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Abstract

Purpose — The current, established scale used to measure personal reputation treats the construct as
a unidimensional measure. For example, the scale fails to distinguish between individuals who are
known for being socially popular versus those who are known for being experts in their field. This study
aims to address this issue by developing a multidimensional personal reputation scale.
Design/methodology/approach — Based on existing theory, a scale is developed and validated
against existing, similar constructs. First, a panel of three academic experts who have done research on
personal reputation, and also two professional experts who have rich experience in the management
field, evaluated the items for face validity. Then 112 working adults were asked to rate the reputation of
a co-worker. Each dimension of personal reputation was validated against an existing, similar scale (e.g.
social reputation was validated against an existing “popularity” scale).

Findings — A multi-dimensional, personal reputation scale is presented. This measure purports that
personal reputation has three dimensions: task, social and integrity.

Originality/value — The presented scale allows researchers to distinguish different types of reputations
in the workplace. This is significant because both anecdotal evidence and empirical findings suggest that to
simply assume that reputation based upon being a person of high integrity and upon being an expert at a
specific task will present the same outcomes is a fallacy. To further the knowledge of personal reputation, a
need exists to be able to measure the different dimensions of reputation.

Keywords Personal reputation, Social role valorization

Paper type Research paper

“Reputation” is a term that is arbitrarily used throughout the management literature and in
popular media; yet, our knowledge of the concept is still in its infancy. Regardless of the
existing relationship between personal reputation and career success (Judge et al, 1995), the
construct has been historically understudied. That is to say, beyond a few initial attempts at
identifying general, related paradigms (Tsui, 1984), the construct has remained relatively
unknown. Indeed, this ever-so-common, yet unstudied, variable is just recently finding a
definition on which scholars can agree. As little as a decade ago, conflicting definitions were
still being provided by some (Gotsi and Wilson, 2001), whereas others addressed the
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problem by simply stating that “readers will be familiar with the everyday phenomenon of
[...] personal reputation” (Balmer and Bromley, 2001, p. 14).

In reaction to this lack of comprehension, research on personal reputation has gained
significant interest in the organizational sciences in the past few years (Zinko and Rubin,
2015; Ferris et al., 2014; Laird et al., 2012) to include the emergence of on-line reputation
(Jesang et al., 2007). In doing so, reputation can now be examined at the corporate level
(e.g. the reputation of a company such as Ford or Microsoft) and individual level, and be
influenced by the online environment. Indeed, reputations can now exist between
individuals who have never met each other.

For the purpose of the development of this scale, we will be measuring the personal
reputation of individuals in an organization. However, in exploring current research
regarding this type of reputation, the majority of these studies have operationalized the
phenomenon as unidimensional. Indeed, regardless of the action that may have caused
the reputation (e.g. citizenship behaviors, excelling at one’s work task, etc.), most studies
measure personal reputation as a single dimension (Hochwarter et al., 2007; Zinko et al.,
2010; Liu et al., 2007; Laird et al., 2012). This is surprising as both antidotal evidence and
theory (Ferris et al., 2003) dictate that individuals may develop reputations for a variety
of reasons. For example, one may benefit from being known as an expert, while another
may achieve rewards for being socially popular; yet, the current scale would measure
both as simply “reputation”, failing to distinguish between the two. Regardless of the
lack of an empirical, multi-dimensional measure, this idea of multiple reputations aligns
with current theory that suggests that individuals may develop reputations for several
different facets of their behavior (Ranft ef al., 2006; Ferris et al., 2014). This has led to
frequent calls to create a multidimensional scale that measures different aspects of one’s
reputation (Ferris et al., 2003; Zinko et al., 2007).

Regardless of the obvious differences in reputations and the repeated appeals for a
more robust, multidimensional personal reputation scale, current reputation measures
(Hochwarter et al., 2007) treat these different dimensions as indistinguishable. The
development of a unidimensional scale was an important first step, but as the theory
driving our knowledge of personal reputation matures, so must the devices that we use
to measure this construct. No longer can scientists continue to propose multiple facets of
reputation, but persist in measuring the construct as though it was a single dimension.

Based primarily on the construct of social role valorization (SRV), we address this
issue by first showing the theoretical division between social and task with regard to
personal reputation in organizations. Then, we build upon theoretical and empirical
findings in the organizational sciences to refine these concepts, showing that social can
be broken into two different reputation dimensions (i.e. general social and integrity).

Theoretical foundations and hypothesis development

Introduced by Wolfensberger and Thomas (1983), SRV was first proposed as a
framework for challenged individuals to present themselves as a valued member of the
society. A need was identified for the development of a theoretical framework that
would identify the different ways in which individuals might increase their standing in
society, causing audiences to recognize their skills and abilities. SRV posits that people
are more likely to gain significance in an organization if others believe that they are
occupying valued roles. There are two main strategies for achieving these goals. The
first is social development, the enhancement of an individual’s social image in the eyes
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of an audience. SRV posits that people who reflect the values and norms of their
organization are more likely to be perceived as valuable by their audiences
(Wolfensberger, 1995). This is consistent with current reputation research which
suggests that those who deviate positively from the norms of an organization will
“become known” for those deviations, and as such, be rewarded with a positive personal
reputation (Zinko and Rubin, 2015). The second strategy for an individual to develop
value is task proficiency, which is the perceived abilities of an individual to accomplish
one or more duties; essentially, gaining value is contingent upon how well one is able to
perform a task (Osburn, 2006). As with the social dimension, the task in question must
be of value to the audience. Indeed, one’s ability to perform a task that is not seen to hold
value to the organization will not be seen as significant when analyzing the value of an
individual (Ferris et al, 2003).

Just as SRV presents itself as a framework for establishing one’s value in society by
manipulating the perceptions of an audience, individuals may develop and/or maintain
a reputation by focusing on these two areas: social development and task proficiency.
The theory that individuals can have social and task reputations can be seen in other
fields as well. In examining electronic communities, Yu and Singh (2000) found that
entities had reputations for both expertise (task) and service (i.e. social). Likewise,
psychologists state that individuals may become known for not only the tasks they
perform but also other (social) aspects of their observable behaviors (Goffman, 1959).

When examining behaviors that may result in a reputation, audiences deliberate the
cause of the actions (Ferris et al., 2003). In doing so, an assessment regarding the intent
of the individual is considered (Weick, 1995). This may result in the development of a
reputation based upon a perceived level of integrity of the individual in question. Indeed,
the assessment of not only the cause but also the intent behind that cause is at the core
of attribution theory (Kelley and Michela, 1980 for an overview of attribution theory).
Therefore, we propose that one may also develop a reputation based upon how others
view their integrity.

Exploring these theories in the context of personal reputation, it can be seen how the
use of a unidimensional measure for personal reputation would not be satisfactory for
capturing an individual’s entire reputation. Reputation scholars themselves admit that
individuals may hold several different reputations in an organization (Blass and Ferris,
2007; Tsui, 1984). Appendix 1 shows the items used in the current unidimensional
reputation scale. Although this scale is able to capture a general reputation, we propose
that it fails to fully capture the social aspect of reputation (Hochwarter et al., 2007 scale
listed in Appendix 1 lacks any items that could be considered purely “social”). As such,
we build upon existing theories to provide a foundation of developing a
multidimensional scale for personal reputation. In doing so, we examine the aspects of
task, social and integrity as part of personal reputation in organizations.

Dimensions of personal reputation

Task reputation

When considering task reputation, Zinko ef /. (2012a) showed how negotiators could
develop a reputation for their level of success at negotiations. This supports current
theory in suggesting that one of the dominant areas in which an individual can “become
known” in organizations is for their ability to perform tasks (Ferris ef al, 2014, 2003;
Tsui, 1984; Gyekye et al., 2015). Likewise, Bartol and Martin (1990) linked reputation to
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expertise to financial rewards. Those who are known to be experts at a task are often
granted a higher level of autonomy (Zinko et al.,, 2012a). This may be because of the fact
that as experts, they consistently have performed proficiently in the past (i.e. developing
areputation as such), and one would expect them to act in the same manner in the future.
Because reputations are often used to signal our intentions to others (Spence, 1974),
which helps an audience predict an individual’s future behavior (Ferris et al., 2003),
individuals often intentionally build reputations based on a level of expertise at a task
(Bromley, 1993). Similarly, Emler (1984) stated that reputation is the skill or expertise for
which an individual wants to be known. If an individual shows an unusual proficiency
over time, he or she may become considered an expert (Littlepage ef al., 1997), and easily
be recognizable as such (Laughlin et al., 1991). Thus, we posit:

HI. Individuals in organizations will have reputations based upon their level of skill
at performing tasks.

Social reputation

By their nature, humans are social creatures. They tend to form coordinated social units,
working together toward common valued goals (Brewer, 2001) and engage in repeated
interdependent interactions with other group members (Kurzban and Neuberg, 2005).
As organizations are considered “social arenas”, reputations regarding the social aspect
of an individual will develop (Ferris et al., 2003). These reputations may not necessarily
be based on one’s ability to perform a task, but rather on one’s interactions (i.e. or lack
thereof) with those around them. Because reputations are based upon deviations from
norms (e.g. becoming an expert at a task), when individuals deviate from the social
norms of a group, they will become known for those behaviors (Haviland, 1977). This is
one of the tenets of charismatic leadership (Klein and House, 1995). What charismatic
leaders often are known for is not the ability to perform a technical task, but rather their
behaviors on a social level. Their ability to inspire others (i.e. often toward a common
goal) via social maneuvering is beyond that of “typical” individuals (Kirkpatrick and
Locke, 1996), and as such, the leader becomes known for this social deviation. Therefore,
we propose the following:

H2. Individuals in organizations will have reputations based upon their social
behaviors.

Integrity reputation

Although much of the theory presented thus far suggests two dimensions of personal
reputation, current research suggests a third dimension of integrity. Zinko et al. (2012b)
showed integrity to be an essential component of leader reputation. Likewise, Murshed
et al. (2015) call attention to the relationship between perceived integrity and personal
reputation. When discussing the concept of a social reputation (ie. the
character/integrity dimension), Ferris ef al. (2014, p. 44) stated that the dimension
“seems a bit broader, and probably is driven by a number of different types of behaviors
demonstrated in the past”. They purported that there is an aspect to personal
reputations that included what is called a “prosocial or citizenship behavior, as well as
behaviors that reflect an ”other orientation” (p. 42). This suggests it is unlikely that there
is a single dimension to identify all aspects of individuals’ social reputations. As
reputations are based upon observable actions, and typically these actions are relayed to
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a larger audience by an observer, the audience will evaluate the subject in question
(Emler, 1994). This evaluation will be an attempt to “make sense” (Weick, 1995) of how
these actions relate to the existing information that they have of the person. The
audience will attempt to understand the motivations behind the reported behavior. To
accomplish this, the character (i.e. integrity) of the individual must be taken into
consideration (Zinko et al., 2007).

Asreputations are used to predict the behaviors of others (Ranft ef al., 2006), integrity
is a necessary component, as it allows audiences to extrapolate about other behaviors.
For example, a reputation for being good at a specific task would not necessarily suggest
that an individual may perform other tasks well, but a reputation for being a person of
integrity informs the audience of the individual’s decision-making processes across all
situations. Indeed, those who are seen as having a high level of integrity often are given
higher autonomy and more trust (Gagné and Deci, 2005) and as such, individuals may
likely aspire to enact a positive reputation to gain those rewards (Braun and Daigle,
1973). Therefore, we propose the following:

H3. Individuals in organizations will have reputations based upon their perceived
integrity.

Relatedness of reputation

In examining the different facets of personal reputation, theory suggests that there will
be a strong correlation between the different dimensions of personal reputation (Ferris
et al., 2003). That is to say, someone who is known to have a positive reputation for being
able to perform a task well also may be seen as someone who is considered to possess a
high level of integrity. Coombs and Holladay (2006) argued a similar theory, showing
how halo effects and reputation are related (Nishett and Wilson, 1977 for a review of halo
effect). The halo effect states that global evaluations of a person can induce altered
evaluations of the person’s attributes, even when there is sufficient information to allow
for independent assessments of them (Nisbett and Wilson, 1977). This suggests that if
an individual is well known for one aspect of their being (e.g. the ability to perform a task
well), then the positive reputation gleaned from that ability may affect how audiences
see the person as a whole. When asked about another aspect of the individual (e.g. social
standing), the halo effect suggests that observers’ knowledge of the individual’s high
task performance may positively affect how they view the individual’s social ability as
well. Therefore, when an audience has a positive impression of one aspect of an
individual’s personal reputation, they are also likely to view other aspects of that
individual’s personal reputation favorably.

Personal reputation is not unique in this overlap of constructs. A strong correlation is
typical when examining the relationships between dimensions of a single construct. For
example, the dimensions of political skill often relate to each other at about 0.50 (Shi
et al., 2011). Likewise, when examining the different types of power (i.e. expert and
referent power), the correlations between these unique, but related, constructs are often
as high as 0.72 (Politis, 2005). Further, some leadership scales will correlate in the range
0f 0.70 and above (Hinkin and Tracey, 1999), such as the four factors of transformational
leadership (Tejeda et al., 2001).

Previous research also has shown that the dimensions of corporate reputation are
highly correlated. Fortune Magazine ranks the “most admired corporations” each year.
A quick search of Google scholar shows that the data set provided by Fortune has been
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used in hundreds of studies as a proxy for corporate reputation. In particular, their
corporate reputation measure is broken up into seven dimensions such as community
and environmental responsibility, quality of the product or service being presented and
mnovativeness. Face validity suggests that these dimensions are unique, but when
analyzed, the dimensions of this well-published reputation scale tend to correlate
between 0.56 and 0.93 (Fryxell and Wang, 1994). The preceding discussion leads us to
believe that these different constructs of personal reputation will be related. Therefore,
we therefore posit:

H4. Because of the nature of the personal reputation construct, social, task and
integrity reputations will be significantly correlated.

Although the three aspects of personal reputation measure unique characteristics, when
combined, they should capture the overall assessment of an individual’s reputation in an
organization:

Hb5. Combining the three facets of personal reputation (i.e. social, task and integrity)
will correlate with the current unidimensional reputation scales.

Method

To validate the different scales of personal reputation (i.e. social, task and integrity),
three multiple-item scales were created to measure social reputations as well as
expertise-based reputations in an organizational context (Appendix 1). The items were
developed by the authors based on the conceptualization of reputation by Ferris et al.
(2003) and (Zinko et al., 2007). A panel of three academic experts who have done research
on personal reputation, and also two professional experts who have rich experience in
the management field, then evaluated the items for face validity. These experts were
provided definitions of task, social and integrity reputations and asked to sort the items
into the proper categories. All experts were able to do this with 100 per cent success. The
panel members agreed that the items consistently and comprehensively reflected
the theoretical underpinnings of the constructs, thus establishing the face validity of the
items. The wording of each of the items was carefully adjusted based on their comments
to ensure clarity.

To further validate these scales, data were collected to gain construct validity. We
pursued the aforementioned objectives in a sample of working adults. The respondents
consisted of 112 subjects, with 51 of them being female. The average age of each
participant was 32.42 years, ranging from 18 to 54 years. All were full-time employees,
ranging from entry-level workers (63 per cent) to lower management (24 per cent),
middle management (10 per cent) and upper management (3 per cent). All respondents
were from the USA, the majority from the east coast. The sample was gained by asking
MBA students to find “working adults” to fill out the surveys. If the students did not
wish to complete this task, they were given an option to opt out. All participants were
required to fill out an online survey. IP address and time checks were performed to
assure adhesion to the requirement on the part of the MBA students.

Subjects were asked to pick a specific co-worker of their choosing, and rate the
reputation of that individual. Items were presented from both the proposed reputation
scale and the existing, established, related scales. To validate the social scale, we
adapted the 11-item “popularity” scale developed by Lorr and Wunderlich (1986) to
measure our social scale. Items consisted of statements such as “Everyone likes to be

Personal
reputation in
organizations

639




Downloaded by TASHKENT UNIVERSITY OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES At 02:23 10 November 2016 (PT)

JOA
4.4

640

Table 1.
Scale validation

with this person” and “This person has many friends”. Gest (1997) reported an alpha of
0.93 for the popularity scale. Next, we compared our integrity scale to the three-item
manager integrity scale (« = 0.88) that was developed by Zinko et al. (2012b). An
example item is “Doesn’t put own ambitions ahead of the organization’s objectives”.
Finally, task reputation was measured by correlating it with a well-known, five-item
expert power scale (Politis, 2005). Appendix 2 lists all items for these scales.

Using SPSS-20, correlations between the existing scales and the proposed scales were
evaluated, followed by a t-test to validate the significance of those relationships. A
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was then conducted on the proposed 12 reputation
items to confirm the validity of the scales. Finally, to confirm that the three scales do, in
fact, capture what is determined in the literature as “personal reputation”, we also
collected the well-established Hochwarter ef al. (2007) unidimensional reputation scale,
with the intent of comparing it to a combined finding of our three personality scales.

Results

Supporting HI (ie. the different dimensions of personal reputation, as well as the
combination of the three correlating with the current reputation scale), Table I shows
that the level of validity reflected for the reputation scales (i.e. in light of their strong,
significant relationships with the more well-established scales) is sufficiently high to
provide confidence that these scales representatively sample from the construct domain
of content we call “reputation”. The results of the CFA were x*/df = 4.9, p < 0.05; NFI =
0.86; CFI = 0.88; RMSEA = 0.15. These results showed the presented dimensions of
reputation to be adequately unique (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988).

As shown in Table II, there is the expected correlation between the dimensions of
personal reputation. When all three reputation scales were combined, they correlated at
0.91 with the existing Hochwarter scale. This suggests that the three scales do, in fact,
capture the crux of the Hochwarter scale, thus capturing the overall, general construct
that is currently being measured in the literature as “personal reputation”.

Discussion

Developing a universal scale for organizations

Industries have long developed their own scales regarding personal reputation and
performance. Perhaps the best known is the one used by on-line giant eBay. This scale
consists of such items as “How accurate was the item description?” and “How quickly
did the seller ship the item?” (Ebay, 2015). In doing so, they are focusing on specific
actions or perceptions. Although context-specific scales are useful in nature, they
remain quite limiting in three different ways:

(1) Such scales can only be used in a single, specific environment (i.e. as they are
designed for that environment).

Social Reputation & Popularity Scale 0.85%*
Task Reputation & Expert Power Scale 0.80%*
Integrity Reputation & Manager Integrity Scale 0.83%**
Combined Reputation & Hochwarter Reputation Scale 0.91%*

Note: **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed) N = 112
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(2) Environment-specific scales do not allow for changes in norms and values to
occur. Research suggests that the norms and values of organizations change
over time (Fiol and Lyles, 1985); because of this, scales may quickly become
outdated (i.e. as they will be measuring deviations that audiences no longer care
about).

(3) If an environment-specific scale is developed, it may not reflect the norms and
values of the audience.

Often such measures come from upper management, and they may wish to measure
what management feels is important, but not what employees feel is worthy of
discussion. In the context of organizations, if there is no discussion by an audience, there
is no reputation being developed. For a scale to be universally used among
organizations, it must allow for the audiences in the organization to determine what is
worthy of discussion about an individual.

The need for a multi-dimensional scale

Thus far, the majority of research on personal reputation in organizations has used a
unidimensional scale. Although this has provided a solid foundation into the
exploration of the construct, a call to develop a measure that assesses the different
dimensions of personal reputation has been consistent throughout the personal
reputation literature (Hochwarter ef al, 2007). Simply measuring a reputation based on
a single dimension is limiting in not only practical application of the construct but also
in moving the theoretical stream of personal reputation forward. Indeed, current studies
that have used a unidimensional measure of reputation have, theoretically, offered the
same findings for someone who is the “life of the party” as someone who is considered an
“expert” at the task of negotiating (Zinko et al., 2012a).

Likewise, as evidenced by SRV, the necessity of developing a reputation measure
that distinguishes between different dimensions of personal reputation (i.e. a reputation
based on task performance versus one based on social behaviors) is vital to further our
knowledge of the construct. To gain rewards in the workplace, one must excel in some
way (Bromley, 1993). SRV has suggested that this could be done by focusing on task or
social behaviors. This study expands upon that theory by including the concept of
integrity. This development was based upon cross-disciplinary research that suggests
that individuals look beyond behaviors in an attempt to understand what caused those
actions. Often the intent of the subject is questioned (Weick, 1995). Intent can be
understood better by evaluating the integrity of the individual. Therefore, the additional

No.  Scales Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5
1 Social reputation 484 126 094

2 Task reputation 5.06 139 046 094

3 Integrity reputation 511 1.44 0.59%* 0.63** 0.95

4 Combined reputation 5.00 114 0.79*  083*%* 088 (091

5 Hochwarter reputation 511 143 062%¥%  0.73%*  090%*  091%*  0.79

Note: **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed)
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dimension of reputation has been implied, just not overtly assessed by current SRV
theory. This study advances SRV by developing integrity reputation.

Next, although these dimensions are unique, both the present findings and the
existing literature (Fryxell and Wang, 1994) suggest a relationship between the
dimensions. Table II shows a significant relationship between the dimensions varying
from 0.46 to 0.63. This supports established theory that suggests that individuals are
rarely looked at by others in only one context, but in fact, several traits of the individual
are considered (Taylor and Lobel, 1989). Therefore, the correlations found between
dimensions may not necessarily be indicative of an underlying, shared latent variable,
but may instead be caused by halo error on the part of the evaluator. Alternatively, as
integrity is highly correlated with both the presented constructs (i.e. social and task) and
also with the existing Hochwarter et al. (2007) unidimensional scale, these findings
support the idea that reputation is based on more than simple actions, but rather is
assessed in the context of what we know about an individual. One who is well regarded
may be viewed differently by others for performing the same action as one who is looked
upon less favorably. An audience cannot simply assign an individual a reputation
based on actions until that audience has examined those actions not only in the context
and norms of the organization but also in the context of what they know about the
individual. By this logic, one could speculate that integrity is simply a sub-dimension of
social and/or task reputation. Although these constructs are related, the emerging
stream of research regarding sociopaths in corporations suggests that an individual can
be successful by being high in both social and task reputation, while having a very poor
reputation with regards to integrity (Pech and Slade, 2007). It should be acknowledged
that perceived integrity will play a role in evaluating the actions of others, but this
developing stream of literature supports the empirical findings presented here in
suggesting that integrity is a unique construct. Indeed, it is this dimension of integrity
that sociopaths are known to be lacking. There may well be an interaction effect between
the dimensions of personal reputation. Indeed, if one is high in both task and social, but
low in integrity, one might expect them to derail, but in the case of these sociopaths, they
actually excel. Likewise, if one is high in integrity and social, but low in task, they may
use political skill to develop a network to cover their short comings. Finally, if one is high
in task and integrity, but low in social, they may be thought of as a worker bee, that may
not be able to develop the networking skills needed to excel in an organization.

Practical applications and future vesearch
It has been argued by Ferris et al. (2003) that individuals may hold different reputations
with different groups. In the case of organizations, an individual may hold different
reputations at different layers of the company. Indeed, it may be best for a manager to
have a strong task reputation with upper management, a social reputation with the other
managers and an integrity reputation with the direct reports. Individuals in the
workplace have a finite amount of resources to expend on developing reputations, and
as such, they may find it in their best interests to focus on specific dimensions. The new
scale allows researchers to examine which dimensions of an individual’s reputation are
most prominent among different levels of the organization.

Likewise, this new scale furthers our understanding of the halo effects, in that
managers need to be aware of how different reputations may affect their perceptions of
an individual and their performance. In doing so, these findings also support the
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growing literature in sociopathy and psychopathy in the workplace (Pech and Slade,
2007; Boddy, 2011; Boddy et al., 2010) by potentially making managers more aware of
the relationship between integrity and other dimensions of reputation. Although the
results lead to speculation that there may be an interactive effect among the different
dimensions of personal reputation, such a finding is beyond the scope of the study.

When considering the dimension of integrity, as shown in Table II, integrity
correlated highly with the existing unidimensional scale. This suggests that, as stated
earlier, a halo effect may occur with reputation. It is important to understand the
dimensions of personal reputation because it has been shown that one may excel in an
organization based on social skills (Ferris et al., 2007), or one’s ability to perform a task
(Walker, 2005). In this, the presented scale can distinguish between the two, allowing
managers to better assess individuals, based upon reputation.

Similarly, research has suggested that individual may be hired by an organization based
upon their reputation (Zinko and Rubin, 2015). In doing so, current scales will only provide
an overall assessment of an individual’s reputation. The presented scale allows for more
specific information as to what aspect of an individual is driving that reputation. In doing so,
an individual can distinguish between one who excels that as aspect of their job and someone
who 1s well liked because of their charismatic nature. Likewise, further research is needed to
show the relationship between the reputation of an individual and that of the organization.
Although there has been some theory presented that links one’s reputation to that of an
organization (Hayward et al, 2004), the nature of that reputation as it relates to the
organization has yet to be fully explored. By the development of a multidimensional scale of
reputation, further knowledge into the relationship between and individual’s social, task and
integrity reputation can be explored. Indeed, Meindl et al. (1985) showed that the known
social aspects of leaders and CEO are often more important for a successful leader than the
actual decisions leaders make.

When considering research in the area of gender, evidence exists that men and
woman are viewed differently in the workplace. Although this scale shows that different
dimensions exist, it fails to show how gender may play a role in the development of
reputation. Romero and Cruthirds (2006) showed a difference between how men and
women view humor in the workplace. Not only do the genders perceive humor
differently but also view the individual using humor differently (Elsesser and Peplau,
2006). This suggests that such behaviors (telling jokes) that build a positive social
reputation for one gender may have a vastly different outcome for the other. Although
there may be no difference with task or integrity reputation, potential discrimination
based upon social norms suggests that females may find the behaviors that they can
choose from to develop a social reputation to be limited. The development of this
multidimensional scale allows further exploration of this area of research.

Finally, although this scale is designed for organizational reputation, when dealing with
on-line reputation, aspects of the scale may be appropriate for adaptation. One could argue
that integrity is a significant dimension of on-line reputation. Indeed such examination as
Dellarocas (2000), Xiong and Liu (2004) and Resnick and Zeckhauser (2002) have explored
the importance of trust as it relates to on-line reputation. Likewise, when considering the task
aspects of reputation, online reputations are often based on one’s ability to deliver a product
or service. Herein, one could argue that most on-line metrics are an actual proxy for this
dimension, in that ranking often occur for products or services (Travelocity.com) (Ghose
et al., 2012). If one is ranked at the top of the list of competitors, by definition, they deviate
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from the norm in that areas that audiences (i.e. who do the ranking) feel matter the most. The
social aspect of reputation is where online reputation deviates from organizational,
individual reputation. The reason for this is likely twofold: first, online reputations are often
used more in the vain of corporate reputations, in asking: can this person or organization
deliver the products as they claim? There is no “social” aspect to these sorts of reputation.
Second, when dealing with individuals on-line, the social aspect is limited. In examining
individual reputations in such things as chat rooms, massively multiplayer online
role-playing games (MMOPRGs), there may be a social quality wherein aspects of the
presented social scale may be applied.

Conclusion

This investigation presented the next steps in the program of research on personal
reputation in organizations. Building upon existing, theoretical contributions, a
multidimensional scale of reputation was offered. The scale showed reputation as
having the dimensions of task, social and integrity. Furthermore, evidence suggested
that when combined, the new three-dimensional scale captures that essence of the
existing single dimension scale. In doing so, the scale not only presented the results in
dimensions but also can be used as an alternative to the existing reputation scale. The
development of such a scale will aid both researchers and practitioners in better
understanding the aspects of personal reputation.
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Appendix 1
Multidimensional scale developed for this study:

@

Social reputation:

 This person is interested in everyone having a good time.
» People like having this person around for social events.
 This person is well liked by others.

« This person is popular.

Task reputation:

» This person is known to be an expert in his/her area.

« This person is often asked for advice regarding work-related issues.

» People go to this individual when they have a technical issue at work.
 This person understands the “technical systems” of the workplace.

Integrity reputation:

» This individual is seen as a person of high integrity.
 This person is known for being upstanding.

« People feel they can trust this person.

 This person is of high moral character.

Hochwarter et al. (2007) Reputation Scale:

This individual is regarded highly by others.

This individual has a good reputation.

This individual has the respect of his/her colleagues and associates.

This individual has the trust of his/her colleagues.

This individual is seen as a person of high integrity.

This individual is regarded as someone who gets things done.

This individual has a reputation for producing results.

People expect this individual to consistently demonstrate the highest performance.
People know this individual will produce only high-quality results.

People count on this individual to consistently produce the highest quality performance.
This individual has the reputation of producing the highest quality performance.
If people want things done right, they ask this individual to do it.

Appendix 2
Existing, related scales use for validation of developed scales

@

Popularity (Lorr and Wunderlich, 1986):

« This person is popular with his or her peers.
» People think well of this person.

» People like being with this person.

 The person is often included in affairs.

» Many show interest in this person.

« People look up to this person.
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People say nice things to this person.

This person feels accepted by most.

People confide in this person.

Many people like to associate with this person.
This person is fun to be with.

(2) Manager integrity scale (Zinko et al., 2012b):

This person doesn’t hide mistakes.
This person has integrity and is trustworthy.

This person doesn’t put own ambitions ahead of the organization’s objectives.

(3) Expert power (Politis, 2005):

This person is an expert at his/her job.

This person gives me good technical suggestions.

My coworker shares with me his/her considerable experience and/or training.
My coworker provides me with sound job-related advice.

My coworker provides me with needed technical knowledge.
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