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Poll: N
At what levels do you think is trust
particularly relevant?

[check all that apply]
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Trust can create a competitive advantage\

...on several levels, as empirical research shows
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Trust can create a competitive advantage\

...on several levels, as empirical research shows

Nations

* Nations with higher trust have
higher-performing economies

D\ o o KRR

oFor every 15% increase in trust, average '» g
economic growth rate increases by 1%

oFor every 7% increase in trust, investment
as share of GDP increases by 1%

Hurley (2014); Zak and Knack (2001) I, | Svsoese 01 Why is trust important?




Trust can create a competitive advantage\

...on several levels, as empirical research shows

Interorganizational relations

» Suppliers in high-trust trading
relationships benefit

o Profit margins of high-trust suppliers tend
to be 1.3% higher than those of low-trust
suppliers

o The former spend 30% more time on joint
problem solving

Hurley (2014); Sako (2006) A | s
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Trust can create a competitive advantage\

...on several levels, as empirical research shows

Teams

* Trust is a key success factor of
teams

o Trust decreases costly monitoring of
teammates

o Trust increases team members’ effort

De Jong and Elfring (2010) A‘ E‘}?&‘gr?;‘;gﬁlem 01 Why is trust important?




Trust can create a competitive advantage\

...on several levels, as empirical research shows

Leader-follower interactions

* Trust in leaders boosts
organizational performance

o Perceptions of senior management’s
trustworthiness drive profitability

oA 1/8th increase in trustworthiness
can translate to a USS 261K increase
in profit

Hurley (2014): Simons (2008) IR | e
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Trust can create a competitive advantage\

...on several levels, as empirical research shows

Neural processing

* Trust can be identified at the
brain level

oParacingulate cortex is critically
involved in building a trust

relationships
olt helps to infer another person’s
intentions
Krueger et al. (2007) A‘ f,'f"i&‘ggggﬁ,em

Paracingulate Cortex
3 EEEEEEES

(BA9/32; 5,39,22)

Trust>Control

01 Why is trust important?




Trust can create a competitive advantage\

...on several levels, as empirical research shows

Nations

Interorganizational relations

Leader-follower interactions

Neural processing

A
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Trust can create a competitive advantage\

...on several levels, as empirical research shows

Robert D. Putnam
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Trust can create a competitive advantage\

...on several levels, as empirical research shows

Ideas worth spreading

Paul Zak | TEDGlobal 2011

Trust, morality — and oxytocin?

Neural processing

https://www.ted.com/talks/paul_zak_trust_morality_and_oxytocin ZAS ‘ gg%gr?g;g;ent 01 Why is trust important?
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A lack of trust can be very costly

Customers still hate Wells Fargo . : . : : :
following fake-accounts scandal At Siemens, Bribery Was Just a Line (ZURNANWA:E QUATT ORI AoV T d VR

Scandal?

Volkswagen must now rebuild a reputation in tatters and win back increasingly reluctant
American buyers.

MR. BLANKFEIN
Chairman & Chief Exccutive Office

Goldman Sachs j ., £y & £ ’ ™ = / « # Dieselgate

Eller College . .
Hurley (2017); Shephardson (2020); Schubert and Miller (2008) IZAH of Manag§mem 01 Why is trust important?




A lack of trust can be very costly

* Fines and legal fees

* Loss in reputation

Costs of low

LrUSt  Employee turnaround

* Restructuring

Eller Coll : :
,ZAH of%‘aﬁagggem 01 Why is trust important?
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Trust—what is it?

Please take a minute and
come up with a good
definition of trust.

Eller College
of Management
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Trust—what is it?




Trust—what is it?

...it’s related to multiple things:
Ao Intention 4,

Trait
A
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Trust—what is it? h

...it’s related to multiple things:

QO® reeo  INtention G,
@V st A,
Q e( Abili Or

Risk Taking in

Benevolence Trust Relationship
Integrity /
Trustor's orr e
Propensity The willingness of a party to be
Trait vulnerable to the actions of another

party
Mayer, David, and Schoorman (1995) A ‘ E‘}?&‘gﬁggﬁem
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How do you know if there is trust?

In other words, how can you measure it?

W QWW AR R
i
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N

How do you know if there is trust?

In other words, how can you measure it?

“Generally speaking,

would you say that most

people can be trusted or  Yes-No
that you need to be very

careful in dealing with

people?”

Eller College

General Social Survey, GSS A of Management 02 What is trust?




N

How do you know if there is trust?

In other words, how can you measure it?

strongly neutral strongly
disagree agree

7

(4]
D

| would consider xyz’s suggestions when making important 1 . ' y

decisions.

| would be cautious with xyz (reverse).

Please take a minute to use
these items to measure your
own trust in your boss

| trust xyz.

If someone questioned xyz’s motives, | would give xyz the benefit
of the doubt

| believe in the information that xyz provides us, even if | cannot
double check it.

| can rely on xyz. Elier Coll
Schilke et al. (2017) IR | Svsonese 02 What is trust?




How do you know if there is trust?

Sandra Denzel Charlie Britney
Bullock Washington Sheen Spears
1 | Ell I :
Reuters (2011) Z.R.).‘ of?\r’\gr?aggsient 02 What is trust?

/ R
) A0 P




N

How do you know if there is trust?

In other words, how can you measure it?

m) Scenario experiments

Behavioral experiments

Eller College .
of Manag§ment 02 What is trust?

Powell and Schilke (in progress) A




Poll:

Imagine you're sitting at your favorite g
coffee shop when a teenager pulls up i —

a chair and asks you to share a bunch Ry
of personal information. Specifically, [}
he wants to know your birthday, what “ IO
kind of food you like, where you go  g——&
on vacation, who you voted for, who §i==
you hang around with. He promises
he won't share that information with
anyone.

Would you entrust him with this
information? (Yes or No)

Kenny (2019) A‘ glfl?\r’\gr?gggrient 02 What is trust?




Poll:

Imagine you're sitting at your favorite
coffee shop when a teenager pulls up
a chair and asks you to share a bunch
of personal information. Specifically,
he wants to know your birthday, what
kind of food you like, where you go
on vacation, who you voted for, who
you hang around with. He promises
he won't share that information with
anyone.

Would you entrust him with this
information? (Yes or No)

Kenny (2019) )\
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Poll:

2.3 BILLION
FACEBOOK USERS
AROUND THE WORLD
DO!

Would you entrust him with this
information? (Yes or No)

Kenny (2019) A
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Poll:

“People just submitted it. | don’t
know why. They ‘trust me.’
Dumb fucks.”

— Mark Zuckerberg, 2004, to a friend
regarding user data collected by Facebook

George and Migdal (2018); Raphael (2018) JA\ | Sfomconege

02 What is trust?




N

How do you know if there is trust?

In other words, how can you measure it?

m) Scenario experiments

Behavioral experiments

Eller College .
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You can choose to send $20
to the receiver or keep the

money to yourself. If you The trUSt game
choose to send the $20, the
money is tripled (to $60).
However, the receiver then
decides whether to share
the $60 with you (so that
both receive $30 each) or Naaay
whether to keep the entire

amount (so you end up With - sendereers $20
nOth]ng) ,. Recelvergetsso

Send 520 to receiver
(the money gets tripled)

Receiver

Share S60 with sender

Keep 560

* Sender gets $30
* Receiver gets $30

* Sender gets SO
* Receiver gets $60

Berg et al. (1995); Schilke and Huang (2018)  JA\, | Sfoeoncse . 02 What is trust?




Poll: Do you send or keep your $20?

Send 520 to receiver
(the money gets tripled)

Keep 520

* Sender gets $20

* Receiver gets SO .
Receiver

Keep S60 Share S60 with sender

* Sender gets $30
* Receiver gets $30

* Sender gets $0
* Receiver gets $60

Berg et al. (1995); Schilke and Huang (2018)  JA\, | Sfoeoncse . 02 What is trust?




The trust game

Economic theory predicts:

Send S20 to receiver
Vi (the money gets tripled)

All senders should keep their money
* Sender gets 526

* Receiver gets $0

Keep 520

Receiver

Share 560 with sender

Keep $60/

4

All receivers should keep their money
* Sender gets $0 . <Sender gets $30
* Receiver gets $60 * Receiver gets $30

Berg et al. (1995) I, | Svsoese 02 What is trust?




The trust game

Empirical data show:

Send S20 to receiver
(the money gets tripled)

Keep 520

Most senders send their money
* Sender gets SZO

* Receiver gets $0

Receiver

Share 560 with sender

Most receivers share the money

* Sender gets $0 * Sender gets $30
* Receiver gets $60 * Receiver gets $30

Berg et al. (1995) I, | Svsoese 02 What is trust?




The trust game

Behavioral
measure Of Keep $20 Send $20 to receiver
(the money gets tripled)
trust

* Sender gets SZO

* Receiver gets $0 .
Receiver

Behavioral
measure of
trustworthiness

* Sender gets $0

* Receiver gets $60

Share 560 with sender

* Sender gets $30
* Receiver gets $30

Berg et al. (1995) I, | Svsoese 02 What is trust?




The trust game

HR
manager

Hires
applicant

Doesn’t
hire

Company is where

it was before Job

applicant

Applicant puts

Applicant
‘ _effort into job

is lazy

Company is worse Company is better
off than before off than before
Dirks et al. (2011); Schilke et al. (2015)  JA\ | Sfovoonese . 02 What is trust?
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Origins of trust

“"

[0 earn trust, money and power
aren’t enough; you have to show
some concern for others. You
can’t buy trust in the
supermarket.”

— The Dalai Lama

1 | Eller College
,ZAH of Manag§mem 03 Where does trust come from?




Origins of trust

Social learning

Reinforcement
learning

Biological basis

1snJ3 01 Aj1suadoud
/ited]

Trust
Shadow of the -
past 55
~
o
Shadow of the =
— O
future ==
@
Broader
network

Schilke, Reimann, and Cook (2021) A‘ E‘}?&‘gﬁggﬁlem 03 Where does trust come from?




Origins of trust

People extrapolate from early

life experiences and ongoing Social learning
encounters to form a general

expectancy of others’ Reinforcement
trustworthiness learning

Biological basis

1snJ3 01 Aj1suadoud
/ited]

Can you think of any perso Trust

or any incisive life events.that Shadow of the .
ay have shaped your attitude past D _
toward trust? S5
Shadow of the 5 =
— O
future ==

7

Broader -

network

Schilke, Reimann, and Cook (2021) A‘ E‘}?&‘gﬁggﬁlem 03 Where does trust come from?




Origins of trust

Social learning

People learn about their own

comfort levels of trust and Reinforcement
categorize themselves as low or learning
high trustors

Biological basis

1snJ3 01 Aj1suadoud
/ited]

Trust
Do you feel more comfortable ShadOV;’S:f the 2
in the low or high trust zone? P 52
(@]
Shadow of the ‘?_’ gr_
future ==
&
Broader -
network

Schilke, Reimann, and Cook (2021) A‘ E‘}?&‘gﬁggﬁlem 03 Where does trust come from?




Origins of trust

Social learning

Reinforcement
learning

Biological factors determine
people’s propensity to trust

Biological basis

1snJ3 01 Aj1suadoud
/ited]

Trust
Shadow of the -
past 55
~
o
Shadow of the =
— O
future ==
@
Broader
network

Schilke, Reimann, and Cook (2021) A‘ E‘}?&‘gﬁggﬁlem 03 Where does trust come from?




Biological factors determine
people’s propensity to trust

Reimann, Schilke, and Cook (2017)

Trust is heritable, whereas distrust is not

Martin Reimann™', Oliver Schilke®, and Karen S. Cook®'

“Department of Marum\o. [Il« College of Mlmgemen t, The Univensity of Arizona, Tucson, AZ 85721-0108; "Department of
College of

Stanford, CA 94)05

Management and
The University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ 85721-0108; and ‘Department of Socology, Stanford Univessity,

Contributed by Karen $. Cook, May 19, 2017 (sent for review October 17, 2016; reviewed by Margaret Gatz and Antoinette Weibel)

Why do people distrust others in social exchange? To what degree,
if at all, is distrust subject 1o genetic influences, and thus possibly
heritable, and 1o what degree & it nurtured by families and imme-
diate peers who encourage young people to be vigilant and

of others? ing these could provide
fundamental clues about the sources of

make themselves vulnerable to the actions of another party scem
1o be, at least partially, biologically based.

Despite the existing research on the heritability of trust, litte
attention has been paid to the sources of distrust thus far. Dis-
uus has previously been &fm:d as imvolving predisposed nega-

in the disposition to distrust, induding how they may differ from
the sources of in the to trust. In
this artile, we report the results of a study of monozygotic and
dizygotic female twins who were asked to decikie either how much
ofa player's they wanted to
take from their counterpart (ie. disuust) or how much of their
own monetary endowment they wanted to send 1o their counter-
part (ie., trust). Our results demonstrate that although the dispo-
sition 10 ust is ﬂphimd 10 some extent by heritability bul not
by shared to distrust is d by

or related to a fear of, a propensity o
nuribmc ‘sinister motives and intentions to, or a preordained
dmlc to buffer oneself from the effects of others’ actions (20~

22). In carlier di ions, scholars have pred ly viewed
dnslmsl at one end of a unidimensional construct ranging from
distrust to trust (23-26). More recently, however, scholars have
begun 1o scparate the two concepts and to view distrust as a
construct in its own right (8, 20, 21, 27). The idca of scparating
distrust from trust suggests a bidimensionality of valence, such
llul ncgllm: and positive valences can co-oceur (28) or can vary

shared sodalization but not by heritability. The sources of distrust
are therefore distinct from the sources of trust in many ways.

trust | distrust | behavioral genetics | cooperation | experiments

nderstanding why people distrust others is pivotal, because
distrust can hinder social exchange, thereby undermining a
central component of an effective soacty (1-4). Individuaks pos-
sess enduring tendenaes to be distrustful of others, with funda-
mental rwmﬁanmx for the way they nmmxh a varicty of social
ally those social ionships in which rele-
vant information about 0ne’s interaction partner is lacking (5, 6).
An individual’s disposition to distrust uthcn creates a strong “de-
fault” value infl how that individual will h inter-
personal interactions.

Given the well-d d preval of distrust, ising)
little i known about its sources. Specifically, it remains unknown
towhat degree the disposition to distrust is influcnced by genctic
variations (and is thus heritable) and the extent to which it is
socialized in familics and peer groups. When simply referring to
distrust (or, respectively, trust) in this article, we mean the dis-
position to distrust (or trust), also sometimes referred to as the
propensity to distrust (or trust) or as gencralized distrust (or
trust). Substantial attention has been paid to the sources of trust,
as reviewed below; however, it is highly questionable whether we
can generalize from the sources of trust to the sources of distrust,
An emerging consensus among scholars suggests that distrust isa
construct in its own right, which is separate from the construct of
trust (3, 7). Indeed, the absence of trust does not necessarily
signify distrust, and vice versa (8, 9). More gencrally, it would be

of cach other (29, 30). This view implics that dis-
trust and trust correspond (0 a negative valence and a positive
valence, respectively, and are thus 10 be understood as separate
constructs (21). Indeed, more and more scholars view distrust
and trust as distinct constructs with unique antecedents and
consequences (7, 31).

Given the notion of the bidimensionality of trust and distrust
(ic., the idea that they work differently and separately). it logi-
cally follows that carlier findings on the hentability of trust
camnot be mutomatically generalized to ditrust. There wre several
reasons why a better undentanding of the sources of distrust, as well
a their separation from the sources of trust, could benefit sociology,
psychology, economics, and their applicd scicnces, First, distrust
often viewed as a gencrally undesirable and potentially con-
tagious trait, which has the power (o obstruct social exchange in

Significance

Social scientists have devoted much attention to studying the
sources and consequences of the disposition 1o trust but have
only recently bagun to investigate the disposition to distrust.
An increasing consensus is emerging that distrust is not merely
the opposite of trust. This artide provides initial empirical evi- |
dence indicating that the sources of the dispositions to trust |
and distrust indeed do differ in important ways. Notably, al-
though both trust and distrust are strongly influenced by the

s unique gly. trust shows
significant genetic influences, whereas distrust does not. Rather,
distrust appears to be primarily socialized, induding influences
within the family. These provide new support for the
bidimensionality of trust and distrust by demonstrating their
distinct

useful (o know why people distrust others in social cxch

Regarding trust, recent work provides evidence that there is an
additive genctic influcnce on people’s decisions to trust others
(10). The presence of such genetic influences signifies that genes
predispose an individual toward trusting choices (11). Other in-
vestigators have provided evidence in support of trust having (at
least in part) a biological basis, using indicators of trust that
mngc from of i (l“ 13) to of psy-

(14, 15), physiology (16), &

(l7 18; a different result is pn:acmcd in rel. 19). According to
this body of work, the reasons for some people’s willingness o

WYY PaS.0rg Yol 10.1073/pnas. 1617132114

Author metributiorn: MR, 0.5, and K5.C desigred research MR and 0.5, performed
research MR and OS5 anslyzed data; and MR, O, and K S.C. wrote the paper.

Peviewers: MG, University of Southern Califomia; and AW., Usiversity of St Gallen.
The authrs declare 7o et of interest.

Daxta deposition: The daca reported in this paper are available Thiough the Open Science
Hamework, hitgs fostacte.

1o Whom Goffespondence mary be sddresied. Emal kook@stanford edu of relmann
aricona edu

™ atwww 10
107300 16171121 14-DCSupplemental

PNAS | Miy3,207 | vel 114 | no.27 | M07-7012
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Would you trust someone who
has not been trustworthy in
prior interactions?

A partner’s trustworthiness can
be inferred from past
interactions

Schilke, Reimann, and Cook (2021)

Origins of trust

Social learning

Reinforcement

learning

Biological basis

1snJ3 01 Aj1suadoud

/3el|

Trust

Shadow of the

past

Shadow of the

future

Broader

network
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Origins of trust

A partner’s trustworthiness can
be inferred from past
interactions

Schilke, Reimann, and Cook (2013)

ENASS

Effect of relationship experience on trust recovery

following a breach

Ofiver Schilke®', Martin Reimann®, and Karen 5. Cook*'
of Cabfornia at Las Angeles, Los

30055 "Department of Marketing. Eler College of Macagement,

“Department of Soclony.
University of Arizona. Tucion, AZ £5725.0108; and “Deparment of »omgy phato Univeruity, Stanford, CA $4305

Contributed by Karen 4 Cook, Auguat 6 201) (sent for review Agril 24, 201%)

A depend
Ing on the nature of The relationship In which e trust breach
oceurs. in this artie, we identify a key relationship charcteristic

mmmﬂmnmdw”w

nm the behavioral effect WI’W' mu expent-

mmwmnammdmu
possibie because of differential activation of two brain systems:

‘earty rust breaches engages sructures.
of a controlied sodal cogniton system (C-system). specfically the
anterior cingulate cortex and lateral frontal cortex, dedsion

and mother, which wis comducted under lsboratory conditions
while adult student partidpants were undergoing functional MRI
(IMRI), Previous investigatons. have wsed both oolise experiments
ndacted over the Internct (12, 13) and neuroimaging cxperis
ments (10, 14-16) o study conemporary issues of social exchange
and trust, and we folkwed their methodotogical choies, Partic-
ularly, the Iatter mcthod (TMRI) has allowed previous rescanch
effonts 1o tap into the ncurophysiobogical correlates of trust, and
thus 8o gain some Ewights into the inncr functional procoses that
precede trusting behavior (17).

Participants in our study engaged in an established repeatod-
mCasures trust- m;m (18). In this game, participants could

cither I of transfer it 10 3 partnct, in which

OCsystem). mpor
cortex. The present findings make contributions to both social
theory and the of trust.

et & known to fxilitate collective undertakings across

a variety of comtexss (1-3). Un‘nﬂunlcl’, fow social rela-
...mu,‘ endure without 3 violation of trust (L., trust breach),

and once broken, trust is notoriously hard 10 rocstablish (4-6)
This anicle aims ta improve our understanding of the process of
trust recovery after a trust beeach (7, ) cmmw,. we addross
the question of why centain kinds of relatioahips recover bettes
from a trust beeach than others and focus on the roke of prior
rehitionship cxperince, one of the most basic and fundamcntal
characteristics of social relatioaships (9). We peoposc that greatcr
relationship expericnce befoee 3 trust breach facibtates trust re-
covery. In other words, the longer the relationship history before
a trust breach, the more likely is recovery from such & breach,
However, if the trust breach occurs in an carlicr stage whea trust
s still partial, teatative, and fragile, we CXpEct trust 10 be partic-
ularly susceptitic o enduring damage by 4 trust breach, suggesting
& weaker recovery of trust.

Beyond identifying a dircct relationship bemween mmn
expericnce and posreach tnust kvel, we analyze Ky mecha:
nisons undecying this reltionship. We propose that if lttle re-
Iationship expencnce cxists and  trust breach accurs, an .-d.
k:

e the money TS tripled and the partacr would decide
whether to reciprocutc and cqually share the $24 or to dcfect and
keep all of the moncy. Participants were told they would be
playing with other study partidpants. In reality, for the purposes
of experimental control, participants were actaally playing against
a computer with a preprogrammed st of choies that were iden-

tical across conditioes, with the exception of the manipulation. In
onc condition, the computer defedied carly, whereas in the other
condition the computer violated the participant’s trust oaly biter
in the experiment. This experimental procedure allowed us to
analyze 10 what extent pasticipants would recover from their
partnees” trust breach and transder moacy again 1o their parter,
ndicating renewed trust. We comsider the deception

o Ry
deanly amphemeet our relatonship expercace masspulition whike
also avoiding cxcessive waste of data collection resources (19)
The behavioral resses obtained provide consisteat empirical sup-
port for the hypothesized positive main effect of rebtionship
CPErience On Lrust recovery.

Significance

Will peopile be more likely 1 forgive & braach of trust in an
earfier or later stage of an intarpersonal relationship? The
behavioral and newrophysiclogical

incressd problem solving with respect to the social r:lxhun-
ship, Prioe be
Key 1o tnst recovery after nn, trust becaches, but this research

automatic
(13 making is less controlied and

has motyet p ppoct (7).

as relationships mature, they b«‘m

and “taken for granted,” fostering after & trust
breach. This aotion is supported by prioe Werature, which

more automatic following a later as opposed 10 an earier
implications for the

their counterpart that peovide & basis for
making (10) and make a segative deviaion (such as a trust
breach) more likely to be secn as the cxception rather than the
ruke (7, 11).

We intinlly tested the hypothesis that prior relstionship cx-
pericnce increases the amount of trusting bebavior after a tnst
breach occurs, We tested this bypothesis in two behavioral
studics, onc of which was conducted by means of an onl
periment among adult participants from the general population,

06241 | NAS | Saptember 17,3013 | wl 10 | no M
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Origins of trust

Social learning
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Origins of trust

McDonald’s Revitalizes in the UK

A partner’s trustworthiness can
be inferred from how much the
partner is likely to value the
relationship and to want to
maintain it
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Origins of trust

A partner’s trustworthiness can
be inferred from the broader

network in which this person is

embedded
Schilke, Reimann, and Cook (2021)
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Origins of trust
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Abstract

How do organizations build trust under varying degrees of uncertainty? In this article,
we propose that different degrees of uncertainty require different bases of trust. We
distinguish three diffi forms of trust production ( process-based, charac-
teristics-based and institution-based) and develop hypotheses regarding their relative
effectiveness under low versus high levels of product and performance uncertainty.

Using survey data on 392 i i I buy ller r ips, we find
suppornt for our position that a high degree of uncertainty favours process-based
trust i h istics-based trust production is ively more
effective when uncertainty is low. The effecti of institution-based trust produc-
tion is not significantly affected by uncertainty. We derive implications for organiza-
tional trust pre i under di g of uncertainty, which should

encourage new research on trust.
Key words: trust, firms, social capital,
JEL classification: L2 General, A14 Sociology of Economics, M10 General

1. Introduction

and R&D alliances, have become pervasive in today’s networked economy (Powell et al.,

A partner’s trustworthiness can | e e e s e

2005; Lane, 2008). The globalization of markets, changing technologies and intensifying

°
competition in evolving markets motivate firms to seck out the resources of other organiza-
‘ ] I l ‘ r re ro I I l e ro a e r tions in the hope that they will help protect and enhance competitive advantage (Uzz, 1996).

© The Auther 2016. Published by Oxford University Press and the Society for the Advancemant of Socio-Economics.

network in which this person is LR

embedded
Schilke et al. (2017)
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Should you always place trust in others?
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Not

TRUST ACCURACY
Interpersonal contact
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Should you always place trust in others?
O\Dq.\OJS\‘S
Not

TRUST ACCURACY
Interpersonal contact
Face-to-
No contact  Picture  Telephone face
Trust accuracy 0.48 0.58 0.80 0.78
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When counterpart likely
wants your trust

Trust
received

When to trust?

02

When counterpart likely
reciprocates your trust

Trust-

worthiness
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01

Key takeaways

Trust can be a source of competitive advantage

02

Trust can be defined as the willingness of a party
to be vulnerable to the actions of another party

03

Trust in relationships is a function of the shadow
of the past and the future and social networks

04

Trust needs to be placed wisely

A,

Eller College
of Management




Eller

Graduate
Programs

MBA

e Full-Time

e Evening - Tucson, AZ

e Professional - Chandler, AZ
« Executive - Phoenix, AZ

e Online

e Accounting (On-campus, online)

e Business Analytics

e Cybersecurity (Online)

e Economics and Quantitative Economics
e Entrepreneurship (Online)

e Finance

e Healthcare Management (Online)

e MIS (On-campus, online)

e Marketing

A

Eller College
of Management




Oliver Schilke
Associate Professor
Department of Management & Organizations
oschilke®@arizona.edu

Center for Trust Studies:
https://eller.arizona.edu/cts

A Eller College
.| of Management



http://arizona.edu
https://eller.arizona.edu/cts

N

If you want to read more...

Agius, A. (n.d.t). 6tc/ase studies that show how and why to focus on building consumer trust. Retrieved from https://ducttapemarketing.com/focus-on-building-
consumer-trus

Baer, M. D., Frank, E. L., Matta, F. K., Luciano, M. M., & Wellman, N. 2021. Undertrusted, overtrusted, or just right? The fairness of (in)congruence between trust
wanted and trust received. Academy of Management Journal, 64(1): 180-206.

Berg, J., Dickhaut, J., & McCabe, K. 1995. Trust, reciprocity, and social history. Games and Economic Behavior, 10(1): 122-142.

de Jong, B. A., & Elfring, T. 2010. How does trust affect the performance of ongoing yeams? The mediating role of reflexivity, monitoring and effort. Academy of
Management Journal, 53(3): 535-549.

Dirks, K. T., Kim, P. H., Ferrin, D. L., & Cooper, C. D. 2011. Understanding the effects of substantive responses on trust following a transgression. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 11’4(2): 87-103.

George, W. W., & Migdal, A. 2018. Facebook confronts a crisis of trust, HBS case 9-318-145.

Hurley, R. (2014). Proof that trust creates competitive advantage. Retrieved from
http://www.trustinorganizations.com/resources/Documents/Empirical%20Research%200n%20trust%2010.7.14%20Full.pdf

Hurley, R. (2017). Why organijzations violate trust: An organizational drift perspective. Retrieved from
http://www.trustinorganizations.com/resources/Documents/Conference%20Board%20Ethics%20Session%20June_Hurley.pdf

Ken_ny,fB. (%012). Can Mark Zuckerberg rebuild trust in facebook? Cold Call Podcast. Retrieved from https://hbswk.hbs.edu/item/can-mark-zuckerberg-rebuild-trust-
in-faceboo

Krueger, F., McCabe, K., Moll, J., Krie&eskorte N., Zahn, R., Strenziok, M., Heinecke, A., & Grafman, J. 2007. Neural correlates of trust. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences, 104(50): 20084-20089.

Mayer, R. C., Davis, J. H., & Schoorman, F. D. 1995. An integrative model of organizational trust. Academy of Management Review, 20(3): 709-734.
Powell, A., & Schilke, O. in progress. Experimental trust research.

Putnam, R. D. 2000. Bowling alone: The collapse and revival of American community. New York, NY: Simon and Schuster.

A

Eller College
of Management




N

If you want to read more...

Raphael, L. (2018). Mark Zuckerberg called people who handed over their data ‘dumb f****’. Esquire. Retrieved from https://www.esquire.com/uk/latest-
news/a19490586/mark-zuckerbérg-called-people-who-handed-over-their-data-dumb-f/

Reimann, M., Schilke, O., & Cook, K. S. 2017. Trust is heritable, whereas distrust is not. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 114(27): 7007-7012.

Reuters. (2011). And America's most trusted celebrity is... Retrieved from https://www.reuters.com/article/us-mosttrusted-poll-odd/and-americas-most-trusted-
celebrity-is-idUSTRE7713C820110819

Sako, M. 2006. Does trust improve business performance? In R. M. Kramer (Ed.), Organizational trust: A reader: 267-292. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.
Schilke, O., & Huang, L. 2018. Worthy of trust? How brief interpersonal contact affects trust accuracy. Journal of Applied Psychology, 103(11): 1181-1197.

Schilke, O., Reimann, M., & Cook, K. S. 2013. Effect of relationship experience on trust recovery following a breach. Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences, 110(38): 15236-15241.

Schilke, O., Reimann, M., & Cook, K. S. 2015. Power decreases trust in social exchange. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 112(42): 12950-12955.
Schilke, O., Reimann, M., & Cook, K. S. 2021. Trust in social relations. Annual Review of Sociology. forthcoming.

Schilke, O., Wiedenfels, G., Brettel, M., & Zucker, L. G. 2017. Interorganizational trust production contingent on product and performance uncertainty. Socio-
Economic Review, 15(2): 307-330.

Schubert, S., & Miller, T. C. (2008). At Siemens, bribery was just a line item. The New York Times. Retrieved from
https://www.nytimes.com/2008/12/21/business/worldbusiness/21siemens.html

Shepardson, D. (2020). U.S. Consumers received $9.8 billion in Volkswagen diesel settlements. Retrieved from https://www.reuters.com/article/us-volkswagen-
emissions/u-s-consumers-received-9-8-billion-in-volkswagen-diesel-Settlements-idUSKCN24S2EU

Simons, T., Friedman, R., Liu, L. A., & Parks, J. M. (2008). The importance of behavioral integrity in a multicultural workplace. Cornell Hospitality Research Center
Report. Retrieved from https://ecommons.cornell.edu/handle/1813/71126

Shepardson, D. (2020). U.S. Consumers received $9.8 billion in Volkswagen diesel settlements. Retrieved from https://www.reuters.com/article/us-volkswagen-
emissions/u-s-consumers-received-9-8-billion-in-volkswagen-diesel-Settlements-idUSKCN24S2EU

Zak, P. J., & Knack, S. 2001. Trust and growth. The Economic Journal, 111(470): 295-321.

A

Eller College
of Management




Oliver Schilke
Associate Professor
Department of Management & Organizations
oschilke®@arizona.edu

Center for Trust Studies:
https://eller.arizona.edu/cts

A Eller College
.| of Management



http://arizona.edu
https://eller.arizona.edu/cts

