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Trust

Editor’s Introduction

This issue of COMMUNICATION RESEARCH TRENDS
publishes the second part of the review of the concept of
trust and its measurement, as it appears in communica-
tion research. This part includes measures of interper-
sonal trust, group trust, trust as used in strategic com-
munication and organizational studies, and other areas
including computer-mediated communication and
instructional communication. Professor Pascual-Ferra’s
purpose remains as stated in the last issue of TRENDS:

The overall purpose of this review essay, then, is
to help advance research involving the concept
of trust in communication by identifying the
scales and measures that have been used to
measure the concept, related concepts, and con-
structs. A review of scales and measures helps to
understand how researchers have conceptualized
and operationalized trust and to identify what we
may have missed and where we should go next
within our current historical context. (p. 4)

The historical background of the concept of trust, out-
lined in the last issue, begins with those researchers
whose orientation began with distrust (in propaganda
studies, for example) and continues with other
researchers whose orientation starts with trust (in rela-
tionship studies, for example). Out of these, Professor
Pascual-Ferra cites a number of definitions of “trust,”
giving special attention to that of Deutsch (1958): “An
individual may be said to have trust in the occurrence
of an event if he expects its occurrence and his expec-
tation leads to behavior which he perceives to have
greater negative motivational consequences if the
expectation is not confirmed than positive motivational
consequences if it is confirmed” (p. 266).

After the review of the background and defini-
tions of trust, the first part of Professor Pascual-Ferra’s
study turned to the development of the scales used to
measure trust. The relevant studies, published between
1937 and 1999, include concepts such as credibility,
ethos, “faith in people,” source credibility, interperson-
al trust, and “generalized belief.” These studies origi-
nated in work on credibility and persuasion, and decep-
tion. Still other approaches to trust come from mass
media, news, and media research, published between
1974 and 2020. Here the reader encounters concepts
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like political media gratifications, perceived realism,
attitudes toward news media, news credibility, photo
credibility, and social media credibility.

Part 2 continues from here, turning to studies that
attend to the other contexts in which people make judg-
ments of trust. As mentioned in the introduction to the
last issue of TRENDS, “trust appears as one of those con-
cepts that everyone understands, but few people can
accurately define, much less measure” (p. 3). Here
again, in Part 2, the reader will see researchers
wrestling with both conceptual and operational defini-
tions, slowing building on prior studies, but drawing
more from communication studies as well as those in
psychology and sociology. Here, we can repeat what
appears in the introduction to Part 1: “Professor
Pascual-Ferra provides a real service to researchers by
assembling not only the story of research into trust but
also the key scales with which people examined trust.
Taking even a brief look at the tables accompanying
this study of trust, one easily sees how unsettled this
research area remains” (p. 3).

As mentioned in the last issue of TRENDS, the ref-
erence list for this issue includes the entire reference
list not only those cited in the second half but those
also in the first half so that the reader might have the
entire list easily at hand.

* * *

Dr. Paola Pascual-Ferra is Associate Professor in
Communication at Loyola University Maryland. She
teaches courses in strategic communication, communi-
cation research and methods, health communication,
and emerging media. Her research interests include
interpersonal, intercultural and computer mediated-
communication. Before teaching, she spent almost 10
years as a communications professional managing
strategic communication campaigns for companies and
organizations in the United States and abroad. She has
a B.A. in Political Science from Princeton University
(1999), M. A. in Public Communication from American
University in Washington, DC (2008), and Ph.D. in
Communication Studies from the University of Miami
in Florida (2013).
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The Measurement of Trust
in Communication Research
Part 2

Paola Pascual-Ferra
ppascualferra@loyola.edu

Introduction to Part 2

When [ finished writing the first part of this nar-
rative review in late October of last year, many people
in the United States, as well as in other parts of the
world, were feeling particularly anxious about the
2020 U.S. Presidential election. I started my essay
with a quote from David Brooks of The New York
Times reflecting on the epidemic of distrust in this
country prior to the election. As I reread those words
now and reflect on the aftermath of the election, the
word prophetic comes to mind: . . . a third of all
Americans think violence is sometimes justified to
achieve their political ends” (Kelly, 2020 October 9).
Unfortunately, the aftermath of the election did little to
case people’s anxiety. On the contrary, it further
played on people’s fears and sense of distrust.
Conspiracy theories abounded marked with allega-
tions of election fraud, actions by social media plat-
forms that fueled the fire of de-platformed voices who
felt that their freedom of speech had been taken away,
continued loss of life due to the COVID-19 pandemic,
and a national vaccination drive that, combined with a
shortage of vaccines, highlighted the continued racial
and social inequities in our country and has the poten-
tial to emerge as another form of violence against
communities of color—the list goes on. And of course,
add to all that the events that took place in the U.S.
Capitol on January 6, 2021, when rioters violently
forced their entry into the building, resulting in several
deaths, and threatening the safety and stability of the
U.S. government. It is in light of those events that the
words from David Brooks strike me as particularly
prophetic. He suggested that violence justified for
political ends came down to an issue of trust: “it grows
out of a sense of distrust. People don’t trust the insti-
tutions. They don’t think they’re legitimate. They
don’t trust each other.” The United States is a nation
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deeply divided, more so now than we probably were
before the election took place. The rift has spread
beyond the political; our faith communities have
become further divided, many family members and
friends with differing political views have a hard time
speaking to each other, if they do so at all, and the
question of how we get over the impasse when we
don’t trust one another enough to even talk to each
other seems a timely question.

Between the writing of the first and second part
of this essay, I spent a lot of time doing social media
research related to COVID-19. Because of this essay,
I recently looked up how the words “trust” and “dis-
trust” have been used in social media. On Facebook,
the word trust seems to appear more often associated
with accounts posting religious content (through faith-
based organizations or individuals), while the word
distrust has been linked more often to accounts posting
political content (either political figures or news media
organizations featuring political figures or posting
political content). On Twitter, a word cloud visualiza-
tion of the use of the #trust reveals that it is more often
used with #love, #faith, and #God, while #distrust is
more often used with #TalkRadio, #BestTalkRadio,
and #POTUS. It seems that trust is a word related most
often with faith and religion and distrust with media
and politics. With the crackdown on users promoting
conspiracy theories, dis/misinformation, and extremist
content on both platforms since the pandemic started
last year, an analysis of how those words are used in
alternative platforms such as Gab.com, and until
recently Parler.com, may very well reveal a different
picture, or not. The fact that we are so divided that
now we need to look at additional, alternative plat-
forms to have a more complete picture of how
Americans feel about issues of national importance is
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problematic. The public is so fragmented that we may
come to inhabit completely different worlds with dif-
ferent pictures of “reality,” and it may not become
unreasonable to ask oneself, which picture of “reality”
can I trust?

I begin the second part by reviewing measures of
trust in interpersonal communication, starting with the
foundational work done by sociologist Morris
Rosenberg who developed the first scale to measure
generalized trust—the Faith in People Scale (1956).
His scale informed the development of other scales
measuring interpersonal trust. In his article
Misanthropy and Political Ideology, Rosenberg
(1956) wrote that an individual’s view of human
nature (e.g., whether one believes people to be gener-
ally good or bad, honest or dishonest, hardworking or
lazy) influences whether one trusts others, and that
faith in people “may be related to attitudes toward the
principles, practices, and policies of a political sys-
tem,” in particular, an individual’s “image of the pub-
lic and the legislator, attitudes toward freedom of
speech, and the view of the state as a system of sup-
pression” (pp. 690-691). Not surprisingly, Rosenberg
found that the misanthrope (someone who has a low
opinion of people generally speaking) is less likely to
trust or “have faith” in others and suggests that this
lack of “faith in people” might be a component of the
authoritarian personality. If we are to extend that
thinking to political regimes and the societies that they
rule over, the further we move away from trust in each
other and in our institutions, the closer we may be
moving toward that kind of society. In other words, a
healthy level of trust is not a social ideal or a positive
“add-on,” but an absolute necessity for democracies to
thrive (Jamal & Nooruddin, 2010; Triffit, 2018;
Uslaner, 2003). Rebuilding trust in the political and
institutional sense is not a public relations strategy or
following a social responsibility norm; it is the most
urgent task that we are faced with as a society at the
moment. Ultimately, the burden of trust in a democra-
cy lies on government representatives and the ultimate
choice to trust belongs to the people whom they repre-
sent. Since government consists of individuals inter-
acting with other individuals, then our ability to trust
each other, and to act and communicate in trustworthy
ways, is crucial; interpersonal communication is the
building block for that.

COMMUNICATION RESEARCH TRENDS
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To remind the reader of the overall structure of
this review, Part 2 continues the exploration of the
scales developed to study trust. Part 1 examined
scales developed for credibility studies and mass
communication studies. Part 2 will begin with inter-
personal communication, then turns to those used in
small group and organizational communication stud-
ies. Next comes a review of scales used in strategic
communication studies and those in other kinds of
communication study.

And, as a reminder, I repeat here what I wrote
about Part 1. The goal of this essay, then, is to examine
how communication research has approached the con-
cept of trust by examining the measures that we have
developed, particularly in the areas of mass communi-
cation and media studies, interpersonal, strategic and
political communication, so that we may better under-
stand how we think about trust, what are our motiva-
tions for studying trust, and the possibilities for
research moving forward. The essay covers some of
the most frequently used scales measuring trust in
communication research in the last 100 years.
Information about funding and research sponsors will
be included where appropriate and relevant. The over-
all purpose of this review essay, then, is to help
advance research involving the concept of trust in
communication by identifying the scales and measures
that have been used to measure the concept, related
concepts, and constructs. A review of scales and meas-
ures helps to understand how researchers have concep-
tualized and operationalized trust and to identify what
we may have missed and where we should go next
within our current historical context. The tables
included in this essay should help the reader quickly
identify the most relevant measures for her or his
study. Those starting out a new line of empirical
research should ask themselves the following ques-
tions: What theory informs my research? What con-
cept(s) or construct(s) are we interested in studying?
How have others measured them? Can we integrate
instruments that others have been validated and shown
as reliable in the literature? When is it a good time to
develop a new instrument? What can we learn about
trust from these measures? Finally, the essay con-
cludes with insights gained and recommendations for
future research dealing with trust in communication.

VOLUME 40 (2021) No. 1 — 5
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3. Scale Development

C. Interpersonal trust

Rosenberg’s (1956) Faith-in-People Scale broke
new ground as a way to measure an individual’s gener-
alized trust in others, for which he used a Guttman
scale. Wrightsman (1964) built on Rosenberg’s and
others’ work to measure an individual’s level of gener-
alized trust in others using Likert scale-items in his
Philosophies of Human Nature Scale. Developed
through work partially funded by a grant from the
National Institute of Mental Health, it consists of six
components, with the first labeled Trustworthiness.
The Trustworthiness sub-scale consists of 14 items
scored on a 6-point Likert scale measuring level of
agreement/disagreement. Items gauged respondents’
generalized trust in the honesty, fairness, ability to do
a good job, decency, and morality of others (for sample
items, see Adams, Bruyn, & Chung-Yan, 2004). In
1967, psychologist Julian “Jules” Rotter, best known
for his social learning theory of personality and devel-
oping the concept of locus of control, introduced the
first interpersonal trust scale. Rotter defined interper-
sonal trust as “an expectancy held by an individual or
a group that the word, promise, verbal or written state-
ment of another individual or group can be relied
upon” (Rotter, 1967, p. 651). With funding from the
National Institute of Mental Health, Rotter developed
and tested the scale that included 25 items measuring
trust and 15 filler items to hide the real purpose of the
scale. Items were scored on a 5-point Likert scale rang-
ing from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.” Items
measuring trust included: “In dealing with strangers
one is better off to be cautious until they have provided
evidence that they are trustworthy”; “Parents usually
can be relied upon to keep their promises”; “Parents
and teachers are likely to say what they believe them-
selves and not just what they think is good for the child
to hear”; and “Most elected public officials are really
sincere in their campaign promises” (Rotter, 1967, p.
654). Based on the various studies of trust in two-per-
son non-zero-sum game situations Rotter notes that
“One might conclude that Americans at least are a
highly suspicious and extremely competitive group
who would give up many benefits rather than cooper-
ate with someone else” (p. 652). However, he was
skeptical of this interpretation and instead wondered
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how much of this “suspicion” resulted from the exper-
imental (“laboratory”) situation itself. As expected, the
following decades would see a surge in the develop-
ment of scales measuring trust by researchers in psy-
chology, social psychology, and group dynamics
(Adams, Bruyn, & Chung-Yan, 2004; Lyon, Moéllering,
& Saunders, 2015).

Kim Giffin (1967a) published the first definition
and theory of interpersonal trust in communication,
which he defined as “reliance upon the communication
of another person in order to achieve a desired but
uncertain objective in a risky situation” (p. 105). He
borrowed extensively from previous work measuring
source credibility or ethos and theorized that five
dimensions comprise interpersonal trust—expertness
(related to the topic under discussion), reliability (of
the information source), intentions (towards the listen-
er), dynamism (active versus passive), and personal
attractiveness, but did not provide a specific measure
for these, instead citing examples from existing meas-
ures at the time. He later extended his theory of inter-
personal trust to group communication (Giffin, 1967b).
Pearce (1973) measured cognitive interpersonal trust in
communication drawing from game theory and using
the Prisoner’s Dilemma matrix. In his research he
asked participants to predict another player’s choice in
two social situations—one with a person whom they
trusted and another with a person whom they did not
trust. Then participants were asked to interpret the
choices made by each of the two imagined persons.
The adoption of game theory and the use of a game
matrix showed a departure from traditional measure-
ment in communication, which so far had relied on
semantic differential and Likert-type scales. One of the
first theories of interpersonal communication that indi-
rectly touched on the concept of trust was Berger and
Calabrese’s (1975) uncertainty reduction theory.
According to this theory, individuals seek to “make
sense” and reduce uncertainty in a situation by making
up explanations and predictions about the other per-
son’s behavior, referred to as retroactive and proactive
attributions. One way to reduce uncertainty involves
gaining information about the other person that is con-
sidered adequate to help guide one’s interaction with
the other.

COMMUNICATION RESEARCH TRENDS
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Clatterbuck (1979) defines attributional confi-
dence as the “perceived adequacy of information to
make retroactive and proactive attributions,” retroac-
tive attributional confidence as “the summative confi-
dence expressed in factual knowledge of the other,”
and proactive attributional confidence as “the summa-
tive confidence in predictions about the other” (p. 148).
To measure retroactive attributional confidence,
Clatterbuck (1979) developed the 65-item CLUES
questionnaire adapted from Taylor and Altman’s
(1966) list of topics of conversation as a measure of
intimacy for their foundational work in social penetra-
tion theory. To measure proactive attributional confi-
dence, Clatterbuck developed the 7-item CLUES
measure, also known as the Attributional Confidence
Scale. While none of the items in this scale mention
“trust” explicitly, the concept of confidence in one’s
ability to predict someone else’s behavior is often
included in many conceptualizations of trust. Other
interpersonal communication concepts that involve the
measurement of trust include self-disclosure and soli-
darity. According to Wheeless (1976), self-disclosure
helps develop meaningful relationships with others.
The more we learn about others, the more we can
potentially trust them. The more we share with others,
the more they can potentially trust us. He defined inter-
personal solidarity as a feeling of “‘closeness’ derived
from ‘similarity’ [that] finds expression in sentiments,
behaviors, and symbols of that closeness” (p. 48).
Wheeless suggested that interpersonal solidarity con-
sisted in self-disclosure, trust, and liking. He developed
an initial Interpersonal Solidarity Scale, which consist-
ed of 10 items on a 7-point Likert-scale measuring
level of agreement/disagreement with the statements
presented, of which nine were kept in the recommend-
ed measure. These included the items “I trust this per-
son completely” and “I believe what this person says
about anything” (p. 52). Wheeless and Grotz (1977)
used measures from Rotter (1967), Berlo, Lemert, and
Mertz (1969) and McCroskey and colleagues
(McCroskey, Scott, & Young, 1971; McCroskey,
Jensen, & Valencia, 1973b) to establish a relationship
between trust and self-disclosure. They found that
higher individualized trust in specific others led to
more intentional and greater amount of self-disclosure.
They defined individualized trust as “a process of hold-
ing certain relevant, favorable perceptions of another
person which engender certain types of dependent
behaviors in a risky situation where the expected out-
comes that are dependent upon that other person(s) are
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not known with certainty” (p. 251). Constructed as a
15-item 7-point semantic differential scale, their
Individualized Trust Scale borrows from Berlo,
Lemert, and Mertz (1969) and McCroskey’s Character
scale (1966). They found individualized trust measured
by the ITS to be unidimensional and distinct from
Rotter’s generalized trust. In a study to establish the
relationship between trust, self-disclosure, liking, and
interpersonal solidarity, Wheeless (1978) expanded the
Interpersonal Solidarity Scale to 21 items that include
positively- and reverse-worded statements, including
“I trust this person completely” and “I distrust this per-
son” (p. 147). As expected, perceived trustworthiness
correlated positively with self-disclosure and interper-
sonal solidarity.

Not surprisingly, the concept of trust appears in
many scales in the literature on romantic relationships,
relationship maintenance, and attachment theory.
Larzelere and Huston (1980) developed the Dyadic
Trust Scale to measure trust in romantic relationships.
They defined dyadic trust as “the extent that a person
believes another person (or persons) to be benevolent
and honest” (p. 596). The final measure consists of
eight items including “I feel that I can trust my partner
completely” and “There are times when my partner
cannot be trusted” (p. 599). Other statements included
notions of fairness, honesty, reliability, consideration
for the other/selfishness, truthfulness, and sincerity.
They found the measure unidimensional and distinct
from generalized trust and social desirability. Burgoon
and Hale (1987) developed the Relational
Communication Scale measuring eight dimensions—
immediacy/affection, similarity/depth, receptivity/
trust, composure, formality, dominance, equality, and
task orientation. The number of items per dimension
vary, but all are measured on a 7-point Likert scale of
agreement/disagreement. The Receptivity/Trust factor
is considered part of intimacy and includes the items
“He/she was sincere with me,” “He/she wanted me to
trust him/her,” and “He/she was honest in communicat-
ing with me” (p. 37). In their research on attachment
styles, Feeney, Noller, and Hanrahan (1994) developed
the Attachment Style Questionnaire, based on Hazan
and Shaver’s (1987) three attachment styles and
Bartholomew and Horowitz’s (1991) four-group model
of attachment. Both included difficulty in trusting oth-
ers as part of the avoidant and fearful styles, respective-
ly. In developing their measure, Feeney and colleagues
used positive and negative views of self and others,
including trust and a lack of it, as constructs. The

VOLUME 40 (2021) No. 1 — 7
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resulting forced choice measure asked respondents to
indicate their level of agreement with 40 statements
using 6-point Likert scales including “I feel confident
that other people will be there for me when I need
them,” “I find it difficult to depend on others,” and “I
find it hard to trust other people” (p. 150). They con-
ceptualized attachment styles as either a three-factor
solution consisting of Security, Avoidance, and Anxiety
following Hazan and Shaver’s suggestion of three
attachment styles, or an alternative five-factor solution
following Bartholomew’s model consisting of the
dimensions Confidence (in self and others),
Discomfort with Closeness, Need for Approval,
Preoccupation with Relationships, and Relationships as
Secondary to achievement.

Following Bartholomew and Horowitz’s four-
group model, Guerrero (1996) developed scales to
measure five attachment style dimensions—General
Avoidance, Lack of Confidence, Preoccupation,
Fearful Avoidance, and Relationships as Secondary.
Trust was part of the first scale item for both General
Avoidance and Fearful Avoidance in the form of “I find
it easy to trust others” (reverse coded) and “I would
like to trust others, but I have a hard time doing so,”
respectively (p. 278). Dainton and Aylor (2001) devel-
oped a theoretical model of relational uncertainty by
looking at the relationships among jealousy, trust, and
maintenance in long distance versus geographically
close relationships. They defined relational trust as
“the expectation that a partner can be relied upon to
behave in a responsive and benevolent manner
(Rempel, Holmes, & Zanna, 1985)” (p. 177). To meas-
ure it, they used a short, 4-item version of Larzele and
Huston’s (1980) Dyadic Trust Scale that included the
following statements: “My partner is perfectly honest
and truthful with me,” “My partner treats me fairly and
justly,” “I feel that I can trust my partner completely,”
and “I feel that my partner can be counted on to help
me” (p. 180). They found that trust was effective in
reducing uncertainty and established it as an important
uncertainty reduction strategy in maintaining relation-
ships. Strom (2003) developed the Personal Report of
Marital Virtues Scale to measure five communicator
virtues that he theorized contributed to better marriage
quality—self-control, wisdom, humility, industry, and
faithfulness. He defined faithfulness as the quality of

being true in carrying out one’s duties, keeping
promises, and being reliable. Faithful people are
committed to their relational partners and their
relationships; they could be called loyal. People
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who are unfaithful are fickle and untrustworthy.
They fumble on obligations, fail to deliver on
promises, and, generally, are not committed
emotionally or physically to their partners or the
relationship. (p. 25)

He used five 6-point bipolar scales to measure faithful-
ness: “Is committed to me/Is not committed to me,”
“Follows through on promises/Fails to deliver on
promises,” “Is disloyal/Is loyal,” “Fumbles on obliga-
tions/Fulfills obligations,” and “Is unreliable/Is reli-
able” (p. 26). Perceived spousal faithfulness correlated
equally strongly with marital satisfaction for both men
and women, surpassed by the perceived virtues of wis-
dom and self-control in their husbands (for women)
and the perceived virtue of being industrious in their
wives (for husbands). In contrast, wives’ ratings of
marriage quality correlated highest with husbands’
self-ratings of faithfulness, while husbands’ ratings of
marriage quality did not correlate significantly with the
wives’ self-report scores on any of the five scales.
While not explicitly mentioning trust, scales in
the relationship maintenance literature can be exam-
ined to identify strategies for building trust and meas-
uring distrust in romantic relationships. The Relational
Maintenance scales developed by Stafford and col-
leagues (Canary & Stafford, 1992; Stafford & Canary,
1991; Stafford, Dainton, & Haas, 2000; Stafford, 2011)
includes sub-scales about self-disclosure, relationship
talks, assurances, and sharing of tasks that, consistent
with other studies, can be considered key in developing
trust within romantic relationships. Similarly,
Ledbetter’s  (2013)  Relational = Maintenance
Communication Scale offers concepts such as the shar-
ing of resources, perspectives, tasks, and verbal affec-
tion, which can serve as a form of assurance, that can
also contribute to building trust in romantic relation-
ships. At the same time, scales measuring jealousy and
conflict in relationships can be examined for measures
of distrust. For example, even though the terms “trust”
or “distrust” are not explicitly mentioned in Guerrero et
al.’s (1995) Communicative Responses to Romantic
Jealousy Scale, distrust informs the Surveillance/
Restriction strategies under the general responses to
jealousy, evident in statements such as “Look through
my partner’s belongings for evidence of a rival rela-
tionship,” “Spy on or follow my partner,” and “‘Check
up’ on my partner more than usual.” Similarly, a lack of
trust is offered as a reason for conflict in the last item
on the Interactional Reactivity sub-scale (i.e., “My
partner and 1 often argue because I do not trust

COMMUNICATION RESEARCH TRENDS



Pascual-Ferra: The Measurement of Trust in Communication Research Part 2

him/her”) in Zacchilli, Hendrick, and Hendrick’s
(2009) The Romantic Partner Conflict Scale to identify
the use of conflict strategies in romantic relationships
(p- 1081).

Another area of research that involves trust but
measures it indirectly appears in the research on inter-
personal deception and deception detection. Two main
groups of communication research scholars pioneered
work in this area during the late 1980s and through the
1990s—Buller, Burgoon, and colleagues (Buller &
Aune, 1987; Buller & Burgoon, 1994, 1996; Burgoon et
al., 1994, 1996), who started with a focus on nonverbal
indicators of deception and continued to develop the
Interpersonal Deception Theory in 1996, and
McCornack, Levine, Parks, and colleagues (McCornack
& Parks, 1986; Levine & McCornack, 1989;
McCornack & Parks, 1990; Levine & McCornack,
1991; Park et al., 2002) who pioneered the use of exper-
imental design paired with accuracy tests as a way to
measure an individual’s ability to detect deception.
Buller et al. (1989) integrated Burgoon and Hale’s
(1987) Relational Message Scale and included two
items measuring attributions of honesty (i.e., “He/she
was honest; he/she was not sincere”) to form “an initial
honesty attribution scale” (p. 158). Levine, McCornack
and their colleagues continued working on deception
detection well into the 2010s, resulting in Levine’s
Truth Default Theory (Levine, 2014, 2019). The evi-
dence emerging from this line of research established
what they referred to as truth-bias. McComack and
Parks coined the term in 1986, building from work in
social psychology by Zuckerman et al. (1981, 1984).
McCornack and Parks defined truth-bias as the pre-
sumption of honesty about another person that occurs in
the absence of suspicion. They showed that the truth-
bias “operates to reduce a person’s search for the behav-
ioral cues or background information that might reveal
the lie” (McCornack & Parks, 1986, p. 380). According
to Levine and colleagues, the truth-bias is more preva-
lent than unwarranted suspicion of others. This goes
against the decades-long narrative from media credibil-
ity and public opinion research that suggested the oppo-
site—that most people seem to have a tendency to dis-
trust. Levine, Park, and McCornack (1999) tested and
found evidence for a strong veracity effect across mul-
tiple studies, meaning people are better at correctly
judging truths than they are at detecting lies. Levine,
Park, and McCornack provide several possible reasons
for this, including the long-established truth-bias, famil-
iarity with content, the way humans process incoming
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information (it takes more work to re-label incoming
information as false rather than accepting it as truth),
and overall, people’s exposure to more truths than lies
on a daily basis, conditioning them to be more trusting
than distrusting of information. Deception detection
continues as a fruitful area of research, particularly con-
sidering increased concern over the prevalence of mis-
information, disinformation and “fake” news. Recently,
others have applied the concepts to political communi-
cation as well (Clementson, 2016, 2017, 2018abcd,
2019).

Table 3 (pp. 10-11) shows some of the measures
of trust in interpersonal communication research dis-
cussed in this section.

D. Small group and
organizational communication

Measurement of trust in small groups and organ-
izations emerges at the same time as the field of human
relations and the study of group dynamics in the 1960s.
The work of Jack Gibb (1961, 1962), in addition to that
of Deutsch, Lewin, and Loomis, had a significant influ-
ence in the conceptualization of trust within small
group and organizational communication research.
Gibb served as Director of Research for the National
Training Laboratories in Washington, DC, and Vice
President for Research of the Society for the
Advancement of Management. Trained in psychology
at Stanford University, he served as member of the fac-
ulty there, as well as in Michigan State University and
Brigham Young University. Over a nine-year period, he
conducted studies funded by the Group Psychology
Branch of the Office of Naval Research. During the
1950s, his work focused on problem-solving and
defensive communication in groups. He showed that
reducing threat in groups increased creativity measured
in the amount and quality of ideas (Gibb, 1951). Gibb
understood early on the importance of interpersonal
communication in the group dynamic process: “If one
is to make fundamental improvement in communica-
tion, he must make changes in interpersonal relation-
ships” (Gibb, 1961, p. 141). For Gibb, changes in the
degree of defensiveness seemed critical to improve
group dynamics. Defensiveness happens when a per-
son feels threatened or anticipates a threat. An obvious
way to counteract that sense of threat comes from
building environments conducive to trust. In his
Defense-Reduction Theory (Gibb, 1962), Gibb lays out
four dimensions that contribute to lessen defensive-
ness: acceptance, data flow, goal-formation, and con-
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Table 3 . Sample Measures of Trust from Interpersonal Communication Research, in Chronological Order

Authors (year)

Concept

Operationalization
(number of items)

Scale or Choice
options

Sample Items

Wheeless
(1976)

interpersonal sol-
idarity

Interpersonal
Solidarity (20)

7-point Likert
from “strongly
disagree” to
“strongly agree”

“I trust this person completely”; I dis-
trust this person”; “I feel very close to
this person”; “I willingly disclose a
great deal of positive and negative
things about myself, honestly, and
fully (in depth) to this person.”

guess” to 100%
“total certainty”

Wheeless and individualized Individualized Trust | 7-point semantic “trustworthy,” “distrustful of this per-
Grotz (1977) trust (15) differential scales | son,” “deceptive,” “respectful,”
“inconsiderate,” “honest,” “unreli-
able,” “faithful,” “insincere”
Clatterbuck attributional con- | Retroactive (65), and | 0%-100% scale “How confident are you of your gen-
(1979) fidence Proactive (7) ranging from “total | eral ability to predict how he/she will

behave?”; “How well can you predict
his/her feelings and emotions?”

Parks (1986)

racy, presump-
tion of honesty
(“truth-bias”)

tion of times a spe-
cific answer was
given for judgmental
accuracy (when cor-
rect) and presump-
tion of honesty

Burgoon and relational com- Immediacy/affection | 7-point Likert “He/she wanted me to trust him/her”;
Hale (1987) munication (9), Similarity/depth | from “strongly “He/she was sincere”; “He/she was
(5), Receptivity/trust | disagree” to honest in communicating with me.”
(6), Composure (5), “strongly agree”
Formality (3),
Dominance (6),
Equality (3), and
Task orientation (4)
McCornack and | judgmental accu- | Calculated propor- dichotomous Whether partner was “lying” or

“completely truthful” in their answers
to 12 items from The
Machiavellianism Scale

Levine and
McCornack
(1989, 1991)

suspicion

Generalized
Communication
Suspicion (14)

7-point Likert
from “strongly
agree” to “strong-

“The best policy is to trust people until
proven wrong”’; “Anyone who com-

pletely trusts someone else is asking

ly disagree” for trouble”; “When I am talking to
others, I tend to believe what they say.”
Burgoon et al. perceived truth- | Truthfulness of 10 point-Likert “If you found a wallet containing
(1994) fulness answers to 15 inter- | from “completely $1,000 and no identification, what
view questions un-truthful” to would you do with it? Why?”’; “If your
“completely truth- | best friend was cheating on his or her
ful” spouse, what would you do? Why?”’;

“How do you think I could improve
my physical appearance?”

(Table 3 continues on next page.)
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Table 3, continued.

Authors (year) | Concept

Operationalization
(number of items)

Scale or Choice
options

Sample Items

Burgoon et al. accuracy and

Judgment accuracy

discrepancy scores

same as above

Avoidant (6)

(1994) truth-bias (when correct) and
Truth-bias
Burgoon et al. suspiciion Deceptive (3), “I had a feeling something was
(1994) Vigilance (3), wrong with my partner’s answer”; “I
Motivation to Detect expected my partner to tell the truth”;
Deceit (3) “I was very motivated to determine if
my partner was telling me the truth”
Guerrero et al. communicative Rival-Focused (18), 7-point Likert “When I felt jealous I .. .”;
(1995) responses to jeal- | Destructive (16), from “never” to 7 | “‘checked up’ on my partner more
ousy Constructive (11), “always” than usual”; “looked through my

partner’s belongings/computer for

evidence”; “spied on or followed my

Guerrero (1996) | attachment style

General Avoidance
(7), Lack of Confi-
dence (5), Preoc-
cupation (8), Fearful
Avoidance (10)

7-point Likert
from “strongly
disagree” to
“strongly agree”

“I find it easy to trust others”; “I
would like to trust others, but I have
a hard time doing so”; “I would like
to depend on others, but it makes me
nervous to do so”’; “If something
needs to be done, I prefer to rely on
myself rather than others.”

Dainton and relational trust

Relational trust (4), a

Not specified by

“My partner is perfectly honest and

nicator virtues

Humility (4), Wis-
dom (4), Faithfulness
(5), Industry (6)

scales

Aylor (2001) short version of the authors truthful with me”; “My partner treats
Larzelere & Huston me fairly and justly”; “I feel that I
(1980) Dyadic Trust can trust my partner completely”; “I
Scale feel that my partner can be counted
on to help me.”
Strom (2003) marital commu- Self-control (4), 7-point bipolar My husband/wife . . . “Is committed

to me”’; “Follows through on promis-
es”; “Is disloyal”; “Fumbles on obli-
gations”; “Is unreliable.”

Hayes, Glynn,
and Shanahan

willingness to
self-censor

Willingness to Self-
Censor (8)

5-point Likert
from “strongly

“I tend to speak my opinion only
around friends or other people I

ration (5), Submis-
sion (5), Interactional
Reactivity (6)

(“strongly agree”)

(2005) disagree” to trust.”

“strongly agree”
Zacchilli, romantic partner | Compromise (14), S-point scale from | “My partner and I often argue
Hendrick, and conflict Domination (6), 0 (“strongly dis- because I do not trust him/her.”
Hendrick (2009) Avoidance (3), Sepa- | agree”) to 4
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trol. Representative behaviors of greater acceptance
include self-confidence, confidence of others, trust of
self, and trust of others; while fear of self, distrust of
self, fear of others, and distrust of others appear typical
of defensive environments. Representative behaviors
of data flow include openness, spontaneity, expression
of feeling, and listening. At one time or another,
researchers have considered all of these behaviors in
the operationalization of trust and trust-related con-
structs in communication research. Gibb’s theory
establishes that acceptance is the most important
dimension, and that improvements on the other dimen-
sions will follow only after acceptance has been
addressed (Gibb, 1963, pp. 10-11).

When it comes to trust in organizations, two main
areas of focus appear: trust as an aid in group identifi-
cation and facilitating group work, and employees’ trust
in the supervisor or managerial role and overall man-
agement. Researchers have seen supervisee-supervisor
trust as an extension of interpersonal dyadic communi-
cation, but overall the literature seems more influenced
by organizational psychology. The first measure listed
in Table 4 (pp. 13—14) is Falcione’s (1974) 30-item
measure to evaluate the source credibility of immediate
supervisors, borrowing items directly from the source
credibility measures by Berlo, Lemert, and Merz (1969)
and McCroskey (1966). Falcione found four dimen-
sions: safety, extroversion, competence, and emotional
stability. The measures by Falcione (1974) and Horan
and Chory (2013) both borrow from McCroskey’s
work. Another very influential measure in the study of
small group and organizational communication is the
International Communication Association (ICA)
Communication Audit (see Goldhaber & Rogers, 1979).
According to Goldhaber (1976), who served as the
director of the ICA Communication Audit Project,
ICA’s Organizational Communication division decided
to develop its own measurement system in 1971. The
project took almost the entire decade between develop-
ment and refinement of the instruments, and over 100
people contributed to the project. Trust is clearly present
in the section “Organizational Communication
Relationships,” which includes statements such as “I
trust my coworkers,” “I trust my immediate supervi-
sor,” and “I trust top management.” Some of those state-
ments have been borrowed or adapted in other measures
of trust in organizational communication, and to an
extent they have influenced language used in measures
of trust and credibility used to assess organization-pub-
lic relationships (discussed below).
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E. Strategic communication
(advertising and public relations)

In a market economy, everyone wants to sell
something, if not for money and tangible goods, then
for intangibles such as prestige, love, and trust, among
others. Measures developed in advertising and public
relations tell of the key role trust plays in our market
economy. Many consider developing trustworthiness
and credibility essential ingredients for brands to ensure
their success. Many times a loss of trust leads to a loss
in dollars and market value, though examples in recent
history might indicate that trust does not always seem a
requirement, especially if the product is addictive. To
answer Tsfati and Cappella’s (2003) driving question—
why do we consume news that we do not trust, or do
anything that we know is not good for us?—people
indicate, “Because we can and sometimes because we
become addicted to consuming them.” Research in
advertising and public relations has concerned itself
with measuring credibility, especially driven by market-
place competition and the ability to claim the title for
“the most trusted brand,” or at the very least “the most”
trusted brand, in a given product category.

Raymond Bauer and Stephen Greyser at the
Harvard Business School carried out one of the earliest
and most comprehensive research studies about con-
sumer attitudes toward advertising. They conducted
their research in collaboration with the American
Association of Advertising Agencies, which had
worked on some pilot studies of consumer attitudes.
Bauer and Greyser (1968) dedicate a section of their
comprehensive study to trust and deception in advertis-
ing. They state that “there is a prevailing belief about
the relationship of advertising and the conditions of
trust in our society as a whole,” referring to recent stud-
ies by Roper that found a generalized sense of distrust
among people. In fact, in Roper’s 1959-1961 studies
cited earlier, 67% of respondents answered that they
considered “advertisers making false claims” a serious
moral problem in December 1959; by November 1961,
that percentage had dropped to 48% as other concerns,
specifically the testing of atomic bombs, took prece-
dence in people’s minds (Roper & Hausman, 1962, p.
17). Bauer and Greyser believed that given the volume
and complexity of commercial transactions in American
society, there seemed no other option but to trust in the
other. In addition, they pointed out that customers had a
right to directly sue manufacturers over false advertis-
ing as court rulings had established that “the manufac-
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Table 4. Sample Measures of Trust from Small Group and Organizational Communication Research, in

Chronological Order

Authors (year) | Concept Operationalization Scale or Choice Sample Items
(number of items) options
Falcione (1974) | source credibility | Safety (13), semantic differen- | “honest—dishonest,” “safe—danger-
of immediate Competence (5), Ex- tial ous,” “just—unjust,” “fair—unfair,”
supervisor troversion (8), Emot- “expert—inexpert,” “skilled—un-
ional Maturity (4) skilled,” “experienced—inexperienced”
Roberts and organizational Trust apears as one of | Likert-type “How free do you feel to discuss with
O’Reilly (1974) | communication 12 factors your immediate superior the problems
and difficulties you have in your job
without jeopardizing your position or
having it ‘held against’ you later?”
Goldhaber and organizational Supervisor (9), Top 5-point Likert “I trust my coworkers,” “I trust my
Rogers (1979) communication Management (3), Co- | from “very little” | immediate supervisor,” “I trust top
(Part of ICA relationships workers (3), Personal to “very great” management”
Audit survey) Influence (3)
Costigan and communication Supportive (18), De- 5-point Likert- “My supervisor does not have hidden
Schmeidler climate fensive (18)—second- | type from “almost | motives in dealing with me”; “I feel
(1984) order factors with six never” to “almost | that I can be honest and straight-for-
indicators each, three always” ward with my supervisor”; “I seldom
items per indicator) say what really is on my mind,
because it might be twisted and dis-
torted by my supervisor”
Glaser, organizational Teamwork & Conflict | S5-point Likert “People I work with are direct and
Zamanou, and culture (6), Climate & Morale | from “To a very honest with each other”; “There is an
Hacker (1987) (5), Information Flow | little extent” to atmosphere of trust in this organiza-
(4), Involvement (4), “To a very great tion”; “This organization treats peo-
Supervision (7), extent” ple in a consistent and fair manner”
Meetings (5)
Wheelan and group develop- Dependency and 5-point Likert “We can rely on each other. We work
Hochberger ment Inclusion (15), Coun- from “never true as a team.” (The survey is propri-
(1996) terdependency and of this group” to etary and commercial; only several
Fight (15), Trust and “always true of items are publicly available.)
Structure (15), Work this group”
and Productivity (15)
Anderson, relational satis- Relational Satisfaction | 5-point Likert “I can trust group members”; “We
Martin, and faction in small (12) from “strongly can say anything in this group with-
Riddle (2001) groups disagree” to out worrying”
“strongly agree”
Ellis and organizational Trust in Top 5-point Likert “I trust top management”; “Those in
Shockley- trust Management (6), Trust | from “very little” | top management keep their word to
Zalabak (2001) in Immediate to “very great” employees”; “I trust my immediate
Supervisor (14) supervisor”; “My immediate supervi-
sor keeps confidences”
(Table 4 continues on next page.)
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Table 4, contimued.

Authors (year) | Concept Operationalization Scale or Choice Sample Items
(number of items) options
Hubbell and managerial trust- | Behavioral Consist- “I believe that my superior/manager.
Chory-Assad worthiness ency (3), Behavioral .2 “is honest with me,” “generally
(2005) Integrity (5), Manner tells the truth,” “is someone I can
and Quality of Infor- rely on to keep his/her promises,”
mation communicat- “would ‘stab’ me in the back,” “is
ed (6), Demonstra- genuinely interested in my welfare,”
tion of Concern (7) “works to further my interests”
Hargie and organizational Working relation- 5-point Likert from | . .. how much you trust each of the
Tourish (2009) communication ships (6), revised “very little” to following in terms of working
audit from the ICA Audit “always” together. I trust the following: ” (fol-
survey lowed by a list of categories of col-
leagues by rank or position within
the organization)
Forward, Czech, | communication Collaboration (19), 5-point Likert-type | “My chair does not have hidden
and Lee (2011) climate Authoritarian (8), from “almost motives when dealing with me”; “My
Descriptive (5), never” to “almost chair tries to manipulate faculty to get
Manipulation (3) always” what he or she wants to make himself
or herself feel good”; “My chair
twists and distorts what I say when I
speak what is really on my mind”
Horan and trust in organiza- | Adapted McCroskey | 7-point semantic “I trust [target] as a colleague.”
Chory (2013) tional peer rela- | and Richmond’s differential scales (Scales: (1) Agree/Disagree, (2)
tionships (1996) Generalized False/True, (3) Incorrect/Correct,
Belief Measure (1) (4) Right/Wrong, (5) Yes/No)
Wagner (2017) communication Six continuums: 7-point semantic The respondent evaluates him- or
climate Evaluation-Descrip- differential scales herself first, and then the supervisor,
tion (10), Control- e.g.: “I have hidden motives during
Problem orientation conversations with others in my
(12), Strategy- ward/unit”; “The operational manag-
Spontaneity (12), er in charge of my ward/unit has hid-
Neutrality-Empathy den motives in conversations™; “ I
(10), Superiority- am honest when dealing with others
Equality (12), in my ward/unit”; “The operational
Certainty- manager in my ward/unit has hidden
Provisionalism (12) motives in conversations”
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turer’s advertising constitutes an implied contract with
the eventual costumer” (Bauer & Greyser, 1968, p.
365). For those reasons, they believed that the interest
of manufacturers required accountability and not mis-
leading or making false claims in their advertising; in
that way, they believed that advertising already had
served to increase trust in society. They did acknowl-
edge that this “fresh perspective” probably went against
the prevailing view of advertising at the time. If just as
Gerbner and Gross (1976ab) theorized—the more vio-
lence people watch in television, the more violent and
mean they believe the world to be—could the opposite
be true as well? Namely, that the more people view
truthful advertising (whether by choice or by govern-
ment regulation) and “reality” TV, does the exposure
increase the extent of our truth bias? Whatever the
answer to that question, the issue of trust and credibility
in advertising has been extensively researched and
remains an ongoing concern.

In terms of measuring trust in advertising,
Sandage and Leckenby (1980) and Beltramini (1982)
developed some of the first scales that involve some
measure of trust in advertising. Sandage and Leckenby
(1980) used 7-point semantic differential scales that
included the word pairs “Honest-Dishonest,” “Sincere-
Insincere,” and “Safe-Dangerous,” among others. They
distinguished between attitudes toward the institution
of advertising as different from those toward the instru-
ments of the institution (i.e., the ads themselves). They
found participants held more favorable views toward
the industry itself than toward the instruments. They
concluded that the scales “Good-Bad,” “Strong-Weak,”
“Valuable-Worthless,” and “Necessary-Unnecessary”
applied to evaluate advertising as an institution more,
and that the scales “Clean-Dirty,” “Honest-Dishonest,”
“Sincere-Insincere,” and “Safe-Dangerous,” applied to
evaluate advertising as an instrument more. Beltramini
(1982) developed a measure of advertising believabili-
ty made up 10 semantic differential scales, including
“Unbelievable-Believable,” “Untrustworthy-Trust-
worthy,” and “Not credible-Credible.” Beltramini and
Evans (1985) used the scale to measure the perceived
believability of ads that included research results and
the perceived believability of warning labels on ciga-
rette advertising (Beltramini, 1988). The measures
most cited in the literature, however, appear to be the
ones developed by MacKenzie and Lutz (1989) and
Ohanian (1990). In trying to evaluate a model for
antecedents of attitudes towards advertising (AAD),
Lutz, MacKenzie, and Belch (1983) conceptualized ad
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credibility as determined by three factors: the per-
ceived claim of an ad, the credibility of the advertiser,
and the credibility of advertising in general. To test the
AAD model, they developed an advertising credibility
index that asked respondents to evaluate the ad itself,
the advertiser, and advertising in general separately
using three 7-point semantic differential scales: “con-
vincing/unconvincing,” “believable/unbelievable,” and
“biased/unbiased.” Ohanian (1990), on the other hand,
conceptualized credibility of celebrity endorsers as a
function of their perceived expertise, trustworthiness,
and attractiveness. He built from previous findings in
the literature that established that an attractive, well-
liked celebrity has perceived expertise and is likely to
be trusted. He had respondents evaluate two television
celebrities, Linda Evans and Tom Selleck, each on 15
7-point semantic differential scales that included the
word pairs “trustworthy,” “sincere,” and “reliable,” to
measure the trustworthiness dimension. However, he
did note that sources high in credibility do not always
appear more effective than less credible one.

Table 5 (pp. 16—18) shows some measure of trust
in the advertising literature to date. Several employ
semantic differential scales, or at least make use of
similar adjectives often used in the source credibility
research tradition, while others ask respondents to
evaluate the credibility of an ad or advertising using
Likert scales. Two of the scales measure levels of skep-
ticism towards advertising (Obermiller &
Spangenberg, 1998) and perceived deception in adver-
tising (Chaouachi & Rached, 2012), respectively,
which, despite some arguments construing them as dis-
tinct constructs, are still related to trust.

Public relations in the United States traces its
roots back to the work done by Edward Bernays in the
late 1920s. Bernays, whom many professionals, aca-
demics, their students consider “the father” of public
relations, has proven a complex figure: on the one hand
advocating for a code of ethics for public relations pro-
fessionals early on and, on the other hand, using med-
ical doctors to endorse bacon and women suffragettes
to endorse cigarette smoking in designing public rela-
tions campaigns. A history of the evolution of public
relations into a two-way, mutually beneficial strategic
communication process lies outside the scope of this
essay (for that, see Grunig & Hunt, 1984;
Grunig,1992). Much of the most notable research in
public relations since the 1980s has tried to help the
profession shed associations with wartime propaganda
and manufacturing of consent. In 1985, the
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Table 5. Sample Measures of Trust from Advertising and Public Relations Research, in Chronological Order

Authors (year)

Concept

Operationalization
(number of items)

Scale or Choice
options

Sample Items

Bauer and
Greyser (1968)

attitudes toward
advertising

Attitudes toward
advertising (8); for
dimensionality see
Andrews (1989)

5-point Likert from
“generally agree” to
“genrally disagree”
with “don’t know/
no opinion” option

“In general, advertising presents a
true picture of the product being
advertised.”

Sandage and

attitudes toward

Institutional (4),

7-point semantic

“Honest—Dishonest,” “Sincere—

Leckenby (1980) | advertising Instrument (4) differential Insincere,” “Safe-Dangerous”
Beltramini believability of Advertising 7-point semantic “Unbelievable,” “Untrustworthy,”
(1982) advertising Believability (10) differential “Not credible”
MacKenzie and | advertising and Ad Credibility Index | 7-point semantic “convincing/unconvincing,” “believ-
Lutz (1989) advertiser credi- | (3), Advertiser differential able/unbelievable,” “biased/unbi-
bility Credibility Index (3) ased”
Ohanian (1990) | celebrity endors- | Attractiveness (5), 7-point semantic “dependable,” “honest,” “reliable,”
er credibility Trustworthiness (5), differential “sincere,” “trustworthy”
Expertise (5)
Morgan and interorganiza- Trust (7), adapted 7-point Likert “In our relationship, my major sup-

Hunt (1994)

tional trust

from Dyadic Trust
Scale by Larzelere

from “strongly
disagree” to

99,

plier ...”:
times,”

cannot be trusted at
can be counted on to do

and Huston (1980) “strongly agree” what is right,” “has high integrity.”
Alwitt and attitudes about Informational benefits | 5-point Likert “You can trust brands advertised on
Prabhaker TV advertising (7), Availability (5), TV more than brands not advertised
(1994) Offensive (4), Non- on TV”; “Most TV ads try to work
informative (5), Ad for- on people’s emotions”; “There is a
mat/frequency (4), critical need for more truth in today’s
Negative to content (2) TV advertising”
Coombs and perceived organi- | Perceived organiza- 5-point Likert “The company is basically honest”;
Holladay (1996) | zational image tional image (10). from “strongly “The company is not concerned with

(Adapted from
McCroskey’s, 1966,
Character scale)

disagree” to
“strongly agree”

the well being of its publics”; “I do
trust the organization to tell the truth
about the incident.”

Obermiller and
Spangenberg
(1998)

skepticism
toward advertis-
ing

Ad Skepticism (9)

5-point Likert
from 1 “strongly
agree” to “strong-
ly disagree”

“We can depend on getting the truth in
most advertising”’; “Advertising is a
reliable source of information about the
quality and performance of products”;
“Advertising is generally truthful”

Shavitt, Lowrey,
and Haefner
(1998)

personal confi-
dence in adver-
tising

General attitude (1),
Enjoyment and
Indignity (4), Trust-
worthiness or Use-
fulness (6), Effect on
Product Price and
Value (3), Regulation
of (3)

5-point Likert

“In general I feel that I can [cannot]
trust advertising,” (Favorable and
unfavorable versions presented sepa-
rately.)

(Tabke 5 continues on next page.)
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Table 5, continued.

Authors (year) | Concept Operationalization Scale or Choice Sample Items
(number of items) options
Bruning and organization- Professional (6), 10- point Likert “I feel I can trust [Organization] to

Ledingham public relation- Personal (5), and from “strongly do what it says it will do”; “I think
(1999) ship Community (5) disagree” to that [Organization] is not honest in
“strongly agree” its dealings with customers”;
“[Organization] does not act in a
socially responsible manner.”
Hon and Grunig | reputation man- | Trust (Integrity, 9-point Likert This organization . . . “treats people
(1999) agement, PR Competence, and indicating the like me fairly and justly,” is “con-
relationship out- | Dependability) (6-11), | extent to which cerned about people like me,” “takes
comes Control Mutuality (5- | each statement advantage of people who are vulnera-
8), Commitment (5-8), | described the ble,” “gives or offers something to
Satisfaction (5-8), organization people like me,” and “generally
Communal Relation- expects something in return”
ships (5-7), Exchange
Relationships (4)
Huang (1997, organization- Trust (4), Control 4-point Likert- “Members of the organization are
2001) public relation- Mutuality (4), Re- type from “never” | truthful with us”; “The organization
ship assessment | lationship Satisfaction | to “often” treats me fairly and justly, compared to
(4), Relationship other organizations”; “Generally speak-
Commitment (4), Face ing, I don’t trust the organization”;
and Favor (4) “The organization keeps its promises”
Kim (2001) organization- Trust (4), Commitment | 7-point Likert “(The organization) treats people like
public relation- (5), Local or commu- me fairly and justly”’; “Sound principles
ship nity Involvement (3), seem to guide (organization)’s behav-
Reputation (4) ior”; “Whenever (organization) makes
an important decision, I know it will be
concerned about people like me”
Coombs and organizational Organizational 5-point Likert “The organization is concerned with
Holladay (2002) | reputation Reputation — from “strongly the well-being of its publics™; “The
Reduced Scale (5) disagree” to 5 organization is basically DISHON-
“strongly agree” EST”; “I do NOT trust the organization
to tell the truth about the incident”
Greer (2003) ad credibility Ad Credibility 5-point semantic “unbelievable,” “not convincing,”
(adapted from differential “not credible,” “dishonest,” “untrust-
Beltramini, 1988) + worthy,” “distracting”
one item (6)
Cotte, Coulter, ad credibility Ad credibility (3) S-point Likert “believable,” “truthful,” “realistic”
and Moore
(2005)
Soh, Reid, and trust in advertis- | Reliability (9), 7-point Likert “Honest,” “truthful,” “credible,” “I
King (2009) ing Usefulness (4), Affect | from “strongly am willing to make important pur-
(“ADTRUST”) (3), Willingness to disagree” to chase-related decisions based on ad-

rely on (4)

“strongly agree”

conveyed information.”

(Table 5 continues on next page.)
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Table 5, continued.

.1, Art 1

Authors (year)

Concept

Operationalization
(number of items)

Scale or Choice
options

Sample Items

Chaouachi and
Rached (2012)

perceived decep-
tion in advertis-
ing

Perceived veracity
(4), Ethic (4)

5 point Likert-type
scale from “strong-
ly disagree” to
“strongly agree”

“This ad is not entirely truthful about
its offerings,” “This ad is dishonest,”
“This ad is trying to dupe the con-
sumer”

Yang, Kang, and | organization- Mutuality: 5-point interval “Is honest in communicating with
Cha (2015) public dialogic Collaboration (3), “strongly dis- publics,” “Is not deceptive in inter-
communication Grounding (3), agree” to “strong- | preting publics’ opinions,” “Is trans-

Empathy (3), Equality | ly agree” parent in sharing the org’s intent of
(3), Responsiveness communication,” “Has the ability to
(3), Respect (3); accomplish what it says it will do”
Openness: Access-ibil-
ity (4), Genuineness
(3), Transparency (3)

Munnukka, peer-endorser Attitude toward brand | 5-point Likert “I feel the endorser was honest,” “I

Uusitalo, and
Toivonen (2016)

credibility

(3), Attitude toward ad
(4), Trust (4), Exper-
tise (4), Similarity (3),
Attractiveness (4),
Product Involvement
(4), Perceived
Normalcy (2)

consider the endorser trustworthy,” I
feel the endorser was truthful,” “I
consider the endorser earnest,” “I
consider the endorser an expert on
the product,” “The endorser and I are
a lot alike”

Lock and Seele
(2017)

CSR — perceived
credibility

Truth (5), Sincerity
(3), Appropriateness
(3), Understandability
®)

not specified

“I am confident that the statements
are true,” “The text reflects the gen-
uine intentions of the company”

Sarofim and

perceived ad

perceived ad credibil-

not specified

9% ¢

“credible,” “realistic,” “convincing”

Cabano (2018) credibility ity (7)

Andreini, CEO brand Performance (3), 5-point Likert- how descriptive/representative these
Fetscherin, and image Personality (3), and type from “not at | are of the CEO: “clean records,”
Zarantonello Leadership (3) all” to “extreme- “integrity,” and “balance”

(2020) ly”
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International Association of Business Communicators
(IABC) Research Foundation committed to invest in a
long-term study of best practices. Led by James Grunig
at the University of Maryland, public relations scholars
from around the country collaborated in the effort. Out
of this effort came the excellence theory of public rela-
tions, which focuses on a two-way symmetrical com-
munication model built on trust. Theoretical develop-
ment in public relations has evolved to adopt a more
dialogic framework (Kent & Taylor, 2002), emphasize
feminist values (Grunig, Toth, & Hon, 2000), social
capital theory, and public advocacy (Dodd, 2016,
2018). Trust becomes imperative when public relations
are conceptualized in that way, just like in advertising,
as Grunig does in the excellence theory of public rela-
tions. In introducing their theory of relationship mar-
keting, which is widely cited in the public relations lit-
erature, Morgan and Hunt (1994) established commit-
ment and trust as requirements for a successful market-
ing relationship. They advocated for a commitment
based on trust, thus the name Commitment-Trust
Theory. The key mediating variables (KMV) model of
relationship marketing posits that shared values, com-
munication, and opportunistic behavior form the three
major precursors of trust, and that trust in turn influ-
ences relationship commitment as well as three rela-
tionship outcomes—increases cooperation and the per-
ception of future conflict as functional, and decreases
decision-making uncertainty. To test their model, they
adapted the Larzelere and Huston’s (1980) Dyadic
Trust Scale (originally used to measure trust in roman-
tic relationships) to make sense within the context of
marketing relationships. For example, they modified
the item “There are times when my partner cannot be
trusted” to “In our relationship, my major supplier can-
not be trusted at times” and asked respondents to indi-
cate their level of agreement with the statement using a
7-point Likert scale. To measure the perceived image
of an organization based on attribution and responses
to crises, Coombs and Holladay (1996) developed a
10-item measure adapted from items in McCroskey’s
(1966) source credibility scales. They had respondents
indicate their level of agreement using a 5-point Likert
scale with statements such as “The company is basical-
ly honest,” “The company is not concerned with the
well being of its publics,” and “I do trust the organiza-
tion to tell the truth about the incident.” They later
reduced this measure to a 5-item Organizational
Reputation Scale (see Coombs & Holladay, 2002).
Bruning and Ledingham (1999) developed a multi-
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dimensional scale to measure the organization-public
relationship. They included three statement for each of
the main dimensions of the organization-public rela-
tionship suggested in the literature—trust, openness,
involvement, investment, commitment, reciprocity,
mutual legitimacy, and mutual understanding—and
had respondents answer to them on a 10-point Likert
scale from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.”
After factor-analyzing responses, they extracted three
factors, which they labeled “professional,” “personal,”
and “community.” Some of the statements which
involve trust include “I think that [Organization Name]
is not honest in its dealings with customers”
(Professional), “I feel I can trust [Organization Name]
to do what it says it will do” (Personal), and
“[Organization Name] is open about its plans for the
future” (Community). Hon and Grunig (1999) devel-
oped a set of guidelines for measuring relationships in
public relations based on six elements or components:
control mutuality, trust, satisfaction, commitment,
exchange relationship, and communal relationship. The
Reputation Management Scale has a Trust sub-scale
that measures three dimensions of trust-integrity, com-
petence, and dependability—with items such as
“Whenever this organization makes an important deci-
sion, I know it will be concerned about people like me”
(Integrity), “This organization can be relied on to keep
its promises” (Dependability), and “This organization
has the ability to accomplish what it says it will do”
(Competence).

Table 5 (pp. 16—18) shows other measures of trust
in public relations research that have been developed
since these. For a full review of the measurement of
trust and credibility in public relations research see the
work by Stacks and colleagues (Carroll & Stacks,
2004; Stacks, 2002; Stacks, Dodd, & Men, 2013;
Stacks, & Watson, 2007) and Rawlins (2007). Recent
trends in public relations research include the measure-
ment of authenticity (Kim, Kiousis, & Molleda, 2015;
Molleda & Jain, 2013; Sisson, 2017) and corporate
social responsibility (Joo, Miller, & Fink, 2019; Lock
& Seele, 2017) as related to trust. Outside academia,
the Edelman Trust Barometer is one of the most long-
standing and anticipated annual large-scale study of
trust done by a public relations organization. In its lat-
est report, trust is measured on four items, each using a
9-point scale from “disagree strongly” to ‘“agree
strongly”: “[COMPANY] is good at what it does”
(ability), “[COMPANY] is honest” (integrity), “[COM-
PANY] keeps its promises” (dependability), and
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“[COMPANY] is trying hard to have a positive impact
on society” (purpose) (Edelman, 2020). Their special
report, “20 Years of Trust,” identifies potential reasons
for the rise in mistrust, including trends like the emer-
gence of social media networks and the rise of automa-
tion (Edelman, 2020).

FE. Other areas of communication

So far, this essay has covered four major areas of
communication that very actively developed scales and
measurements of trust or trust-related variables: mass
communication and media studies, interpersonal com-
munication, small group and organizational communi-
cation, and strategic communication (advertising and
public relations). As previously stated, however, the
measurement of trust and trust-related concepts in
communication seems ubiquitous and many other areas
of communication research also utilize trust as a con-
cept, many areas that this review has not covered thus
far. Table 6 (pp. 22-23) includes some of the measures
developed and used in other areas of communication
that might interest the reader and can provide a starting
point for deeper exploration into the specific areas.
Instructional communication, for example, has seen a
lot of activity focused on measuring source credibility,
specifically teacher credibility. Much of the research in
this area stems from the work started by McCroskey in
1966 and continuing through the 1970s. McCroskey,
Holdridge, and Toomb (1974) developed an instrument
for measuring the source credibility of basic speech
communication instructors; the 14-item measure
included 7-point semantic differential scales that meas-
ured the dimensions of competence, extroversion, char-
acter, and sociability. However, they later replaced that
scale with the Source Credibility scale as finalized by
McCroskey and Teven (1999), which remains the pre-
ferred version today. Finn et al. (2009) conducted a
meta-analysis of the instructional communication liter-
ature looking at teacher credibility and its associations
with teacher behaviors and student outcomes. The
results, drawn from 51 studies, indicate a moderate,
meaningful relationship between teacher credibility
and overall student outcomes, and highlight that per-
ceived caring and teacher credibility facilitate student
learning. The study of teacher credibility as a modera-
tor of teacher effectiveness and its impact on student
learning outcomes continues as an important concern
for communication educators and researchers.

Computer-mediated communication has also shown
substantial activity in the measurement of trust and credi-

20 — VoLuME 40 (2021) No. 1

https://scholarcommons.scu.edu/crt/vol40/iss1/1

bility. Some of the studies in this area have already
appeared in the mass communication and media studies
section. Other studies have focused on trust in online com-
munities, support groups and interactions, virtual work-
groups, credibility of websites, blogs, and other ways of
presenting information online, including the trustworthi-
ness of online dating profiles. Measurements of trust in
the area of health communication tend to focus on trust in
the clinical (physician-patient) interaction as well as the
credibility of health information presented to the public
through public communication campaigns, social media.
and online. Most political communication and political
marketing studies, as well as studies in sports communi-
cation, have adapted items from McCroskey’s source
credibility scales or Ohanian’s (1990) celebrity endorser
credibility scale to evaluate the credibility of political can-
didates, political information, and athletes as endorsers. |
have included one measure from research in family com-
munication (excluding studies looking at trust in marriage
and romantic relationships or partners, which I covered in
the section on interpersonal communication).
Surprisingly, of all the areas explored in this essay, that
one seemed to have the least amount of studies measuring
trust or trust-related concepts.

Finally, religious communication is another area
in communication scholarship that has often empha-
sized the importance of trust. The journal Church,
Communication and Culture recently devoted a spe-
cial issue to the topic of trust in institutions. The edi-
tors cited results from surveys conducted by Edelman,
Gallup, and the Pew Research Center that indicate lack
of confidence in religious leaders and institutions
(Narbona, Pujol, & Gregory, 2020). Thus, rebuilding
or repairing trust will continue to be a priority in reli-
gious communication research; the articles by Guzik
(2020) and O’Brien (2020) suggest some models to
follow. They highlight the concepts of trustworthiness
and transparency. O’Brien in particular provides spe-
cific ways to measure transparency through a close
examination of diocesan webpages responding to the
clergy sexual abuse scandal. Scales measuring an indi-
vidual’s trust in religious leaders and institutions that
reflect the dimensions inherent in some of the models
suggested in the literature, would be a great contribu-
tion to this area of scholarship. Gil and Gili (2020) and
Gara and La Porte (2020) offer some additional
dimensions for consideration that, taken together with
the scales discussed in this literature review, can pro-
vide a good starting point towards the development of
such measures.

COMMUNICATION RESEARCH TRENDS

20



Pascual-Ferra: The Measurement of Trust in Communication Research Part 2

4. Conclusion and Future Directions

In this review of the literature I have attempted
to show how researchers in different areas of commu-
nication have conceptualized and operationalized
trust and trust-related concepts. Trust has been asso-
ciated most with the concept of credibility, but other
words that have been used to operationalize it include
believability, accuracy, honesty, truthfulness, trust-
worthiness, sincerity, competence, expertise, reliabil-
ity, and goodwill, to name some. The concept of trust,
just as credibility, is multi-dimensional, and it seems
to depend on the context, the person, and the task that
is evaluated, as one may not necessarily trust another
with a personal secret but may trust that person to
complete a work-related task well. As might have
become evident to the reader, our discipline’s interest
in measuring trust has been mostly utilitarian: trust as
a means to an end (e.g., persuasion, credibility, and
effectiveness of the communicator, to name some).
While not all of the trust-related research in commu-
nication has been self-serving, it has focused mostly
on the benefits that communicators can derive from
growing others’ trust in them, and less on the benefit
that the act of trusting may have on others beyond the
communicator, or other possible outcomes stemming
from trust. One of the few exceptions has been in the
instructional communication literature, where meas-
ures of trust have been used to study levels of student
satisfaction, development and learning; interpersonal
communication, where measures of trust have been
used to study satisfaction in relationships between
friends and romantic partners; and health communi-
cation, where communicating trust in the patient-
provider interaction can increase the patient’s self-
awareness and sense of well-being. The mostly trans-
actional and utilitarian view of trust that has dominat-
ed so far is perhaps a reflection of the increased pro-
fessionalization of the discipline, the need for practi-
cal applications within the business setting and the
cultures that sustain them and are in turn sustained by
them. It would be interesting for future research to
consider trust from the perspective of the person who
is doing the trusting—what impact does trust have on
them beyond being persuaded and returning as con-
sumers of information and products? It would be
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interesting for future research to approach the study
of trust from that perspective as well as from non-tra-
ditional (read non-Western/Anglo-Saxon) socioeco-
nomic and cultural perspectives. At the same time, it
is equally important to understand the impact of dis-
trust in communication. Since many scholars consid-
er trust and distrust as two separate constructs, it may
require new, separate measures that have yet to be
developed and whether in fact distrust can and should
be measured separately.

One of the most common criticisms about com-
munication measurement is the over reliance on sur-
veys employing self-report measures and the less fre-
quent use of experimental studies associating those
measures with observed behavior. Limited funding,
time, and access to human resources (whether in the
form of student research assistants or actual subjects)
are common challenges that communication faculty
face across much of higher education in the United
States, especially in smaller colleges and universities
(see Beatty & Pascual-Ferra, 2019). Creating in-person
experimental settings, interventions, even administer-
ing in-person surveys, with the sample sizes needed to
be able to generalize findings beyond the college stu-
dent population are often time-consuming and will
become more challenging, particularly as we continue
to grapple with the COVID-19 pandemic. However,
the measures are only as good as their power to predict
behavior, which cannot be assessed without observing
that behavior. Finding ways to do this outside the tra-
ditional, in-person, experimental setting, and being
able to establish strong predictive power would be a
valuable methodological contribution to the field.

Even when it is possible to observe behavior and
establish significant statistical associations between
measures and corresponding behaviors, other chal-
lenges include finding effect sizes large enough to ren-
der those associations significantly greater than
chance, and addressing the measurement error inherent
in many of the self-report measures used in communi-
cation (Beatty & Pascual-Ferra, 2019; Beatty, Pascual-
Ferra, & Levine, 2014; Pascual-Ferra, 2013; Pascual-
Ferra & Beatty, 2015). For the former, we observed
that many of the correlations reported in the literature
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Table 6. Sample Measures of Trust from Other Areas of Communication Research, in Chronological Order

Authors (year)

Concept

Operationalization
(number of items)

Scale or Choice
options

Sample Items

important” to
“very important

L3

Cegala, medical commu- | Physician version: 7-point Likert “Contributing to a trusting relation-
Coleman, and nication compe- | Self-Competence (23), | from “disagree” to | ship,” “Being open and honest,”
Turner (1998) tence Patient-Competence “strongly agree” “Answering . . . questions honestly,”
(13); Patient version: “Showing the patient I cared about
Self-Competence (16), him/her,” “Showing he/she cared
Physician-Competence about me”
(23)

Vangelisti, individuals’ cri- | Intimate Exchange (8), | 7-point Likert “If I trusted my [relation] more than I

Caughlin, and teria for telling Exposure (8), Urgency | from “strongly do now, I would reveal the secret”;

Timmerman family secrets (8), Never (4), disagree” to “If I felt much closer to my [relation]

(2001) Acceptance (4), “strongly agree” I would tell the secret”; “If I felt

Conversational Appro- much closer to my [relation] I would
priateness (4), Rela- tell the secret”; “If I knew my [rela-
tional Security (4), tion] wouldn’t tell the secret to oth-
Important Reason (4), ers, I would tell him/her”
Permission (4), Family
Membership (2)
Flanagin and verification of Accuracy (1), S5-point Likert “Look for a stamp of approval or rec-
Metzger (2003) | web content Authority (4), from “never” to ommendation”; “Verify the author’s
Objectivity (2), “all the time” qualifications or credentials”
Currency (1),
Coverage (1)

Pace (2004) religious leader’s | Power/Capabilities scores calculated statements that show “capabilities

trustworthiness (3), Benevolence (4) | based on times possessed by the leader,” “love for
each quality is ref- | the destiny of others,” “humanity,”
erenced “generosity,” “selflessness”

Teven (2008) credibility of Adapted McCroskey | 7-point semantic “is believable,” “is likeable,” “is a
presidential can- | and Richmond’s differential con-artist (i.e., manipulative)”
didates (1989) General Belief

Scale (5)
Kang (2010) blog credibility Source (5), 7-point Likert- “transparent,” “reliable,” “authentic,”
Message/content (9) | type from “not “consistent”

Hargittai et al.
(2010)

assessing credi-
bility of web
content

Reasons for visiting
(3), Information veri-
fication (7), Visits
“About Us” (1)

5-point Likert-
type scales

“Being able to identify easily the
sources of information on the site,”
“Check the qualifications or creden-
tials of the author,” “Seek out other
sources to validate the information”

(Table continues on next page.)
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Table 6, continued.

Authors (year)

Concept

Operationalization
(number of items)

Scale or Choice
options

Sample Items

advertising credi-
bility

Message Content (7),
Endorser Trustwor-
thiness (7), Endorser
Attractiveness (6)

Ishak et al. Islamic informa- | Authentic source (3), | 5-point Likert “The information was based on clear

(2011) tion credibility Visual appeal (2), scripture”; “The writer shows the
Writer’s reliance (3), responsibility in writing”; “The
Source-writer rela- writer has complete references”;
tionship (3), Writer’s “Writer has credibility in Islamic
integrity (2) matters”

Toma and trust in online Trustworthiness of 7-point Likert “I would expect this online dater to

Hancock (2012) | dating profiles / | online dater based on | from “strongly tell me the truth”; “This online dater

truth bias profile/self-descrip- disagree” to seems trustworthy to me”
tion (2) “strongly agree”
Housholder and | credibility of Information credibili- | 7-point semantic “The information you just read was ...
LaMarre (2014) | political informa- | ty (5) differential scales | believable/unbelievable,
tion (on inaccurate/accurate, trustworthy/
Facebook) untrustworthy, biased/unbiased, and
complete/incomplete”
Xu (2014) product review Perceived review 7-point Likert “credible,” “believable,” and “trust-
credibility credibility (3) from “strongly worthy”
disagree” to
“strongly agree”

Xu (2014) cognitive trust Cognitive trust in 7-point scale from | “I have to be cautious about acting on
reviewer (6) (Adapted | “strongly dis- the advice of this reviewer because his
from Johnson & agree” to “strong- | opinions are questionable’;” “I can rely
Grayson, 2005) ly agree” on this reviewer for suggesting a prod-

uct that I am interested in”’; “Given the
information displayed on the webpage,
I have no doubt about this reviewer’s
competence”

Xu (2014) affective trust Affective trust in 7-point scale from | “...I feel this reviewer would
reviewer (5) (Adapted | “strongly dis- respond caringly”; “I feel that I can
from Johnson & agree” to “strong- | talk freely with this reviewer”; “This
Grayson, 2005; ly agree” reviewer will be very open for his
McAllister, 1995) opinion about a product.”

Clifford and credibility of Moral Character (3), | 5-point ordinal “trustworthy,” “honest,” “moral,”

Gaskins (2016) | political candi- Competence (3) scales “hard-working”

dates
Susila and political trust Empathy (11), 7-point semantic “fair,” “honest,” “equal,” “reliable,”
Nugroho (2019) | (rhetorical Character (6), differential from “consistent”
dimensions) Capability (9) unimportant to
very important
Kumar (2020) health care Corporate (7), 5-point Likert “I trust the Company”’; “The

Company makes truthful claims”;
“The persons appeared in the ad
seems Trustworthy”; “The health
care communication is believable”
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follow Cohen’s (1988) conventions of .30 and .50 for
medium and large correlations, but that strong methods
and powerful theories should yield larger effect sizes
(Beatty & Pascual-Ferra, 2019). For the latter, we
observed that many of the most commonly used meas-
ures in communication as well in psychology are not
congeneric, which means that the measure complies
with the classical test theory assumption that item
errors are independent. When those errors are not inde-
pendent but instead are correlated, that signals the pres-
ence of methodological artifacts or of a latent, unin-
tended factor. Whatever the reason, the presence of cor-
related inter-item errors in many multiple-indicator,
self-report measures is problematic; it can lead to over-
estimate reliability coefficients of measures, result in
inflated corrected correlations between measures when
tested by Cronbach’s alpha, and pose construct validity
problems if a scale is measuring something other than
what it is supposed to measure.

Finally, many studies have attempted to measure
trust and trust-related concepts by creating one-time
use scales for specific studies that are never used
again. It is in the best interest of our discipline that
researchers attempt to first use existing scales that
could benefit from further validation, than keep com-
ing up with new scales that are redundant. For exam-
ple, communication researchers have been pretty con-
sistent in using one of two main measures of source
credibility—Berlo, Lemert, and Mertz (1970) or
McCroskey and Teven (1999)—depending on the area
of research. These measures are stronger because of
the work of researchers who have used them in their
studies and in the process provided further confirma-
tory factor analyses, validation, and reliability meas-
ures for them. However, there are other concepts in
communication research where development of one-
time use scales has exploded in recent years, most
notably for measuring media credibility. While it
makes sense that new and emerging media forms
might bring up questions and scenarios not previously
considered when it comes to issues of trust in media,
researchers should start by working with existing
measures before opting to customize new ones.
Studies that look at validating existing scales and con-
structs are an important contribution that strengthen
the field and should be valued as such publications in
our discipline.
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Book Reviews

Davis, Jenny L. How Artifacts Afford: The Power and
Politics of Everyday Things. Cambridge, MA: The
MIT Press. 2020. Pp. 208. ISBN: 9780262044110
(cloth) $30.00

How Artifacts Afford: The Power and Politics of
Everyday Things, a groundbreaking text, delves into
affordance theory, providing a much-needed update of
the theory’s underpinnings historically, conceptually,
politically, and methodologically. Davis draws connec-
tions about affordances across fields and disciplines,
continuously weaving in the ideology that technological
artifacts are both powerful and political. The book elo-
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quently pieces together work from multiple scholars
and perspectives to bring clarity and salience to the term
affordance. Introducing the mechanisms and conditions
framework, Davis uses it to show the relationship that
takes place between technology, affordances, and soci-
ety. She argues the mechanisms and conditions frame-
work shifts affordance analysis to ask how artifacts
afford, rather than what artifacts afford. Applying a crit-
ical lens throughout the book, she successfully commu-
nicates her goals and thesis by a strategic organization
and a meaningful, exciting writing style that makes it
easy to comprehend her examples and vocabulary.
How Artifacts Afford has seven chapters. Most can
be read either all together or independently of the others
(minus Chapters 4 and 5, which should be read as a unit).
Chapter 1, “Introduction,” provides a great overview to
the whole book. Chapter 2, “A Brief History of
Affordances,” provides a linear deep dive into the intel-
lectual history and lineage of affordances and transitions
from the historical to the theoretical. Chapter 3, “Politics
and Power,” draws the distinction between actor-network
theory (ANT) and affordance analysis while focusing on
both the political and theoretical foundation of the mech-
anisms and conditions framework. After this foundation,
Chapters 4 and 5, “Mechanisms of Affordance” and
“Conditions of Affordance” (to be read as a unit), paint
the full in-depth picture of the mechanisms and condi-
tions framework. Turning to methodology, Chapter 6,
“Affordances in Practice,” fleshes out how to use the
mechanisms and conditions framework analytically. This
chapter does a wonderful job of laying out other theoret-
ical approaches that would pair well with the mecha-
nisms and conditions framework. To close, Chapter 7,
“Conclusion,” leaves readers with big questions about
affordances, specifically focusing on being critical, tak-
ing action, and research needed for moving forward.
Affordance theory and affordances have a long
interdisciplinary history. The concept originated in the
1960s and ’70s in the field of ecological psychology.
Since then, affordance thought has penetrated fields such
as science and technology studies (STS), design studies,
engineering, sociology, communication studies, and edu-
cation, among others. James J. Gibson first defined affor-
dance as “a way to approach the mutual constitution
between people and environments” (p. 6). Around 10
years later, design studies saw an uptick in the concept due
to Donald A. Norman’s desire to understand human-
machine interactions. Davis writes specifically about
technological affordances and how they are formed
through interactions with humans. Davis explains that,
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“affordances are how objects shape action for socially sit-
uated subjects” (p. 6), while also arguing that researchers
and practitioners need to critically think about and inter-
rogate affordances. She focuses on asking the questions of
how, for whom, and under what circumstances technolo-
gies afford. Her work, specifically the application and use
of the mechanisms and conditions framework, falls at the
intersection of design studies and the social sciences,
showing both practical and analytical approaches. She ref-
erences and builds upon the work of Virginia Eubanks and
Safiya Umoja from a social science perspective and the
work of Batya Friedman, Mary Flanagan, and Helen
Nissenbaum from a design studies lens. Each piece in this
foundational corpus focuses on the relationships between
ethical technology, intentional design, and the relationship
between technology and society.

How Artifacts Afford’s strengths are its organiza-
tion, clear and concise academic writing, and richness
rooted in the historical, conceptual, political, and
methodological. The vocabulary, explanations, and
real-life examples throughout the text enable readers
with little to no knowledge of affordance theory to
comprehend the arguments and discussion. The critical
approach to this work is seminal, thought-provoking,
relevant, and vital to the mediated world we live in
today. The book left me wanting to know more about
affordances and how to implement change in regard to
technological design and development.

Areas that could have been more developed are
adding practical action items for designers and people
working outside of academia and the conversation
around what objects are deemed able to afford. I appreci-
ated the conversation about the critical approach and
uncovering how technologies harm those who are mar-
ginalized. In the same realm, the sections about intention-
al design were extremely useful, but I was left with more
questions. How can we start to move the needle forward
in the world of design? For example, how can we ensure
intentional design is actually taking place when we func-
tion in a capitalistic society and most technologies are
created for some type of financial gain? Who builds all of
these technologies? Are there protocols, regulations,
and/or policies for how technologies are designed and
built? Who has access to apply to design jobs in the first
place? What training and education should designers be
required to have? Should there be a requirement that a
design team have an array of members with vastly differ-
ent life experiences and world views? With all this infor-
mation at our fingertips, how can we bridge this work
from academia to the design world in practical ways?
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Various strategies for change were touched on, but I
would have loved to hear case studies where this critical
approach was implemented and the results. In addition, a
conversation about what specific types of objects afford
would be enriching. I was left wondering, do any and all
objects afford, or are only objects deemed technological
fall into this category?

In general, Davis’s text is comprehensive, logical,
and fairly easy to read, giving the concept of affordance
the update it needed. The book delivers in doing what it
says it is going to do and meets expectations laid out by
Davis. The work expands and contributes to the field of
affordance theory. With everything taking place in our
current climate, our critical eye and attention is needed
on affordances, intentional design, ethical technology,
and the relationship between technology and society.
This book would be beneficial not only to students tak-
ing a college course in one or more of the disciplines
mentioned earlier, but also to those working in technol-
ogy design and those consuming and using technologies
daily. All in all, this formative book is applicable to any-
one and everyone with a smartphone or computer who is
inspired to be more critical of their media use.

—Krysten Stein
University of Illinois at Chicago

O’Mara, Margaret. The Code: Silicon Valley and the
Remaking of America. New York: Penguin Press, 2019.
Pp. xiii, 496. ISBN 978-0399562181 (cloth) $30.00;
978-0399562204 (paper) $20.00; 978-0399562198 (E-
Book) no price listed.

Reviewing this book suggests a question: What
does Silicon Valley history have to do with communica-
tion research? I would argue that it has a lot to do with
the kinds of questions we ask in our profession as
researchers and people generally ask about how we com-
municate in our present context of global communica-
tion and social media. The question is partly about how
the technology affects how and with whom we commu-
nicate. But it is also about the ecosystem from which that
technology came and how it has penetrated the everyday
lives of much of the world’s people. The book addresses
not just stars of technology, like Steve Jobs, Mark
Zuckerberg, Bill Gates, or Jeff Bezos, whose stories are
often told. Much has been written about Silicon Valley,
but a look at its entire 70-plus year history has rarely
been attempted. The present book is one of the best of
those attempts to date. The author, Margaret O’Mara, is
a historian who tells the story of the ecosystem that
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began after WWII and continues today and includes the
big names of technology in Silicon Valley (and Seattle),
but more importantly, emphasizes the complexity of the
community of engineers, lawyers, politicians, venture
capitalists, academics, and many other contributors who
make up a complex and unique system. Finally, a per-
sonal note: I spent 13 years at Stanford during the early
middle years of this 70-year arc, and the book has helped
me better understand my own trajectory as a professor of
communication.

This is a story of people and of technologies set in
the unique geography of Northern California in a partic-
ular historical period from 1946 to 2020. But it is a story
that is more complex than just engineers and their inven-
tions. It includes critical elements often left out of the
rise of the techno-billionaires: the importance from the
beginning and continuing today of government/defense
money and legislation; marketing promotion and jour-
nalists writing about the technologies who helped create
the myths and heroes; the rise of venture capital as a
funding mechanism; the role of Stanford and its univer-
sity research symbiosis with the emerging tech compa-
nies; the role of law firms in the first stages of new com-
panies’ growth; finally, the increasing importance of
political lobbying in Washington. The author uses a
metaphor for this complex system, calling it a
Galapagos, a unique ecosystem in Northern California
(that includes Seattle, but with limitations) at a certain
historical time that makes it almost impossible to repli-
cate. The narrative structure is a straightforward chrono-
logical accounting, but it includes all of these elements
woven together and makes a revealing response to the
question O’Mara begins with: Why it has been so hard
for others to replicate Silicon Valley elsewhere in the
United States as well as internationally?

It will be impossible to give an adequate account
of the almost 500 pages, so [ will pick a few themes that
are relevant to communication research with the under-
standing that the review will be limited but hopefully
not compromised. O’Mara begins her story with Fred
Terman, the engineering dean and later provost at
Stanford University from 1944 to 1968. Such a begin-
ning matters for several reasons: Terman promoted the
idea of connecting university research both with outside
funding and with close interaction of academic research
with the emerging technology companies who were
beginning to cluster around the university; when
Terman later became provost he promoted this para-
digm for the whole university beginning in the 1960s. It
was this broader promotion that included the social sci-
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ences, statistics, and communication studies that led to
the hiring of Wilbur Schramm for a small communica-
tion department in 1955 (see Lowen, 1997, for an inci-
sive history of this early period for Stanford).
Schramm’s early connection with the tech industry was
partly due to his publishing Shannon and Weaver’s The
Mathematical Theory of Communication in 1949 when
he was both head of Illinois Press and dean of
Communication there. Schramm would later try to con-
nect the emerging field of communication with that of
the emerging computing field, but the effort did not
prosper. In later years as will be clear, a good deal of the
Valley’s technologies were about communication start-
ing with communication satellites in the early 1960s
and going on to networked computers (ARPANET), the
Internet, and recently social media. Stanford helped
train graduate students in many fields with the availabil-
ity of funded research projects so that they learned how
to do research besides the mandatory dissertation and
could help seed early departments like computer sci-
ence, space, and even communication study.

In Part 1 (beginnings to 1970), O’Mara talks about
the people of Silicon Valley and the ecosystem. After
identifying Terman as a key early player, she goes on to
the 1957 arrival in Palo Alto of William Shockley
whose aim was to create a business around his Nobel
Prize winning transistor. After a brief period of recruit-
ing young engineers to his company, a group called the
“traitorous eight” left Shockley to found their own com-
panies (like Fairchild and later Intel) that marked the
real beginning of Silicon Valley. She identifies one his-
torical event, the launch of the Soviet space satellite
Sputnik in 1957, that ramped up both higher education
and the defense industry. Satellite development would
soon lead to communication satellites that began to
globalize the world with potential connections in what
in the mid-1960s McLuhan called the Global Village.
Other things were happening in an emerging computer
science that began to move from IBM’s mainframe
computer to smaller computers later connected so that
researchers could share data in real time. The defense
contribution was the creation in the late 1960s of the
ARPANET to digitally connect university research cen-
ters in a way that the links could survive if the Soviets
used their nuclear bombs. At the same time, a new type
of investment challenged the government contracts for
tech support: venture capital (VC) that allowed private
investment to support small and risky start-ups without
government oversight and interference. By the late
1960s, Wall Street started to show an interest in these
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start-ups that had begun to make serious money for the
VCs. Lockheed Missiles and Space had been the major
employer of engineers in Silicon Valley from the begin-
ning, but after the Vietnam War, in the early 1970s
defense spending had slowed and the economy began a
new phase that favored the emerging new technologies.

In Part 2 (1970s), O’Mara begins to build the
theme of journalism and marketing success in making
the newly minted name of “Silicon Valley,” first used
in print in 1971, into both a brand but also a myth.
Several stories helped create the myth: Xerox PARC
(Palo Alto Research Center) created in 1970 generated
the beginning of the microcomputer and its mouse; the
creation of the Home Brew Club (also in Palo Alto) for
budding young tech enthusiasts; and the well known
story of the Two Steves (Jobs and Wozniak). But
O’Mara is careful to note the critical importance of
Regis McKenna as the marketing genius of the new
Apple II computer as well as the equally important role
of Mike Markkula as the early venture investor and
advisor. She also notes that President Carter’s tax cut
for capital gains in 1979 helped the tech start-ups to
keep more of their money for growing their companies.

Part 3 (1980s) deals with a shift from large
defense contracts for technology to the new microcom-
puter that had begun to enter the market with Apple,
Tandem, and others. But Apple had the advantage of
marketing by McKenna and the “storyteller” role of
Jobs who helped convince Wall Street of the myth of
“changing the world” through the personal computer.
Toward the very end of 1979 Apple’s IPO sold enough
shares to make the modest start-up worth $2 billion and
garner the attention of Wall Street. But it would not be
a happy end of the decade as Jobs was fired from his
own company, and the Japanese began to produce more
and cheaper microchips to run the personal computers
that began to explode in U.S. homes (from 724,000 in
1980 to 2.8 million two years later). But the Apple bub-
ble burst when IBM entered the market with its PC in
1981. Its machine was not as elegant as Apple’s, but
using Microsoft, it shared an open system as opposed
to Apple’s closed system. What was important to both
competitors was that gradually over the decade the per-
sonal computer began to be used not only for personal
tasks but also began to cater to the business world.
Networking was a consequence of connecting comput-
ers to one another for tasks of data transfer but increas-
ingly for communication, both personal (email) and
professional (meetings and marketing). Added to the
growth of this infrastructure was the resurgence of
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defense spending under Ronald Regan’s eight years as
president (1980—-1988).

Part 4 (1990-2019) includes one of the key tech-
nologies created outside of Silicon Valley, the gradual
introduction of the Internet as a widely used means of
communicating. Granted that the Internet was invented
by someone outside this Galapagos, it was quickly rec-
ognized as a critical component for the future of modern
communication—especially by businesses like Google,
Facebook, Amazon as well as the NASDAQ stock mar-
ket system that exploded in the 1990s for tech investors.
The downturn of 2001 and the general great recession
of 2008 did not ultimately suppress the enthusiasm for
the technologies that had emerged in the early years of
the new millennium. The appearance of social networks
in the second decade would have major impacts on pol-
itics as well as culture where everyone with a computer
could be their own content developer seeking an audi-
ence. The book ends without much of a synthesis, but
this is the nature of the strategy: to gather all of the
details and leave the reader to make something of it.
The critique that seems valid to make is that aside from
constant concern about the lack of gender equality
through this long story, the author expresses few con-
cerns about the size and dominance of Silicon Valley in
the everyday lives of all of us nor its dominance in the
market place within the U.S. and elsewhere.

I return briefly to my original question about how
this very comprehensive history of Silicon Valley might
be of value to those in the Communication Studies. To
begin with, many of the basic technologies developed
are critical to understanding how much of the world
communicates today, not so much with the old media of
film, radio, television, print, but with the vast array of
digital media that is the focus of much current commu-
nication study. Grasping the consequences of this infra-
structure is essential in our understanding of how deeply
interconnected we all are. Communication research into
this ecosystem in which we all live seems relegated to
the edges of the field. There are a variety of ways that the
communication field might move this research toward a
central focus. One common way to understand the struc-
ture of this digital phenomenon is with a political econ-
omy approach broadly speaking. This book provides the
historical development of an international communica-
tion system dominated by four of Silicon Valley’s largest
businesses, Google, Facebook, Amazon, and Apple, that
dominate so much of our communication. The EU has,
over the past few years, attempted to control their dom-
inance, and as recently as October, 2020, even the U.S.
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Congress began to question this power. A second impor-
tant consequence for communication may be to better
understand the political impact of the Internet and its
content, with the U.S. as a very good case in point.
Another focus might be on the arrival of streaming tech-
nology for film and video distribution and now into con-
tent production as well. Netflix and other streamers have
begun to challenge the very meaning of Hollywood. And
the influence of the large streamers in the international
market may return communication researchers to the old
debate about cultural imperialism. The impact of digital
technology on the field of journalism is evident in the
U.S. by the disruption of the economic model, as Google
and Facebook have sucked away advertising from much
of the news industry. These are just a few of the kinds of
questions to be answered by today’s communication
scholars in light of this book’s history of Silicon Valley.
The book has copious notes and a good index,
indicating that O’Mara is a serious researcher.
—Emile McAnany
Emeritus Professor, Santa Clara University
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Dan Schiller builds on his work in Digital
Capitalism with this publication. This text is a heavily-
researched tome, evidenced by the 100 pages of notes
for 246 pages of text which explore how Information
and Communications Technology (ICT) laid the frame-
work for the economic collapse of 20072008 and con-
tinues to affect the political, economic, and social
aspects of our daily lives.

The book’s three major sections provide a histor-
ical approach to how ICTs intertwine with the capital-
istic economy. In 15 chapters, Schiller traces the way
technology was first touted as an equalizer and then
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morphed into its opposite, furthering the reach of digi-
tal capitalism and the transnational state where finan-
cial and political gain are the goals. Part I, “Digital
Capitalism’s Ascent to Crisis,” reviews ICT history and
how the use of networks within the areas of production,
finance, and the military contributed to and brought
about the economic collapse. Schiller begins by
explaining how the labor shift from artisans, to manu-
facturing, to large scale industry was the start of using
technology networks to reorganize labor into a more
efficient and productive process. This reorganization
increased profits and simultaneously led to wage
depression resulting in social and political pressures.
Schiller continues by explaining how the use of net-
works within those three areas weakened the United
States’ labor force. Within production, the use of net-
works severed the previous tether to only one physical
location. Schiller uses the automotive industry as an
example of how increased investment in ICTs weak-
ened the American auto worker. The networked finan-
cial industry compounded the economic problems of
the American worker because as wages diminished,
people used credit that literally and figuratively com-
pounded the problem through high interest rates. The
transformation of the industrial war complex in George
W. Bush’s regime showcases the reasons and plans for
ICTs within the industrial military complex. “This
strategy formalized reliance on weapons and intelli-
gence capabilities that relied ever more heavily on net-
work systems and applications” (p. 63), showcasing the
insatiable need for networked technologies.

Part II, “The Recomposition of Communica-
tions,” contains five chapters and concentrates on com-
modity chains and their deepening use and reliance on
networks, which contributes to the digital depression.
The very aspects of ICTs that were to provide equity,
such as distance collaboration, perpetuated the decline
of labor. Technology created new media and thus new
products were created to take advantage of new media:
“Lucrative businesses took shape around sales and
rentals of new media—videotapes, CDs, DVDs—and
around the playback systems needed to use them” (p.
75). Schiller then shifts to the Internet and the how the
ability of web browsers to function and be used over
different network systems (instead of on separate net-
works specific to an industry or organization) was
building towards the next growth feature of ICTs.

The most heavily referenced chapter in the book is
“Web Communications Commodity Chains.” At 31
pages, the chapter has 289 footnotes. One main point,
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often ignored by the public, is how virtual spaces rely on
the physicality of physical equipment and networks to
exist. The digital is tethered to the physical. The physical
hardware, software, and networks are commodities that
shape the political, economic, and social aspects of our
country and world and allow the Web to function.
Schiller explains how companies started engaging in
service bundling and vertical markets to maximize mar-
ket share and profits. The explosion of smart phones and
tablets into the market caused mass consumption of data
and bandwidth, and thus the connectivity of networks
became the backbone of the industry. In the next chapter,
Schiller explores the impact from services and applica-
tions—including content. He discusses industries such
as the book, music, and film industries, and how the
Internet shaped and changed their methods of business
using examples such as Kindle, iTunes, and Netflix. Part
IT ends with the introduction of advertising and its
impact on the Web. “The Web had been constructed
around advertisers’ demands for user data; it both
widened and intensified the sales effort” (p. 128).
Schiller foreshadows what the future holds by briefly
touching on privacy.

Part III, “Geopolitics and Social Purpose,”
assumes the Internet as now an integral part of our
lives. “Internet connectivity had been woven into the
global political economy, enabling new commodities,
altering state policy, and revamping the ways in which
ordinary people worked, played, and communicated”
(p. 151). What was left to determine was who would
control or continue to control the Internet and its vast
network. Starting as early as 2005, the European Union
began to challenge the unilateral control the United
States wielded over Internet policy.

One of the main issues Schiller focuses on is the
free movement of data as “Innumerable profit projects,
actual and prospective, were predicated on the unre-
stricted cross-border movement of data” (p. 165) The
United States government’s policy was based on the
ability of United States companies to conduct business
via an unrestricted Internet. Schiller discusses how the
movement of data was integral to the newest commu-
nications technology service—cloud computing, which
required data centers and enacted the economic inter-
ests of real estate, IT suppliers, and power systems.
This ability to move mass quantities of data also intro-
duced problems of intellectual property and copyright
issues along with net neutrality. These issues conflict-
ed with the free flow of information, which were dealt
with on economic terms rather than legal ones.
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Part III closes with insights into the United States
policies on cybersecurity as “networks had been made
intrinsic elements within the modernized machinery of
war” (p. 213). The United States military relied heavily
on communications networks and technologies. Schiller
uses drones as an example to explain that while these
technologies enabled an easier way of conducting war-
fare, they also left the United States vulnerable as “The
U.S. drive to deepen and extend digital capitalism itself
thus accentuated a condition of chronic strategic insecu-
rity” (p. 217). The conclusion of the book focuses on
challenges to the United States’ dominance, or competi-
tion from China’s products (Huawei and ZTE) and serv-
ices (Tencent’s WeChat), despite U.S. efforts to ban
Chinese technology. The final part also discusses the rise
of online education as a profit center rather than as way
to educate and address inequities (although that was
their pitch) by companies (Coursera) and for-profit uni-
versities (University of Phoenix). Schiller ends with
questions regarding the growth of the communication
industry but understands that the digital capitalism it
aligns with is not the answer. The situation is not alto-
gether hopeless as “Resources of hope spring from
awareness that no variant of digital capitalism serves the
human condition—and from the concrete activisms that
follow” (p. 246).

This book would be appropriate for graduate stu-
dents interested in the historical significance of ICTs on
the capitalist economic system and how ICTs drive polit-
ical policies. Along with providing comprehensive his-
torical information, the heavily researched book pro-
vides a rich list of valuable literature on the topic. At
times, the book uses complicated language and can be a
difficult read. It is meant for scholars and not casual
readers interested in a robust history of the causes of the
digital depression. Schiller’s text certainly provides food
for thought in the current political environment and the
power of technology companies within this context.

—Tracey J. Hayes
Gonzaga University

Thorhauge, Anne Mette, Andreas Gregersen, and
Jessica Enevold. (Eds.). What’s the Problem in
Problem Gaming? Nordic Research Perspectives,
Goteborg, Sweden: Nordicom, 2018. Pp. 123. ISBN:
978-91-87957-88-8. €20,00. Free download available
from https://www.nordicom.gu.se/en/publikationer/
whats-problem-problem-gaming

In the various lockdowns and gathering restric-
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tions resulting from COVID-19, many parents and
teachers worry about the excessive amount of time
children spend on screens. They are concerned about
the negative effects of screen time, such as the decline
of cognitive ability, weight gain due to inactivity, loss
of social interaction, and increase in depression and
anxiety. However, the research presented in Whats the
Problem in Problem Gaming? suggests that under-
standing these impacts is more complicated.

The book explores the role of video game playing
in young people’s lives. The American Psychological
Association and the World Health Organization (WHO)
have identified the problem of video game addiction.
However, the authors in this book complicate the con-
cept of video game addiction, proposing that rather than
liken excessive video game playing to substance abuse,
people should see this behavior through the lens of
“problem gaming.” The problem with gaming, then, is
situated at the intersections of power, social roles, and
social institutions. The book asks, for whom is problem
gaming a problem? Drawing from research conducted
in Norway, the eight chapters in the book come from a
variety of disciplinary perspectives, including media
studies, game studies, and youth studies.

Once the main argument is established in Chapter
1, each of the subsequent chapters looks at different
ways to approach problem gaming in different contexts.
In Chapter 2, Rune Kristian and Lundedal Nielsen
explore “The Genealogy of Video Game Addiction.”
Video game addition was first identified in 2013 by the
American Psychiatric Association. In 2019, the WHO
also ascribed “gaming disorder” to those who lack con-
trol over their gaming habits, have a lack of interest in
activities other than gaming, and even though there are
negative consequences, they continue to game. Since the
book is specific to the Scandinavian context, an
overview of Norwegian studies on video game addiction
is included. The authors are critical of the addiction
framework, seeing addiction as a chronic, relapsing dis-
ease of the brain. Addiction can be both positive and
negative. People can be addicted to running, for exam-
ple. Addiction can also be used to describe behaviors
such as gambling. Given this broad scope, the authors
question the relevance of the concept. The final critique
is that there are few clinical studies of video game addic-
tion. Instead, video game addiction is determined based
on responses to questionnaires.

In Chapter 3, Andreas Gregersen examines
“Games Between Family, Homework, and Friends.”
He argues that problem gaming is about conflicts that
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emerge because of social expectations and social roles
and apply role theory to better explain these conflicts.
People take on certain roles which are determined by
institutionalized norms of appropriate and inappropri-
ate behavior. When people act as parents, for example,
they are doing so based on what is socially accepted as
“good parenting.” Role conflicts occur because of
unequal distribution of power. For example, parents
determine appropriate behavior in the home, and this
may conflict with the roles that children want to take
on. The author interviews children as a way to better
understand these conflicts. He discovered that much of
the conflicts were not about excessive gaming itself,
but instead about how gaming took away from chil-
dren’s participation in other social interactions in the
home. In other words, space and time impact these con-
flicts. Gaming encourages a type of flow that may seem
disconnected from the daily routines of the household.
Indeed, because gaming takes a lot of cognitive and
emotional work, children may not be giving full atten-
tion to other household activities. This sociological
framework provides valuable insight into the conflicts
that arise when there are different expectations of roles
based on institutional norms.

Anne Brus argues that stigma is an important
component of understanding problem gaming in
Chapter 4, “Generagency and Problem Gaming as
Stigma.” Paying attention to how young people’s lives
are determined by a generational structure that con-
strains their agency, a key piece of this chapter is under-
standing that social constructions of both childhood and
adulthood are produced and reproduced in everyday
interactions. In order to study the role of gaming in
kids’ lives, Brus conducted a mixed methods study that
included surveys, interviews, and focus groups about
gameplay in everyday life. The results showed there
were four different ways in which kids used gaming:
gaming as a break from other activities, gaming as indi-
vidual leisure, gaming as a hobby in which kids pur-
chased gear and products to strengthen their identity as
a gamer, and gaming as a social activity in which kids
socialized with their peers, especially creating a com-
petitive culture. Each type fosters a different degree of
conflict with parents. The most conflict occurred in the
category of gaming as a social activity. As a result, par-
ents stigmatized these types of players for not sticking
to normative expectations. In the end, Brus argues that
problem gaming emerges as a result of parents’ power
over children as well as different perspectives on how
gaming should be practiced in everyday life.
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Chapter 5, “Problem Gaming as Broken Life
Strategies” presents problem gaming as a crisis related
to a transition into adulthood. Anne Mette Thorhauge
applies Margaret Archer’s concept of agential reflexiv-
ity to problem gaming. Agential reflexivity refers to the
ability of people to monitor themselves within their
social reality. Problems arise when someone has
impeded reflexivity and cannot transform their con-
cerns into relevant life practices. The examples show
young people who stopped attending school or ran
away from home because of conflicts with parents over
gaming. Similar to the research findings presented in
other chapters, parents see excessive gaming as a prob-
lem when it takes away from other activities. However,
kids disagreed that excessive gaming was a problem.
Instead, kids defined the problem as emerging in dis-
agreements between them and their parents about video
game use. In the examples provided in this chapter,
gaming stands in the way of kids’ happiness.

Will problem gaming always be a problem, or
will it fade out of kids’ lives? This is the question Faltin
Karlsen explores in Chapter 6. Specifically, the author
looked at the role of games in young people’s lives dur-
ing the transition from adolescence to adulthood.
Karlsen interviews hardcore World of Warcraft players.
In adolescence, young people can spend a lot of time
playing video games because they do not have many
responsibilities. However, for the participants in this
study, excessive playing got worse when they had to
take on responsibilities such as moving out of their par-
ents’ house, going away to college, or needing to find a
job to support themselves. Problem gaming, then, was
a response to taking on increased responsibilities and
coping with the transition into adulthood. Thus,
Karlsen argues that we can’t separate the online and
offline worlds of young people’s lives.

Patrick Prax and Paulin Rajkowsa write about
their interviews with both practitioners and patients in
a gaming addiction treatment center in Chapter 7,
“Problem Gaming from the Perspective of Treatment.”
Striking about their analysis is the difference between
how patients and practitioners frame problem gaming.
Treatment professionals saw gaming as problematic
when it had negative consequences on other aspects of
the patient’s life, such as social isolation, decline in
physical and mental health, and conflicts with family.
Many of the patients, however, saw gaming as an
escape from those negative consequences. The authors
apply a network approach to look at a gamer’s social
functioning. They argue that to understand problem
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gaming, it is important to take into account co-morbid-
ity, or the intersections of psychological and physical
consequences of problem gaming as well as the suffer-
ing that gamers feel and the role that gaming plays to
help them escape from suffering.

The final chapter of the book examines the ethical
dimensions of game design. lan Sturrock describes
how the structure of video games often relies on intrin-
sic and extrinsic motivations. Game design becomes
problematic when there are mechanics that encourage
compulsive or collusive behavior. Problematic game
design leads to problem gaming. Thus, in order to
address problem gaming, we need to look at game
design itself.

Taken together, the research in the book furthers
video game studies. The most valuable contribution is
the critique of the addictive frame to understand prob-
lem gaming. Instead, the authors look at the many fac-
tors that go into why kids play games problematically,
either through escape from life stressors or because the
video game design encourages it. They also look at
social norms and power relations, which influences
who gets to define what is problem gaming. In the end,
regardless of the theoretical framework, there are clear
disconnects between how kids see the role of gaming in
their lives and the way those who have power over
them are determining whether or not it is problematic.

The book lends itself to future research, especial-
ly in the area of gender. Most of the respondents were
teenage boys. This begs the question of why problem
gaming is a male problem. What would problem gam-
ing look like for girls? Indeed, research on gender dif-
ferences in video game play shows that girls prefer dif-
ferent kinds of video games than boys and that they
play for less time. When they try to enter male-domi-
nated spaces like the ones described in this book, they
often face harassment and misogyny. There could be
lots of reasons why girls do not become problem
gamers, but [ wonder if problem gaming were expand-
ed to not only include excessive gaming or the amount
of time playing games, what that might look like.

This book would be a welcome addition in an
upper division or graduate game studies course. It not
only offers theoretical frameworks for approaching gam-
ing in everyday life, but it also offers different methods
for analysis. It also provides non-U.S. perspectives,
which expands our understanding of the specificity of
video games in particular cultural contexts.

—Carolyn M. Cunningham
Gonzaga University
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