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The study (N = 156) explored the predictive power of attitudinal measures of trust and trustwor-
thiness commonly used in surveys, as well as the possibility of replacing them with other instru-
ments. Secondly, it aimed at replicating previous findings (e.g. Gleaser et al., 2000) that cues 
to other person’s group membership affect trusting and trustworthy behaviour. Subjects filled in 
a number of questionnaires and took part in the Trust Game in which information about part-
ner’s nationality was manipulated. Analyses demonstrated the lack of correspondence between 
attitudinal and past behaviour measures of trust and trustworthiness and behaviour in the Trust 
Game. Trustworthiness was predicted by social desirability measure. No effects of other person’s 
out-group membership were found in the current study. Cues to identity made participants more 
trustful and trustworthy towards the other person in comparison to the control condition. The 
interpretation of the obtained results, as well as the limitations of the study are discussed.
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Zaufanie i wiarygodno : pomiar i wp yw informacji o przynale no ci grupowej

Badanie (N = 156) mia o na celu sprawdzenie warto ci predykcyjnej kwestionariuszowych miar 
zaufania w odniesieniu do zachowania w grze oraz mo liwo ci zast pienia ich przez inne narz -
dzia. Ponadto celem by a replikacja uzyskanych przez innych badaczy wyników, demonstruj -
cych, e informacja o przynale no ci grupowej drugiej osoby wp ywa na ufne i godne zaufania 
zachowanie w grze. Po wype nieniu kwestionariuszy, uczestnicy wzi li udzia  w Grze Zaufania, 
w której manipulowano informacj  na temat przynale no ci grupowej drugiej osoby. Analiza 
wyników potwierdzi a przewidywania na temat braku zwi zku pomi dzy deklaratywnymi mia-
rami zaufania i zachowaniem w grze. Wiarygodno  przewidywa a natomiast miara aprobaty 
spo ecznej. Wyniki nie potwierdzi y negatywnego wp ywu informacji o przynale no ci do grupy 
obcej na zaufanie i wiarygodno . Obecno  informacji o drugiej osobie spowodowa a wy sz  
ufno  i wiarygodno  w porównaniu do grupy kontrolnej. Dyskusja odnosi si do potencjalnych 
przyczyn otrzymanych wyników oraz ogranicze  prezentowanego badania. 
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1. Introduction

Trust is viewed as a prerequisite of 
functional social interactions and effective 
market exchanges (La Porta et al., 1997). 
Some researchers conceptualize it as an 
encapsulated interest, where one decides 
to trust only on the basis of a reasonable 
suspicion that their partner would benefit 
from being trustworthy (Berg et al., 1995; 
Hardin, 2006). Others (Baier, 1986; Rous-
seau et al., 1998; Leslie, 2004) prefer to 
consider trust as based on an emotional 
belief in someone’s benevolence, involv-
ing an acceptance of vulnerability and 
capability of betrayal, at the same time 
distinguishing it from reliance, which can-
not be betrayed, but merely disappointed. 
Similarly, Yamagishi & Yamagishi (1994), 
point out that it is important to differenti-
ate trust, which, in their opinion, refers to: 
“An expectation of partner’s goodwill and 
benign intent” from confidence, which is: 
“An expectation of partner’s competence” 
(p. 131), as well as assurance that may be 
defined as: “Knowledge of the incentive 
structure surrounding the relationship” (p. 
132) and thus approaches Hardin’s idea of 
encapsulated interest. 

A related concept and one of simi-
larly unclear definitions, is trustworthi-
ness. Hardin (2006) argues that, although 
many scientists speak about the decline 
of trust in Western societies (Canada, 
United States, Sweden, or United King-
dom) they, in reality, mean that perceived 
trustworthiness is lower than it used to 
be. Hence, trustworthiness may be viewed 
as the extent to which someone is worthy 
of being trusted. Trust may originate 
from the perceived trustworthiness of 
the other party – a belief in their good 
intentions (Caldwell & Clapham, 2003). 
Trustworthiness is assessed on the basis 
of previous experiences, as well as directly 
and indirectly obtained information about 
a trustee (Sztompka, 2007). 

This unsettled dispute as to what is the 
exact definition of trust, trustworthiness, 
and, for that matter, trustfulness, reliance, 
or confidence, may impact the matter of 
their measurement. For instance, Yam-
agishi & Yamagishi (1994) argue that, 
although Japanese society is often viewed 
and described as highly trustful, the level 
of trust there is in fact lower than among 
Americans. This confusion, in their view, 

stems from the fact that what is being 
measured is not trust, but assurance, which 
is based on commitment and stable rela-
tionships. In any case, lack of trust in the 
society increases the cost of social exchange 
and thus, even though trusting may be 
costly when one deals with an untrustwor-
thy partner, it is generally beneficial for all 
parties involved (Axelrod, 1984). Research 
indicated that trust in strangers allows peo-
ple to get out of the committed relation-
ships, which sometimes incur high opportu-
nity costs, and explore more advantageous 
alternatives (Hayashi & Yamagishi, 1998). 
What is more, a trusting attitude is posi-
tively related to income, while this relation 
is negative for trustworthiness (Slemrod 
& Katuscak, 2005). A similar result was 
reported by Knack and Keefer (1997), who 
demonstrated that trust was connected with 
superior economic performance. 

The first aim of this research is, there-
fore, to take a closer look at the meas-
urement of trust and trustworthiness. In 
particular, it is investigated whether tradi-
tionally used questionnaires predict trust-
ful and trustworthy behaviour in the trust 
game. The second aim is the replication of 
the results obtained by other researchers 
(e.g. Fershtman & Gneezy, 2001; Foddy, 
Platow, & Yamagishi, 2009; Gleaser et 
al., 2000), showing that information about 
other person’s group membership affects 
people’s trusting and trustworthy behav-
iour towards that person, with less trust 
and trustworthiness expressed towards the 
out-group members.

2. Problems with Different Types 
of Trust Measurement

Currently, there are basically two ways in 
which trust and trustworthiness are meas-
ured in research. One method employs sur-
veys and questionnaires, the other game 
experiments (Kohn, 2008; Hardin, 2006). 
Both of them have advantages as well as 
limitations. 

2.1. Attitudinal Measures of Trust

Previous research by Gleaser et al. 
(2000) showed that responses on none of 
the trust questionnaires used managed 
to predict trusting behaviour in the Trust 
Game. Trustfulness in the games, in the 
Glaeser et al.’s study, was predicted only by 
an index of questions relating to subjects’ 
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previous trusting behaviour, e.g. “How 
often do you lend money to your friends?”, 
while trustworthy behaviour was – surpris-
ingly – predicted by questions about gen-
eral trust. These results were partly sup-
ported by Holm and Danielson (2005), who 
found, however, that neither attitudinal nor 
past behaviour measures predicted trust or 
trustworthiness in games. 

Absence of association between atti-
tudes expressed in questionnaires and 
actual behaviour is not a new discovery. It 
was first documented by LaPiere (1928), 
who found that hotel and restaurant own-
ers admitted Chinese couples to their 
premises, even though most of them had 
previously stated that “members of the 
Chinese race” would not be welcome. This 
lack of correspondence between attitudes 
and behaviour was subsequently explored 
in a large number of studies. In a review of 
the literature, Ajzen and Fishbein (1977) 
observed that while some studies sup-
ported LaPiere’s findings, others found 
attitudes and behaviour to be correlated. 
The authors argue that in order for the 
attitudinal measures to be correct in pre-
dicting behaviour, they have to be precise 
with respect to action, target, and context. 
This exactly may be the problem with atti-
tudinal measures of trust and trustworthi-
ness. The generality of questions asked, 
when it comes to target (e.g. “Most people 
can be trusted”), as well as context (e.g. “I 
am trustful”), might lead participants to 
more readily imagine circumstances and 
targets that confirm rather than disconfirm 
the query. This, in turn, limits research-
ers’ ability to understand participants’ atti-
tudes and leads to, widely observed, lack of 
association between answers in trust and 
trustworthiness surveys and behaviour in 
the games in which situational context and 
sometimes even target is, at least partially, 
known. 

The claim, therefore, that attitudinal 
measures of trust are unhelpful when it 
comes to providing real insight into peo-
ple’s trustful and trustworthy behaviour 
is a significant and serious one, espe-
cially since those measures are used to 
gain knowledge about the state of social 
capital in many countries. Such informa-
tion is used not only by psychologists, but 
also by sociologists, anthropologists, and 
economists. Even highly renowned sample 
surveys such as the General Social Survey 

or the World Value Survey ask attitudinal 
trust questions (e.g.: “Generally speaking, 
would you say that most people can be 
trusted or that you can’t be too careful in 
dealing with people?”). In the light of the 
described studies, in which these questions 
have no relation to the actual behaviour, 
it is important to reconsider their use or 
maybe change them to questions that are 
more specific and have proven correspond-
ence with trustful and trustworthy actions. 
Even more so, since according to Yam-
agishi et al. (1999) “most people can be 
trusted” and “you can’t be too careful in 
dealing with people” are not on the oppo-
site ends of a single dimension, but rather 
represent two separate factors. 

2.2. Behavioural Measures of Trust

Another commonly used method of 
measuring trust and trustworthiness is 
through games (e.g. Trust Game, Prisoner’s 
Dilemma Game; Macy & Skvoretz, 1998; 
Yamagishi, 1999; Slemrod &  Katuscak, 
2002; Kiyonari et al., 2006). Nonetheless, 
in order to do so in line with the definition 
of trust accepted here, it can only be a one-
shot game. When iterated, trust changes 
into assurance, as participants know that 
it is in their partner’s interest to cooper-
ate. For instance, Axelrod (1984) indicated 
that even the most self-interested ego-
ist, who typically distrusts others, would 
behave cooperatively in iterated prisoner’s 
dilemma games when faced with a partner 
who plays tit-for-tat. 

In the current study, it was, therefore, 
decided to use a one-shot Trust Game. This 
decision was based on the broad use of this 
game in the measurement of trust, which 
would allow for comparability. Many schol-
ars’ belief (e.g. Glaeser et al., 2000; Holm & 
Danielson, 2005; Kiyonari et al., 2006) that 
Trust Game measures trust and trustwor-
thiness was partly supported by research 
showing that oxytocin (a hormone known 
for its role in social attachment) prevents 
trusting behaviour to decrease after part-
ner’s betrayal (Baumgartner et al., 2008). 
This is how Camerer (2003) described why 
Trust Game is a good choice in trust meas-
urement: 

“Trust must be risky. Trustworthiness must 
also go against the Trustee’s self-interest, to 
test whether people are willing to sacrifice 
to satisfy moral obligation. Sociologists and 
social psychologists sometimes object that 
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this game “doesn’t capture all there is to 
trust” because the two-person one-shot game 
does not include the relationships, social 
sanctions, communication, and so many 
other rich features that may support or affect 
trust. That’s precisely the point – the game 
requires pure trust.” (Camerer, 2003, p. 85)

2.3. Indirect Method of Trust 
Measurement – Social Desirability

While currently used trust and trust-
worthiness measures seem ineffective in 
predicting trust and trustworthiness, there 
are several studies that suggest social desir-
ability might work instead (e.g. DeMaio, 
1984; Platow, 1994; Bekkers, 2001; Kun-
cel & Tellegen, 2009). Social desirability is 
described as a bias reflecting a tendency to 
enhance characteristics that are viewed as 
socially desirable or to minimize those that 
are deemed undesirable in one’s group of 
reference. Social desirability is believed to 
directly reflect societal norms and rules of 
conduct characteristic of a given culture 
and may, therefore, be related to a desire 
to conform or a fear of rejection. Cultural 
values specific for a particular society 
denote what is appropriate and inappro-
priate and set limits within which people 
are allowed to search for ways of behaving 
(DeMaio, 1984). 

According to Platow (1994), social 
desirability may to some extent pertain to 
choices made in decomposed games, which 
are used as a measure of social value orien-
tations. It was demonstrated that choosing 
a prosocial option was judged by partici-
pants as very socially desirable. Moreover, 
based on a large survey, Bekkers (2001) 
found that people who behaved in a proso-
cial manner were more likely to score high 
on a Social Desirability Scale than those 
who behaved in an individualistic or com-
petitive way. More specifically, the dif-
ference was based on two subscales, one 
having to do with positive strategies in 
managing social relations and the second 
dealing with the tendency to abstain from 
profiting from others. 

This led to a supposition that Social 
Desirability Scale may serve to identify 
people who are so sensitive to social rules. 
Such sensitivity might not only affect a ten-
dency to respond in a socially desirable way 
in surveys, but also one’s actual behavior. 
Given that trustworthiness may be viewed 
as more socially desirable than trustful-

ness, current research aims to investigate 
the relation between Social Desirability 
Scale and trustworthy behaviour in the 
Trust Game. Since games are not always 
advantageous, or even possible, to be used, 
uncovering different measures which could 
serve the purpose of determining trustwor-
thiness would be extremely beneficial.

3. Trust and Trustworthiness Across 
Nations

The second aim of the current research 
is the replication of the results obtained by 
various scholars (e.g. Fershtman & Gneezy, 
2001; Foddy, Platow, & Yamagishi, 2009; 
Gleaser et al., 2000) that group member-
ship, be it nationality, ethnicity, race, or 
even different university, is a powerful 
predictor of the degrees of trust, namely, 
that trust between partners decreases when 
they differ in group membership. Gleaser 
et al. (2000), for example, found that in 
Trust Game people returned much less 
when dealing with partners from another 
country, however the amount sent was 
not significantly different. In the current 
study, the in-group/out-group affiliation 
is manipulated by providing information 
about Trust Game partner’s nationality. 
Nationalities were chosen on the basis of 
studies by Kofta & Sedek (2005), who iden-
tified three nationalities that were most 
often associated with out-group prejudice 
in Poland. These are, in order from the 
strongest to the weakest, Jews, Germans, 
and Russians. Members of these nationali-
ties are viewed unfavourably and with con-
siderable suspicion, with much of negative 
feeling being due to conspiracy beliefs that 
are especially strong when it comes to Jews. 
Hence, in the current study, the experi-
mental manipulation involved information 
about nationality of the other person in 
the Trust Game (Polish, Jewish, German). 
In the control condition, no information 
whatsoever about the partner was given. 

Based on the previous results, it was 
expected that Trust, Caution, and Honesty 
Scales would fail to predict the Amount 
Sent and Returned in the Trust Game. 
However, higher scores on the questions 
pertaining to Past Trusting Behaviour and 
Past Trustworthy Behaviour would pre-
dict the Amount Sent (AS) and Amount 
Returned (AR) in the Trust Game, respec-
tively. Additionally, it was suspected that 
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subjects scoring higher on the Social Desir-
ability Scale would return more (AR) in 
the Trust Game. It was also expected that 
trust and trustworthiness would be weaker 
and, thus, the amounts sent and received 
would be lower for Trust Game partners 
of different nationalities than for those of 
Polish nationality. 

4. Method

4.1. Participants

Data was collected from 156 students 
(94 males; 62 females) of several univer-
sities in Warsaw. The age of the partici-
pants ranged from 19 to 43 (M = 22.36, 
SD = 2.87). 

4.2. Materials

Trust Questionnaire. For the purpose of 
this study, three scales from the Trust Ques-
tionnaire (Yamagishi & Yamagishi, 1994) 
were translated from English to Polish. 
The scales include the General Trust Scale 
(six items,  = 0.76), the Caution Scale (six 
items,  = 0.62), and the Honesty Scale 
(4 items,  = 0.57). Responses to the items 
were to be indicated on the four-point Lik-
ert Scale (Strongly Disagree, Rather Disa-
gree, Rather Agree, Strongly Agree).

Previous behaviour. Two scales were used 
to measure previous trusting and trust-
worthy behaviour. The purpose of using 
these scales was mostly exploratory, as no 
such coherent and reliable scales exist. 
Past Trusting Behaviour Scale consisted of 
3 questions (  = 0.52). Two of them (“How 
many times last year did you lend some-
one money” and “How many times last 
year did you lend someone your posses-
sions”) were taken from the questionnaire 
used by Glaeser et al. (2000). In order to 
check whether the scale can achieve bet-
ter discriminative power, one more ques-
tion was added (“How many times last year 
did you buy anything on an internet site, 
e.g. Allegro or E-bay”). Past Trustworthy 
Behaviour Scale consisted of 5 questions 
(  = 0.59; “How many times last year did 
you break a promise given to someone,” 
“How many times last year did you fail to 
meet the deadline of an assigned work,” 
“How many times last year did you reveal 
an entrusted secret?,” “How many times 
last year did you gossip about someone you 
know,” “How many times last year did you 

forget to give back the money or possession 
you borrowed?”). Answers to both scales 
were to be indicated on a 7-point scale (not 
once, 1–2 times, 3–4 times, 5–6 times, 7–8 
times, 9–10 times, more than 10 times). 

Social desirability scale. The 29-item 
scale developed by Jolanta Wilczy ska and 
Rados aw Drwal (1995) was used. Instead 
of the original true-false response key, 
a four-point Likert scale, identical to the 
one for the trust questionnaire, was used. 
The reliability coefficient was not, however, 
appreciably affected by this modification 
and equalled  = 0.75.  

Trust game. The classic version of the 
Trust Game was used (Berg et al., 1995). 
The amount sent by the allocator was 
viewed as a measure of trust, while the 
amount returned by the recipient was con-
sidered a measure of trustworthiness. In 
the first stage of the game, when all sub-
jects were allocators, after being provided 
with an instruction for the game, the fol-
lowing questions were asked: G1: “What 
is the amount you give to your partner,” 
G2: “What is the amount you think you 
would be given by your partner, if he was 
in your place.” In the second stage of the 
game, when all subjects were recipients, 
after being provided with instructions and 
informed about the amount given to them 
by their partners (50 PLN in all cases), the 
following questions were asked: G3: “What 
is the amount that you return to your part-
ner (after it was tripled)” and G4: “What is 
the amount you think would be returned by 
your partner, if he was in your place (after 
it was tripled)”. 

4.3. Procedure

The participants were recruited to the 
study in university corridors. After signing 
an informed consent form, each participant 
was asked to provide basic demographic 
data (age, gender, faculty at the university). 
First, all participants were given the same 
two-part questionnaire. The first part con-
sisted of Social Desirability, Trustworthi-
ness, Caution, and General Trust Scales, 
while the second part was formed out of 
Past Trusting Behaviour and Past Trustwor-
thy Behaviour Scales. 

Upon completion of the questionnaire, 
participants were introduced to the sec-
ond part of the study, the Trust Game. 
They were informed that the game would 
be played with another student who had 
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already provided his/her answers in the 
first stage of this study. Subsequently, sub-
jects were randomly assigned to one of the 
four conditions and provided with infor-
mation about their Trust Game partner. 
The information differed in terms of the 
nationality and the name of the partner: 
1) Anna Kami ska/Andrzej Kami ski, 
Poland, 2) Gisela Lechner/Clemens Lech-
ner, Germany 3) Sara Begin/Shlomo Begin, 
Israel 4) control group with no information 
about the partner whatsoever. The gender 
of the other person was always the same as 
the gender of the participant. Additionally, 
the information about the other person 
(except for the control condition) included 
their age (always 22 years old), sex (the 
same as the subject’s), and the occupation 
(always a 4th year psychology student; in the 
case of partners whose nationalities were 
other than Polish, it was indicated that it 
was an Erasmus student). 

The game consisted of two parts. In the 
first part, all participants were allocators, 
while in the second, all were recipients. 
Before each part, participants were pro-
vided with an instruction on the game. In 
the role of an allocator, participants were 
asked to fill in the blank space with the 
appropriate amount given to the other per-
son (any sum out of 100 PLN) and place 
that information on an envelope. In the 
role of the recipient, participants were 
given an envelope with the allocation of 
the second person (always 50 PLN) and 
were asked to write how much they return 
to that person (any sum out of 150 PLN). 
The amount sent by the allocator is viewed 
as a measure of trust, while the amount 
returned by the recipient is considered 
a measure of trustworthiness. At the end, 
subjects were thanked for their participa-
tion, briefed, and given an opportunity to 
provide their e-mail addresses in order to 
be informed about the results of the study.

5. Results

Trust Questionnaire and Trust Game. In 
order to analyse the relationship between 
behaviour in the Trust Game and answers 
on the trust questionnaire, two multi-
ple regression analyses were performed, 
separately for the Amount Sent and the 
Amount Returned as dependent variables, 
with results on General Trust, Cautious-
ness, and Honesty scales included as predic-

tors. A higher score on the scales indicated, 
correspondingly, higher general trust, 
cautiousness, and honesty. Both regres-
sion models proved to be non-significant, 
F(3,152) = 1.473, p = .224 for the Amount 
Sent and F(3,152) = 2.051, p = .109 for the 
Amount Returned. None of the included 
variables predicted the Amount Sent. For 
the Amount Returned, only the cautious-
ness score reached the conventional level 
of significance (ß = –.19, p = .038).

Past Behaviour Scales. First, the correla-
tions between the Past Behaviour Scales 
and other scales were computed. Higher 
results on the Past Behaviour Scales indi-
cate lower declared trustworthiness and 
higher trusting. Past Trustworthy  Behaviour 
Scale was significantly correlated with 
Social Desirability Scale (r = –0.54, 
p < 0.001) and Honesty Scale (r = –0.26, 
p < 0.01). Past Trusting Behaviour Scale, 
however, was not significantly correlated 
with any of the other scales. 

To check whether the Past Behaviour 
Scales predicted behaviour in the Trust 
Game, two regression analyses were per-
formed, separately for the Amount Sent 
and the Amount Returned as the depend-
ent variables. Past trusting and past trust-
worthy behaviour scores were included as 
predictors. Neither of these models were 
significant, F(2,147) = .482, p = .619 for 
the Amount Sent and F(2,147) = 1.353, 
p = .262 for the Amount Returned.

However, when the relationship between 
individual past behaviour questions and the 
behaviour in the Trust Game was analysed, 
the question: „How many times last year 
did you gossip about someone you know?” 
proved to be significantly correlated with 
trustworthy behaviour in the game (G3; 
r = –.23, p = .005), as well as beliefs of 
other person’s trustworthiness in the game 
(G4; r = –.21, p = .009). In short, peo-
ple who admitted having gossiped more, 
returned less money to their partners and 
predicted their partners would also return 
less to them.

Social Desirability Scale and Trust Game. 
Further, the relationship between answers 
to Social Desirability Scale and behaviour 
in the Trust Game was investigated. For this 
scale, higher scores indicated higher Social 
Desirability. Results of the Social Desirabil-
ity Scale significantly predicted the Amount 
Returned (ß = .23), F(1,154) = 8.275, 
p = 0.005, as tested with the regression 
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analysis. The scale was not, however, 
related to the expected trustworthiness of 
the other person (G4), F(1,154) = 2.432, 
p = 0.121. Answers to Social Desirability 
Scale were also not related to the Amount 
Sent, F(1,154) = .434, p = 0.511.

Bekker (2001) reported that items which 
were the most accurate in predicting proso-
ciality in decomposed games were the ones 
referring to positive strategies in manage-
ment of social relations and to abstaining 
from taking advantage of others. In order 
to see if the same was true for trustwor-
thiness, all items were correlated with the 
Amount Returned. The results confirmed 
the expectation based on Bekker’s find-
ings – only those items which addressed 
social relations proved to be related to the 
Amount Returned in the Trust Game. The 
significant effects are detailed in Table 1.

Table 1. Social Desirability items significantly cor-

related with Amount Returned

Question r p

People who ask me for favour 
sometimes annoy me

–.17 .040

I never deliberately said 
something to hurt another 
person

.21 .009

I am always nice, even towards 
people who are unkind

.16 .050

I do not always tell the truth –.20 .015

There were instances when I 
cheated someone

–.21 .009

When I receive a letter, I always 
respond immediately

.20 .014

Gender Differences. In order to inves-
tigate the gender differences in trusting 
and trustworthy behaviour, two Univari-
ate ANOVAs were conducted with gender 
as an independent variable and Amount 
Allocated and Amount Returned as 
dependent variables. Females (M = 83.95; 
SD = 34.93) tended to return significantly 
more than males (M = 71.93; SD = 33.14), 
F(1, 154) = 4.711, p = .031, 2 = .030. 
There were no gender differences in terms 
of the Amount Sent (Females: M = 57.50; 
SD = 28.28; Males: M = 54.09; SD = 30.47), 
F(1, 154) = .495, p = .483.

Group Membership. The effects of the 
group membership were tested using the 

Univariate ANOVAs with other person’s 
Nationality as an independent variable and 
the game measures as dependent variables. 
There was a significant difference in the 
Amount Sent, F(3,152) = 4.604, p < 0.01, 

2 = .083. Post-hoc analysis (Bonferroni) 
revealed significant differences between 
the Control and the Polish partner groups 
(95% CI for difference [–35.55, –.1.12]), as 
well as between the Control and the Ger-
man partner groups (95% CI for difference 
[–39.28, –4.86]). The difference between 
the Control and the Israeli partner groups 
was not significant. Means for this analysis 
are in Table 2. 

Table 2. Mean Amount Sent according to Partner’s 

Nationality

Partner’s Nationality M SD

Polish 60.08 25.83

German 63.82 27.17

Israeli 57.18 31.01

Control group 41.74 29.89

There also was a significant effect for 
the Amount Returned, F(3, 152) = 3.991, 
p = 0.009, h2 = .073. Post-hoc analysis 
(Bonferroni) showed significant differ-
ences between the Control and the Polish 
partner groups (95% CI for difference 
[–43.17, –.3.06]), as well as the Control 
and the Israeli partner groups (95% CI for 
difference [–40.69, –.856]). The difference 
between the Control and the German part-
ner groups was not significant. Means for 
this analysis are detailed in Table 3.

Table 3. Mean Amount Returned by Partner’s 

Nationality

Partner’s Nationality M SD

Polish 86.32 35.14

German 74.21 31.20

Israeli 83.97 39.46

Control group 63.20 26.35

Summing up, the study did not repli-
cate the findings that the information about 
partner’s out-group membership results in 
lower trusting and trustworthy behaviour 
in the Trust Game. Rather, any informa-
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tion about the partner resulted in higher 
allocations and returns, in comparison to 
the control condition.

6. Discussion

The results of the current study confirm 
the result obtained by other researchers 
(Glaeser et al., 2000; Holm & Danielson, 
2005) that commonly used attitudinal 
measures of trust and trustworthiness do 
not predict the actual behaviour in games. 
Contrary to the results obtained by Glaeser 
et al. (2000), measures of past behaviour 
were also unrelated to the actions in the 
game. Nevertheless, the fact that one ques-
tion (“How many times last year did you 
gossip about someone you know”) predicts 
trustworthiness quite well is encouraging. 
It might mean that past behaviour scale, 
if constructed out of such highly prognos-
tic items may prove to be valid. It would 
be, therefore, advantageous, to undertake 
an effort to formulate and analyse a large 
number of such past behaviour items, some 
of which might serve well in predicting 
trustful and trustworthy behaviour. 

Unfortunately, no measure correlated 
with trustful behaviour in the current study. 
The fact that trustworthiness was related 
to at least some variables (gender, social 
desirability, gossiping), while trustfulness 
was completely independent, might mean 
that trustworthiness is a more stable per-
sonal characteristic, whereas trust depends 
more on situational cues. It is however 
possible that, since trust entails relinquish-
ing some degree of control in favour of 
another person, a measure composed of 
questions relating to people’s willingness to 
do just that could be devised. The trust sur-
veys used so far ask very general questions 
(e.g. “Most people can be trusted,” “Most 
people are basically good and kind,” etc.) 
which create problems in terms of analysis 
of participants’ responses, since it is ques-
tionable what was on their mind. When 
answering questions about “most people,” 
did they think about an average of popu-
lation? People they know? Or maybe the 
last time they were cheated by a salesclerk? 
Such uncertainty might lead to variability in 
responses that cannot be controlled. 

Consequently, it could be better to 
devise a survey consisting of questions that 
refer to possibility of trusting others in spe-
cific tasks and/or situations. Quite impor-

tantly, these questions would also need to 
indicate, at least in a general sense, the 
object of trust, e.g. member of a family, 
friend, work colleague, stranger, etc. A sur-
vey so created would fulfill the conditions 
of a good attitudinal measure proposed 
by Ajzen and Fishbein (1977), namely, 
the need for a defined target, action, and 
context, or at least two of these. They sug-
gested that instruments having high corre-
spondence between predictor and criterion 
produce strong relationships between atti-
tudes they measure and actual behaviours. 

An additional problem with measures of 
trust and trustworthiness employed in the 
current study refers to the fact that they 
were a directly translated form of Yam-
agishis’ (1994) questionnaire used in the 
United States. Although reliability coeffi-
cients were comparable with the original 
version, it might be the case that cultural 
differences make this questionnaire not 
valid in Polish circumstances. Toshio and 
Midori Yamagishi chose the best items 
out of a large amount of them, while in 
the current research only those from the 
final questionnaire were taken into consid-
eration. This might have led to a decreased 
validity of the measure, especially since 
some researchers (e.g. Holms & Danielson, 
2005; Henrich et al., 2005) argue that trust 
may have different facets across cultures. 

6.1. Social Desirability

It is encouraging, however, that the 
present research confirmed the hypothesis 
that the Social Desirability Scale is accu-
rate in predicting trustworthy behaviour. It 
might be that the people who express high 
need for approval have a tendency not only 
to respond in a socially desirable manner in 
questionnaires but also to behave in such 
a way. Although the Trust Game in the cur-
rent research is still a highly constrained, 
experimental situation with limited exter-
nal validity, it may be argued that, since 
being trustworthy is not only highly socially 
desirable but also refers almost exclusively 
to actions in social settings, people with 
heightened need for social approval could 
have a tendency to act in a similar way also 
in their daily lives. It is suggested that social 
desirability might refer to people’s inclina-
tion to look good not only in the eyes of an 
experimenter but also in the eyes of other 
members of society. Moreover, trustworthi-
ness can be thought of as a highly socially 
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desirable trait and a key element of social 
norms of fairness (cf. Platow, 2001), hence 
providing strong inducement for those for 
whom self-presentation is crucial to act in 
such a way. 

This supposition is additionally con-
firmed by the results obtained by Bekkers 
(2001), who found that people who acted 
more cooperatively or altruistically in 
decomposed games scored higher on Social 
Desirability Scale, but only on items refer-
ring to interpersonal conflict or concern. 
Similar results were obtained in the current 
study. Analyses revealed that the particular 
Social Desirability Scale questions which 
distinguished trustworthy from untrust-
worthy subjects were the ones referring to 
interpersonal relations. Items relating to 
personal achievement had no predictive 
power for trustworthiness whatsoever. 

6.2. Gender Differences

In the current study, females behaved in 
a more trustworthy manner, indicated by 
greater amounts of money returned to their 
partners in the Trust Game. This effect 
was not surprising and was already docu-
mented in the previous studies (Croson 
& Buchan, 1999; Dollar, Fisman, & Gatti, 
2001). There were, however, no gender dif-
ferences in trust indicated by behaviour in 
the game, which is in line with the results 
of Croson & Buchan (1999), but not those 
of Gleaser at al. (2000). The previously 
reported gender differences in trust could 
have been related to greater risk aversion 
among women (Arano, Parker, & Rory, 
2010; Borghans et al., 2009). If this was 
the case, the game situation in the current 
study was likely not experienced as risky, 
resulting in no differences between males 
and females.

6.3. Trust and Trustworthiness Across 
Nations

The results obtained in the current study 
failed to replicate the previous findings 
that trust and trustworthiness are nega-
tively affected by information about part-
ner’s out-group membership (Fershtman 
& Gneezy, 2001; Foddy, Platow, & Yam-
agishi, 2009; Gleaser et al., 2000). This lack 
of replication might have been caused by 
extensiveness of the information provided 
about the partners. It consisted of not only 
information on their nationality, but also 
their name, age, gender, and major – some 

of which provide individuating information 
about the other person. According to the 
Social Identity model of Deindividuation 
Effects (SIDA, Reicher, Spears, & Post-
mes, 1995), expectations of others’ trust-
worthiness may be based on either cues to 
personal identity or shared group member-
ship. When cues to personal identity are 
provided, e.g. name or picture, detrimen-
tal effect of distinct group membership is 
diminished and perceived trustworthiness 
of a partner increases (Lee, 2008; Tanis 
& Postmes, 2005). This effect, however, 
works only for the out-group members 
and can even have a disadvantageous out-
come for the in-group members, because it 
underlines partner’s uniqueness and draws 
attention away from that person’s in-group 
membership. In line with this reasoning, 
research by Ritov & Kogut (2011) showed 
that generosity towards the members of the 
out-group increased if personalizing infor-
mation about that person was provided 
(e.g. through name or picture). 

The current study does not answer 
the question on the extent to which the 
two types of information – cues to social 
or personal identity – separately affected 
the obtained results. In order to gather 
such information, an experiment with two 
independent variables (group member-
ship x cues to personal identity) would need 
to be conducted.

6.4. Limitations of the Study

It is also important to mention other two 
possible limitations of the present research. 
First of all, some researchers believe that 
the use of hypothetical money decreases 
variability of the results (e.g. Shaw, 1976). 
Although studies exist (e.g. Gillis & Het-
tler, 2007) that suggest no significant differ-
ences between the use of imaginary and real 
money and despite the fact that, in the cur-
rent study, participants were explicitly asked 
to visualize their behaviour is the real situ-
ation, it still might have made them more 
carefree in their allocations and returns.

The second limitation is related to the 
artificiality of the manipulation of part-
ner’s nationality. Because of the emphasis 
put nowadays in Poland on the importance 
of good cross-cultural relations and the 
evil of anti-Semitism, participants might 
have guessed the purpose of the study 
and behaved differently than they would 
in real-life settings. It was also suggested 
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by Dovidio et al. (2002) that when a soci-
ety moves away from an open expression 
of prejudice, it might become more covert 
and even unconscious. Our manipulation, in 
which nationality was explicitly stated, might 
have sensitized participants to their preju-
dices and made them more careful not to 
express them. Hence, future studies should 
consider employing a less artificial way of 
manipulating partner’s group membership.

7. Conclusions

Concluding, the present study shed 
a new light on two areas related to trust. 
First of all, it proved inadequacy of stand-
ard attitudinal measures of trust and 
trustworthiness. It was found that Social 
Desirability Scale might serve better in the 
assessment of trustworthiness than either 
traditionally used questionnaires or meas-
urements of past behaviour. Unfortunately, 
no measures were uncovered which could 
serve as the predictors of trusting behav-
iour. Possibilities of constructing a valid 
trust questionnaire are, however, suggested 
in the discussion. Secondly, the study failed 
to replicate the results that information 
about partner’s out-group membership 
decreases trust and trustworthiness in the 
Trust Game. The reason for such results 
could stem from providing participants 
with information about partner’s personal 
identity, which might have annulled the 
detrimental effects of the out-group mem-
bership. 

The aim of a further study would be to 
enhance the external validity of the results 
by providing more real-life experimental 
settings, especially when it comes to the 
nationality manipulation, as well as to 
reconsider the use of hypothetical money. 
Moreover, a study could be performed in 
which presence of cues to both social and 
personal identity was manipulated. Such 
a manipulation would make the effects 
observed in the current study clearer. 
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