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ABSTRACT
Rationale/Purpose: Charitable foundations constitute the prime mechanism
for the implementation of corporate social responsibility (CSR) in sport. The
relationship between the charitable foundation and the founding
professional team sport organization (PTSO) is unique. Although extant
research has shown that trust can be an instrumental predictor of
organizational performance, we know little of the role of its main
component, namely trustworthiness, in the context of CSR implementation
through charitable foundations.
Design/Methodology/Approach: Drawing on the UK’s football setting, an
online survey (n = 124) was used to measure (through CFA and SEM and
SPSS AMOS 21) the perceived trustworthiness of charitable foundation
employees by their counterparts in PTSOs, and their perceived contribution
to the PTSO’s performance.
Findings: Findings reveal PTSO’s employees perceive their counterparts in the
foundations as being trustworthy and that their CSR activities contribute to the
PTSO’s performance. Trustworthiness is a key predictor of the perception that
the implementation of CSR-related initiatives through foundations contribute
to the perceived performance of the PTSO.
Practical implications: Managers should facilitate trustworthy behavior
between PTSOs’ employees and their counterparts in the foundations. The
competence and predictability of employees of the foundation should be
enhanced.
Research contribution: This study demonstrates the importance of
trustworthiness between employees from organizational entities driven by
different goals.
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The implementation of corporate social respon-
sibility (CSR) through the establishment of a
charitable foundation1 (Husted, 2003) has
become a common practice in most industries,
including sport (Kolyperas et al., 2016; Minefee

et al., 2015; Pedrini & Minciullo, 2011). Sport
organizations are unique implementers of CSR
due to specific features like passion, commer-
cialization, media scrutiny, a complex set of sta-
keholders and, strong connections to the
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community (Babiak &Wolfe, 2009; Smith &Wes-
terbeek, 2007). Charitable foundations are gen-
erally characterized by (a) the dependence on a
company for funding, (b) close ties with the
founding company because of annual endow-
ments and non-financial resources depen-
dence, and (c) the presence of founding
company’s representatives in the board of
directors (Minciullo & Pedrini, 2015).

In the sporting context, the foundation
depends on their founding professional sport
team organizations (PTSOs)’ network and
resources as well as other partners to diversify
revenue streams (Bingham & Walters, 2013;
Kolyperas et al., 2016). The partial dependency
of the foundation on the PSTO determines the
CSR activities and their impact on the benefici-
aries, which ultimately have a positive return on
the sporting brand (the team and the foun-
dation being considered one organizational
unit, see Anagnostopoulos & Winand, 2019).
Consequently, as indicated by Bingham and
Walters (2013) “it is important for charitable
organizations to manage the relationship with
the funding organizations on which they are
dependent” (p. 613). Previous studies (Ana-
gnostopoulos et al., 2017; Kolyperas et al.,
2016) have also shown that foundations seek
to secure a large and stable buy-in from
PSTO’s employees in exchange for contributing
to their business objectives. The principle
underpinning these efforts is that performance
in both business and social terms cannot be
advanced by either the foundation (being
“independent”) or the PSTO (being “depen-
dent”) in isolation but rather through mutual
and complementary arrangements (Cropan-
zano & Mitchell, 2005).

As such, the nature of the relationship
between the charitable foundations and the
PTSOs represents a unique CSR implementation
mode (Husted, 2003) characterized by inter-
organizational relationship features. According
to Minciullo and Pedrini (2015, p. 216), “charita-
ble foundations differ from other foundations
because of their ties with a company (the

‘founding company’); such ties are strength-
ened by frequent and repeated interactions,
committed involvement, and a high level of
trust [emphasis added] between the organiz-
ations”. Indeed, a common denominator of
impactful CSR implementation for both organ-
izational entities is trust (Jamali et al., 2011;
Kihl et al., 2014; Maon et al., 2009). Scholarly
activity has empirically shown that trust,
defined as a firm belief in the reliability, truth,
or ability of someone or something, impacts
positively upon inter-organizational relation-
ships (Babiak & Thibault, 2008; Inkpen &
Currall, 2004; Vangen & Huxham, 2003). Trust
is also a critical factor for competitive advan-
tage and consequently the overall organiz-
ational performance (Barney & Hansen, 1994;
Winand et al., 2013). The key component of
trust, namely trustworthiness (Mayer et al.,
1995), is an important asset for scaling up
both business and social benefits derived
from CSR initiatives through this mode. Trust-
worthiness is defined as the quality of the
trustee (in this case, the quality charitable foun-
dation employees have so to be trusted) as per-
ceived by their counterparts in the founding
company (i.e. PTSO). Therefore, analyzing the
perceived quality of foundation employees
helps to further understand their relationship
with PTSO employees and, eventually the
impact foundation activities have on the
PTSO’s perceived performance. Trustworthiness
might influence the relationship between both
entities, and eventually facilitate timely infor-
mation, knowledge exchange, resource access
(Huxham & Vangen, 1996), and might ulti-
mately lead to enhancing the impact of com-
munity-oriented work through this CSR
implementation mode.

The influence of trust and trustworthiness on
the relationship between charitable foun-
dations and founding PTSOs deserves a particu-
lar attention because studies in sport
management have empirically pointed out
“dysfunctional affiliations” (Anagnostopoulos
& Shilbury, 2013); (missed) opportunities for

2 C. ANAGNOSTOPOULOS ET AL.



value co-creation (Kolyperas et al., 2016; Walters
& Chadwick, 2009); communication (mis-)align-
ments (Cobourn & Frawley, 2017); or contrast-
ing portfolios and organizational agendas
(Sanders et al., 2021). A lack of trust between
partners practicing CSR-related programs
could influence the quality of the relationship
(Ariño et al., 2005; Jamali et al., 2011), the
impact these programs have on the targeted
beneficiaries, and ultimately, the overall organ-
izational performance of each party involved in
the process. However, the scholarly sport man-
agement community knows little about the
notion of trust in this unique organizational
setting.

Clearly, the noted oversights need a redress.
The aim of this study is to increase knowledge
on trust by examining its role in the relationship
between PTSOs and their charitable foundation
responsible for the implementation of CSR. The
purpose of the present study, therefore, is
threefold. First, to measure the perceived trust-
worthiness of the charitable foundations by the
PTSOs; second, to measure the extent to which
the PTSOs perceive that charitable foundations’
activities contribute to the former’s perform-
ance; and third, to analyze whether trustworthi-
ness can predict the perceptions from PTSOs’
employees that the foundation’s activities con-
tribute to the former’s performance.

The context of the research is particularly
rich and unique as it looks at the UK football
industry; that is, the professional football
clubs as founding companies and their charita-
ble foundations. English Premier League (EPL)
clubs and Scottish Premier League (SPL) clubs
largely mandate the implementation of CSR
activities through their legally distinct charita-
ble foundations (Anagnostopoulos et al., 2014;
Anagnostopoulos & Shilbury, 2013), responsible
for social and educational activities with the
community. As such, the present study
advances understanding of the interrelations
between CSR in professional football clubs.

Understanding the role of trustworthiness
(Dietz & Den Hartog, 2006) offers both

theoretical and managerial implications for
well-thought-through CSR programs that have
positive impact on social (charitable foun-
dation) and business (founding company/
PTSO) performance alike (Molteni & Pedrini,
2010). An important theoretical contribution
of this study to the relationship between trust
and inter-organizational relationship literature
is a model that explains how the components
of trustworthiness affect the relationship
between these entities. By paying attention to
the issue of trust in relation to implementing
CSR, this study also sheds additional light on
this CSR implementation mode and on how
trustworthiness and its components shape the
work of these charitable foundations.

The article is organized as follows. In the next
section, we elucidate on the conceptual foun-
dations of trust and the theoretical approaches
that underpin the present study. Next, we offer
the contextual background within which this
work was conducted, together with a detailed
description of the method we employed. We
then report the findings of our statistical analy-
sis before we discuss these results vis-a-vis the
extant literature on CSR implementation. We
conclude by offering the implications for
theory development and managerial practice
as well as the limitations of this study and sug-
gestions for future avenues of inquiry.

Literature review and theoretical
foundations

CSR implementation through charitable
foundations

Although the social responsibility of the con-
temporary businesses shall not be limited to
community-related projects alone delivered
by a company’s charitable “arm” (Walzel et al.,
2018), the present study aligns itself with the
framework proposed by Walker and Parent
(2010), which integrates diverse notions regard-
ing the social involvement of sport organiz-
ations. Within it, “CSR” refers to the first level
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of engagement as “a localised, community-
based focus (of PTSOs) regarding their social
agenda which is focused on local philanthropy
and community stewardship” (Walker & Parent,
2010, p. 207).

Football is the most investigated context for
CSR research in PTSOs (Walzel et al., 2018). To
date, studies have mostly explored football in
the UK (England and Scotland) and European
(Spain, Switzerland, Italy, Turkey, Portugal,
Belgium, Greece, Germany, and France) con-
texts, but also in the United States and Asia
(see for a review Zeimers et al., 2019a). The
large domination of CSR in professional football
clubs in the UK is due to their strongest institu-
tionalized forms of CSR in European football
(Walters & Tacon, 2010).

General CSR implementation research inves-
tigates the complex strategic and cognitive
process underlying the unfoldment of CSR prin-
ciples and practices within organizations (Maon
et al., 2009). According to Husted (2003), organ-
izations commonly follow three different
approaches to implement CSR: in-house (i.e.
internal department), foundation or collabor-
ation. The relationship between the charitable
foundation and the founding PTSOs represents
an implementation mode with elements of an
inter-organizational relationship through
which CSR activities are executed (Zeimers
et al., 2019a). Inter-organizational relationships
are defined as “cooperative, inter-organiz-
ational relationship(s) that (are) negotiated in
an ongoing communicative process, and
which rely on neither market nor hierarchical
mechanisms of control” (Hardy et al., 2003,
p. 323). The relationship between a foundation
and a PSTO is a unique form of collaboration
between distinct organizations from the same
brand, with the foundations created and man-
dated by the PSTOs to address social issues
and with which there is a shared understanding
of responsibilities and a commitment of
resources (Selsky & Parker, 2005).

The sport-CSR literature identified unique
and distinctive features of professional football

clubs and their foundations (for a review see
Zeimers et al., 2019a). In the sporting context,
the foundations are what Anheier (2001) calls
“operative foundations”; that is, organizations
that implement and coordinate CSR projects.
They pursue relevant charitable purposes such
as supporting and educating those in need in
the local community and promoting commu-
nity participation in healthy programs (Rowe
et al., 2019; Thomas, 2018). Several studies
(e.g. Walters & Chadwick, 2009; Walters &
Panton, 2014) have provided a good picture
of the perceived benefits the implementation
of these CSR programs can secure.

Although some structural links exist
between the foundation and the PTSO (i.e.
composition of the boards and funding), the
organizations are legally separate entities. The
foundation is an independent entity, and this
is reflected in its ability to take their own
decisions, decide on beneficiaries, and draw
their own policies and business plans
(Thomas, 2018). Moreover, it is good practice
to ensure that at least a majority of the board
of trustees are independent of the PTSO (i.e.
are not directors, employees or shareholders
of the PTSO) (Thomas, 2018). Therefore, these
links enable closer and integrated ties
between these distinct entities (Anagnostopou-
los et al., 2017). In this context, the founding
PTSO and the charitable foundation hold an
institutional relationship; (that is, the PTSO sup-
ports the foundation at its discretion by, for
example, agreeing to players/coaches engage-
ment, marketing, underwriting losses, and pro-
viding facilities and equipment, (see
Anagnostopoulos, 2013) to exchange resources
and achieve distinct but interrelated social and
business objectives (Anagnostopoulos &
Winand, 2019). (Figure 1).

Trust relationship

Trust is defined as the willingness “to be vulner-
able to the actions of another party” (Mayer
et al., 1995, p. 712) as it is expected that the
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trustee (i.e. individual who is trusted) will
undertake a task of relevance to the trustor
(i.e. individual who trusts). Trust is socially
embedded between parties, and its nature is
shaped by social exchange (Molm et al., 2000).
Social exchange theory (SET) (Blau, 1964)
explains different outcomes emerging from
interaction between individuals or organiz-
ations so that each party in a social exchange
relationship should repay any benefits obtained
(Lioukas & Reuer, 2015). One of these outcomes
is the emergence of trust between individuals
or organizations, which is rooted in reciprocal
exchange (Molm et al., 2000). It is expected
that the trustee will not exploit the trustor
and according to the reciprocity principle,
core to SET (Blau, 1964), they give benefits to
one another directly or indirectly (Molm et al.,
2007). For example, a founding company sup-
ports its charitable foundation with financial
and/or contributions-in-kind with the view
that the latter will juxtapose a positive image
in the community where the former exists and
operates.

In the context of inter-organizational
relationships, trust is the essence of collabor-
ation because it facilitates or inhibits a situation
where parties are investing resources (Bryson
et al., 2015). Bryson et al. (2006, p. 47)
contend that, paradoxically, trust “is both the

lubricant and the glue—that is, it facilitates
the work of collaboration, and it holds the col-
laboration together”. Building trust between
partners is an ongoing requirement for success-
ful collaborations as they require “much effort
and careful relational processes” (Austin & Sei-
tanidi, 2012, p. 742). Trust has been found to
be crucial for effective sport collaborations
(Babiak & Thibault, 2008; Lefebvre et al., 2021).
CSR studies have depicted trust as a necessary
condition for a successful CSR implementation
(Jamali et al., 2011; Maon et al., 2009). In the
CSR-sport context, Walters and Anagnostopou-
los (2012) identified that inter-personal trust is a
key attribute of all stages of a social partnership
and, of the evaluation process. Zeimers et al.
(2020) also found that trust between board
members and staff contributed to develop
CSR initiatives. In sport governance literature,
the role of trust has been examined mainly in
relation to collaboration between boards (e.g.
O’Boyle & Shilbury, 2016) or between board
members (e.g. Takos et al., 2018) rather than
between employees that largely serve the
same brand but who have different organiz-
ational agendas and different roles in the CSR
implementation process (Maon et al., 2009).

Although CSR literature has demonstrated
that successful CSR activities lead to positive
perceived trustworthiness (Lin-Hi et al., 2015;

Figure 1. The institutionalized relationship of PTSOs with their charitable foundations.
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Van Herpen et al., 2003), charitable foundations
are often viewed derogatorily as mere PR
vehicles for the founding companies (Minefee
et al., 2015). The ties between the foundation
and the founder are strengthened by a high
level of trust between the entities (Minciullo &
Pedrini, 2015). In addition, the overreliance
these charities have on resources from the
founding companies leads to an excessive clo-
seness that jeopardizes the foundations’ inde-
pendence by turning a “trust” relationship
into a “power” relationship (Kolyperas et al.,
2016). Moreover, PSTOs in England (for a
national business and policy context review
see Bingham & Walters, 2013; Walters &
Panton, 2014) are pressured to establish a foun-
dation to receive funding from the Premier
League which might also influence the relation-
ship, and thus trust between clubs and the
foundation more than in other industries.
Against this background, the question
whether employees in PTSOs trust their
counterparts in the charitable foundations for
concrete or less explicit contribution to the
PTSOs’ objectives is a current research and
managerial gap.

SET considers constant relationship manage-
ment and exchange of information as critical for
success (Sia et al., 2008), and therefore mutual
trust between parties play a key role in success-
ful social exchange (Schoenherr et al., 2015). It
is important that partners communicate and
work together in mutual support and that
their relationship is based on personal trust,
integrity, and honesty (Spence, 2016).
However, partners are not obliged to return
benefits or fully engage in reciprocal exchange.
The level of uncertainty surrounding social
exchange prompts individuals to trust one
another (Cook et al., 2013) which holds the
risk of non-reciprocity (Molm, 1994; Molm
et al., 2007); that is, a partner giving but receiv-
ing little or nothing from the other party. Risk is
inherent in the trust relationship and enables
exchange partners to prove their trustworthi-
ness to one another (Molm et al., 2007).

The conditions that surround these
exchanged relationships determine the level
of trust between parties. These conditions orig-
inate from the partners’ characteristics and
reputation, the context of the relationship and
previous experiences partners had with each
other (Lee et al., 2012; Ring, 1996). Exchanges
and direct experiences between partners
influence how they view one another, their
capabilities and trustworthiness (Lewicki &
Bunker, 1996). The frequency and significance
of exchanges, attributed intentions to the
trustee, as well as individual interpretation of
the success (or failure) of activities carried out
together or for one another are amongst the
important factors that condition the trust
relationship (Ariño et al., 2001; Rousseau et al.,
1998). When exchanges between same partners
are occurring repetitively over time, they are
less likely to exploit one another and trust is
greater (Molm et al., 2007) because the poten-
tial for positively resolving disagreements
increases, thereby enhancing how partners
view each other (Das & Teng, 1998).

Components of trustworthiness

Trustworthiness is the perceived quality of the
trustee by the trustor, whereas trust is what
the trustor does (Mayer et al., 1995; Sharp
et al., 2013). In line with Dietz and Den
Hartog’s (2006) study, perceived trustworthi-
ness is seen as a belief that one’s action will
result in positive outcome for oneself and is a
strong predictor of the decision to trust
someone (Mayer et al., 1995). Trustworthiness
is composed of distinctive factors with the
most commonly cited being competence or
ability, benevolence, integrity (Dietz & Den
Hartog, 2006; Mayer et al., 1995), as well as pre-
dictability (Cunningham & McGregor, 2000;
Mishra, 1996). Competence refers to the skills
and knowledge enabling someone to undertak-
ing specific tasks. Benevolence relates to the
perception that a trustee will act in goodwill,
and in mutual interest with the trustor. Integrity
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means the adherence of the trustee to a set of
principles (e.g. honesty and fairness) acceptable
to the trustor. Finally, predictability refers to the
consistency and regularity of the trustee’s
behavior (Dietz & Den Hartog, 2006; Mayer
et al., 1995; Sharp et al., 2013). From their
review on organizational trust, Dietz and Den
Hartog (2006) observed the prevailing of “judg-
ments on the trustee’s integrity and benevo-
lence, and the relatively marginalised status of
the trustee’s competence and predictability”
(p. 572), thereby calling for research that tests
which components are critical under specific
circumstances.

Once trustworthiness is established so that a
party believes another to possess the quality to
be trusted, s/he would be more willing to
render her/himself vulnerable to the action of
the trustee, and to trust.

Trustworthiness and performance

Emerging from the social relationship between
parties, trust is positively associated with per-
formance (Barney & Hansen, 1994; De Jong
et al., 2015; Langfred, 2004; Porter & Lilly,
1996). In the sport context, organizational per-
formance is understood as the achievement of
an organization’s objectives which are con-
sidered multi-dimensional goals (Winand
et al., 2010, 2013; 2014) and is mostly measured
in terms of financial outcomes, sporting
achievement, customer reach and satisfaction,
social impact, management effectiveness,
brand awareness and reputation (Boateng
et al., 2016; Inglis et al., 2006; Plumley et al.,
2017; Winand et al., 2010, 2014).

Performance is affected by trust and trust-
worthiness as it solves the uncertainty and vul-
nerability issues associated with social
exchange relationships (De Jong & Elfring,
2010), so that individuals in a trusted relation-
ship would engage in productive interaction
by enhancing the performance of the organiz-
ation. Distrust, on the other hand, would be
associated with a non-willingness to

collaborate so that parties would avoid the
relationship to protect themselves from the
potential vulnerability associated with the
actions of non-trusted parties (Dirks & Ferrin,
2001).

Research on organizational trust has been
undertaken on organizations that pursuit
similar goals; that is, profit (see for example,
Ashnai et al., 2016), but no research has
looked at the influence of trust between organ-
izational units driven by different objectives.
More specifically, the founding company is
oriented towards profit whereas its charity
towards social outcomes (see Figure 1). In this
organizational setting, however, arguably
these objectives are intertwined and support-
ing each other (Anagnostopoulos & Winand,
2019). Through CSR activities the founding
company can reduce cost, strengthen legiti-
macy, build up its reputation and competitive
advantage and enhance value creation in the
local community and beyond (Austin & Seita-
nidi, 2012; Babiak & Kihl, 2018). In return,
income generated by the business can poten-
tially allow further delivery of social activities
by the charitable foundations (Kolyperas et al.,
2016). Thus, CSR activities are assumed to ben-
efiting the business of the PTSO and the foun-
dation. Inevitably, trust is necessary for this
mutually beneficial relationship. Employees
from either organizational unit are affected by
this reciprocal relationship (Anagnostopoulos
et al., 2014).

Pivato et al.’s (2008) study in the context of
business-consumers relationships demon-
strated that trust plays an important mediating
role between CSR activities and company per-
formance. Therefore, it can be argued that
trustworthiness between employees from
both the PTSO and the charitable foundation
might explain the extent to which CSR activities
carried out by the charitable foundations (e.g.
their social performance) are perceived to
benefit the PTSO, and hence to contribute to
its overall performance, in terms of reputation
and profit-making exercises. While the
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relationship between CSR and performance is
extensively discussed and debated in the CSR
and sport management literature, with con-
trasting findings revealing nonpositive effect
on PSTOs (Inoue et al., 2011), the potential
role of trust to increase performance should
be demonstrated in the specific sporting indus-
try (Godfey & Hatch, 2007). Furthermore, we
suggest testing the effect trustworthiness
might have on the perception that trustee’s
activities contribute to the performance of the
trustor’s organization.

Hypothesis: Trustworthiness of the employees
in the charitable foundations influences the
perceived contribution of CSR activities to
the PTSOs’ performance.

All things considered, the following research
questions are addressed: Do PTSOs employees
perceive their counterparts in the charitable
foundation to be trustworthy?; Do PTSOs
employees perceive charitable foundation
activities contribute to the performance of the
PTSO?; Does trustworthiness predict the per-
ception that charitable foundation’s activities
contribute to the performance of the PTSO?

Method

Research setting, sample and procedures

A clear research setting was of paramount
importance given that CSR has been described
as “vague and ambiguous, both in theory and in
practice” (Coelho et al., 2003, p. 15). With this in
mind, we test our hypotheses on charitable
foundations and PTSOs using data from the
UK’s football industry. Our choice of empirical
setting is motivated by the clear context
within which CSR unfolds. Professional football
clubs in the UK are legally structured as limited
liability companies owned by their shareholders
and run by their directors (Morrow, 2013). These
PTSOs, in turn, constitute the shareholders of
the league associations who have the overall
responsibility to implement a uniform manage-
ment system for controlling these football clubs

(for both sporting and non-sporting matters).
One such non-sporting matter is mandating
the funding allocation for CSR-related projects;
funding that comes from the EPL’s lucrative tel-
evision-rights deals (£4.8 bn for domestic rights
alone, with an extra £100 for community pro-
jects for 2022–2025) that are collectively distrib-
uted to the football clubs. CSR-related funding,
however, is restricted to the clubs’ (i.e. PTSOs’)
charitable foundations, which, in turn, are not
only subject to varying degrees of regulation
(i.e. Charity Commission for England and
Wales), but also accountable to football’s gov-
erning bodies (e.g. English and Scottish
Premier Leagues, Football League). Thus,
unlike mainstream corporate foundations that
deal directly with the founding company, pro-
fessional sport leagues largely mandate the
implementation of CSR though central
funding mechanisms. This context provides a
quasi-natural laboratory (Babiak & Kihl, 2018)
to examine the role of trust in inter-organiz-
ational collaborations for CSR implementation.

English Premier League and the Scottish
Premier League’s clubs and their foundations
are characterized by noteworthy similarities
and differences in financial turnover, ownership
structure, number and types of foundations,
number and types of employees, types of gov-
ernance and funding structure. Unlike the case
of Premier League clubs which has taken a
long-standing commitment to CSR through
the Community Sports Trust model to
implement CSR activities (see Walters &
Panton, 2014), in one of the few studies that
has analyzed Scottish Premier League CSR and
their clubs (see for an example Hamil &
Morrow, 2011), the authors state that only
four clubs (Celtic, Grenta, Heart of Midlothian
and Inverness Caledonian Thistle) had estab-
lished separate foundations, trusts or compa-
nies to deliver all their clubs’ activities.

Participants targeted in the study were
administrative or managerial employees from
professional English or Scottish football clubs
within one of the first three English divisions
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or the Scottish Premiership, consisting of a total
of 80 football clubs. The absence of a reliable
database of these employees (and whether
they are topmanagement, middle and, employ-
ees which influences their contribution to CSR
implementation, see Maon et al., 2009) was a
challenge overcome by retrieving contact
details from official websites of football clubs
and a professional online social network. A
total of 648 email addresses of employees
were collected.

A personal email invitation describing the
purpose of the study was sent to each of
those 648 employees with a link to a web-
based survey created with Qualtrics online
survey software. The survey remained open
from 24 April 2014 until 1 July 2014. Three
follow-up emails were sent to all non-respon-
dents during the data collection period to
increase the response rate. Participants’ identi-
fying information was kept separate from
survey responses to ensure anonymity and
confidentiality. In addition, following Jordan
et al.’s (2011) recommendations, a second
data collection stage was undertaken between
21 October and 30 November 2015 in order to
eliminate the nonresponse error threat on the
study’s external validity by comparing early to
late respondents. An additional 70 new or late
respondents answered the survey, which
satisfied the recommended criterion of a
minimum of 30 useable responses (Lindner
et al., 2001). No difference between respon-
dents from the first and second stage was
detected for key variables such as components
of trustworthiness and contribution to PTSO’s
performance. It is thus anticipated that the
non-response bias is reduced.

Among the 158 surveys returned, 34 were
eliminated. Of those, 15 were incomplete,
seven respondents mentioned their club had
no charitable foundation, and 12 were not
aware if they had. These respondents could
not therefore provide reliable answers about a
charitable foundation. The relevant sample
was reduced to 124, which represents a

response rate of 19.1 percent. Despite this
medium sample, respondents had knowledge
of their football club’s foundation, which is
important for the reliability of data. Moreover,
this sample size is deemed appropriate with
regards to the number of variables investigated
according to Wolf et al. (2013). Among the com-
pleted questionnaires, 58 (46.8 percent) were
from employees within English Premier league
football clubs. Importantly, respondents rep-
resented 49 different football clubs (61.25
percent of the total number of clubs). On
average 2.5 employees were surveyed per
club (SD 2.02) with however 18 clubs with one
employee participating to the survey.

Table 1 presents the profile of respondents.
Among the 124 respondents, 101 (81.5
percent) were male; 59 (47.6 percent) were
under the age of 30, and 41 (33.1 percent)
between 31 and 45. Sixty-three respondents
(50.8 percent) held an undergraduate degree,

Table 1. Profile of the respondents (N = 124).
Frequency Percent

Gender
Male 101 81.5
Female 23 18.5

Age
Under 30 years of age 59 47.6
31–45 41 33.1
46 and up 24 19.4

Education
GCSEs or Standard Grade 14 11.3
A-Levels or Advanced Highers 20 16.1
Undergraduate degree 63 50.8
Postgraduate degree 27 21.8

Length of experience in the current role
Up to one year 43 34.7
2–5 years 47 37.9
6 years and up 34 27.4

Length of experience in the same organization
to one year 37 29.8
2–5 years 47 37.9
6 years and up 40 32.3

Size of their PTSO/club (full time employees)
Up to 50 40 32.3
Between 51 and 100 26 21.0
Over 101 58 46.8

Division of their PTSO/club
English Premier League 58 46.8
English Championship 33 26.6
English League 1 27 21.8
Scottish Premier League 6 4.8

PTSO: Professional Team Sport Organization.
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and forty-three (34.7 percent) had up to one
year of experience in their current role and
thirty-seven (29.8 percent) had up to one year
of experience in the same football club in
which they have been surveyed. The top 3 func-
tions of respondents were in marketing or
events (44.4%); media and communication
(19.4%) and CEO (9.7%).

Instrumentation

In line with the work of Dietz and Den Hartog
(2006), trustworthiness was measured through
components of competence, benevolence,
integrity, and predictability. These components
were adapted according to the authors’ scales.
Competence was measured by six items such
as “I feel very confident about the skills of the
charitable foundation employees”. Benevo-
lence was measured through five items such
as “I have very good relationships with employ-
ees at the charitable foundation”. Integrity was
measured through four items such as “The
charitable foundation openly shares infor-
mation about future plans”. Predictability was
measured through three items such as “All
employees within the charitable foundation
follow through with what they say”. A total of
18 items were used to measure components
of trustworthiness. The perceived contribution
of CSR activities implemented by the foun-
dation to PTSO’s performance was also
assessed through five exploratory items such
as “The charitable foundation’s activities con-
tribute towards the club’s goals” or “The chari-
table foundation contributes to the reputation
of our club”. All components were measured
through a five-point Likert scale ranging from
1 (“I strongly disagree”) to 5 (“I strongly
agree”). General performance measures were
preferred to narrow measures such as
“winning football games” or “making financial
benefits”, as foundation activities would
impact clubs’ overall performance, not the foot-
ball team success or club’s financial profit which
are not directly related to CSR activities.

Moreover, the survey contained measures
related to football clubs’ profile (division and
size) and respondents’ demographic variables
(age, gender, and education), and employees’
previous experience in their current role and
in their organization.

Data analysis and measurement tests

A scale for trustworthiness is measured with
four main components including competence,
benevolence, integrity, and predictability. The
particular components were tested for internal
consistency by Cronbach’s alpha and deemed
acceptable when superior to .60 (Cortina,
1993). The respective values of Cronbach’s
alpha were .78 for competence, .77 for benevo-
lence, .71 for integrity, and .79 for predictability.
The Cronbach’s alpha for contribution to PTSO’s
performance was .68. These results confirm that
the above measures meet the criterion for
internal reliability. Correlational relationship
has been used to explore relations between
variables under study. Multiple linear regression
is used to explain under control variables
employees’ perceptions that foundation work
contributes to their PTSO performance by foun-
dation employees trustworthiness. Finally, the
two-step approach recommended by Anderson
and Gerbing (1988) was employed to test the
main hypothesis of the study using Confirma-
tory Factor Analysis (CFA) and Structural
Equation Modeling (SEM), using SPSS AMOS 21.

Results

The four components of trustworthiness (i.e.
competence, benevolence, integrity, and pre-
dictability) were estimated simultaneously
with the construct of perceived contribution
to PTSO’s performance. Each of the set of
items was constrained to load on the respective
construct. The measurement model fit was eval-
uated based on the following fit indices: chi-
square statistic (χ2), Comparative Fit Index
(CFI), Incremental Fit Index (IFI), Standardized
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Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), Root Mean
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and
according to threshold recommended by Hu
and Bentler (1999). The initial goodness-of-fit
statistics indicated an inadequate model fit
with a few items with factor loadings below
.40. Five items had to be deleted because of
low loadings and the model was tested again.
The modified model contained five constructs
with 18 items and the overall fit indices of the
measurement model were (χ2 = 213,511 CFI
= .91; IFI = .92, RMSEA = .08 and SRMR = .070)

and met the cut-off values recommended by
Hu and Bentler (1998). This evidence showed
an overall good model fit to the data, allowing
the next step of the analysis.

Table 2 presents three types of reliability
including standardized factor loadings for
each indicator per construct, overall scale com-
posite reliability (CR) and average variance
extracted (AVE). Standardized factor loadings
were found all statistically significant at p
< .001 and above .50, while the majority of
the factor loadings were above .70, confirming

Table 2. Measurement properties for the constructs.

Factor and items
Factor

Loadings CR AVE
Cronbach’s

alpha

Trustworthiness

Competence .83 .49 .85
I feel very confident about the skills of the charitable foundation employees .70
When making decisions employees within the charitable foundation show good
judgement about their tasks

.77

Our football club is highly satisfied with the capacity of the charitable foundation to
achieve its objectives

.78

Employees within the charitable foundation have specialized capabilities that can
increase our performance here at the football club

.58

Employees within the charitable foundation have much knowledge about the work
that needs to be done within the foundation

deleted

Social activities developed by the charitable foundation are successful .63
Benevolence .77 .54 .77
The charitable foundation would not knowingly do anything to damage the football
club’s brand image

.75

There is a lot of warmth in the relationships between the charitable foundation and
the football club’s personnel

.77

I have very good relationships with people at the charitable foundation .70
Employees within the charitable foundation care about our football club’s business
performance

.60

Employees within the charitable foundation really looks out for what is important to
our football club

deleted

Integrity .66 .50 .66
Employees within the charitable foundation negotiate with us honestly .70
The charitable foundation openly shares information about future plans .60
Sound principles guide the charitable foundation’s employees behavior .77
Employees within the charitable foundation express their true feelings about
important issues

deleted

Predictability .80 .56 .80
At the football club, we are highly satisfied with the overall effectiveness of the
charitable foundation’s operations

.81

The charitable foundation’s actions are always consistent with what the football club
is trying to achieve

.73

All employees within the charitable foundation follow through with what they say .70
Contribution to PTSO’s performance .76 .52 .71
The charitable foundation’s activities contribute towards the club’s goals .80
The charitable foundation contributes to the reputation of our club .67
Our club provides excellent services to the community through the charitable
foundation’s activities

.68

The charitable foundation’s work improves the performance of our club deleted
The work of the charitable foundation plays a part in our success as a club deleted
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the posited link between the items and the con-
structs and providing satisfactory evidence of
convergent validity. Furthermore, the CR
values of four of the five constructs in the
model were above .70 meeting the threshold
recommended by Hair et al. (1998) and in the
case of integrity were greater than 0.6 meeting
the lower criterion set by Tseng et al. (2006).
The estimates for AVE for each construct was
higher than .50 (Hair et al., 1998) with the
exception of competence, suggesting that the
latent constructs are adequately represented
by the selected indications.

Assessing discriminant validity was con-
ducted following the method of Fornell and
Larcker (1981). We compared the shared var-
iance (i.e. squared correlation) between each
pair of constructs in the model with the AVEs
for these constructs, with each AVE estimate
to be higher than the squared correlation
between two constructs. Table 2 shows that
the AVEs of all constructs in the model were
higher than any of the squared inter-corre-
lations between the respective constructs
offering evidence of discriminant validity.

Regarding descriptive statistics, results indi-
cate that, on average and overall, employees
within football clubs perceive their counter-
parts in the foundation as being trustworthy
(Mean = 4.22; SD = .51). Regarding each com-
ponent of trustworthiness, results indicate
high rating for levels of competence (5 items,
Mean = 4.28; SD = .52), benevolence (4 items,
Mean = 4.30; SD = .58), integrity (3 items,
Mean = 4.24; SD = .57), and predictability (3
items, Mean = 4.07; SD = .66). Football club
employees perceived charitable foundations
contribute significantly towards their club per-
formance (3 items, Mean = 4.59; SD = .49) by
enhancing the club’s reputation and goals,
and offering valuable services to the commu-
nity through the charitable foundation’s
activities.

Analysis of the relationship between vari-
ables (Table 3) shows that components of trust-
worthiness and perceived contribution to

PTSO’s performance are all significantly posi-
tively correlated with coefficients ranging
from .43 to .80 (p < .001). This finding indicates
that trustworthiness components are important
factors in the perceived contribution of the
charitable foundation’s CSR activities to the
PTSO’s performance.

Regression analysis shows that 33 percent of
the variance in foundation’s contribution to
PTSO’s performance is explained by trust-
worthiness (β = .60, p < .001) (Table 4, model
3). Under control variables, perceptions by the

Table 3. Means and standard deviations and
correlation between components.

1 2 3 4 5

1. Trustworthiness-
Competence

1

2. Trustworthiness-
Benevolence

.68 1

3. Trustworthiness-Integrity .65 .68 1
4. Trustworthiness-

Predictability
.80 .70 .67 1

5. Contribution to PTSO’s
performance

.58 .56 .43 .61 1

Means 4.28 4.30 4.24 4.07 4.59
Std. Deviation .52 .58 .57 .66 .49

Table 4. Hierarchical multiple regression predicting
contribution to PTSO’s performance from
trustworthiness and its components.

Predictor variables
Model
1

Model
2

Model
3

Model
3bis

Gender .09 .11 .09 .10
Age .04 -.02 -.06 -.03
Education .10 .08 .10 .06
Tenure in role -.20 -.20 -.004 -.001
Tenure in organization .31* .34* .17 .01
Division (dummy)
Division Champ. -.06 -.03 -.01
Division League 1 .18 .12 .15
Division SPL .08 .09 .34
Organization size -.06 -.01 .01
Trustworthiness .60***
Competence .30*
Benevolence .18
Integrity -.11
Predictability .31*
R2 .06 .12 .45 .49
R2 change .06 .06 .33 .37
Significance of F Change .19 .14 <.001 <.001

Note: * p < .05; *** p < .001; Model 3 and 3bis, are significant at
p < .001.
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football clubs’ employees that foundation’s CSR
activities contribute to the PTSO’s performance
is partially explained by the trustworthiness of
charitable foundation employees. Furthermore,
when examining components of trustworthi-
ness (Table 4, model 3bis), results show that
competence (β = .30, p < .05) and predictability
(β = .31, p < .05) significantly explain 37
percent of the variance in contribution to
PTSO’s performance, with benevolence and
integrity being non-significant. Another inter-
esting finding emerging from regression analy-
sis is the significance of the level of experience
in the organization by PTSO employees which
partially explains perceived contribution to per-
formance (Table 4, models 1 and 2).

Figure 2 describes the tested hypothesis
which explores the relationships among trust-
worthiness and contribution to PTSO’s perform-
ance. The SEM analysis of the particular model
showed satisfactory fit indices (Hu & Bentler,
1998). The chi-square (x2) value was 15.43,
with df = 10, and Cmin/DF = 1.54; the Com-
parative Fit Index (CFI) was .98, the Incremental
Fit Indice (IFI) was .98 and the Root Mean
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) was
.06. These results showed that trustworthiness
has a significant and positive impact on contri-
bution to PTSO’s performance (β = .71, p < .001),
and it offers support for the main hypothesis.
The particular model with the four trustworthi-
ness components explains a large portion of
the variance (51%) of contribution to PTSO’s
performance.

Discussion

The study aimed to answer three research ques-
tions. In light of the first one (do PTSOs employ-
ees perceive their counterparts in the charitable
foundation to be trustworthy?), the conditions
that surround the relationship between PTSOs
and their charitable foundations may influence
the quality of the relationship and how they
view each other (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996). Pre-
vious research (e.g. Ariño et al., 2001; Rousseau
et al., 1998) puts forward that contextual vari-
ables, previous experience, attributed inten-
tions, perceived success (or failure) of activities
all condition the trust relationship. Within the
present research, the local community engage-
ment of employees from either entity (Babiak
& Kihl, 2018), the shared passion for a similar
activity (Anagnostopoulos et al., 2016), as well
as the perceived success of CSR activities and
shared experience (Kolyperas et al., 2016) may
have played a role in strengthening the level of
trustworthiness between employees. This sup-
ports the “linked interests” which, according to
Austin and Seitanidi (2012), offer incentives for
greater close collaboration. Indeed, the
common desire to create social good is a key
driver for sport organizations when collaborat-
ing for CSR (Zeimers et al., 2019b).

Without the assumedand reciprocal trust, the
risk would be important to deteriorate the
relationship (Molm, 1994; Molm et al., 2007).
Trust between parties play a key role in the suc-
cessful relationship (Schoenherr et al., 2015),

Figure 2. Conceptual model (***p < .001).
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and this is no different in the present organiz-
ational context. In this study, the proximity of
each trustor and trustee who both work in a
local community environment (even though
the PTSO may be internationally known) might
reinforce their inter-organizational relationship,
as they are frequently working together in CSR
activities for the local community. As underlined
by previous research (Molm et al., 2007), they
might be less likely to exploit one another
given the close and repetitive relationships,
which would lead to higher level of trust.
Tenure in the PTSO might consequently allow
the development or strengthening of trust,
and particularly permit a longer time to assess
someone’s trustworthiness under different situ-
ations. This is shown in the present study by the
significant result for the level of experience of
PTSOs’ employees in their organization which
partially explains they perceive charitable foun-
dation contributes to their PTSO’s performance
but becomes non-significant when trustworthi-
ness is added to the model.

Considering the second research question
(do PTSOs employees perceive charitable foun-
dation activities contribute to the performance
of the PTSO?) the present study demonstrates
that foundation employees undertake tasks
that are of significance to PTSOs’ employees
and their organization. Programs implemented
by foundation employees seemed to be of sig-
nificance to PTSOs and their employees, which
supports Molteni and Pedrini (2010) assump-
tion that CSR programs are perceived to con-
tribute both to social and business
performance. Furthermore, in accordance with
the reciprocity principle within SET (Blau,
1964; Lioukas & Reuer, 2015; Molm et al.,
2007), the contribution that foundation
employees make to the performance of the
PTSO itself through undertaking CSR activities
represents benefits perceived by PTSOs’
employees. These benefits are contributing to
the reputation of the PTSO, to the achievement
of the PTSO’s goals, and providing services to
the community with positive impact.

However, while the benefits received from
charitable foundations to PTSOs appear
evident, it is not clear what the latter receive
in exchange. Supposedly, charitable foundation
would also trust PTSOs’ employees and benefit
from the success of the PTSO itself and the
image, brand, and on pitch performance of
the PTSO to deliver its CSR activities.

The level of trustworthiness of the trustee
perceived by trustor (third research question –
does trustworthiness predict the perception
that charitable foundation’s activities contribute
to the performance of the PTSO?) explains the
extent to which the former contributes to the
latter’s perceived organization performance.
Trustworthiness is hence a strong predictor of
the perception that foundation’s activities con-
tribute to the performance of the PTSO (Ana-
gnostopoulos & Winand, 2019). Trust has been
shown to affect performance through solving
uncertainty and vulnerability issue associated
with social exchange relationships (De Jong &
Elfring, 2010). Therefore, the PTSO’s employees
would engage in productive relationships with
foundation employees that they trust for the
delivery of CSR activities benefiting the PTSO
itself. From the four components of trustworthi-
ness, competence and predictability were the
two significant determinants that explain in
this specific collaborative context why PTSOs’
employees perceived their counterparts at the
foundations to contribute the PTSOs’ perform-
ance. These findings demonstrate the critical
influence of competence and predictability in
the research on the trust-performance relation-
ships that has been largely disregarded in the
trust literature (Dietz & Den Hartog, 2006). Com-
petence and predictability are related to per-
formance while benevolence and integrity are
more related to how it is achieved, respecting
principles, values and ethics. Competence is an
assurance that performance can be achieved
by the individuals whose responsibility has
been given to achieve it while predictability is
a perception that can be done within the
required timeframe and level needed.
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Theoretical implications

The relationship between PTSOs and charitable
foundations has been the focus of research in
the CSR literature (Minciullo & Pedrini, 2015;
Pedrini & Minciullo, 2011). The present study
adds to the CSR and inter-organizational
relationships literature by demonstrating the
importance of trustworthiness between found-
ing PTSOs and their charitable foundation.
Although the goals that underpin their work
are different – charitable versus commercial –
foundation employees are perceived to be
trustworthy by PTSOs’ employees maybe
because their overall organizational mission is
not that different. While CSR activities lead to
positive perceived trustworthiness (Lin-Hi
et al., 2015; Van Herpen et al., 2003), this
paper suggests this is also the case with entities
driven by different goals. It shows that founding
PTSO employees directly value the work of
charitable employees and consider it suppor-
tive for the PTSO’s success.

Furthermore, this study contributes to ident-
ify trustworthiness as a key element of successful
inter-organizational relationships (Atouba &
Shumate, 2020; Babiak et al., 2018; Babiak & Thi-
bault, 2008). In particular, the study shows that
perceived competence and predictability are
among themost important qualities of the chari-
table foundations in explaining the perceived
contribution to the success of the “mother” foot-
ball club. This finding expands Bryson et al.’s
(2015) assumption that partners build trust by
sharing resources (e.g. information) and demon-
strating competency, good intentions, and
follow-through (Chen, 2010).

Practical implications

Practical implications can be drawn from the
results and should take into considerations
differences in between each league and club
(e.g. in terms of CSR mode of implementation,
financial turnover, national policy context, and
funding structure). First, reinforcing trust

relationship between employees is critical
even though they have different agendas. Man-
agers should facilitate trustworthy behaviors
between PTSOs’ employees and their counter-
parts in the foundations, which would lead to
mutual trust. This may also be the case
between employees from distinct departments
or entities with the same organizational setting
but with different organizational motives.
Second, the practice of CSR is valued by
employees of the PTSO and those within chari-
table foundations are also valued and deemed
trustworthy by the former. Managers could
increase trustworthiness by competence and
predictability. This involves developing compe-
tent foundation staff through the provision of
training in the tasks they have been assigned
to ensure that they are able to do the ask
efficiently (task delivery). Predictability can be
improved by means of a positive work environ-
ment encouraging open communication
among employees, social skills coaching and
related trust measurement or trust building
tools. CSR activities implemented by the foun-
dation should be openly and internally commu-
nicated to founding PTSO’s employees as the
latter consider these activities to influence the
achievement of business’s performance.
Increased knowledge and communication
about the success of CSR activities as well as
enhanced collaborative behaviors and involve-
ment would reinforce social work relationships.
Third, the level of trustworthiness contributes
to increased recognition that CSR activities con-
tribute to the PTSO’s success. Therefore, the
aforementioned recommendations are con-
nected and reinforcing trustworthiness would
ultimately strengthen the perceptions that
charitable foundations implementing CSR
activities contribute to the PTSOs’ performance.

Limitations and Further research
directions

One limitation is the particular and challenging
study context for inviting individuals to
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participate in the study. The number of poten-
tial professional football clubs that can partici-
pate in the study is limited as are the number
of clubs’ employees. The study also collected
answers from a significant proportion of
employees with up to one year of experience
in the clubs surveyed. While this may reflect
the employment context in football, it may
have influenced the results given that trust
and experience are certainly related. Despite
these constraints, the study collected the view
of a significant number of employees for most
UK football clubs. Thus, ongoing CSR studies
should further validate these results on larger
samples associated with football foundations
in other countries, other sport-related foun-
dations or other CSR implementation modes
like collaborations.

We also acknowledge the same-source
biased and self-reporting bias which may have
influenced the results, as well as the potential
social desirability and self-selection bias in the
study sample. To reduce the impact of those
biases, we have usedmultiple and original tech-
niques to recruiting as many participants as
possible through various means described in
the method section. We made participants
aware the study guaranteed their anonymity
and that they or their clubs would not benefit
in any way from the survey results. Further-
more, non-knowledgeable employees were
removed from the sample to only keep those
that were aware of the existence of a charitable
foundation for their PTSO. Nonetheless, similar
research looking at inter-organizational trust
in another organizational context could be con-
ducted to identify differences with the present
study in the context of professional sport.
Future research could also integrate a broader
perspective of trust, not limited to trustworthi-
ness, and measure the intention to trust and
the act of trust, the latter of which represents,
according to Hassell (2005) the only true evi-
dence for trust.

Two components of trustworthiness
appeared to have a critical importance; that is,

competence and predictability. Further
research could analyze these components
with more details and their influence within
the trust spectrum from low to high level of
trust. Some areas of competence that are criti-
cal in developing trust relationships might
also be of interest.

While this study measured trustworthiness
of charitable foundation employees as per-
ceived by PTSO employees, further research
could measure the reciprocal relationships
between PTSO and foundations, or any other
parties involved in the relationships (e.g. com-
munity members/fans/customers or sponsors/
donators). The question that arises would be
whether charitable foundation employees
trust their counterparts in the founding PTSO
as much as they are trusted? This follow-up
study could identify the types and the
number of employees within foundations and
difference in interpersonal trust. In the same
vein as this paper, the mutual benefits charita-
ble foundations and PTSOs receive in exchange
would need to be explored. Further measures
of PTSO performance and successful CSR activi-
ties could also be employed to deepen the
analysis of the trust relationships between
these entities, and their particular impact of
specific performance measures.

Conclusion

This research offers empirical insights on the
way employees in founding PTSOs perceive
CSR activities carried out by their charitable
foundation and the employees thereof. It con-
tributes to the ever-expanding literature exam-
ining CSR implementation in collaborative
implementation mode (see, Husted, 2003)
where PTSOs establish independent charitable
foundations. The study shows that PTSO
employees deemed foundation CSR activities
contribute to the success of their organization,
and that this can be explained by the level of
trustworthiness of foundation employees as
perceived by the PTSO’s employees. This is
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the first study to demonstrate the importance
of trustworthiness in the relationships
between employees from organizational enti-
ties driven by different goals.
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