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s Trust Relevant in the Context of Negotiation

and V.V.?

Why Should Trust Researchers be
Interested in Negotiation?

Negotiation = “A social process that occurs
whenever people cannot achieve their goals
without the cooperation of others” (Thompson,
Wang & Gunia 2010).

So, a great deal of what constitutes leader-follower
& peer relations with organizations can be
understood as “negotiation.”

And also cross-functional teams, performance
review, managers as third parties, coalitions,
teams, interdepartmental relations, employment
terms, job roles, etc.

These relations involve social exchange processes,
fairness, coordination, helping, communication,
non-verbal communication, reputation,
persuasion, influence, emotions, power, gender
and demographics, culture, cognition, decision
making, collaboration, person perception, all of
which are of interest to trust researchers.
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How Much Research is there on Trust in the
Context of Negotiation?

Answer 1: Meta-analyses

. Efgiz’gs of trust on negotiation behaviors and outcomes: 32 studies (Kong, Dirks & Ferrin

. ggie{)minants of trust in the context of negotiation: 25 studies (Lyu, Kong, Ferrin & Dirks

Answer 2: My non-systematic search of 24 OB/Psych/IO journals for the last 15 years
turned up 37 peer-reviewed articles studying trust in the context of negotiation.

Putting that in context:

* The First International Network on Trust (FINT) attracts ~90 researchers biannually.
(Mostly European trust researchers).

e |ACM attracts hundreds (?) of researchers annually.

e | estimate that there are now approximately 40-60 peer-reviewed articles on trust
published annually in the top 15 OB/IO/HR journals.
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e Rudimentary and unsystematic
understanding of the effects of
culture

* Samples: Studies of executive
participants are nearly always
correlational
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Weaknesses and Frontiers of

Weaknesses and Frontiers of Trust Negotiation Research (with respect to
Research Trust)
* Causality: Few studies that assess e Oversimplified understanding of
causality except in very abstracted lab :
tasks what trust is
e Trust development: Few studies of e Lack of theoretical precision and

trust development as a process
e Spirals, Phases, Trajectories

e Rudimentary and unsystematic

richness regarding the role of trust
in negotiation

unlderstanding of the effects of e Weak measurement of trust

culture

 Samples: Studies of executive * Silo paradigm: Negotiation
participants are nearly always research seems somewhat stand-

correlational alone from other areas of e.g. OB
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Opportunities for Trust Research

e Demonstrate causality

e Study trust development
e Spirals, Phases, Trajectories

e Study culture systematically

e Study trust dynamics, including
causality, trust development,
and culture among others, in
Executive samples

e Advance the scientific
understanding of negotiation!

: Opportunities!
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Opportunities for Trust Research Opportunities for Negotiation Research
(with respect to Trust)
e Demonstrate causality e Add theoretical richness,
e Study trust development precision, and explanatory
e Spirals, Reciprocation, Trajectories power regarding the role of trust
e Study culture systematically In negotiation
e Study trust dynamics, including ~ ® Employ state of the art measures
causality, trust development, e Advance the scientific

and culture among others, in
Executive samples

e Advance the scientific
understanding of negotiation!

understanding of trust!



Understanding Trust Conceptually (1)

Mayer, Davis & Schoorman 1995:

Trust as Willingness to Accept Vulnerability

FIGURE 1
Proposed Model of Trust
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Understanding Trust Conceptually (2)

McAllister 1995:
Trust as Confident
Positive Expectations

Cognition-
Based Trust
Affect-Based

Trust
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Melding the Two Primary Models and
Measures of Trust

Mayer et al. 1995
Perceived Trustworthiness

McAllister 1995:
Trust as Confident
Positive Expectations

Mavyer et al. 1995
Trust as Willingness to
Accept Vulnerability
Maver et al. 1995 Maver et al. 1995

Perceived
Ability

Cognition-
Based Trust

Risk-Taki
Perceived ISK-1aKing

Benevolence

Affect-Based
Trust

Perceived
Integrity Now, think about a real-life scenario, or a negotiation
experiment. If you asked, “how much did you trust your

counterpart,” how would you interpret the answer?

Trust
Propensity
What do we do with this model? Use it to pinpoint

the constructs that are of theoretical and empirical
interest.



How Can We Measure Trust?
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Development and validation of a propensity to trost scale
M. Lance Frazier**, Paul . Johnson” and Stav Fainshmidt*

* Deperrtment of Management, College of Busdness and Public Administration, €k Dominion
Uniersty, Norfolk, VA USA: *Global Management and Strategy Department, Western
Camding Universdty, Cullowhee, NC, USA

{ Received 8 Apeil 2002 final version received 15 May 200 3)

Though trust reseamchers resopniie the impo fance of 2 dispos lona] eom ponenl
Lo lomming trusting relationships in the workplace, thene has been comparatively
hule ressanch on propensly W lrust in the Bleraiune, We review the lilerature,
discws prior measunes of propensily Lo trust, and integrate them o develop a
pripensgily Lo trusl scale Besulis of four validation stwdies suppest that this
pripensgily Lo trusl scale demonsirales strong paychomelric prsperies and @
empincally retated Lo other constructs within a theoretically denved nomil oueal
network of trust, The consequence i3 a concie, ngorously developed, and
consdstently rebable acale of propensily Lo trust, Scholady and practical
imphcations are discussed along with several avenwes for Tuture nesearch,

Keywondis propensly o st scale development; trust Lrus tworUhiness

Tt roe st i

As a mechanism for facilitating social exchange (Cropanzano & Byrne, 2000, trust
in the workplace impacts overall organisational functioning through its influence on
relationship quality (Lau & Cobh, 2010; Tan & Lir, 200%), Empirical rescamch on
trust among individuak shows that trust leads to improved performance, more
citizenship behaviours, improved job satisfaction and greater organisational commmit-
ment {Colquitt, Scott, & LePine, 2007, Dirks & Ferring 2002). Despite the
proliferation of msearch on amtecedents to trust, the dispositional component
to forming trust-hased relationships has reccived comparatively hittle attention
{Bernerth & Walker, 2008; Kramer, 199%). Consequently, despite its importance as a
construct theoretically and empirically related to many organisational phenomena,
propensity to trust remains an underdeveloped arca of investigation { Colquitt et al.,
2007; Schoorman, Mayer, & Davis, 2007).

The importance of propensity to trust in organisations may ncrease as a result of
the dymamic nature of today’s workplace. Orgamisational restructuring, decreased
employee loyalty, the wse of temporary workers and technological advancements
make social exchanges with keaders, subordinates and co-workers more complicated.
In tum, this may create ambiguitics in tnstworthiness perceptions and subsequent
decisions to trust (Alge, Ballinger, & Grmeen, 2004; McKnight, Cummings, &
Chervany, 1998). Further, research on virtual teams suggests that trust is increasingly
important because of the lack of social controls necessary for effective team

Mayer & Davis (1999); also
see Mayer & Gavin (2005)

McAllister (1995)

Frazier, Johnson &
Fainschmidt (2013)




How Can We Measure Trust

The Organizational
Trust Inventory (OTI)

Development and Valldation

L. L. CUMMINGS
PHILIF BROMILEY

The purpose of this chapier is to present the conceptual and empirical devel-
opment, including validation, of & measure of organizational trust. Organiza-
tional trust refers to the degree of trust belween units of an crganization or
between organizations.

A pumber of piual and empirical perspectives have been taken on
trust, canging from interpersonal (Helgeson, 1994; Wrightsman, 1991) to
intergroup (Zander, 1994} to organizational (Bradach & Eccles, 198%; Gambetta,
1938; Granovetter, 1985; Hosmer, 1995) to societal (Lewis & Weigert, 1985).
In addition, trust has been conceptualized as both a behavior and a beliaf
{Shoda, Mischel, & Wright, 1994).

AUTHOHS' NOTE: We wish to thank the following for their asssstance: Lina Vas Dyne, Don
YandeWalle, Kathryn Brewer, Hyoung Meson, Seag Kwun, Kistbarly Barran, Shoba Dies, Charles
Flaherty, Tamya Kostove, Mike Lotham, and R. P, MeDonald.
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Measuring trust in organisational research: Review and
recommendat ions

Bill McEvily™* and Marco Tortoriclo™

“Rotman School of Management, University of Toronta, Canadea "IESE Buciness School —

Madrid, Xpeain

{Rewived |7 Februwory 2000 final version received 23 November 2000)

Although the orpamzabonal hieralue & incraangly convergmg on comimsn
delinitions. and theoretical el il 1Al o of trust, it i3 enclear whether the
same 14 true for the measures wed o operationabise rust, In this paper, we neview
the organsationsl Hieratume o s the degree of sophisteation and comver-
gence acrodd slwdies in how Lrust has been messuned. Our analysis of 171 papers
published over 48 years revealed that the state of the ant of lrust measumemeant is
rudimentary and hghly lrammented. In paricular, we identified a wial of 129
dilTerent measunes of trust. Momeover, in only 24 inslances were we able o venly
that a previowsly developed and validaled messure of trust had been replicated
verbatim, and 11 of these replications wene by the same authors who orgnated
the mesiure, b oaddition e the B ted degree of replication, the meaasumement of
Lrwsl im the organsabional lileralure is charactensed by weak evilende in support
of constrwet vabdity and Hmiled consensus on operational dimensions, What
makes these Mndings even more swprising & Chal our meview abo dentifed
several memunes of trust that have been careflully developed and thomoughly
validated, We profile those measures with strone measunement propertes and
diseuss their rade-oils. We also present a lramework for measuring trust thal
provides guidance 1o reseanchers lor selecting or developing a measune of trust
and propose an agenda for lulure nesearch with an emphasis on resolving
enduring debales m the hlemtume,

Keywords: trusl; measurement; vahdily; organrational; psychometnic

The need for a review

Research on the mole of trust in an organisational context has expanded considerably
in recent years. Apart from the increasing number of journal articles, there have also
been several special ismues’ and books” devoted to the topic of trust in and between
organizations Whil this literature has made important theoretical and conceptual
advances, the literature as a whole is not well integraied and lacks coherence
(McEvily, Perrone, & Zahcer, 2003). In part, this may be due to the fact that maost
rescarch tends to embed trust into existing theories of organisations, mesulting in a
diverse and eclectic mix of findings. However, we believe that this is also due to a
fragmentation in the literature in the way that trust is measured.

Although the organisational literature j= converging op common definitons and

Cummings & Bromiley
(1996)

McEvily & Tortoriello
(2011)

?



Existing Approaches to Measuring/Studying
Trust in Negotiation Research

Room for Improvement ©

* Single item non-dimensional measure
“How much did you trust the other
party?”

e Single item dimensional measure: “|
can depend on my partner to have my
best interests at heart” (ABT)

* Short unsourced multi-item scale that
measures multiple trust dimensions
as a single dimension.

e Hotchpotch items that don’t clearly
link to trust dimensions: “I felt on the
same page with the other person”;
“cooperative”; “helpful”;
“considerate”



Existing Approaches to Measuring/Studying
Trust in Negotiation Research

Room for Improvement ©

* Single item non-dimensional measure
“How much did you trust the other
party?”

e Single item dimensional measure: “|

can depend on my partner to have my

best interests at heart” (ABT)

* Short unsourced multi-item scale that
measures multiple trust dimensions
as a single dimension.

e Hotchpotch items that don’t clearly
link to trust dimensions: “I felt on the
same page with the other person”;
“cooperative”; “helpful”;
“considerate”

Exemplary ©!!!

e Campagna, Mislin, Kong & Bottom
(2015): Perceived benevolence and

perceived integrity from Mayer &
Davis (1999) scale.

e Naquin & Paulson (2003); Naquin &
Kurtzberg (2009): OTI short-form

e Caspi, Olekalns & Druckman
(2016): Manipulated ABT & CBT
based on McAllister (1995)



How Can We Approach the Study of Culture
in the Context of Trust and Negotiation (1)?



How Can We Approach the Study of Culture
in the Context of Trust and Negotiation (1)?

Ferrin & Gillespie (2010) review of 50+ empirical studies that examined
trust across cultures concluded that trust is:

e a variform universal (Lonner 1980): The general principle of trust exists
around the world but some manifestations vary around the world.

e a variform functional universal (Bass 1997): similar relationships of trust with
other variables are found around the world, but magnitudes (and sometimes

directions) sometimes differ.



How Can We Approach the Study of Culture
in the Context of Trust and Negotiation (2)?

Examples already in use! (Based on my review of 24 journals)

Cross-cultural generalizability: Numerous studies use non-US samples: Chinese, Dutch, British,
Australian, Hong Kong, etc. Even without a culture research question, these expand evidence of
generalizability.

Cross-cultural comparisons using negotiation simulations
e Tightness-Looseness; Indian & American (Gunia, Brett, Nandkeolyar & Kamdar, 2011)

Intercultural analyses using negotiation simulations

. Iznc;ci;’ ersonal (Mediation of American vs. Turkish conflict) (Salmon, Gelfand, Celik, Kraus, Wilkenfeld & Inman,

e Team vs. Team (Anxiety in American vs. HK Chinese) (Lee, Yang & Graham, 2006)

Cross-cultural comparisons using surveys
* Negotiation Orientations Inventory compared trust foundations in Finnish, Mexican, Turkish, and US
businesspeople (Metcalf, Shankarmahesh, Bird, Lituchy & Peterson, 2007)
Within-country analysis using interviews
* Interviews to understand HQ-subsidiary negotiations in Japanese MNEs (Ott & Kimura, 2016)

Within-country analysis using archival negotiation data

* Discourse analysis of Philippines company-union negotiation to understand how Face culture communication
overcame low trust (Teng-Calleja, Baquiano & Montiel, 2015)

Meta-analytic approaches
* Tightness-Looseness effects on trust in negotiations (Lyu, Kong, Ferrin & Dirks, 2017)
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