
addition to the cooperative one of trust-honor. The implication is that
there is no guide for choosing between different outcomes from the
repeated trust-honor game.

Kreps turns to the concept of organizational culture to help guide his
analysis around this plethora of equilibria. In games with many equi-
libria, conventions, organizational norms, and common experiences
provide the rules that allow players to distinguish one equilibrium from
another. Thomas C. Schelling (1978) refers to these rules as focal points.3
Game theorists have refined Schelling’s theory of focal points in two ways.
The first approach features a series of preliminary moves in which play-
ers’ actions facilitate coordination. Hans Haller and Vincent Crawford
(1990) focus, for example, on players’ moves made early in the game so as
to create a focal point on which to coordinate, despite common knowledge
problems. A second approach features extra-game concepts such as psy-
chological (Mehta, Starmer, and Sugden 1994; Bacharach and Bernasconi
1997), organizational, and/or cultural forms (Kreps 1990; Miller 1992;
O’Neill 1999) that allow coordination. It is this second approach that we
adopt here.

Organizational culture provides the mechanism that identifies these
focal points. “It is this psychological network of mutually reinforcing
expectations that makes one perfectly feasible outcome (cooperation)
occur instead of another perfectly feasible outcome (noncooperation)”
(Miller 1992, 207). Trust and honor are by-products of an organizational
culture.

Trust, Honor, and Reform: Trust-Honor Redux

The trust-honor game has been used in a variety of contexts to explore the
relationship between a supervisor and subordinate. The game provides
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Figure 3.1 Kreps’s Trust-Honor Game

Trust

Do not trust ($0, $0)

Honor ($10, $10)

Do not honor (–$5, $15)

Boss

Worker

Source: Kreps 1990, 100. Reprinted with the permission of Cambridge University Press.
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(NRNM)

Don’t pull Customer

Social worker

useful insights into organizational culture (Kreps 1990; Miller 1992) and
into broader matters (Gibbons 2001). For our purposes of understand-
ing the role of trust in public bureaucracy, we expand the trust-honor
game to include three actors—a supervisor, a subordinate social worker,
and a client—in the specific context of social work. This game, the trust-
honor-reform game, is presented in figure 3.2.

The game begins with a supervisor who has two choices, to monitor
or not to monitor the actions of the subordinate social worker. For our
purposes, these actions parallel the trust, not trust choices of Kreps’s
trust-honor game. The social worker moves next with a choice of pulling
or not pulling the case from a client. By pulling a case, we mean that the
social worker has made the client ineligible for state support.4 Given that
the social worker has not pulled the case, the client can opt either to
reform or not reform. By reform, we mean that the client chooses to
comply with the social worker’s strictures regarding child services,
adult services, or drug and alcohol counseling.

This game produces a number of outcomes. First are the two out-
comes reflecting decisions by the social worker to pull the case, either
with monitoring (PM, for “pull, monitoring”) or without monitoring
(PNM, for “pull, no monitoring”) by the supervisor. Then there are the
cases where the client reforms, with (RM, for “reform, with monitor-
ing”) or without monitoring (RNM, for “reform, no monitoring”),
where, of course, the case has not been pulled. Finally, there are the cases
were the client does not reform, abusing the social worker’s trust, with

46 Trust and Distrust in Organizations

Figure 3.2 Trust-Honor-Reform Game

Source: Authors’ compilation.



and “subordinate preferences” as exogenous. We will measure the pos-
itive, teaching-oriented modes of supervision as well as the coercive
ones. We will measure both functional preferences (found in individu-
als who derive utility, such as a sense of achievement, from the job) and
solidary preferences (found in individuals who derive utility, such as
self-esteem, from interactions with others on the job).

Data Collection

Our data collection involved a mail-back survey of North Carolina social
workers (front-line bureaucrats and their supervisors). (Because of North
Carolina privacy guidelines, we could not survey the clients.)

A curious feature of social work in North Carolina is that the state
delegates the provision of social services entirely to the county, includ-
ing the design of the institution itself. In 1946, Herbert Simon criticized
the scientific-management school of administration for attributing far
too much certainty to the specific form of a hierarchy in organizations
(in his example, public health). His criticism was that sometimes organi-
zations would be organized by clientele, sometimes by task, and some-
times by geography (Simon 1946). North Carolina’s one hundred county
departments of social services include hierarchies organized along all
three forms.

We initially contacted the directors of each of the one hundred county
departments of social services, thirty of whose directors agreed to par-
ticipate. The reasons for refusal were varied: some were conducting
their own surveys, some had just recently completed surveys, some
counties were going through a period of reorganization. The distribu-
tion of the counties was quite representative of the state, including
urban, farm, mountain, industrial, and ocean counties. The directors

Supervisors as Trust Brokers 51

Figure 3.3 Model of Supervisory Trust and Subordinate Effort

Political cover

Attributes of supervision

Trust in supervisor
Discretion

Effort

Preferences

Source: Authors’ compilation.



discretion, trust in the supervisor, functional preferences, and solidary prefer-
ences. We also include variables that refer to specific aspects of supervision,
in order to assess their relative effects.

Given the subject of the essay, it is particularly worthwhile to high-
light our strategy for measurement of trust in the supervisor. We con-
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Figure 3.4 Sunflower Plots of Trust in Supervisor Versus Protection
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tinue to include a direct question: “In general, how much do you trust
your immediate supervisor?” In addition, we want to capture ideas of
trust involving a belief that the supervisor will follow through on intended
decisions and acts with the interests of the subordinate in mind and also
the subordinate’s expressing comfort in speaking with the supervisor
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Figure 3.5 Sunflower Plots of Trust in Supervisor Versus Supervision
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strongly approve of their supervisors. Those who say that they have
access to classes to keep up with the field also tend to approve of their
supervisor. More coercive aspects of supervision yield the opposite pic-
ture. If they say that the organization is quite hierarchical, they are much
less likely to report trust in their supervisor. This is also true for feeling
constantly checked up on—an echo of our model which assumed that
subordinates hate being monitored.

First, we display the sunflower plots7 for trust in the supervisor as a
function of protection from outside pressure (figure 3.4). Quite plainly,
the more that the subordinates sense that their supervisor gives them
protection from government officials, the media, and other supervisors,
the more the subordinates trust their supervisor: all three graphs are pop-
ulated by large clusters toward the high-protection–high-trust corner.

Next, we present the sunflower plots for trust in the supervisor ver-
sus selected measures of supervision (figure 3.5). The upper two plots
show the effects of teaching on trust in the supervisor: both graphs are
peaked toward the high-protection–high-trust corner. The lower two
plots display the effects of more coercive supervision. A sense that the
department is hierarchical and that people are fired for their mistakes
shifts the clusters away from the high-protection–high-trust corner.
Note, however, that despite the differences in levels of trust that the
mode is still a relative high degree of trust in the supervisor.

A finer-grained analysis is possible by employing scales that sum-
marize the multiple questions in the study. We have multiple measures
for each of the variables in the balloons in figure 3.3. Our approach will
be to use principal-components analysis of each set of measures, and to
select the first principal component as a scale to represent the measure.
This strategy reduces the threat to inference from measurement error,
and also provides for a more parsimonious expression of our model.
The actual scales appear in appendix A. We produce scales for protection,
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Table 3.1 Percentage Who Strongly Trust Their Supervisor, Conditional
on Level of Agreement with Question

Strongly Strongly 
Question Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree

Protected from media? 37.5 0 18.5 21.9 40.2
Protected from government? 10.0 15.4 22.1 29.4 60.7
Protected from supervisors? 6.3 2.3 22.9 25.1 40.7
Training provided? 5.9 21.2 25.4 29.8 32.0
Classes? 14.3 10.0 25.0 26.4 34.0
Hierarchical? 38.5 32.8 34.1 22.9 12.9
Fired for mistakes? 13.0 21.8 33.8 26.0 23.5
Constantly checked? 28.6 25.1 30.3 21.1 20.0

Source: 2000 survey of North Carolina social workers.
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Table 3.2 First Principal Component Scale Construction

Discretiona

For the most part, I am in charge of deciding when to complete 
the paperwork for my clients’ cases. .37

Employees are expected to follow orders without questioning. -.08
My supervisor allows me to make what I think is the best decision. .52
I don’t feel that I have as much control over my cases as I would like. .35
My supervisor micromanages everything I do. -.43
The administration accepts the decisions that I make. .52

Functional preferencesb

This job provides me with a sense of accomplishment. .56
The most rewarding part of this job is that it really makes a difference. .58
It is encouraging to see the high level of idealism that is maintained 

by people in this field. .41
A person enters this profession because he or she likes the work. .42

Solidary preferencesc

My coworkers take responsibility for their actions when things go wrong. .43
I feel comfortable in confiding with coworkers about any problems 

I have on the job. .41
My coworkers don’t care if they create extra work for other people. .22
Working hard on my job leads to gaining respect from coworkers. .35
The environment of the department is one in which coworkers help 

each other out. .44
The department is really very impersonal. .25
A person gets the chance to develop good friends here. .40
My coworkers take credit for things that I have done. .27

Protectiond

My supervisor does a good job of keeping members of the media 
from nosing around in department matters. .54

My supervisor protects me from government officials from outside 
this department. .65

My supervisor protects me when other supervisors ask me to do things 
that take away from my main role here. .54

Trust in supervisore

In general, how much do you trust your immediate supervisor? .56
When my supervisor tells me about a decision he intends to make, 

he follows through. .52
I feel that my supervisor generally has my interests in mind when 

she makes a decision. .55
If I have a problem with someone in the department, I feel comfortable 

asking my supervisor for help. .16
If I have a problem concerning a client, I talk with my supervisor 

before speaking with anyone else. .30

Source: 2000 survey of North Carolina social workers.
aFirst two eigenvalues are 1.89 and 1.12.
bFirst two eigenvalues are 1.86 and .88.
cFirst two eigenvalues are 2.67 and 1.21.
dFirst two eigenvalues are 1.59 and .84.
eFirst two eigenvalues are 2.10 and 1.02.



trusting in the supervisor. The first inference to draw is that certain insti-
tutional aspects of supervision can have a very large and positive effect
upon the trust that subordinates have for their supervisors. Clearly, trust
is something that supervisors, given the right tools, can use to substan-
tially improve the working relationship.

By contrast, the more coercive tools do not carry nearly as much
weight. A sense that the organization is hierarchical, that one can be fired
for not doing the right things, a sense of pressure to take on cases, and a
sense that the workplace checks on rules all have substantively small—
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Table 3.3 Three-Stage Least Squares Estimates of Working and 
Sabotage as Function of Trust in Supervisor

Trust Supervisor Hours Break Rules

Work hard
Protection 0.08** 0.08** 0.08**
Training 0.32** 0.32** 0.32**
Hierarchical 0.06 0.06 0.06
Fired 0.08* 0.08* 0.08*
Classes 0.38** 0.38** 0.38**
Too many cases 0.04 0.04 0.04
Check rules 0.03 0.03 0.03
Trial period 0.20** 0.20** 0.19**
Constant 0.05 0.05 0.05

Discretion
Trust in supervisor 0.62** 0.62** 0.62**
Functional preferences 0.04* 0.04* 0.04*
Solidary preferences 0.05* 0.05* 0.05*
Privacy 0.04 0.04 0.04
Constant 0.41 0.41 0.41

Work
Trust in supervisor 0.10** 13.00** −0.17**
Discretion −0.09** −7.44** 0.10**
Trust in supervisor × discretion 0.19** 9.26** −0.12**
Privacy 0.00 0.59** 0.00
Functional preferences 0.00 0.63** 0.00
Solidary preferences 0.00 0.70** 0.00
Hierarchical 0.03 2.77** 0.03
Fired 0.05 3.98** 0.05
Check rules 0.04 3.40** −0.04
Constant 0.11 8.66 0.11

Source: 2000 survey of North Carolina social workers.
Note: N = 509. Cell entries are three-stage least squares estimates for the separate struc-
tural models.
*p < .10 **p < .05



Thus, Švejk and his superior are playing a game in the two-dimensional
space in figure 5.1, in which the horizontal axis is Švejk’s effort and the
vertical axis is the amount of monitoring by the manager. The sequenc-
ing of the game is simple: the superior sets a level of monitoring, and
Švejk then selects the level of effort that maximizes his gain given that
level of monitoring.

Clearly, Švejk is best off at the origin (m = 0, e = 0): he supplies zero
effort, and he cannot be punished because there is no possibility of
being discovered in violation of the rules. We may assume that with a
“typical” utility function, he has convex indifference curves around
that ideal point. For any given level of rule monitoring m, Švejk’s best
response is a particular level of effort that is given by a tangency point
between one of his indifference curves and the horizontal line associ-
ated with that level of monitoring. Several such tangency points are
shown in figure 5.1.

His effort response curve is an upwardly sloping line consisting of
the set of such tangency points, as in Figure 1, indicating that more rule-
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Figure 5.1 More Monitoring Results in More Effort (in One-Shot Game)
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manager would like to say, “I will spend no resources on monitoring if
I can trust you to work at a level of effort that will yield C—and we will
both be happier than at the equilibrium outcome E.” But without mon-
itoring, the optimal thing for Švejk to do is to provide zero effort, not
outcome C. Even if Švejk agreed ahead of time not to loaf, the statement
would be contrary to his self-interest, and not credible to the manager.
The same thing could be said for everything else in the Pareto-preferred
region, since all such points are off the effort-reaction function.

However, attaining outcomes off of this reaction function is precisely
what this essay is about. How might Švejk and his manager attain a non-
equilibrium that makes them both better off? What would cooperation
look like in a real-world setting, and how might it be achieved?

“Gift Exchange”: Autonomy for Effort

One early suggestive analysis, called “The Cash Posters,” is by the soci-
ologist George Homans (1954). These employees were assigned the rou-
tine (not to say monotonous) task of registering cash payments against
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Figure 5.2 Stackelberg Equilibrium (E) and Pareto-Preferred Region
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council represented an opportunity to collectively improve their supply
chains more than they could individually, they were reluctant to sit
down with their direct competitors for fear of revealing competitive
information and attracting antitrust scrutiny. We spoke with the director
of purchasing for one of the participating manufacturers who described
the difficulties of getting the council started:

As a member of the council, our company was hesitant to disclose our
practices with our competitors. The first meetings were not productive,
but gave us a chance to talk to each other. Later we were able to find
common ground to work together. . . . It was a real slow process. I
remember the first meeting that we had, sitting around that table, look-
ing at everyone—I mean, we were all competitors. First of all, there was
a concern, are we violating any kind of Robinson Patman Act, or what-
ever it might be, that stifles competitiveness. And once we were assured
that that wasn’t the case, then it was well, we’re gonna be very guarded
with the information that we share, simply because we are competitors.

In order to address concerns about revealing proprietary information
to competitors, the WMMTC established ground rules, like agreeing
that no information on sensitive topics such as pricing, product design,
or marketing strategy would be discussed during the meetings. Even
with these safeguards in place, though, the fact that the firms did even-
tually discover common ground was hardly a foregone conclusion. The
WMMTC was able to guide the participating firms in this direction
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Figure 8.1 Theoretical Model of Network Facilitation
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Table 8.1 Industry Standards Created by the OFIC

Standard Description

Packaging

Quality assurance

Electronic data 
interchange

Color

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Prior to the packaging standard, each of the manufactur-
ers had different requirements for packaging, labeling,
and delivering products. As a result of the inherent dis-
economies of operating several packaging operations at
relatively low scale, rather than a single packaging sys-
tem, the opportunities for suppliers to improve deliv-
ery performance and to reduce lead times were limited.

Similar efficiencies were attained by standardizing sup-
plier quality assurance. Each manufacturer had its own
separate auditing system and each would individually
qualify a supplier on the basis of different criteria. For 
a supplier, this meant incurring the costs of being certi-
fied many times each year, maintaining separate sets 
of inspection records, and having multiple procedures
manuals and other documentation demonstrating
adherence to different interpretations of quality manu-
facturing principles. With only one set of expectations,
suppliers would find the process less burdensome than
before, and would be more likely to meet the standards
(see “Area Furniture Industry Lauds Streamlining,”
Grand Rapids Press, May 27, 1994, p. 64).

Although many of the manufacturers had been using EDI
with suppliers for years, broadly following the ANSI
X.12 standard, each company had developed its own
unique, customized, transaction conventions. This meant
that each time a supplier acquired a new trading partner,
new software would have to be purchased or existing
software modified. Consequently, many suppliers kept
separate terminals for each customer and would print
out new orders and then re-key them into their own
computer system. The OFIC developed a standard set
of transaction conventions, each with a single format, that
would allow manufacturers and suppliers to exchange
all stages of procurement information from request for
quotes to payment orders, thus allowing suppliers to
dispense with multiple terminals for each customer
(“Information Interchange Builds Path for Suppliers,”
Grand Rapids Business Journal, May 1994, p. 81).

The most recent effort undertaken by the OFIC was to
create a common method for documenting and measur-
ing color. A subcommittee of representatives from manu-
facturers and suppliers developed standards that would
minimize redundancy, establish a common language for
describing color, and reduce color ordering time.



that members of collocated dyads did not change their level of trust
from month 1 to month 3 any more than the members of distributed
dyads. A one-way ANOVA confirms no significant difference between
distributed and collocated dyads in the change in trust between month
1 and month 3 (F[1, 106] = .20, p < .66). These analyses, however, merely
suggest that average levels of trust did not change. It is possible that
trust changed more in collocated dyads but that the averages obscure
increases and decreases in trust. We therefore examined more closely
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Figure 9.1 Comparisons of Mean Levels of Trust for Distributed and
Collocated Dyads for Months 1 and 3 on Scale of 1 to 5
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sequently the model has a very poor fit (χ2 [8, N = 31] = 38.677, p = .000,
with NFI = .947, RFI = .860 and CFI = .957). Model 5, which includes
only our sample of distributed dyads, indicates significant relationships
between perceived trustworthiness at month 1 and month 3, perceived
follow-through at month 1 and month 3, and trust at month 1 and month
3. The model has an acceptable fit ((χ2 [8, N = 77] = 18.8, p = .016), with
NFI = .989, RFI = .971 and CFI = .994), suggesting that perceived trust-
worthiness, perceived follow-through, and trust are all fairly stable
across time in these teams. These analyses provide additional support
for hypothesis 2.

Hypothesis 3 is that members of distributed dyads will use risk as a
basis for trust more than members of collocated dyads. We used ordinary
least square (OLS) regression models to test this hypothesis (see table 9.3).
When only risk and reward were used to predict trust they were not
significant for either collocated or distributed dyads (see models 6a and
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Figure 9.2 Structural Equation Models Predicting Perceived
Trustworthiness and Trust
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6b, table 9.3). We theorized that the effect of risk on trust would be mod-
erated by the reward perceived in the situation, such that high risk would
reduce trust unless rewards also were high. Therefore we reversed the
risk term to represent low risk and multiplied it by reward to create a
term representing the interaction between low risk and reward. When
this interaction term was added to the model for collocated dyads
(model 7a), risk (β = 2.96, p < .01), reward (β = 3.22, p < .001) and the inter-
action term (β = −4.15, p < .01) were significant. With distributed dyads,
when the interaction term was added to model 7b, none of the terms were
significant, although risk (β = .96, p < .10) and reward (β = .65, p < .10) were
more strongly predictive than the interaction term (β = −.99, n.s.). This
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Figure 9.3 Structural Equation Models Predicting Trust Development
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Discussion

In this chapter we examine the effect of geographic distribution on the
development of trust. Although we expected to find less trust between
team members who were geographically distant, we found no evidence
of this. We did, however, find that perceived trustworthiness was lower
in distributed than in collocated dyads. We also found that trust was
more stable and may develop differently in geographically distributed
than in collocated dyads. In the collocated dyads we studied, trust was
more volatile—both increasing and decreasing more over time than in
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Figure 9.4 Structural Equation Model Predicting Performance
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Performance. To create a measure of individual performance, we used
the student’s final grade. A portion of the grade was determined on the
basis of the students’ contributions to the project in their own discipli-
nary areas (architecture, engineering, or construction management),
which they presented at the end of the project. Another significant por-
tion of the grade was based on the overall team project. A multidiscipli-
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Table 9.1 Survey Questions

Trust
1. How often have you needed to check or ask to see if this team member had 
completed her or his commitments?a

2. How often have you counted or compared to see if this team member was
contributing to the group?a

3. How often have you worried about this team member's performance?a

4. How often have you checked on this team member's progress on the deliverables 
promised?a

Risk
1. How much is at stake for you (what do you have to lose) if one team member does 
not do his or her job? 

Reward
1. What goals do you hope to achieve with this project?  (Not directly used) 
2. How important are those goals? 

Perceived trustworthiness 

1. How often has this team member made an extra effort to make your job easier? 
2. How often has this team member listened carefully to hear your problems or
concerns?
3. How often has this team member notified you when she could not meet a
commitment?
4. How often has this team member passed on new information or ideas that may 
be helpful to you or the group? 
5. How often does this team member check to make sure that communication was 
received or understood? 

1. How often has this team member exhibited technical or project competence? 
2. How often have you noticed that team member exhibit professional behavior? 

1. To what extent is this team member honest or dishonest?a

2. To what extent is this team member virtuous or sinful?a

Follow-through
1. How often did this team member follow through on work commitments? 
2. How often did this team member fail to follow through on work commitments?a

3. How often did this team member complete work commitments on time? 
4. How often did this team member fail to complete work commitments on time
without good reason?a

Care

Ability

Integrity

Source: Based on Zolin et al. 2004.
aThese items were reverse-coded.



Table 9.2 Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Variables 

Standard
Mean Deviation 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11.

1. Trust (month 1) 3.49 .87
2. Geographic distribution .71 .45 −.02
3. Risk 3.68 .71 .12 .06
4. Reward 4.19 .91 .13 .16 −.08
5. First-quarter grade 3.71 .50 .02 .02 −.17+ −.08
6. Perceived trustworthiness 

(month 1) 3.58 .75 .22* −.15 −.26** .13 −.23*
7. Perceived follow-through 

(month 1) 3.94 .82 .47*** −.13 −.18+ .23* −.05 .59***
8. Trust (month 3) 3.58 .70 .32*** −.08 −.17+ .16+ −.02 .44*** .44***
9. Second-quarter grade 3.80 .46 −.07 −.11 −.13 −.11 .79*** −.12 −.01 .03

10. Perceived trustworthiness 
(month 3) 3.93 .68 .16+ −.22* −.38*** .05 .01 .55*** .46*** .60*** −.01

11. Perceived follow-through 
(month 3) 3.99 .67 .04 −.17+ −.30** .17+ −.03 .50*** .50*** .66*** .07 .76***

12. Courses taken 11.49 5.41 −.22* −.05 −.33*** −.13 .04 .27** .11 .15 .18+ .18+ .13

Source: Authors’ compilation.
Note: N = 108.
+p < .10 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001



control (Handy 1995); unlike the case in research on psychological safety,
the theme of learning has not played a central role in this work.

An extensive literature on organizational learning has paid little
attention to the behaviors at the level of work teams that allow organi-
zations to learn, with notable exceptions (for example, Edmondson 2002;
Kasl, Marsick, and Dechant 1993; Senge 1990). Much essential learning
in organizations takes place in the interpersonal interactions between
members of work groups (Edmondson 2002), yet learning behaviors are
limited when individuals have concerns about interpersonal conse-
quences. Chris Argyris (1990) suggested that when people experience
interpersonal threat, they utilize “defensive routines” that thwart their
own and their organization’s learning. Similarly, Schein (1995) proposes
that the “learning anxiety” created by the fear of confronting discon-
firming data increases “in direct proportion to the amount of disconfir-
mation, leading to the maintenance of the equilibrium by defensive
avoidance of the disconfirming information.” The anxiety associated
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Figure 10.1 Model of Antecedents and Consequences of Team
Psychological Safety
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small number of teams and because of the busy schedule of surgeons
and other operating-room team members, it was impractical to use a
team survey in this setting.

Instead, we developed two measures of psychological safety by cod-
ing qualitative data as follows: First, notes from informants’ responses to
several questions about the team, including what they would do if faced
with a specific potential complication, were rated by the interviewers
using a three-point scale: “The atmosphere and interaction in this team
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Table 10.1 Survey Scales Used to Measure Psychological Safety

Edmondson (1996)
If you make a mistake in this team, it is held against you.

Edmondson and Woolley (2003)
If I make a mistake in this job, it is often held against me. (Reverse scored)
It is difficult to ask others in this department for help. (Reverse scored)
My manager often encourages me to take on new tasks or to learn how to do
things I have never done before.

If I was thinking about leaving this company to pursue a better job elsewhere, I
would talk to my manager about it.

If I had a problem in this company, I could depend on my manager to be my
advocate.

Often when I raise a problem with my manager, she or he does not seem
very interested in helping me find a solution. (Reverse scored)

Edmondson (1999a)
If you make a mistake on this team, it is often held against you.
Members of this team are able to bring up problems and tough issues.
People on this team sometimes reject others for being different.
It is safe to take a risk on this team.
It is difficult to ask other members of this team for help.
No one on this team would deliberately act in a way that undermines my
efforts.

Working with members of this team, my unique skills and talents are valued
and utilized.

Anderson and West (1994b; as used by Kivimaki et al. 1997)
We share information generally in the team rather than keeping it to

ourselves.
We have a “we are together” attitude.
We all influence each other.
People keep each other informed about work-related issues in the team.
People feel understood and accepted by each other.
Everyone’s view is listened to, even if it is in a minority.
There are real attempts to share information throughout the team.
There is a lot of give and take.

Source: Author’s compilation.



client’s ability to identify with a particular counselor (perceive a “one-
ness” with the counselor [Ashforth and Mael 1989]) increased ratings
of the counselor’s trustworthiness.

By contrast, other studies of client and practitioner interactions have
shown that revealing or displaying how one differs from a known untrust-
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Figure 11.1 Tactics for Enhancing Interpersonal Perceptions of
Trustworthiness

Behavioral Tactics
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Table 11.1 Research on Perceptions of Interpersonal Trustworthiness

Factors Enhancing Factors Reducing Categorizations
Citation Trustworthiness Images Trustworthiness Images Suggesteda

Self-presentation behaviors
Bless et al. (2000)

Newcomb et al. (2000)

Lundeen and 
Schuldt (1989)

Arokiasamy et al. (1994)

Hayslip, Schneider, and 
Bryant (1989)

Myers and Dugan (1996)

Redfern, Dancey, and 
Dryden (1993)

Reference to one untrustwor-
thy exemplar in category 
(such as politicians) increases
trustworthiness of other con-
trasting category members.

Rock stars’ testimonials in
antidrug-use commercials.

Therapist’s self-disclosure about
similar problems in video-
taped mock-therapy session.

Good attending skills by coun-
selor in videotaped therapy
session: attended to client’s
feelings, asked pertinent
questions, made responses
reflective of client’s feeling
statements.

Client’s ability to identify with
individual counselor.

Empathetic treatment of client
by counselor.

Reference to one untrustworthy
exemplar in category (such as
politicians) reduces trustwor-
thiness of general category.

Sexist behavior by professors in
real-life classroom experiences
(use of stereotypical examples
of male and female roles, sexist
language, calling only on males).

Members of stereotypically
untrustworthy group (politi-
cians).

Members of group dissimilar
to out-group.

Members of in-group.
Members of group with com-
petent reputation.

Members of in-group.

Members of stereotypically
legitimate group.

Members of in-group.

Members of in-group.

Members of stereotypically
untrustworthy group (for
example, bigots, sexists).

Members of out-group.

Members of in-group.



Language
Hurwitz, Miron, and 
Johnson (1992)

Elsbach and Elofson (2000)

Physical appearance
Roll and Roll (1984)

Carter and Motta (1988)

Heitmeyer and 
Goldsmith (1990)

Brownlow (1992)

Lee, Uhlemann, and 
Haase (1985)

Source: Author’s compilation.
aSuggested by research, but not explicitly tested.

Words that connote power,
status.

Easy-to-understand, colloquial
language used by an expert
communicating a decision
explanation.

Informal dress.

Informal dress, counselors
address others by first name.

Moderately formal dress.

“Baby-faced” speaker.

Perceptions by client: warm,
concerned facial expression;
spontaneous head nod; soft,
pleasing voice; expressive ges-
ture; timely smile; slow fluent
speech; relaxed, approaching
posture; steady eye contact for
beginning counselors.

Passive voice.

Hard-to-understand, technical
language used by an expert
communicating a decision
explanation.

Formal dress.

Formal dress, counselors
address others by surname.

Overly formal or informal
dress.

“Mature-faced” speaker.

Members of competent group.

Members of in-group or out-
group.

Members of stereotypically
untrustworthy group.

Members of in-group or stereo-
typically competent group.

Members of out-group or
stereotypically incompetent
group.

Members of in-group or stereo-
typically competent group.

Members of out-group or
stereotypically incompetent
group.

Members of out-group or
stereotypically incompetent
group.

Members of stereotypically
trustworthy or untrustworthy
groups.

Members of stereotypically
competent group.



Paradoxes of Trust 295

This depiction of the trust formation process might be called “a
rational-choice approach” (see Kramer 1999). In essence, it suggests that
people do not take big risks in new relationships. Instead, trust builds
slowly. It is almost as if people implicitly calculate the probabilities that
their trust will be honored; if they have had repeated positive experi-
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Figure 12.3 Structure of the Game

The figure is interpreted by reading it from left to right. Each node in the 
figure is a decision made by one of the players (identified by a circled 
number). Player 1 makes the first choice by choosing A or B. If player 1 
chooses B, the game ends, since there are no more nodes after we follow the B 
path. The payoffs are in the boxes at the end nodes. If player 2 chooses A, then 
player 2 makes a choice of X or Y. The payoffs for each player are listed in the 
end nodes following each path. 

Player 1 — $12
Player 2 — $12

Player 1 — $4
Player 2 — $20

Player 1 — $8
Player 2 — $0

1

2

A

X

Y

B

Source: Authors’ compilation.

less than if they had chosen not to trust. Figure 12.3 displays an extended
form of the Trust Game.

In a first study (Malhotra and Murnighan 2002), we observed people
playing the Trust Game repeatedly (three or four times) with the same
partners. Cooperation between some dyads was facilitated in early
rounds by allowing them to use contracts. A contract proposed by
player 2s and accepted by player 1s meant that player 1s would neces-
sarily choose to trust and player 2s would necessarily honor their trust.
In their third and fourth interactions, contracts were no longer possible
or no longer chosen. This provided a basis for comparing the trusting
behaviors of player 1s with and without contracts. We predicted that the
use of contracts would rob the parties of the opportunity to make trust-
worthy attributions regarding their counterparts and that the subse-
quent removal of contracts would have a damaging effect on trust. In
other words, when player 2s could not or did not offer a contract after
having done so in previous rounds, we predicted that player 1s would
be less trusting than if they had not experienced contracts at all.



Player 2s’ active choices were powerful: when they chose not to pro-
pose contracts (in round 3) after having proposed contracts in the first
two rounds, only 42.9 percent of the player 1s were willing to trust, sig-
nificantly less than in round 3 of the no-contracts condition. In addition,
there was significantly less trust after player 2s had offered contracts on
rounds 1 and 2 and then chose not to (round 3) than in the first round of
the no-contracts conditions. This suggests that, in this situation, a coop-
erative history under contracts results in less trust than no history at all.

When contracts were allowed and chosen (in the first two rounds) but
then not allowed (in round 3), trust also dropped, to 60.7 percent. This
was significantly less than the level of trust in the third round of the no-
contracts condition (86.4 percent), suggesting that the removal of con-
tracts, even when the decision is not in the hands of the other person,
results in a drop in trust. In addition, as in the active-choice condition,
there was significantly less trust after player 2s had offered contracts
and then were not allowed to than in the first round of the no-contracts
condition. Even without active choice, then, the use of contracts inter-
fered with the development of trust.

These results suggest that binding contracts generate situational attri-
butions for cooperation and can keep trust from developing. In addition,
not only does trust have less chance to develop in a contractual inter-
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Figure 12.4 Data from Key Conditions in Malhotra and Murnighan (2002)
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In this exercise, two groups represent owners of competing gas sta-
tions. The goal of each group is to maximize profits for their station. In
each round (“each week”) participants make a simple, strategic choice:
they cut their price or keep it the same. The groups make their decisions
simultaneously, and the other’s choice is not known before one’s own
decision is made. The payoff for each round is determined by the two
groups’ choices (depicted in table 12.1). The payoffs fit the definition of
a prisoner’s dilemma (Rapoport and Chammah 1965): if both groups
keep their prices unchanged, both make a moderately high profit (ficti-
tious amounts of $1,200 each); if one cuts and the other doesn’t, the sta-
tion with the lower price receives the maximum payoff ($1,600) and the
status quo station receives the minimum payoff ($400); and if both
groups cut their prices, they both make a moderately low profit ($800
each). In a one-shot interaction, the strictly dominant strategy is to cut:
regardless of the other group’s choice, cutters get $400 more than they
would have received from remaining constant. Since both groups are in
the same position, the unique Nash Equilibrium prediction (where nei-
ther party has any motivation to change their behavior) is that they will
both cut and each will receive $800 each round. Cutting prices may be
individually rational (in the short term), but it is collectively suboptimal:
both groups can do better by leaving their prices alone. This choice, how-
ever, entails obvious risks. Without communication, trust, or the prospects
of future interaction, both groups may find it difficult to avoid cutting.

Our research investigated the effects of these three factors—commu-
nication, trust, and expectations of future interaction—in multiple
rounds (seven) of gas station games with the opportunity to communi-
cate starting with the third round. This context gave the parties an
opportunity to develop trust. The fact that the first two rounds of their
interaction did not allow them to communicate meant that we could also
evaluate the dynamics of trust development when some of the parties
had initially cooperated and others had not. Thus, we investigated the
development of trust in dyads that had begun their interactions coop-
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Table 12.1 The Profit Table in the Gas Station Game

Team 2

Maintain Price Cut Price 
(Cooperate) (Compete)

Maintain price Team 1: $1,200 Team 1: $400
(cooperate) Team 2: $1,200 Team 2: $1,600

Team 1
Cut price Team 1: $1,600 Team 1: $800
(compete) Team 2: $400 Team 2: $800

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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