
feels trusted by these co-workers. Again, we used a betweensubjects design that consists of three conditions (supervisor
is always, sometimes, or almost never included in cc).

Method
Sample and design
A total of 203 working adult participants were recruited
from Prolific. To ensure high quality responses, we excluded
47 participants based upon criteria explained in the following section. This resulted in a final sample of 156 working adults, of which 66 were men. Our participants were
on average 40.28 years old (SD = 10.87), worked 33.85 h
a week (SD = 10.08), and had 6.84 years work experience
(SD = 6.75) with their current employer. Participants were
randomly assigned to one of three conditions in which we
manipulated the extent to which the supervisor is put in
cc (always: n = 50, sometimes: n = 52, and almost never:
n = 54).
Procedure
We used the same procedure and similar materials as in
Study 1. However, in the present study, participants were
presented with a story from a first-party perspective. Again,
participants were randomly allocated to one of the three
“supervisor in cc” conditions in which we manipulated
whether it is the norm that the supervisor is always included
in cc, sometimes, or almost never. Participants were asked to
read the following information:
You work for the organization ‘3UP!’. As in many
other companies, communication about projects often
takes place via email exchanges. You experience in
your daily workings that when you receive an email
from colleagues they always [sometimes/almost never]
include in cc your direct supervisor. It is clear to you
that in your email exchanges with colleagues the number of times your direct supervisor is included in cc is
very high [average/very low].

sometimes, or almost never). The responses of 46 participants did not match the condition to which they were
assigned and were, therefore, excluded from further analyses.1 Following the recommendations of Meade and Craig
(2012), we used an additional instrumental attention check to
exclude participants who answered carelessly (i.e., “please
select the second response box”). One participant failed this
attention check and was also excluded from the analyses.
We subsequently measured the extent to which participants felt trusted by their colleagues. We measured felt trust
by assessing items that explicitly used the word trust (as has
been done in previous research, see Brockner et al. 1997).
Moreover, we included a reference to the three dimensions—
ability, integrity, and benevolence—that have been shown in
prior research to constitute a composite trust measure (see
Mayer et al. 1995). Participants were asked to indicate the
extent to which they agreed with each item on a seven-point
scale, ranging from (1) not at all to (7) very much so. This
scale was comprised of the following three items: In this
work situation, I feel that my colleagues trust “my competence,” “my integrity,” and “my benevolence” (M = 4.56,
SD = 1.34, Cronbach’s α = 0.94).

Results
A one-way ANOVA revealed a significant effect of the
cc manipulation on felt trust, F(2, 153) = 3.66, p = 0.03,
η2 = 0.05. The Tukey’s HSD test (Kirk 1982) was used to
test for comparisons. These analyses revealed that participants felt trusted less by colleagues when the supervisor was
always included in cc (M = 4.21, SD = 1.58) compared to
almost never (M = 4.91, SD = 1.28; p = 0.02). No significant
difference was found between the almost never and sometimes condition (M = 4.55, SD = 1.06; p = 0.35), and between
the always and sometimes condition (p = 0.39).

Discussion
The findings from this study provide some initial evidence that when it is the norm that the supervisor is always
included in cc, a situation is created where the receiving
party of the email feels trusted less (instead of more) by his
or her co-workers, compared to when it is normative that
the supervisor is almost never included. The presence of a
1

Measures
After reading this information, as a manipulation check,
we again asked participants to indicate the frequency in
which their colleagues put their supervisor in cc (always,
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In Study 2, of the 46 participants who failed our manipulation
check, only one person also failed to answer our attention check correctly. Importantly, additional analyses including the total sample
(N = 202; one participant did not complete the whole survey) revealed
very similar results as the ones reported in the manuscript. The only
difference is that, when including the total sample, the difference
between the sometimes and the almost never condition also became
statistically significant (p = 0.007).

Transparency and Control in Email Communication: The More the Supervisor is Put in cc the Less…

norm that encourages team members to include their supervisor in cc thus seems to negatively affect felt trust. This
pattern of results is in favor of Hypothesis 1b (and contrary
to Hypothesis 1a).

Study 3
Because electronic mail is a communication tool that is
used around the globe, we believe it is necessary to replicate the negative effect of cc’ing the supervisor on felt
trust to other societies and cultures as well. Specifically, in
Study 2 we used a Western sample of working adults. In
the present study, we wanted to explore whether our prior
findings would also generalize to non-Western societies. We
decided to test this in a Chinese sample because its unique
cultural characteristics may influence the way one responds
to differences in the communication of information (Huang
et al. 2008). In Western societies, like the US and the UK,
employees value their own unique sense of identity (Chen
and West 2008). Because of this sense of independence, they
prefer working on projects autonomously, with less deference to their authority (Hofstede 1980). In Chinese society,
independence is valued less and how one is looked upon is
valued more (Zhou and Ho 2005). Specifically, for Chinese
employees their “face”—which stands for the respect and
dignity they receive from others based on their achievements—matters immensely to their sense of identity (Leung
and Chan 2003).
So, what would be the impact of including the supervisor in cc for Chinese employees? On one hand, because
“face” is gained through recognition of their performance—especially by one’s supervisor—it could be suggested that Chinese employees feel a stronger need for
openness and transparency. On the other hand, it could
also be the case that, as Huang et al. (2008, p. 452) noted,
their “concern for face” prevents people from engaging
in knowledge sharing behavior (Voelpel and Han 2005).
From this point of view, saving one’s “face” is an important
concern and enhanced transparency by means of including the supervisor in cc may even be opposed more by
Chinese employees. We thus set out in Study 3 to investigate whether our findings in Study 2 would also hold in a
Chinese population.

Method
Sample and Design
One of the authors contacted the top management of several Chinese companies to introduce our study. Within each
company, the managers who were contacted distributed an
online link to their employees that led to our online study. A

total of 150 Chinese working adults completed the experimental study. Following the same criteria as in our previous
study, 58 participants were excluded (see below). Our sample thus consisted of 92 participants, of which 35 were men.
Participants were on average 35.60 years old (SD = 5.65),
worked 43.54 h a week (SD = 13.92), and had 3.80 years
work experience (SD = 4.66) with their current employer.
We assigned participants randomly to one of three “supervisor in cc” conditions (always: n = 29, sometimes: n = 37, and
almost never: n = 26).2 The original vignettes used in Study
2 were translated into Chinese, and then back translated by
two bilingual researchers. Comparisons showed that both
versions were equivalent (Brislin 1980).
Procedure and Measures
We used the same procedure and materials as in Study 2. We
also used the same manipulation check as in Study 2, which
led us to exclude 48 participants. We again included the
same instrumental attention check as used in Study 2, and
excluded an additional ten participants from the analyses.
Felt trust was assessed with the same scale as in Study 2
(M = 4.56, SD = 1.69, Cronbach’s α = 0.91).

Results
A one-way ANOVA revealed a significant effect of our
cc manipulation on felt trust, F(2, 89) = 14.45, p < 0.001,
η2 = 0.25. We ran a Tukey’s HSD test (Kirk 1982) revealing that, as in Study 2, participants felt trusted less by their
colleagues when the supervisor was always included in cc
(M = 3.36, SD = 1.59) compared to almost never (M = 4.91,
SD = 1.38; p = 0.001). The always condition also differed
significantly from the sometimes condition (M = 5.26,
SD = 1.46; p < 0.001). The difference between the almost
never and sometimes condition was not significant (p = 0.63).

Discussion
In line with the findings of our second study, this third study
revealed that also in a Chinese work setting employees
feel trusted less by their co-workers when the supervisor
is always included in cc, compared to almost never, providing additional support for Hypothesis 1b (as opposed to
Hypothesis 1a). Interestingly, in contrast to the findings of
Study 2, the results of Study 3 also showed that the felt trust
of the email recipient was significantly lower in the always
2

In Study 3, the presence of different numbers of participants in the
three experimental conditions emerged because the exclusion of participants was not equally divided among the three conditions (i.e., 24
participants were excluded from the always condition, 11 from the
sometimes condition, and 23 from the almost never condition).
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condition compared to the sometimes condition (with no
significant difference being detected between the latter condition and the almost never condition). This result seems to
suggest that in this particular sample it is when the supervisor is always included in cc that low felt trust is particularly
fostered.

Study 4
Study 4 adopted a similar experimental paradigm as was
used in the previous studies. In addition to assessing felt
trust, in the present study we also assessed if the frequency
in which the supervisor is copied in the email exchange
influences perceptions of the organization’s trust climate.
According to Huff and Kelley (2003, p. 82), trust climate
within an organization is defined as “the positive expectations that individuals have about the intent and behaviors of
multiple organizational members based on organizational
roles, relationships, experiences, and interdependencies.” As
such, we wanted to explore whether felt trust as a function
of cc use can be generalized to trust development within the
organization.

Method
Sample and Design
We recruited 120 working adult participants from a subject pool in the US and the UK using Prolific. Based upon
the same criteria as adopted in the previous studies, we
excluded 11 participants from the analyses (ten participants failed the manipulation check; one participant failed
the attention check). This resulted in a final sample of 109
working adults, of which 48 were men. On average, participants were 33.77 years old (SD = 9.89), worked 33.62 h
a week (SD = 12.41), and had 5.20 years work experience
(SD = 6.55) with their current employer. As in the prior
studies, we randomly assigned participants to one of three
“supervisor in cc” conditions (always: n = 37, sometimes:
n = 33, and almost never: n = 39).
Procedure and measures
Similar to Study 1, we again used a third-party perspective
in the present study. The same procedure and measures that
were used in Study 2 were adopted, with the addition of
including trust climate as a dependent measure. The measures were all solicited using a scale that ranged from (1) not
at all to (7) very much so. We assessed felt trust by asking
participants the extent to which they thought that employees felt trusted by their colleagues in a given company. We
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used the same scale as in Studies 2 and 3 but adjusted to
a third-party perspective (M = 4.23, SD = 1.46, Cronbach’s
α = 0.94). Trust climate was assessed using a scale developed
by Huff and Kelley (2003; see also Menges et al. 2011). The
scale consists of four items, of which sample items include:
“There is a very high level of trust throughout this organization” and “In this organization, employees have a great deal
of trust for supervisors” (M = 4.12, SD = 1.41, Cronbach’s
α = 0.89). The full item lists of both scales are included in
Appendix 2.

Results
Measurement model
We first tested whether employees’ felt trust and trust climate were conceptually distinct from each other. A Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) revealed that a two-factor model, in which felt trust and trust climate loaded on
separate factors, had an acceptable fit (χ2 (13) = 23.95, χ2/
df = 1.84, CFI = 0.99, RMSEA = 0.09, SRMR = 0.03). We
compared this model with an alternative model, in which
felt trust and trust climate were combined into one overall
factor. This one-factor model yielded a significantly poorer
fit (χ2 (14) = 37.81, χ2/df = 2.70, CFI = 0.97, RMSEA = 0.13,
SRMR = 0.03; ∆χ2 = 13.85, p < 0.001). Further, as an additional check, we looked at the Average Variance Extracted
(AVE) of the two scales. When the AVE is above 0.50, then
convergent validity is achieved (Fornell and Larcker 1981).
Both measures had an AVE above this threshold (see Appendix 2). These results provide evidence for the distinctiveness
of felt trust and trust climate.
Felt trust
A one-way ANOVA revealed a significant effect of the
cc manipulation on felt trust, F(2, 106) = 9.30, p < 0.001,
η2 = 0.15. Tukey’s HSD test (Kirk 1982) revealed that participants thought that employees felt trusted less by their
co-workers when the supervisor was always included in cc
(M = 3.45, SD =1.54) compared to almost never (M = 4.55,
SD = 1.33; p = 0.002). The always condition also differed
significantly from the sometimes condition (M = 4.71,
SD = 1.16; p = 0.001). The difference between the almost
never condition and the sometimes condition was not significant (p = 0.87).
Trust climate
A one-way ANOVA also revealed a significant effect on
trust climate, F(2, 106) = 5.74, p = 0.004, η2 = 0.10. Tukey’s
HSD test (Kirk 1982) revealed lower levels of trust within

Transparency and Control in Email Communication: The More the Supervisor is Put in cc the Less…
Table 1  Hierarchical regression
analyses of study 4

Independent variables
Step 1: Effect of supervisor in cc
Intercept
Supervisor in cc (sometimes)
Supervisor in cc (almost never)
R2
F
Step 2: Mediator variable
Felt trust
R2
∆R2
F
∆F

Model 1
Trust climate

Model 2
Felt trust

Model 3
Trust climate

3.53*** (0.22)
1.03** (0.32)
0.79* (0.31)
0.10
5.74**

3.45*** (0.22)
1.27*** (0.33)
1.11*** (0.31)
0.15
9.30***

0.56** (0.20)
− 0.05 (0.17)
− 0.16 (0.17)
0.10
5.74***
0.86*** (0.05)
0.77
0.67
118.55***
310.66***

Unstandardized regression coefficients reported
∆F represents the F value of the change in R2
*p < 0.05
**p < 0.01
***p < 0.001

the organization when co-workers always included their
supervisor in cc (M = 3.53, SD = 1.55) compared to almost
never (M = 4.32, SD = 1.42; p = 0.03). The always condition also differed significantly from the sometimes condition
(M = 4.56, SD = 0.99; p = 0.005). The difference between the
almost never condition and the sometimes condition was not
significant (p = 0.73).
Mediation
We investigated further if the relationship between putting
a supervisor in cc and trust climate is mediated by participants’ judgments of employees’ felt trust. To test for this, we
followed four steps. First, we tested if participants’ perceptions of the trust climate differ between the experimental
conditions. Second, we tested if the extent to which supervisors are put in cc is related to participants’ judgments of
employees’ felt trust. Both steps have been confirmed by
our earlier analyses. As such, we followed two more steps.
The first additional step we took was to test if our proposed
mediator, participants’ judgments of employees’ felt trust, is
related to trust climate when controlling for the three experimental conditions. Finally, we tested the indirect relationship
between the extent to which supervisors are put in cc and
trust climate via participants’ judgments of employees’ felt
trust.
To test for this, we ran a regression model with two
dummy variables (almost never and sometimes) and placed
the always condition as the referent category. The coefficients of these two dummy variables thus indicate the
extent to which they differ from the always in cc condition.

The results are shown in Table 1. Both almost never and
sometimes in cc differs significantly from always in cc with
regards to trust climate (Model 1) and felt trust (Model 2).
Further, felt trust is positively related to trust climate (Model
3; b = 0.86, SE = 0.05, p < 0.001). A bootstrapping procedure (Preacher and Hayes 2004) revealed that the difference
on trust climate perceptions between the always and almost
never condition was fully mediated by felt trust (indirect
effect = 0.95, 95% bias-corrected bootstrapped CI [0.39,
1.46]). Additionally, when including felt trust in the regression model, the difference between always and almost never
on trust climate perceptions was not significant (b = − 0.16,
SE = 0.17, p = 0.35). Felt trust also fully mediated the difference between the always and sometimes condition on trust
climate perceptions (indirect effect = 1.08, 95% bias-corrected bootstrapped CI [0.57, 1.60]). The difference between
the two conditions disappeared when felt trust was included
in the regression model (b = − 0.05, SE = 0.17, p = 0.76).3

3

In Study 4, we have additionally analyzed our model using a twostage least squares (2SLS) regression, to mitigate the influence of
endogeneity. By doing this, we reduce the influence of omitted variables, and thus, can have more confidence in the interpretation of our
results. The results of these analyses revealed a positive effect of felt
trust (instrumented mediator) on trust climate (b = 0.77, SE = 0.11,
p < 0.001). The results further showed that the used instruments are
not weak (p < 0.001), and a Wu-Hausman test showed that the consistent estimation does not differ from the ordinary least squares
(OLS) regression (p = 0.47).
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Discussion
The findings of Study 4 indicate that participants in the
observer role judge employees to feel trusted less by their
co-workers when they receive emails with their supervisor
always included in cc compared to sometimes or almost
never—providing additional support for Hypothesis 1b. This
result further underscores the idea that a norm of always
including the supervisor in cc creates a perception that the
recipient of that email will experience negative trust feelings. Moreover, our findings revealed that observer judgments of how trusted employees will feel as a function of the
degree to which the supervisor is included in cc were generalized in such a way that they also predicted perceptions
of the trust climate present within the organization. Specifically, our analyses showed that participants considered the
trust climate in the organization to be the lowest when the
supervisor was always included in cc and this effect was
mediated by participants’ judgments of how trusted the
recipient of the email felt.

Study 5
The previous studies adopted an experimental approach to
investigate the impact of putting the immediate supervisor
in cc on felt trust. This approach has developed corroborating evidence for high internal validity. However, it has yet
to support the external validity of our findings. To enhance
this, an organizational survey—that was distributed among
working adults—was conducted. Combining different
designs and methodologies allows for a series of studies
to build upon their respective strengths and to compensate
for the weaknesses inherent to specific designs. Thus, by
conducting a survey in the field, we aim to strengthen our
conclusion by increasing its external validity (Campbell
and Fiske 1959).
A self-developed measure was deployed to assess the
extent to which co-workers include their supervisor in cc
when emailing other co-workers. We used a similar felt
trust measure as in our previous studies. In Study 4, we
demonstrated that judgments of felt trust generalize to perceptions of the trust climate present in the organization.
The measure of trust climate assesses, however, in a general way whether trust is present (or not) in the organization. In the present survey, we wanted to get closer to the
specific consequences of not feeling trusted at the organizational level. One specific element of trust is that people are
willing to make themselves vulnerable to others when they
feel trusted (Kramer 1999; Mayer et al. 1995). As mentioned earlier, Mayer et al. (1995, p. 712) conceptualize
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trust as “the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the
actions of another party, based on the expectation that the
other will perform a particular action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control the
other party.” As such, we set out to explore whether individual experiences of feeling trusted or not—as a function of the extent to which the supervisor is included in
cc—translate into experiences of psychological safety. Psychological safety refers to an individual’s perception that
one can take risks and communicate openly without fearing negative reactions from others within the organization
(Ashford et al. 1998; Detert and Burris 2007; Edmondson
1999, 2003).

Method
Sample and Procedure
We recruited 241 working adult participants from a subject
pool in the US using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk;
https://www.mturk.com). MTurk is a popular online platform that is increasingly being used for organizational
research, and also demonstrates a high quality of data (see
Buhrmester et al. 2011, for a discussion of Mturk data
quality). We also used an instrumental attention check as
recommended by Oppenheimer et al. (2009), in which participants were required to choose the third option to the
question “Who is your favorite classical music composer?”.
Twelve participants failed to answer this question correctly
and were removed from further analyses. This resulted in
a final sample of 229 working adults. From this sample,
127 were men. On average, participants were 36.48 years
old (SD = 11.74), worked 39.94 h a week (SD = 10.49),
and had 6.29 years work experience (SD = 6.21) with their
current employer.
Measures
As no prior scale assessing the extent to which supervisors
are included in cc exists, we used a self-developed sixitem scale (with a specific focus on the email behaviors of
employees) to measure the organizational norm surrounding the use of cc. These items include the perspective of
the three parties that we focused on in our experimental
studies (i.e., the sender, the receiver, and the supervisor),
and were formulated in such a way that they all probed
into the extent to which employees put their supervisor
in cc when contacting co-workers through email. Sample
items of this scale include: “Colleagues that contact you
via email concerning an important project often put your
supervisor in cc” and “In this organization there exists
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Table 2  Comparison of measurement models for main variables in study 5
Model

χ2

Factors

Null model
All indicators are independent
Baseline model Three factors: supervisor in cc, employees’ felt trust, psychological safety
Model 1
Two factors: supervisor in cc and employees’ felt trust were
combined into one factor
Model 2
Two factors: supervisor in cc and psychological safety were
combined into one factor
Model 3
Two factors: employees’ felt trust and psychological safety were
combined into one factor
Model 4
One factor: all three factors were combined into one factor

df

χ2/df

∆χ2

CFI RMSEA SRMR

2473.03 91 27.18
197.55 74 2.67

0.95 0.09

0.05

7.41

365.82*** 0.80 0.17

0.17

1019.42 76 13.41

821.87*** 0.60 0.23

0.23

450.12

252.57*** 0.84 0.15

0.10

1509.63 77 19.61 1312.10*** 0.40 0.29

0.27

563.37

76

76

5.92

***p < 0.001

a culture where supervisors are often put in cc in email
exchanges” (M = 3.29, SD = 1.62, Cronbach’s α = 0.93).
Moreover, we measured employees’ felt trust with a similar scale to the one used in the previous studies (M = 5.67,
SD = 1.10, Cronbach’s α = 0.86). Finally, we used a fiveitem psychological safety scale developed by Liang et al.
(2012), which assesses the extent to which employees perceive it to be safe in their organization to express themselves. Sample items of this scale include: “In my organization, I can express my true feelings regarding my job”
and “Nobody in my organization will pick on me even if I
have different opinions” (M = 4.80, SD = 1.44, Cronbach’s
α = 0.90). The scales all ranged from (1) strongly disagree
to (7) strongly agree. The full item list of each scale is
included in Appendix 3.

Results
Measurement Model
First, we assessed the construct validity of our model. We
constructed a three-factor model in which the scale items
of each construct loaded on separate factors (supervisor in
cc, employees’ felt trust, and psychological safety). A CFA
revealed that this three-factor model had a better fit than
three alternative two-factor models and a one-factor model
(see Table 2). Further, the AVE of the scales ranged between
0.67 and 0.70, thereby confirming convergent validity (see
Appendix 3). Based on these findings, it can be concluded
that our hypothesized measurement model with three distinct
factors was justified.
Felt Trust and Psychological Safety
Results of the hierarchical regression analyses (Aiken and
West 1991) are shown in Table 3. A first regression analysis revealed that the degree to which supervisors are put in
cc is negatively related to psychological safety (Model 1;

b = − 0.14, SE = 0.06, p = 0.02). A second regression analysis revealed that the extent to which supervisors are put in
cc is also negatively related to the trust employees feel from
their colleagues (Model 2; b = − 0.10, SE = 0.04, p = 0.02).
Mediation
Next, we investigated whether the relationship between the
extent to which employees put their supervisors in cc and
psychological safety is mediated by employees’ felt trust.
We tested, first of all, if our proposed mediator, employees’
felt trust, is related to psychological safety when controlling
for the extent to which supervisors are put in cc. In addition, we tested the indirect relationship between the extent
to which supervisors are put in cc and psychological safety
via employees’ felt trust.
Table 3  Hierarchical regression analyses of study 5
Independent variables

Model 1
Psych. safety

Step 1: Effect of supervisor in cc
Intercept
5.27*** (0.21)
Supervisor in cc
− 0.14* (0.06)
0.03
R2
F
6.04*
Step 2: Mediator variable
Felt trust
R2
∆R2
F
∆F

Model 2
Felt trust

Model 3
Psych. safety

6.01*** (0.16)
− 0.10* (0.04)
0.02
5.28*

1.78*** (0.51)
− 0.08 (0.05)
0.03
6.04*
0.58*** (0.08)
0.22
0.19
31.33***
55.18***

Unstandardized regression coefficients reported
∆F represents the F value of the change in R2
*p < 0.05
***p < 0.001
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First, when controlling for the extent to which supervisors are put in cc, our results revealed that employees’ felt
trust is positively related to psychological safety (Model 3;
b = 0.58, SE = 0.08, p < 0.001). Also, by including felt trust
as a predictor, the relationship between the extent to which
supervisors are put in cc and psychological safety was not
significant (Model 3; b = − 0.08, SE= 0.05, p = 0.11), thereby
indicating full mediation. Secondly, we tested the full mediation model by calculating a bootstrapped confidence interval of the indirect effect (MacKinnon et al. 2004) using the
PROCESS macro (Model 4 of Preacher and Hayes 2008).
Results showed evidence for the mediating effect of felt trust
(indirect effect = − 0.06, 95% bias-corrected bootstrapped CI
[− 0.12, − 0.01]).4

Discussion
In agreement with Hypothesis 1b (and contrary to Hypothesis 1a), the findings of Study 5 showed that the more supervisors are put in cc, the less recipients of those emails feel
trusted by their colleagues and the less they experienced
psychological safety to be present in the organization. In
other words, the more supervisors were included in cc when
receiving emails from colleagues, the less recipients felt that
the organization was a safe place to express their opinion.
Finally, our mediation analysis showed that employees’
experiences of felt trust mediated the relationship between
the degree to which supervisors were included in cc and
perceptions of psychological safety.

Study 6
The survey data collected from Study 5 are consistent with
the findings that were obtained in our experimental studies (i.e., Studies 2 to 4). In the present study, we wanted to
extend the findings of Study 5 in the following way. The
literature notes that if psychological safety is lowered, people feel more fearful with regard to how they are evaluated
and possibly even punished (Edmondson 1999, 2003). In
Study 6, we wanted to explore the fear that employees may
experience towards a specific organizational representative.

4
For Study 5, we also ran our analyses without Item 5 of the supervisor in cc scale. A first regression analysis revealed that the degree
to which supervisors are put in cc is negatively related to psychological safety (b = − 0.14, SE = 0.06, p = 0.02). A second regression
analysis revealed that the extent to which supervisors are put in cc
is also negatively related to employees feeling trusted by their colleagues (b = − 0.12, SE = 0.04, p = 0.005). Finally, felt trust mediated
the effect between the extent to which the supervisor is put in cc and
psychological safety (indirect effect = − 0.07, 95% bias-corrected
bootstrapped CI [− 0.13, − 0.02]).
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One salient organizational representative to employees is
obviously their immediate supervisor (Manz and Sims
1981; Van Knippenberg and Hogg 2003; Weiss 1977), as
this supervisor is central to the employee in the allocation
of rewards and punishments and embodies the organizational culture. Therefore, in Study 6, we not only explored
the impact of putting the supervisor in cc on how much
employees feel trusted by their supervisor (contrary to feeling trusted by their co-workers), but also whether this may
generalize to feelings of fear in their relationship with their
supervisor.

Method
Sample and Procedure
Participants were recruited via Flycatcher (https://www.
flycatcher.eu), which is a professionally managed research
panel at Maastricht University which meets the ISO 26362
requirements, a quality label that certifies that this panel
can be used for social scientific research. The participant
pool consists of 16,000 Dutch citizens that receive on
average eight surveys a year. In return for their voluntary
participation, panel members receive credits that can be
exchanged for a voucher (e.g., a cinema ticket). Employees
were invited to complete an online survey and—throughout the whole data collection process—Flycatcher provided close guidance to ensure that employees responded
to the survey as professionally as possible (see also De
Cremer et al. 2017). A total of 104 employees participated
in this study. On average, employees were 38.71 years
(SD = 11.00), had 8.05 years work experience (SD = 6.65)
with their current organization and their tenure in their
current position was 6.54 years (SD = 5.33). Of the total
sample, 54 were men.
Measures
The same scale as in Study 5 was used to measure how
often employees put their supervisor in cc. In this study,
the scale ranged from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly
agree (M = 2.57, SD = 1.05, Cronbach’s α = 0.95). To measure employees’ felt trust, the same scale as in Study 5 was
used, but this time included the supervisor rather than the
co-worker as the source of the felt trust. The scale also
ranged from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree
(M = 4.32, SD = 0.69, Cronbach’s α = 0.93). Finally, to
measure culture of fear, we used a seven-item measure
based on Ashkanasy and Nicholson’s (2003) climate of
fear scale, of which sample items include: “Colleagues cannot be totally honest with my supervisor on work related
issues” and “Because of my supervisor, my colleagues feel
fearful and anxious at work.” This scale ranged from (1)
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Table 4  Comparison of measurement models for main variables in study 6
Model

χ2

Factors

Null model
All indicators are independent
Baseline model Three factors: supervisor in cc, employees’ felt trust, culture of
fear
Model 1
Two factors: supervisor in cc and employees’ felt trust were
combined into one factor
Model 2
Two factors: supervisor in cc and culture of fear were combined
into one factor
Model 3
Two factors: employees’ felt trust and culture of fear were combined into one factor
Model 4
One factor: all three factors were combined into one factor

df

χ2/df

∆χ2

1332.56 120 11.10
220.75 101 2.19

CFI RMSEA SRMR
0.90 0.10

0.08

770.13

103

7.48 549.39*** 0.45 0.25

0.24

490.90

103

4.77 270.15*** 0.68 0.19

0.21

349.92

103

3.40 129.17*** 0.80 0.15

0.10

899.36

104

8.65 678.61*** 0.34 0.27

0.24

***p < 0.001

totally not to (5) totally (M = 2.15, SD = 0.68, Cronbach’s
α = 0.72). The full item lists for each scale is included in
Appendix 4.

Results
Measurement Model
We first assessed the construct validity of our model. We
constructed a three-factor model in which the scale items
of each construct loaded on separate factors (supervisor in
cc, employees’ felt trust, culture of fear). A CFA revealed
that a three-factor model had a better fit than four alternative
models (see Table 4). Further, the AVE exceeded the cutoff point of 0.50 for all measures (see Appendix 4), except
for culture of fear.5 These findings indicate that our hypothesized measurement model with three distinct factors was
justified.
Felt Trust and Culture of Fear
Results of the hierarchical regression analyses (Aiken and
West 1991) are shown in Table 5. A first analysis revealed
that the extent to which supervisors are put in cc is positively, but marginally, related to a culture of fear (Model
1; b = 0.11, SE = 0.06, p = 0.09). A second analysis
revealed that the extent to which supervisors are put in cc

5
In Study 6, two items of our culture of fear scale had a low factor loading (i.e., less than |0.17|; see Appendix 4). Therefore, we ran
our analyses again without these two items (AVE = 0.54; see Model
B in Appendix 4). Critically, our mediation analyses showed similar
results when we used this five-item scale. That is, employees’ felt
trust is negatively related to a culture of fear (b = − 0.56, SE = 0.08,
p < 0.001). And, the indirect effect of felt trust was also significant in
this analysis (indirect effect = 0.07, 95% bias-corrected bootstrapped
CI [0.01, 0.14]).

is negatively related to the trust employees feel from their
supervisor (Model 2; b = − 0.14, SE = 0.06, p = 0.03).
Mediation
Having established these initial effects, we sought to investigate if the relationship between putting supervisors in cc and
fear culture is mediated by employees’ felt trust. Therefore,
we tested if the proposed mediator, employees’ felt trust, is
related to a culture of fear when controlling for the extent
to which supervisors are put in cc. Next, we tested the indirect relationship between the extent to which supervisors are
put in cc and a culture of fear via employees’ felt trust. In
line with these requirements, we included both the extent to
which supervisors are put in cc and felt trust as predictors of
culture of fear. Results showed that employees’ felt trust is
Table 5  Hierarchical regression analyses of study 6
Independent vari- Model 1
Model 2
ables
Culture of fear Felt trust
Step 1: Effect of supervisor in cc
Intercept
1.86*** (0.18)
Supervisor in cc 0.11† (0.06)
0.03
R2
F
3.02†
Step 2: Mediator variable
Felt trust
R2
∆R2
F
∆F

4.70*** (0.18)
− 0.14* (0.06)
0.05
5.20*

Model 3
Culture of fear
4.48*** (0.42)
0.03 (0.05)
0.03
3.02†
− 0.56*** (0.08)
0.33
0.30
24.57***
44.81***

Unstandardized regression coefficients reported
∆F represents the F value of the change in R2
†

p < 0.10

*p < 0.05
***p < 0.001

13

T. Haesevoets et al.

negatively related to a culture of fear (Model 3; b = − 0.56,
SE = 0.08, p < 0.001). In the same regression model, the
extent to which supervisors are put in cc is not significantly
related to perceptions of a culture of fear (Model 3; b = 0.03,
SE = 0.05, p = 0.58). Finally, we tested the full mediation
model by calculating a bootstrapped confidence interval
of the indirect effect (MacKinnon et al. 2004) using the
PROCESS macro (Model 4 of Preacher and Hayes 2008).
Results showed evidence for a mediation effect by felt trust
(indirect effect = 0.08, 95% bias-corrected bootstrapped CI
[0.02, 0.15]).6

Discussion
The findings of Study 6 showed that—in line with Hypothesis 1b—the more supervisors are put in cc when colleagues
send emails, the less recipients of those emails feel trusted
by their supervisor. This finding thus reveals that the use of
the cc option not only negatively affects the amount of trust
that receivers experience from their colleagues (as demonstrated by the results of our prior studies), but also the
amount of trust that they experience from their supervisor.
In addition, the more the supervisor was included in cc the
more recipients of those emails experienced the existence
of a fear culture. Further analyses showed that employees’
experiences of felt trust mediated the effect of the degree
to which supervisors were included in cc on perceptions of
fear culture.

General Discussion
Scholars have argued that “trustworthy conduct is a core
principle in ethics” (Dietz and Gillespie 2012, p. 4). Statements like this have propelled research in the field of business ethics into the domain of trust (see Brenkert 1998; also
see Bews and Rossouw 2002; Etzioni in press; Kujala et al.
2016; Leonidou et al. 2013). We conducted six empirical
studies to investigate two competing hypotheses relevant to
the inclusion of the supervisor via the cc function when communication takes place between co-workers. Specifically,
we tested whether the presence of an organizational norm
that encourages the use of the cc option either positively

6
For Study 6, we ran our analyses again without Item 5 of the supervisor in cc scale. A first regression analysis revealed that the degree
to which supervisors are put in cc is positively, but marginally, related
to culture of fear (b = 0.12, SE = 0.06, p = 0.06). A second regression
analysis revealed that the extent to which supervisors are put in cc
is also negatively related to employees feeling trusted (b = − 0.15,
SE = 0.06, p = 0.02). Finally, felt trust mediated the effect between the
extent to which the supervisor is put in cc and culture of fear (indirect
effect = 0.08, 95% bias-corrected bootstrapped CI [0.02, 0.15]).
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(Hypothesis 1a) or negatively (Hypothesis 1b) influences the
level of trust that employees experience. Overall, the findings of our studies largely support Hypothesis 1b (and are
contrary to the prediction made in Hypothesis 1a). Specifically, Study 1 revealed that not only transparency, but also
feelings of control, increase when it is the norm to always
include the supervisor in cc. The results from Studies 2 and
3 subsequently indicated that if co-workers always include
the supervisor in cc, recipients of those emails do not feel
trusted by these co-workers. Study 4 further showed that not
feeling trusted as a function of the supervisor being included
in cc explained participants’ judgments about the trust climate present in the organization. Finally, Studies 5 and 6
demonstrated that in real work settings the extent to which
supervisors are included in cc predicted the extent to which
employees feel trusted by their colleagues and supervisor
(in similar ways as in our prior experimental studies), and
subsequently influenced the extent to which they felt psychologically safe and fearful in the organizational culture.
Below, we discuss the theoretical and practical implications
of our research.

Contribution to Business Ethics Literature
Although we did not explicitly measure ethics related concepts in our six studies, we believe that the present research
on the effects of cc use in email communication does make a
meaningful contribution to the literature on business ethics.
It stands to reason that transparency and openness in communication is important for workplace ethics (e.g., Jose and
Thibodeaux 1999; Palanski et al. 2011; Shum et al. 2019;
Vogelgesang et al. 2013). However, the present findings
illustrate that when the goal of achieving transparency is
experienced as an end in itself—i.e., to control others and to
force them to comply—rather than a means to an end—i.e.,
to create an open and transparent work environment—its
use negatively affects the amount of trust that employees
experience (cf. De Cremer 2016). As mentioned earlier, the
definition of trust as developed by Mayer et al. (1995, p. 712)
holds the explicit assumption that, when trust is in place,
monitoring and control are not needed. When transparency
in email communication is perceived as a monitoring mechanism, this can be experienced by employees as an invasion
of their privacy, and as a result of this they may even feel
morally threatened by the use of the cc option.
This reasoning is in line with prior business ethics
research which has shown that employees consider the electronic monitoring of their behaviors to be unethical (Cappel 1995; Vaught et al. 2000; also see Alder 1998; Kidwell
and Bennett 1994; Martin and Freeman 2003; Tabak and
Smith 2005). A study conducted by Cappel (1995), for
instance, revealed that the majority of email users thought
that email monitoring is unethical, irrespective of whether
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it was supported by a monitoring policy. And, among those
who considered email monitoring to be unethical, the most
commonly cited reason was that this practice invades one’s
privacy. Vaugh et al. (2000) similarly found that most
employees also perceive the electronic monitoring of their
behaviors (e.g., monitoring their computer screen or their
business-related telephone calls) as unethical, but only when
such monitoring is being conducted in secret. Along similar
lines, the results of our studies suggest that when employees feel that transparency in email communication is used
as a means to monitor and control them, its use may also
be experienced by employees as unethical—rather than as
ethical—conduct. We have tested this assumption with an
additional study, of which the results show that employees’
perceptions of ethicality are negatively affected by the frequent use of the cc option.7

Practical Implications
The present findings also hold several important practical
implications. Although the use of the cc option might appear
trivial on the surface, our results indicate that its use might
actually have far reaching consequences. More specifically,
the present findings alarm organizational agents that even
though creating transparency may seemingly reflect a beneficial organizational practice, it does not always result in positive outcomes. That is, the presence of a norm that encourages employees to always include their supervisor in cc
should be considered as potentially threatening because the
existence of such a norm can be experienced by employees
as overly controlling. For that reason, an important practical
implication of our research is thus that complete communication transparency—by always including the supervisor in
cc—should not be considered as the “gold standard” that
automatically promotes feelings and perceptions of trust and
ethicality.
At the same time, we wish to emphasize that it is not our
intention to convey the message that transparency is always
7
We have conducted an additional study to test how the frequency of cc use affects perceptions of ethicality. In this study, we
used the same selection procedure and the same three vignettes as
in Study 1. After reading one of the three vignettes, we asked participants to what extent they consider the use of cc option to be: (1)
ethical, (2) unethical, (3) morally acceptable, and (4) morally unacceptable (1 = not at all, 7 = very much so). The scores on these four
items (items 2 and 4 reverse-coded) were aggregated into a general
ethics measure (M = 4.91, SD = 1.17, Cronbach’s α = 0.90). The
results showed that participants scored significantly lower (both
ps < 0.05) on this measure when the supervisor was always included
in cc (M = 4.35, SD = 1.27) than when the supervisor was sometimes
(M = 5.33, SD = 0.98) or almost never included in cc (M = 4.96,
SD = 1.06). As such, this study confirms our assumption that frequent
use of the cc function indeed negatively affects employees’ perceptions of ethicality.

a bad thing. There are many situations in which an open
and transparent way of communicating information actually fosters trust and collaboration on the work floor. One
such situation in which transparency might be of particular
importance is during organizational changes, such as mergers and layoffs, in which trust issues are highly relevant (e.g.,
Armenakis and Harris 2002; Daly et al. 2003; Elving 2005).
For example, it has been reported that secrecy and withholding information during such kinds of changes leads to lower
organizational commitment and higher turnover (Bastien
1987). Conversely, transparent communication during these
changes is known to reduce uncertainty and to foster a sense
of procedural and interactional justice, which is likely to
promote an array of trust and ethics related work outcomes
(DiFonzo and Bordia 1998; Neves and Eisenberger 2012;
Schweiger and DeNisi 1991).
From a managerial perspective, we believe that it is thus
crucial for organizations to know under which circumstances
communication transparency is a good thing, and when it is
better avoided. The present findings provide some insights in
this issue, but future research is necessary to further investigate under which circumstances actions that enhance transparency are perceived as ethical by employees, and when
such actions are experienced to be unethical.

Limitations and Recommendations
Some limitations and important directions for future research
can also be drawn from this research. First of all, it must be
emphasized that the cc manipulation that we used in our
experimental studies only varied whether it is standard practice within the organization to always, sometimes, or almost
never include supervisors in cc. Although the frequency of
using the cc option is indicative of an organizational norm,
it is important to point out that our cc manipulation did not
specify the source (i.e., who installed the norm?) and purpose (i.e., why is the norm installed?) of this norm. Within
organizations, norms regarding the use of the cc option
can, for instance, be installed by the team’s direct supervisor or by someone higher in the organizational hierarchy.
Moreover, as mentioned earlier, our findings suggest that
making communication transparent for solely the sake of
transparency is not helpful and may signal that the company is interested in exerting excessive control—which can
be interpreted as unethical by employees (see our results
reported in footnote 7; also see Cappel 1995; Vaught et al.
2000). Because of this, we believe that it is very important
for managers to emphasize why transparency is necessary. In
other words, we advise supervisors to clearly explain to their
team members the purpose of including them in the communication stream, in order to avoid perceptions of unethicality
from their employees for the use of the cc function. Future
research investigating the effects of cc use on perceptions of
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trust and ethicality is, therefore, encouraged to also take the
source and the purpose of organizational norms that dictate
the prevalence of cc use into account.
Moreover, it must also be stressed that in the present
research we focused on the norm surrounding the frequency
with which the supervisor was copied in the stream of email
communication, but not with respective to non-supervisor
colleagues being copied in. We have chosen to investigate
cc effects in this particular circumstance because it reflects
a ubiquitous situation in organizations, in which employees
often have to work together on team projects and update
the supervisor on matters such as progress. Yet, we believe
that it would be interesting for future studies to investigate
whether our findings regarding the impact of cc’ing others
on felt trust vary across different levels of an organizational
hierarchy (cf. Miner 1982). More precisely, if supervisors
include other team members in cc when sending an email
to another team member, would this result in less trust, as
it is the case when the supervisor is included in cc when
team members email each other? Since including other team
members can also be perceived as a monitoring or control
tactic by the supervisor, it can be expected that our results
would also hold if it is the norm that supervisors (instead of
co-workers) cc’ed other related team members. Indeed, we
believe that when the supervisor is the one who engages in
this type of behavior, the use of the cc option might also be
perceived as morally threatening by employees, and thus
negatively affect felt trust. Future studies in this domain are
needed to investigate whether our findings generalize to different hierarchical dynamics.
A final methodological limitation of our research is that
in our latter three studies, our mediator (i.e., felt trust) and
outcome variable (i.e., trust climate in Study 4, psychological safety in Study 5, and culture of fear in Study 6) were
always measured at the same moment in time, which is a
potential source of common method bias (Podsakoff et al.
2003). Indeed, when different variables are measured at the
same point in time, this may produce artefactual covariance
independent of the content of the variables themselves.
Under such circumstances, method biases can contribute
towards the observed relationship between the mediator
and the outcome variable. Because of this, we encourage
future survey studies to separate the measurement of these
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two variables in time, for instance by the measurement of the
mediator variable some months prior to the administration
of the outcome variables.

Conclusion
The main objective of our research was to contribute to the
field of business ethics by empirically testing the effects of
cc use on employees’ felt trust. Our results show that, when
it is the norm to always include supervisors in cc, more harm
is done than good when it comes to developing trustworthy
relationships among co-workers and safe and trustworthy
organizational cultures. Our findings indeed suggest that a
norm that endorses the use of the cc option elicits feelings
of being controlled, and as such may undermine the effect
that it aims to accomplish (i.e., it installs feelings of unethical—rather that ethical—practice). Organizational agents
should be made aware that seemingly beneficial organizational norms, like putting a supervisor in cc, can actually be
harmful for their organization.
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Appendix 1
See Table 6.

Transparency and Control in Email Communication: The More the Supervisor is Put in cc the Less…
Table 6  Standardized factor loadings of the main variables in study 1
Construct

Item

Loading

Transparency
Alpha: 0.87
AVE: 0.58

Perceive the communication in this organization as transparent
Think that people within this organization communicate openly with each other
Think that relevant information within this organization is shared among all stakeholders
Think that people within this organization share relevant information with each other
Think that people within this organization communicate candidly with each other
Perceive the email communication in this organization as controlling in terms of what is being said and done
Think that within this organization the communication stream is closely regulated
Think that people within this organization have the feeling that others keep a close eye on them
Think that people within this organization have the feeling that they are closely monitored and controlled by
others
Think that people within this organization have the feeling that they are kept under close observation

0.74
0.81
0.84
0.85
0.54
0.77
0.74
0.91
0.95

Feelings of control
Alpha: 0.94
AVE: 0.77

0.98

The items of both scales were proceeded by the following phrase: “To what extent do you …”

Appendix 2
See Table 7.
Table 7  Standardized factor loadings of the main variables in study 4
Construct

Item

Loading

Felt trust
Alpha: 0.94
AVE: 0.83

I think that employees in this company feel that their colleagues trust their integrity
I think that employees in this company feel that their colleagues trust their competence
I think that employees in this company feel that their colleagues trust their benevolence
There is a very high level of trust throughout this organization
In this organization, employees have a great deal of trust for supervisors
If someone in this organization makes a promise, others within the organization will almost always
trust that the person will do his or her best to keep the promise
Supervisors in this company trust their employees to make good decisions

0.89
0.96
0.89
0.93
0.70
0.78

Trust climate
Alpha: 0.89
AVE: 0.68

0.88

Appendix 3
See Table 8.
Table 8  Standardized factor loadings of the main variables in Study 5
Construct

Item

Loading

Supervisor in cc
Alpha: 0.93
AVE: 0.70

Your supervisor insists that you put him/her in cc when you send emails to the colleagues you are working with

0.77

Colleagues that contact you via email concerning an important project often put your supervisor in cc

0.86

When your opinion is asked via email, your supervisor is often put in cc

0.88

In this organization there exists a culture where supervisors are often put in cc in email exchanges

0.88

Every time something important is announced, your colleagues often put your supervisor in cc

0.73

Colleagues send emails where they often put my supervisor in cc

0.90

Felt trust
Alpha: 0.86
AVE: 0.68

I feel that my colleagues trust my integrity

0.89

I feel that my colleagues trust my competence

0.81

I feel that my colleagues trust my benevolence

0.78

Psychological safety
Alpha: 0.90
AVE: 0.67

In my organization, I can express my true feelings regarding my job

0.87

In my organization, I can freely express my thoughts

0.91

In my organization, expressing your true feelings is welcomed

0.90

Nobody in my organization will pick on me even if I have different opinions
I am worried that expressing true thoughts in my organization would do harm to myself

0.77
− 0.56
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Appendix 4
See Table 9.
Table 9  Standardized factor loadings of the main variables in Study 6
Construct

Item

Loading
Model A Model B

Your supervisor insists that you put him/her in cc when you send emails to the colleagues you
0.72
Supervisor in cc
are working with
Model A Model B
Alpha: 0.95 Alpha: 0.95 Colleagues that contact you via email concerning an important project often put your supervisor
0.92
AVE: 0.74 AVE: 0.74
in cc
When your opinion is asked via email, your supervisor is often put in cc
0.84
In this organization there exists a culture where supervisors are often put in cc in email
0.90
exchanges
Every time something important is announced, your colleagues often put your supervisor in cc
0.91
Colleagues send emails where they often put my supervisor in cc
0.86
I feel that my supervisor trust my integrity
0.92
Felt trust
Model A Model B
I feel that my supervisor trust my competence
0.85
Alpha: 0.93 Alpha: 0.93
I feel that my supervisor trust my benevolence
0.92
AVE: 0.81 AVE: 0.81
Colleagues cannot be totally honest with my supervisor on work related issues
0.41
Culture of fear
Model A Model B
Because of my supervisor, my colleagues feel fearful and anxious at work
0.80
Alpha: 0.72 Alpha: 0.83
My colleagues are comfortable about giving suggestions to my supervisor—he/she does not treat − 0.17
AVE: 0.39 AVE: 0.54
it as criticism
When I make a mistake, I am not confident about telling my supervisor
0.57
I do not feel apprehensive about discussing sensitive work issues with my supervisor
− 0.16
I dread repercussions at work when I give my opinion because my supervisor is unpredictable
0.88
0.87
Colleagues are afraid at work because my supervisor comes down hard on mistakes as an example to others

0.72
0.92
0.84
0.90
0.91
0.86
0.92
0.85
0.92
0.41
0.80
Omitted
0.58
Omitted
0.89
0.87

Two culture of fear items (with low factor loadings) were excluded from the analysis in Model B

References
Ahearne, M., Bhattacharya, C. B., & Gruen, T. (2005). Antecedents
and consequences of customer-company identification: Expanding the role of relationship marketing. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90, 574–585.
Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and
interpreting interactions. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.
Alder, G. S. (1998). Ethical issues in electronic performance monitoring: A consideration of deontological and teleological perspectives. Journal of Business Ethics, 17, 729–743.
Armenakis, A. A., & Harris, S. G. (2002). Crafting a change management to create transformational readiness. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 15, 169–183.
Ashford, S. J., Rothbard, N. P., Piderit, S. K., & Dutton, J. E. (1998).
Out on a limb: The role of context and impression management
in selling gender-equity issues. Administrative Science Quarterly,
43, 23–57.
Ashkanasy, N. M., & Nicholson, G. J. (2003). Climate of fear in organisational settings: Construct definition, measurement and a test of
theory. Australian Journal of Psychology, 55, 24–29.

13

Auger, G. A. (2014). Trust me, trust me not: An experimental analysis
of the effect of transparency on organizations. Journal of Public
Relations Research, 26, 325–343.
Bastien, D. T. (1987). Common patterns of behavior and communication in corporate mergers and acquisitions. Human Resource
Management, 26, 17–33.
Bejou, D., Ennew, C. T., & Palmer, A. (1998). Trust, ethics, and relationship satisfaction. International Journal of Bank Marketing,
16, 170–175.
Bellotti, V., Ducheneaut, N., Howard, M., & Smith, I. (2003). Taking
email to task: The design and evaluation of a task management
centered email tool. Paper presented at the Conference on Human
Factors in Computing Systems (CHI 2003), Ft. Lauderdale, FL.
Berghel, H. (1997). E-mail—The good, the bad, and the ugly. Communications of the ACM, 40, 11–15.
Bews, N. F., & Rossouw, G. J. (2002). A role for business ethics in
facilitating trustworthiness. Journal of Business Ethics, 39,
377–390.
Brenkert, G. G. (1998). Trust, morality and international business.
Business Ethics Quarterly, 8, 293–317.
Brien, A. (1998). Professional ethics and the culture of trust. Journal
of Business Ethics, 17, 391–409.

Transparency and Control in Email Communication: The More the Supervisor is Put in cc the Less…
Brislin, R. W. (1980). Translation and content analysis of oral and
written materials. In H. C. Triandis & W. W. Lambert (Eds.),
Handbook of cross-cultural psychology (Vol. 2, pp. 349–444).
Boston: Allyn & Bacon.
Brockner, J., Siegel, P. A., Daly, J. P., Tyler, T., & Martin, C. (1997).
When trust matters: The moderating effect of outcome favorability. Administrative Science Quarterly, 42, 558–583.
Brower, H. H., Schoorman, F. D., & Tan, H. H. (2000). A model of
relational leadership: The integration of trust and leader–member
exchange. Leadership Quarterly, 11, 227–250.
Buhrmester, M., Kwang, T., & Gosling, S. D. (2011). Amazon’s
Mechanical Turk: A new source of inexpensive, yet high-quality,
data? Perspectives on Psychological Science, 6, 3–5.
Butler, J. K. (1995). Behaviors, trust, and goal achievement in a winwin negotiating role play. Group & Organization Management,
20, 486–501.
Campbell, P. (2015). Why you should think before you Cc: The manager. Linkedin.
Campbell, D. T., & Fiske, D. W. (1959). Convergent and discriminant
validation by the multitrait-multimethod matrix. Psychological
Bulletin, 56, 81–105.
Cappel, J. J. (1995). A study of individuals’ ethical beliefs and perceptions of electronic mail privacy. Journal of Business Ethics, 14,
819–827.
Cardinal, L. B., Sitkin, S. B., & Long, C. P. (2004). Balancing and
rebalancing in the creation and evolution of organizational control. Organization Science, 15, 411–431.
Carrigan, M., & Attalla, A. (2001). The myth of the ethical consumer—
Do ethics matter in purchase behaviour? The Journal of Consumer Marketing, 18, 560–577.
Castaldo, S., Premazzi, K., & Zerbini, F. (2010). The meaning(s) of
trust. A content analysis of the diverse conceptualization of trust
in scholarly research on business relationships. Journal of Business Ethics, 96, 657–668.
Chen, F. F., & West, S. G. (2008). Measuring individualism and collectivism: The importance of considering differential components, reference groups, and measurement invariance. Journal
of Research in Personality, 42, 259–294.
Cohen, M. A., & Dienhart, J. (2013). Moral and amoral conceptions
of trust, with an application in organizational ethics. Journal of
Business Ethics, 112, 1–13.
Colquitt, J. A., Scott, B. A., & LePine, J. A. (2007). Trust, trustworthiness, and trust propensity: A meta-analytic test of their unique
relationships with risk taking and job performance. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 92, 909–927.
Colquitt, J. A., Scott, B. A., Rodell, J. B., Long, D. M., Zapata, C. P.,
Conlon, D. E., et al. (2013). Justice at the millennium, a decade
later: A meta-analytic test of social exchange and affect-based
perspectives. Journal of Applied Psychology, 98, 199–236.
Connell, J., Ferres, N., & Travaglione, T. (2003). Engendering trust
in manager-subordinate relationships. Predictors and outcomes.
Personnel Review, 32, 569–587.
Creyer, E. H., & Ross, W. T. (1997). The influence of firm behavior
on purchase intention: Do consumers really care about business
ethics? Journal of Consumer Marketing, 14, 421–432.
Cummings, L. L., & Bromiley, P. (1995). The organizational trust
inventory (OTI): Development and validation. In R. Kramer &
T. Tyler (Eds.), Trust in organizations: Frontiers of theory and
research (pp. 302–330). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Dabbish, L. A., Kraut, R. E., Fussel, S., & Kiesler, S. (2005). Understanding email use: Predicting action on a message. Paper presented at the Conference on Human Factors Computing Systems
(CHI 2005). Portland, OR.
Daly, F., Teague, P., & Kitchen, P. (2003). Exploring the role of internal
communication during organisational change. Corporate Communications: An International Journal, 8, 153–162.

De Cremer, D. (2016). When transparency backfires and how to prevent
it. Harvard Business Review.
De Cremer, D., Brockner, J., van Dijke, M., De Schutter, L., & Holtz,
B. (2017). When do supervisors enact interpersonal justice: The
interactive relationship between managerial explanations and
supervisors’ sense of power. Cambridge Judge Business School,
unpublished manuscript.
Dekker, H. C. (2004). Control of inter-organizational relationships:
Evidence on appropriation concerns and coordination requirements. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 29, 27–49.
Detert, J. R., & Burris, E. R. (2007). Leadership behavior and employee
voice: Is the door really open? Academy of Management Journal,
50, 869–884.
Dietz, G., & Gillespie, N. (2012). Recovery of trust: Case studies of
organisational failures and trust repair (Vol. 5). London: Institute of Business Ethics.
DiFonzo, N., & Bordia, P. (1998). A tale of two corporations: Managing uncertainty during organisational change. Human Resource
Management, 37, 295–303.
Dirks, K. T., & Ferrin, D. L. (2002). Trust in leadership: Meta-analytic
findings and implications for research and practice. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 87, 611–628.
Dyer, J. H., & Chu, W. (2003). The role of trustworthiness in reducing
transaction costs and improving performance: Empirical evidence from the United States, Japan, and Korea. Organization
Science, 14, 57–68.
Edelman Public Relations. (2007). 2007 Annual Edelman Trust
Barometer.
Edmondson, A. C. (1999). Psychological safety and learning behavior
in work teams. Administrative Science Quarterly, 44, 350–383.
Edmondson, A. C. (2003). Speaking up in the operating room: How
team leaders promote learning in inter disciplinary action teams.
Journal of Management Studies, 40, 1419–1452.
Elving, W. J. (2005). The role of communication in organisational
change. Corporate Communications: An International Journal,
10, 129–138.
Etzioni, A. (in press). Cyber trust. Journal of Business Ethics.
Falk, A., & Kosfeld, M. (2006). The hidden costs of control. The American Economic Review, 96, 1611–1630.
Fehr, E., & Gachter, S. (2002). Altruistic punishment in humans.
Nature, 41, 225–237.
Ferrin, D. L., Dirks, K. T., & Shah, P. P. (2006). Direct and indirect
effects of third-party relationships on interpersonal trust. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 91, 870–883.
Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation
models with unobservable variables and measurement error.
Journal of Marketing Research, 18, 39–50.
Gelade, G. A., & Ivery, M. (2003). The impact of human resource
management and work climate on organizational performance.
Personnel Psychology, 56, 383–404.
Greenwood, M., & Van Buren, H. J., III. (2010). Trust and stakeholder
theory: Trustworthiness in the organisation-stakeholder relationship. Journal of Business Ethics, 95, 425–438.
Haney, W. V. (1967). Communication and organizational behavior:
Text and cases. Homewood, IL: Irwin.
Hebb, T. (2006). The economic inefficiency of secrecy: Pension fund
investors’ corporate transparency concerns. Journal of Business
Ethics, 63, 385–405.
Hennig-Thurau, T. (2004). Customer orientation of service employees:
Its impact on customer satisfaction, commitment, and retention.
International Journal of Service Industry Management, 15,
460–478.
Hofstede, G. (1980). Motivation, leadership, and organization: Do
American theories apply abroad? Organizational Dynamics, 9,
42–63.

13

T. Haesevoets et al.
Hosmer, L. T. (1995). Trust: The connecting link between organizational theory and philosophical ethics. Academy of Management
Review, 20, 379–403.
Huang, M.-H. (2008). The influence of selling behaviors on customer
relationships in financial services. International Journal of Service Industry Management, 19, 458–473.
Huang, Q., Davison, R. M., & Gu, J. (2008). Impact of personal and
cultural factors on knowledge sharing in China. Asia Pacific
Journal of Management, 25, 451–471.
Huff, L., & Kelley, L. (2003). Levels of organizational trust in individualist versus collectivist societies: A seven-nation study. Organization Science, 14, 81–90.
Ingenhoff, D., & Sommer, K. (2010). Trust in companies and in CEOs:
A comparative study of the main influence. Journal of Business
Ethics, 95, 339–355.
Jackson, T.W., Dawson, R., & Wilson, D. (1999). Improving the Communications Process: The costs and effectiveness of email compared with traditional media. Paper presented at INSPIRE—
Training and Teaching for the understanding of Software Quality,
Crete.
Jose, A., & Thibodeaux, M. S. (1999). Institutionalization of ethics:
The perspective of managers. Journal of Business Ethics, 22,
133–143.
Kanagaretnam, K., Mestelman, S., Nainar, S. K., & Shehata, M. (2010).
Trust and reciprocity with transparency and repeated interactions. Journal of Business Research, 63, 241–247.
Kappes, H. B., Balcetis, E., & De Cremer, D. (2018). Motivated reasoning during recruitment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 103,
270–280.
Kasper-Fuehrera, E. C., & Ashkanasy, N. M. (2001). Communicating
trustworthiness and building trust in interorganizational virtual
organizations. Journal of Management, 27, 235–254.
Kidwell, R. E., & Bennett, N. (1994). Electronic surveillance as
employee control: A procedural justice interpretation. The Journal of High Technology Management Research, 5, 39–57.
Kirk, R. F. (1982). Experimental design: Procedures for the behavioral
sciences (2nd ed.). Belmont, CA: Brooks/Cole.
Kramer, R. M. (1999). Trust and distrust in organizations: Emerging
perspectives, enduring questions. Annual Review of Psychology,
50, 569–598.
Kujala, J., Lehtimäki, H., & Pučėtaitė, R. (2016). Trust and distrust
constructing unity and fragmentation of organisational culture.
Journal of Business Ethics, 139, 701–716.
Lau, D. C., & Lam, L. W. (2008). Effects of trusting and being trusted
on team citizenship behaviours in chain stores. Asian Journal of
Social Psychology, 11, 141–149.
Lau, D. C., Liu, J., & Fu, P. P. (2007). Feeling trusted by business
leaders in China: Antecedents and the mediating role of value
congruence. Asia Pacific Journal of Management, 24, 321–340.
Leonidou, L. C., Kvasova, O., Leonidou, C. N., & Chari, S. (2013).
Business unethicality as an impediment to consumer trust: The
moderating role of demographic and cultural characteristics.
Journal of Business Ethics, 112, 397–415.
Lester, S. W., & Brower, H. H. (2003). In the eyes of the beholder: The
relationship between subordinates’ felt trustworthiness and their
work attitudes and behaviors. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 10, 17–33.
Leung, T. K. P., & Chan, R. Y. K. (2003). Face, favour and positioning—A Chinese power game. European Journal of Marketing,
37, 1575–1598.
Liang, J., Farh, C. I., & Farh, J. L. (2012). Psychological antecedents
of promotive and prohibitive voice: A two-wave examination.
Academy of Management Journal, 55, 71–92.
Likert, R. (1967). The human organization. New York: McGraw-Hill.

13

Long, C. P., & Sitkin, S. B. (2018). Control-trust dynamics in organizations: Identifying shared perspectives and charting conceptual
fault lines. Academy of Management Annals, 12, 725–751.
Loucks Jr, V. R. (1987). A CEO looks at ethics. Business Horizons,
1–6.
MacKinnon, D. P., Lockwood, C. M., & Williams, J. (2004). Confidence limits for the indirect effect: Distribution of the product
and resampling methods. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 39,
99–128.
Manz, C. C., & Sims, H. P. (1981). Vicarious learning: The influence
of modeling on organizational behavior., 6(1), 105–113.
Martin, K., & Freeman, R. E. (2003). Some problems with employee
monitoring. Journal of Business Ethics, 43, 353–361.
Mayer, R. C., Davis, J. H., & Schoorman, F. D. (1995). An integrative
model of organizational trust. Academy of Management Review,
20, 709–734.
Meade, A. W., & Craig, S. B. (2012). Identifying careless responses in
survey data. Psychological Methods, 17, 437–455.
Menges, J. I., Walter, F., Vogel, B., & Bruch, H. (2011). Transformational leadership climate: Performance linkages, mechanisms,
and boundary conditions at the organizational level. The Leadership Quarterly, 22, 893–909.
Miner, J. (1982). Theories of organizational structure and process.
Chicago: Dryden Press.
Mooradian, T., Renzl, B., & Matzler, K. (2006). Who trusts? Personality, trust and knowledge sharing. Management Learning, 37,
523–540.
Murphy, P. E., Laczniak, G. R., & Wood, G. (2007). An ethical basis
for relationship marketing: A virtue ethics perspective. European
Journal of Marketing, 41, 37–57.
Myers, S. A., Knox, R. L., Pawlowski, D. R., & Ropog, B. L. (1999).
Perceived communication openness and functional communication skills among organizational peers. Communication Reports,
12, 71–83.
Neves, P., & Eisenberger, R. (2012). Management communication and
employee performance: The contribution of perceived organizational support. Human Performance, 25, 452–464.
Norman, S. M., Avolio, B. J., & Luthans, F. (2010). The impact of
positivity and transparency on trust in leaders and their perceived
effectiveness. The Leadership Quarterly, 21, 350–364.
Oppenheimer, D. M., Meyvis, T., & Davidenko, N. (2009). Instructional manipulation checks: Detecting satisficing to increase
statistical power. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
45, 867–872.
Palan, S., & Schitter, C. (2018). Prolific.ac—A subject pool for online
experiments. Journal of Behavioral and Experimental Finance,
17, 22–27.
Palanski, M. E., Kahai, S. S., & Yammarino, F. J. (2011). Team virtues
and performance: An examination of transparency, behavioral
integrity, and trust. Journal of Business Ethics, 99, 201–216.
Peer, E., Brandimarte, L., Samat, S., & Acquisti, A. (2017). Beyond
the Turk: Alternative platforms for crowdsourcing behavioral research. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 70,
153–163.
Pirson, M., & Malhotra, D. (2007). What matters to whom: Managing
trust across multiple stakeholder groups. Cambridge: Hauser
Center for Nonprofit Organizations, John F. Kennedy School of
Government, Harvard University.
Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., & Podsakoff, N. P.
(2003). Common method biases in behavioral research: A critical
review of the literature and recommended remedies. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 88, 879–903.
Podsakoff, N. P., Whiting, S. W., Podsakoff, P. M., & Blume, B. D.
(2009). Individual- and organizational-level consequences of
organizational citizenship behaviors: A meta-analysis. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 94, 122–141.

Transparency and Control in Email Communication: The More the Supervisor is Put in cc the Less…
Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2004). SPSS and SAS procedures for
estimating indirect effects in simple mediation models. Behavior
Research Methods, Instruments, & Computers, 36, 717–731.
Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2008). Asymptotic and resampling
strategies for assessing and comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator models. Behavior Research Methods, 40, 879–891.
Radicati, S., & Hoang, Q. (2011). E-mail statistics report, 2011–2015.
Palo Alto, CA: The Radicati Group.
Ramsay, J., & Renaud, K. (2012). Using insights from email users to
inform organisational email management policy. Behaviour &
Information Technology, 31, 587–603.
Rawlins, B. (2008). Give the emperor a mirror: Toward developing a
stakeholder measurement of organizational transparency. Journal
of Public Relations Research, 21, 71–99.
Renaud, K., Ramsay, J., & Hair, M. (2006). “You’ve got e-mail!”…
shall I deal with it now? Electronic mail from the recipient’s
perspective. International Journal of Human-Computer Interaction, 21, 313–332.
Rogers, D. P. (1987). The development of a measure of perceived communication openness. Journal of Business Communication, 24,
53–61.
Rosen, C. C., Simon, L. S., Gajendran, R. S., Johnson, R. E., Lee, H.
W., & Lin, S. H. J. (in press). Boxed in by your inbox: Implications of daily e-mail demands for managers’ leadership behaviors. Journal of Applied Psychology.
Salamon, S. D., & Robinson, S. L. (2008). Trust that binds: The impact
of collective felt trust on organizational performance. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 93, 593–601.
Saunders, M. N., Dietz, G., & Thornhill, A. (2014). Trust and distrust:
Polar opposites, or independent but co-existing? Human Relations, 67, 639–665.
Schnackenberg, A. K., & Tomlinson, E. C. (2016). Organizational
transparency: A new perspective on managing trust in organization-stakeholder relationships. Journal of Management, 31,
587–603.
Schweiger, D. M., & DeNisi, A. S. (1991). Communication with
employees following a merger: A longitudinal field experiment.
Academy of Management Journal, 34, 110–135.
Shore, L. M., Tetrick, L. E., Lynch, P., & Barksdale, K. (2006). Social
and economic exchange: Construct development and validation.
Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 36, 837–867.
Shum, C., Gatling, A., Book, L., & Bai, B. (2019). The moderating
roles of follower conscientiousness and agreeableness on the
relationship between peer transparency and follower transparency. Journal of Business Ethics, 154, 483–495.
Sitkin, S. B., & Roth, N. (1993). Explaining the limited effectiveness
of legalistic remedies for trust/distrust. Organization Science,
4, 367–392.
Skovholt, K., & Svennevig, J. (2006). Email copies in workplace
interaction. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication,
12, 42–65.
Smit, M. C., Bond-Barnard, T. J., Steyn, H., & Fabris-Rotelli, I. (2017).
Email communication in project management: A bane or a blessing? South African Journal of Information Management, 19,
1–10.
Solingen, R., Berghout, E., & Latum, F. (1998). Interrupts: Just a minute never is. IEEE Software, 15, 97–103.

Swift, T. (2001). Trust, reputation and corporate accountability to
stakeholders. Business Ethics: A European Review, 10, 16–26.
Tabak, F., & Smith, W. P. (2005). Privacy and electronic monitoring in
the workplace: A model of managerial cognition and relational
trust development. Employee Responsibilities and Rights Journal, 17, 173–189.
Van Knippenberg, D., & Hogg, M. A. (2003). A social identity model
of leadership effectiveness in organizations. Research in Organizational Behavior, 25, 243–295.
Vaught, B. C., Taylor, R. E., & Vaught, S. F. (2000). The attitudes
of managers regarding the electronic monitoring of employee
behavior: Procedural and ethical considerations. American Business Review, 18, 107.
Voelpel, S. C., & Han, Z. (2005). Managing knowledge sharing in
China: The case of siemens sharenet. Journal of Knowledge
Management, 9, 51–63.
Vogelgesang, G. R. (2008). How leader interactional transparency
can impact follower psychological safety and role engagement.
Unpublished Dissertation, University of Nebraska—Lincoln,
Lincoln.
Vogelgesang, G. R., & Crossley, C. D. (2006). Toward an understanding of interactional transparency. Washington, DC: Gallup Leadership Summit.
Vogelgesang, G. R., Leroy, H., & Avolio, B. J. (2013). The mediating
effects of leader integrity with transparency in communication
and work engagement/performance. The Leadership Quarterly,
24, 405–413.
Vogelgesang, G. R., & Lester, P. B. (2009). How leaders can get results
by laying it on the line. Organizational Dynamics, 38, 252–260.
Walumbwa, F. O., Avolio, B. J., Gardner, W. L., Wernsing, T. S., &
Peterson, S. J. (2008). Authentic leadership: Development and
validation of a theory-based measure. Journal of Management,
34, 89–126.
Weiss, H. M. (1977). Subordinate imitation of supervisor behavior: The
role of modeling in organizational socialization. Organizational
Behavior and Human Performance, 19, 89–105.
Whitener, E. M. (1997). The impact of human resource activities
on employee trust. Human Resource Management Review, 7,
389–404.
Whitener, E. M., Brodt, S. E., Korsgaard, M. A., & Werner, J. M.
(1998). Managers as initiators of trust: An exchange relationship
framework for understanding managerial trustworthy behavior.
Academy of Management Review, 23, 513–530.
Williams, C. C. (2005). Trust diffusion: The effect of interpersonal trust
on structure, function, and organizational transparency. Business
& Society, 44, 357–368.
Zhou, M., & Ho, D. Y. F. (2005). An analysis of meaning and work
of face in social interaction from the cross-cultural perspective.
In X. Zhai (Ed.), Chinese social psychological review (pp. 186–
216). Beijing: Social Sciences Academic.
Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

13

