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Trust is the glue that holds everything together, the bond that creates healthy 

communities and successful businesses 

Swab & Malleret (2003) 
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

 

 

1. Overview 

During the last decades, trust has become a major concept in social sciences, such as 

psychology (Johnson-George & Swap, 1982; Rotter, 1967; 1980), philosophy (Baier, 

1986), sociology (Barber, 1983; Luhmann, 1979; Shapiro, 1987), economics (Arrow, 

1974; Williamson, 1975), and organization theory (Zand, 1972; Zucker, 1986).  

Economists look at trust as either calculative (Williamson, 1993) or institutional (North, 

1990). Personality psychologists traditionally have viewed trust as an individual 

characteristic (Rotter, 1971; 1980). Social psychologists have defined trust as an 

expectation about the behavior of others in transactions, focusing on the contextual 

factors that enhance or inhibit the development and maintenance of trust (Lewicki & 

Bunker, 1995). Sociologists investigate how socially embedded properties of 

relationships among people (Granovetter, 1985) or institutions (Zucker, 1986) are 

created to reduce the anxiety and uncertainty (and, thus, increase trust) associated with 

transactions among relative strangers.  

Independently of the discipline, a trust relationship is made up of two agents: the 

trusting party (the trustor) and a party to be trusted (the trustee). Nonetheless, not every 

interaction between two parties involves trust. There are two necessary conditions for 

trust to emerge. Risk is the first condition, and it is considered as pivotal in 
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psychological, sociological, and economical conceptualizations of the term “trust” 

(Coleman, 1990; Rotter, 1967; Williamson, 1993). Risk is defined as the perceived 

probability of loss from the perspective of the decider (Chiles & McMackin, 1996; 

MacCrimmon & Wehrung, 1986). Trust would be unnecessary if the decisions could be 

undertaken without risk (Lewis & Weigert, 1985). Uncertainty regarding whether the 

other intends to and will act appropriately is the source of risk. 

And the second necessary condition is the interdependence between both parts involved 

in a trust relationship. According to this condition, the interests of one party cannot be 

achieved without relying on the other. The nature of risk and trust changes as 

interdependence increases (Sheppard & Sherman, 1998). Degrees of interdependence 

influence the form that trust may take; for instance, the nature of trust a firm puts in 

temporary workers is quite different from the trust associated to core and veteran 

employees.  

 

2. Delimitation Of Trust In Management  

2.1 Delimitation 

Several definitions of trust have been presented across disciplines. However, there is no 

commonly accepted definition of trust yet. Regardless of the discipline, confident 

expectations and willingness to be vulnerable are usually pivotal components of the 

definitions proposed (McKnight, Cummings, & Chervany, 1998; Mishra & Spreitzer, 

1998; Jones & George, 1998). Nonetheless, there have been certain definitions, whose 

influence on the literature about trust and management has been bigger than others. 

Mayer, Davis & Schoorman (1995) defined trust as “the willingness of a party to be 

vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the expectation that the other will 

perform a particular action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to 
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monitor or control that other party”. This definition introduces vulnerability. Being 

vulnerable (Boss, 1978; Zand, 1972) implies that there is something of importance to be 

lost. Making oneself vulnerable is taking risk. Trust is not taking risk per se, but rather 

it is a willingness to take risk (Mayer et al, 1995).  

Later, alternative definitions have been presented. Focused on a mathematical 

perspective and adopting a definition centred on outcomes, Bhattacharya, Devinney & 

Pillutla (1998) proposed that trust is an expectancy of positive (or nonnegative) 

outcomes that one can receive based on the expected action of another party in an 

interaction characterized by uncertainty. However, this definition, while interesting for 

analyzing trust from a mathematical and statistical perspective, does not include the 

possibility of trusting an agent on a different basis than expected benefits and costs. 

While it is true that this approach can help explaining certain trusting behaviors, there 

are many situations where trust is not solely guided by this calculative definition. 

Hence, Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt & Camerer (1998) proposed that trust is a psychological 

state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive expectations 

of the intentions or behavior of another. Their definition includes not only the 

possibility of trust based on calculus of outcomes, but also the willingness to accept 

vulnerability, incorporated from Mayer et aĺ s (1995) definition. Therefore, trust, as the 

willingness to be vulnerable under conditions of risk and interdependence, is a 

psychological state that researchers in various disciplines interpret in terms of 

“perceived probabilities” (Bhattacharya et al, 1998), “confidence”, and “positive 

expectations” (Jones & George, 1998; Hagen & Choe, 1998; Das & Teng, 1998). We 

find that Rousseau et aĺ s (1998) definition is very complete and covers a wide set of 

situations where trust can be involved. Thus, we adopt their definition of trust to 
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develop the three papers that form the second, third, and fourth chapters of this 

dissertation.  

 

2.2. Trust Is Neither Cooperation Nor Predictability 

While trust has received attention in the literature since several decades, it has been 

often confused -and used as synonyms- with other terms, such as cooperation and 

predictability.  

Gambetta (1988) stated that trusting someone means the probability that he will 

perform an action that is beneficial or at least not detrimental to us is high enough for 

us to consider engaging in some form of cooperation with him. In his definition, the 

distinction between trust and cooperation is not clear. Although trust often leads to 

cooperative behavior, trust is not a necessary condition for cooperation to arise, since 

cooperation does not necessarily put a party at risk. For instance, an employee can 

cooperate –and even look like if he would trust- with another employee. If there are 

external control mechanisms that will punish the trustee for deceitful behavior, if the 

issue at hand does not involve vulnerability to the trustor over issues that matter, or if it 

is clear that the trustee's motives will lead him to behave in a way that coincides with 

the trustor's desires, then there can be cooperation without trust. In each of these cases, 

vulnerability is minimal or absent (Mayer et al, 1995).  

Furthermore, trust and predictability are not equivalent. There exists a relationship 

between them, since both trust and predictability are means of uncertainty reduction 

(Lewis & Weigert, 1985). However, both terms have often been confused in the 

literature. For instance, Gabarro (1978) defined trust as the extent to which one person 

can expect predictability in the other's behavior in terms of what is `normally´ expected 

of a person acting in good faith. Another party's predictability is insufficient to make a 
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person willing to take a risk. To equate the two is to suggest that a party who can be 

expected to consistently ignore the needs of others and act in a self-interested fashion is 

therefore trusted, because the party is predictable. What is missing in that approach is 

the willingness to take a risk in the relationship and to be vulnerable. 

 

2.3. Trust, Risk And Control Systems 

The existence of risk and the interdependence are two necessary conditions for the 

emergence of trust. One of the most problematic areas in the literature about trust and 

management was the lack of clarity in the relationship between risk and control until the 

middle of the nineties. Regarding the relationship between these two variables, Mayer et 

al (1995) proposed that trust would lead to risk taking in a trust relationship. In the early 

beginning of the literature of trust in management, researchers have claimed for the 

necessity to develop mechanisms minimizing the risk involved in working relationships.  

Control systems are an alternative mechanism for dealing with risk in relationships. In 

order to avoid self-serving behaviors as well as potential litigation, many firms utilize 

control mechanisms and contracts, and they change their decision-making processes, 

internal processes, reward systems, and structures (Jensen & Meckling, 1976; Meyer, 

1983; Sitkin & Bies, 1994; Williamson, 1975). Legalistic remedies have been described 

as weak, impersonal substitutes for trust (Sitkin & Roth, 1993), which may bring 

organizational legitimacy, yet often are ineffective (Argyris, 1994; Donaldson & Davis, 

1991; Granovetter, 1985; Sitkin & Roth, 1993).  

Recently, several scholars have speculated about the relationship between trust and 

control systems in dealing with risk (McEvily, Perrone & Zaheer, 2003; Sitkin & 

George, 2005). However, trust and control systems are not mutually excluding 

mechanisms. When the level of risk is bigger than the level of trust (and thus, the level 
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of willingness to take a risk), a control system can bridge the difference by lowering the 

level of risk to a threshold which can be managed by trust (Schoorman, Mayer & Davis, 

2007). 

However, it is important to note that the existence of a too strong control system 

prevents the development of trust. In this context, few situations will have an inherent 

perceived risk attached, and the trust placed in the trustee will be attributed to the 

existence of the control system rather than to attributes of the trustee. The use of control 

systems is how agency theory proposes dealing with risk management, and this does not 

foster the development of trust. 

 

2.4. Trust Versus Trustworthiness 

Prior studies have investigated why a given party has a greater or lesser amount of trust 

for another party. One approach is to consider attributes of the trustee. Some authors 

identify a single trustee characteristic that is responsible for trust (e.g., Strickland, 

1958), whereas other authors describe as many as ten characteristics (e.g., Butler, 1991). 

Among all the characteristics addressed in the literature, three common elements appear 

in almost all works: ability, benevolence, and integrity.  

Ability is that group of skills, competencies, and characteristics that enable a party to 

have influence within some specific domain. The specificity of the domain is crucial in 

this definition, since an employee may be very keen with programming but may have a 

low ability for selling the product. Moreover, benevolence is the extent to which a 

trustee is believed to want to do good to the trustor. Finally, the relationship between 

integrity and trust involves the trustor's perception that the trustee adheres to a set of 

principles that the trustor finds acceptable (Mayer et al, 1995). Otherwise, the trustor 

will not find the trustee to have the integrity to be trusted.  
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Moreover, these three dimensions can be applied to interpersonal, intergroup, or 

interorganizational levels of analysis (Schoorman et al, 2007). These three conditions 

lead the trustor to ascribe trustworthiness to the trustee. Trustworthiness is the 

antecedent of trust.  

 

3. Relationship Between Trust And Management  

Since the common thread in all the chapters of the dissertation is trust, this section 

provides a summary about the evolution of the importance of trust in management.  

Trust was introduced as a construct of interest in the behavioral sciences fifty years ago 

(e.g., Deutsch, 1958). Since then, several researchers have established its pivotal role in 

relationships within and between organizations (Kramer & Tyler, 1996; Rousseau et al, 

1998). 

The importance of trust has been cited in such areas as communication (Giffin, 1967), 

leadership (Atwater, 1988), management by objectives (Scott, 1980), negotiation 

(Bazerman, 1994), game theory (Milgrom & Roberts, 1992), performance appraisal 

(Cummings, 1983), labor-management relations (Taylor, 1989), complementarities 

between JIT purchasing practices (González-Benito, Suárez-González & Spring, 2000), 

and implementation of self-managed work teams (Lawler, 1992). Furthermore, during 

the last years more research on trust within organizations (Handy, 1995; Kramer & 

Tyler, 1996), between organizations (Moorman, Zaltman, & Deshpande, 1992), and in 

international affairs (Michalos, 1990) has been demanded.  Therefore, trust proves to be 

crucial in a number of ways: it promotes cooperative behavior (Gambetta, 1988); 

encourages adaptive organizational forms, such as network relations (Miles & Snow, 

1992); reduces harmful conflict, decreases transaction costs; facilitates rapid 
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formulation of ad hoc work groups (Meyerson, Weick, & Kramer, 1996), and stimulates 

effective responses to crisis.  

In the middle of the nineties, an increasing interest for trust in management for the 

following years was forecasted by several researchers due to some observable reasons. 

First, the increasing diversity in the workforce composition of the United States. This 

trend implies that people with different personal backgrounds interact closely and 

effectively with each other. However, it was observed that a diverse workforce is less 

able to rely on interpersonal similarity and common background and experience to 

contribute to mutual attraction and enhance the willingness to work together (Berscheid 

& Walster, 1978; Newcomb, 1956). Thus, the development of mutual trust provides a 

useful mechanism for enabling employees work more effectively. And second, the 

changes in the organization of work. Lawler (1992) observed progressive changes in the 

workplace in the direction of more participative management styles and the 

implementation of work teams. The emergence of self-directed teams and a reliance on 

empowered workers greatly increase the importance of the concept of trust since control 

mechanisms are reduced or removed and interaction increases (Golembiewski & 

McConkie, 1975; Larson & LaFasto, 1989). In the use of self-directed teams, trust must 

take the place of supervision because direct observation of employees becomes 

impractical. 

Lately, many papers have focused on the construction of trust over the internet as a way 

for achieving commercial goals (Chen & Barnes, 2007; Kim, Shin & Lee, 2009; Lee & 

Lee, 2006). Electronic commerce is a new form of exchange where online transactions 

can occur among entities that have never met before. As in traditional exchanges, trust 

has been considered to be crucial in the online transaction process (Ba, Zhang & 

Whinston, 1999; Brynjolfsson & Smith, 2000; Ratnasingam, 2005) perhaps more so 
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given the impersonal nature of the online environment (uncertainty) and the inability to 

judge product quality prior to purchase (information asymmetry).Lack of trust has been 

repeatedly identified as one of the highest barriers to people for engaging in electronic 

commerce, involving transactions in which financial and personal information is 

submitted to merchants via the Internet. Recent papers analyze how initial trust can be 

fostered in online environments (Chen & Barnes, 2007).  

The construction of trust over the internet and the trust transfer are two of the most 

leading topics in the recent literature of trust and management. A trust transfer occurs 

when one party (the trustor) ascribes trustworthiness to an unfamiliar exchange partner 

based on that partner’s association with a trusted third-party (Doney, Cannon & Mullen, 

1998). For instance, when a manager decides to hire an unknown worker because this 

worker provides positive references from his previous company. This concept has been 

previously observed in some empirical studies in other disciplines, such as sociology 

(Henslin, 1968; Strub & Priest, 1976), and marketing applied to business situations 

(Milliman & Fugate, 1988; Doney & Cannon, 1997). More recently, several papers 

have started paying attention to trust transfer mechanisms, specially focused on online 

environments (Stewart, 2003; 2006).  

Despite the growing body of literature dealing with trust in management situations, 

nowadays several problematic areas of study remain still controversial, such as: 

problems with the definition of trust itself; lack of clarity in the relationship between 

risk and trust; confusion between trust and its antecedents and outcomes; lack of 

specificity of trust referents leading to confusion in the levels of analysis; a failure to 

consider both the trusting party and the party to be trusted; and a lack of tools for trust 

measurement. 
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Therefore, while trust has received increasing attention in the literature about 

management during the last decades, it is still a very fruitful area of research. Several 

aspects of trust relationships remain unexplored or demand a deeper understanding. 

Future research is pivotal to achieve a better understanding of personal, inter, and 

intraorganizational relationships. As an example of this permanent investigation in trust 

and management, we can cite the recent “5th International Workshop on Trust Within 

and Between Organizations”, held in Madrid (Spain) from the 28th to the 29th of January 

2010. In this workshop, international leading scholars working on trust discussed 

several elements, such as: trust and control in organizational relationships, trust on the 

context of negotiation and conflict resolution, trust across contexts, trust in buyer-seller 

relationships, trust at the organizational level, trust in small and new enterprises, trust in 

inter-firm relationships, trust within and between organizations in the third sector and 

the public sector, among others. 

 

4. Structure Of The Dissertation  

This dissertation is structured into five different chapters, following a common thread: 

trust. After this introduction to the research topic, chapter two presents the first research 

paper, where we analyze how trust in stakeholders can help fostering the integration of 

sustainability into management education. Chapter three contains the second research 

paper, in which we address the influence of the initial level of knowledge between a 

trustor and a trustee on future trust, and the influence of a trustor´s experiential 

knowledge on future types of trusting outcomes. The third paper is in chapter four, in 

which we analyze trust transfers with a dynamic approach and we investigate the 

influence of trustors´ learning on future transfers of trust. Finally, chapter five 

summarizes the main conclusions, implications, limitations, and future research agenda.  
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After this introduction, which has provided a first contact to the research topic, in the 

second chapter we describe the first research paper, entitled “Environmental progresses 

when financial implications are not the aim: The importance of trust in stakeholders on 

deciding the integration of sustainability into management education”. Prior literature 

has emphasized the positive relationship between meeting stakeholders´ environmental 

interests and a firm´s financial performance. However, the influence of stakeholders on 

the environmental progress in organizations where the people in charge of taking 

environmental decisions do not perceive financial issues as the main aim of the 

organization remains still unexplored. In this paper, we study how trust in 

stakeholders´s ability and benevolence may influence the integration of sustainability-

related topics in university management education.  

The third chapter presents the second research paper: “The influence of the initial and 

the experiential knowledge on trusting outcomes”. Previous studies have mainly relied 

on the study of the trusting behavior displayed by agents. Nonetheless, the trusting 

outcome arising from a trust relationship has received less attention, with the exception 

of betrayal, which was investigated in several papers. In this third chapter we analyze 

the influence of the level of initial knowledge between a trustor and a trustee on future 

trust between them, as well as the influence of the experiential knowledge accumulated 

by the trustor from past interactions with the trustee on the typology of future trusting 

outcomes. We distinguish three different trusting outcomes: betrayal, reciprocity, and 

reward.  

Chapter four contains the third research paper entitled “The dynamic nature of the 

transfer of trust and the influence of learning”. In this paper we address a topic which 

has received increasing attention in the literature about trust during the last years: trust 

transfer. A trust transfer takes place when a trustor trusts an unknown trustee, based on 
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the positive trusting history of this trustee with a third-party, who also holds a positive 

trusting history with the trustor. Prior literature has analyzed trust transfer in online 

environments focusing on the achievement of commercial goals, and assuming 

asymmetry between both parties´ (i.e. trustor and trustee) behavior. In chapter four, we 

present a new perspective for investigating trust transfers with a dynamic approach and 

we address the influence of the learning on future transfers of trust. Moreover, we build 

two indexes for the measurement of trust transfer and trust transfer reciprocation, which 

contribute to provide a comparable measure across disciplines. We argue that the 

reciprocations obtained by a trustor from past trust transfers influence future transfers of 

trust. Additionally, the learning collected by the trustor moderates the relationship 

between the degree of reciprocations obtained and future trust transfers. 

Finally, in chapter five we summarize the main conclusions from the previous chapters 

and several implications for academics, managers, and regulators. Additionally, we also 

show the limitations observed and we propose several lines for future research. 
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CHAPTER 2 

Environmental Progresses When Financial Implications Are Not The 

Aim: The Importance Of Trust In Stakeholders On Deciding The 

Integration Of Sustainability Into Management Education 

 

 

Abstract 

The literature has emphasized the positive relationship between meeting stakeholders´ 

environmental interests and a firm´s financial performance. A sample of 95 heads of 

department in 25 universities shows that their trust in the technical ability and 

benevolence of the stakeholders from the department positively influences the heads of 

departments’ willingness to integrate sustainability into management courses. Although 

department heads’ interest in the financial aims of their department also has a positive 

influence on their willingness, we found no evidence that interest in financial objectives 

moderates the influence of ability and benevolence. 

 

Key words: Natural environment, stakeholders, trust, sustainability, management 

education. 
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1. Introduction 

Stakeholders’ literature regarding the natural environment insists on the positive link 

between financial performance and paying attention to environmental stakeholders’ 

concerns (e.g. Berman, Wicks, Kotha, & Jones, 1999; Darnall, Henriques, & Sadorsky, 

2008; Hart, 1995; Hart & Ahuja, 1996; Kassinis & Panayiotou, 2006; Kassinis & 

Vaffeas, 2006; Klassen & McLaughlin, 1996; Marcus & Geffen, 1998; Ogden & 

Watson, 1999; Russo & Fouts, 1997; Sharma and Vredenburg, 1998). The literature, 

however, has paid little attention to whether and how stakeholders influence 

environmental progress in organizations when the people in charge of taking 

environmental decisions do not perceive financial issues as the main aim of the 

organization. Our goal is to establish what perceptions of department heads in business 

and engineering centres in relation to departmental stakeholders influence the former’s 

willingness to integrate sustainability issues into the syllabus of the courses taught by 

the department. 

Stakeholders are defined as any group or individual who can affect, or is affected by, 

the achievement of the organization’s objectives (Freeman, 1984). On dealing with the 

identification and salience of stakeholders, Mitchell, Agle & Wood (1997) proposed 

that the salience of stakeholders to the firm’s manager when making decisions regarding 

a specific issue depends upon three attributes of the stakeholders: power to influence the 

firm; legitimacy of a relationship; and/or urgency of a claim.  

Driscoll and Starik (2004) argue that the natural environment can be identified as a 

primary stakeholder of the organization in its own right and that it should therefore be a 

priority to all managers. The literature, however, has focused upon the power of certain 

stakeholders -such as the government or customers- to influence environmental 

decisions of the organization due to the impact these stakeholders have on the economic 
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benefits of the organization (e.g. Darnall, Seol, & Sarkis, 2009; Fineman & Clarke, 

1996; Henriques & Sadorsky, 1999; Kassinis & Vaffeas, 2002). Although Mitchell et al 

(1997) proposed that stakeholders have additional forms of power different from 

economic influence, the previous literature on organizations and natural environment 

has paid little attention to this aspect. 

Most previous studies assume that environmental concerns of stakeholders only count if 

they generate an opportunity to the firm for financial improvement. In this paper we 

propose that managers’ trust in stakeholders may also influence environmental 

decisions. Our paper uses the concept of trust (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995; 

Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998; Schoorman, Mayer, & Davis, 2007) to 

examine whether the perception of the decision maker regarding stakeholder 

trustworthiness can constitute a stakeholders´ complementary form of power, which can 

facilitate the implementation of environmental issues in the organization. 

The literature on this concept of trust (Chiles & McMakin, 1996; MacCrimmon & 

Wehrung, 1986; Rousseau et al, 1998) proposes that decisions taken by certain people 

(trustors) involve a risk level that depends on other people to whom the decision is 

related (trustees). Thus, trustors are prepared to act if they perceive that trustees present 

a sufficient degree of trustworthiness (i.e. ability, integrity and benevolence) in order for 

the risk inherent in the decision to be lower than the potential benefits (Gefen, Benbasat, 

& Pavlou, 2008; Gefen & Heart, 2004; Pavlou & Dimoka, 2006). 

In the literature, no attention has yet been paid to the analysis of the role of managers' 

trust placed in the stakeholders on making environmental decisions. However, this 

aspect is important with regard to analyzing the integration of contents related to 

sustainability (Brundtland Commission, 1987) in university courses for, at least, two 

reasons. 
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First, those who decide on the contents and final orientation of management education 

courses are academics who, when acting as managers, often have multiple objectives 

(scientific publications, reputation, increased size of their schools or departments) that 

do not prioritize financial aspects. The main objective of many universities may not 

even involve financial performance or they might be non-profit institutions. In any case, 

the career development of scholars deciding on the degree of sustainability of their 

teaching is not usually linked to the financial performance of the organization. This 

situation is different from what happens outside the university, where managers’ salary 

or promotion is linked to the profitability of their firm. In this context, we attempt to 

provide a better understanding of what factors influence their decision to integrate 

environmental issues into management teaching. 

Second, given the importance of students acquiring skills related to sustainability, which 

can be used in their subsequent professional lives as managers, it is of interest to define 

ways of influencing the integration of sustainability into management education. 

Environmental stakeholders tend to be less active with regard to service organizations 

than in relation to industry (Rueda-Manzanares, Aragón-Correa & Sharma, 2008). It is 

important to understand the different routes of influence that stakeholders can develop 

in the university environment. 

Our work first uses a sample of 74 deans of business and engineering schools in 46 

universities in order to provide a brief description of the context of our study. Following 

our hypotheses, our final results are based on the use of a sample including 95 heads of 

academic departments responsible for courses in business and engineering in master 

programmes at 25 Spanish universities. Heads of department are the managers 

responsible for proposing, managing, and supervising course syllabuses in the Spanish 

system. 
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The results show that trust in stakeholders’ ability and benevolence with regard to 

sustainability issues positively influences the willingness to integrate these topics into 

the syllabus of the courses. Although department heads’ interest in the economic 

objectives of the department also has a positive influence in their decisions, we found 

no evidence that interest in economic goals moderates the influence of ability and 

benevolence. Figure 1 establishes the relationships analyzed in this paper. 
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We make three basic contributions to the literature. First, whereas previous articles have 

focused on studying the influence of stakeholders’ economic power, the incorporation 

of the variable “trust” in the study of the stakeholders’ role provides an understanding of 

the complementary roles of stakeholders and has not been previously analyzed. Second, 

our study responds to a need to implement the literature on trust beyond the commercial 

areas involving a relationship between suppliers and customers. The article 

demonstrates the influence of the concept in more complex areas of interaction. Third, 

the analysis of the role played by stakeholders in the education sector enables us to 

better understand the possibilities for collaboration between managers and stakeholders 

in order to positively influence the integration of sustainable issues in the curricula of 

university courses. 

Following this introduction, the paper is structured into five sections. In the next 

section, a review of the literature on trust is developed. We present the research 

hypotheses in the third section. The fourth section covers the methodology used and 

section five the results obtained. Finally, in the sixth section we discuss the results, 

along with some limitations, implications for management and future research lines. 

 

2. Theoretical Background: Trust 

The literature on trust has focused on determining the factors influencing a person´s 

willingness to make a decision, knowing that the final benefits depend on the behavior 

or attitude of other people (Mayer et al, 1995; Schoorman et al, 2007). For example, an 

individual (trustor) is willing to buy online when he perceives that the other agents 

involved in the operation (trustees) deserve his trust, and the interest in the purchase 

therefore exceeds the risk involved with respect to the behavior of these agents. 

Although the literature on trust has mainly focused on analyzing the business 
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relationship between a client and a supplier, some studies have also begun to show an 

interest in aspects reaching beyond the commercial sphere (Gill, 2008; Gill & Mathur, 

2007) and in the possibility of the decision being conditioned by multiple trustees 

(Silverman, 2007). 

The willingness (or not) to expose oneself to others’ actions has constituted the key line 

of analysis in much of the literature on trust (Doney, Cannon, & Mullen, 1998; Mayer et 

al, 1995; McKnight, Cummings, & Chervany, 1998; Mishra & Spreitzer, 1998). 

Rousseau et al (1998) define trust as a psychological state comprising the intention to 

accept vulnerability based on positive expectations regarding the intentions or behavior 

of others. 

Trust would be unnecessary if actions could be undertaken without risk (Lewis & 

Weigert, 1985). Risk is the perceived probability of loss from the perspective of the 

agent taking the decision (Chiles & McMakin, 1996; MacCrimmon & Wehrung, 1986). 

The losses are not only economic ones, but also affect many other factors such as 

trustor’s time, reputation and social relations (Resnick, Zeckhauser, Swanson & 

Lockwood, 2006). The existence of trust in the organizational environment fosters 

cooperative behavior (Gambetta, 1988), promotes adaptive organizational forms (Miles 

& Snow, 1992), lowers transaction costs (Rousseau et al, 1998), and facilitates the rapid 

formation of ad hoc working groups (Meyerson, Weick, & Kramer,  1996). 

The three factors that have been repeatedly identified as explaining the decision to trust 

are the trustor´s perception of the ability, integrity and benevolence of the trustee 

(Gefen, 2002; Mayer et al, 1995; McKnight et al, 2002). Ability refers to the group of 

skills, competencies, and characteristics that enable a party to have influence within 

some specific domain. Furthermore, the relationship between integrity and trust 

involves the trustor's perception that the trustee adheres to a set of principles that the 
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trustor finds acceptable. Finally, benevolence is the extent to which a trustee is believed 

to want to do good to the trustor, aside from selfish profit-related reasons (Mayer et al, 

1995). 

Trustworthiness is the trustor´s perception regarding these three dimensions of the 

trustee - ability, integrity, and benevolence (Mayer et al, 1995) and is the key 

antecedent of trust in the literature on the subject (McKnight et al, 2002; Schoorman et 

al, 2007; Serva & Fuller, 2004). Thus, when the risk perceived by the trustor exceeds 

the maximum level of risk he is willing to take, considering the expected benefits, the 

trustor chooses not to put his trust in the trustee. 

The importance of ethics or integrity has been highlighted when significant business 

risks exist (Gefen, 2002; Kerler & Killough, 2009). As the literature has emphasized the 

importance of considering relevant dimensions depending on the specific context 

analyzed (Gefen & Heart, 2006; Serva & Fuller, 2004; Pavlou & Dimoka, 2006), this 

study focuses on the perception of stakeholders’ dimensions of ability and benevolence. 

The literature on trust has paid far less attention to the dimension of benevolence and 

there have been calls to specifically integrate this dimension (Schoorman et al, 2007). In 

any case, to our knowledge no papers in the literature combine an analysis of 

environmental issues and stakeholders with the literature on trust.  

 

3. The Context 

3.1 Sustainability And Management Education 

Sustainability refers to meeting the needs of the present generation without 

compromising the ability of future generations to meet theirs (Brundtland Commission, 

1987). Over the last few years, various international forums have highlighted the 

importance of integrating knowledge to facilitate sustainability in university education. 
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For example, The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 

(UNESCO) has identified the years 2005-2014 as “The United Nations Decade of 

Education for Sustainable Development” (UNESCO, 2004). In our paper, integration of 

sustainability into management courses refers to the incorporation of different contents 

that will enable future managers to better understand the repercussions of their future 

professional activity for future generations. We pay special attention to the 

incorporation of environmental contents as a complement to the economic and even 

social contents traditionally addressed in management courses. 

Interest in environmental issues in the business sphere has grown exponentially in 

recent years (Hahn & Scheermesser, 2006; Marcus & Anderson, 2006; Sirmon, Hitt & 

Ireland, 2007; Starik & Heuer, 2002; Starik & Marcus, 2000; Starik & Rands, 1995). 

However, this interest (if any) has been reflected in management courses in a very 

heterogeneous manner. Recent literature has offered a detailed identification of the 

principles, topics, assignments and assessment mechanisms that can be incorporated 

into environmental management education (Rands, 2009). However, the literature 

analyzing the integration of sustainability issues into university education has been 

limited and has focused on proposing pedagogical teaching tools for educators (Porter & 

Córdoba, 2009), case studies on the integration of sustainability in some MBA courses 

(Benn & Dunphy, 2009), or approaches to developing leaders capable of ensuring 

sustainability (Hind, Wilson, & Lenssen, 2009). 

The possibilities for integrating contents related to sustainability are multiple and 

include the existence of one or more specific topics within a course, specialized courses, 

or even specialized programmes for sustainable management. However, courses in 

business schools are still far from providing a transverse philosophy or contents aimed 
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at helping to understand the importance of considering sustainability in technical 

knowledge in business management (Hart, 2008). 

Each faculty member may personally decide to integrate certain reflections on 

sustainability in his teaching. However, the formal decision to systematically integrate 

sustainability into management education courses requires efforts in relation to 

adoption, planning and implementation, whose ultimate success is dependent on the 

attitudes and behavior of other agents (“stakeholders” of the organization) who are 

going to implant them (teachers), to evaluate them (students, companies or authorities) 

or to finance them (private or public investors). At the same time, the decision may 

involve a significant risk if stakeholders were to decide that environmental advances 

have diverted attention from the goals that really matter to their organization, or that 

they are simply unable to effectively collaborate due to technical ignorance or lack of 

interest (Henriques & Sadorsky, 1999). 

In other words, the educational manager taking decisions regarding the integration of 

sustainability into the management curriculum can analyze whether the stakeholders 

provide an economic benefit to the organization with environmental developments (e.g. 

achieving a higher demand by students or reducing its operational costs). But at the 

same time, he also appreciates the risks that this decision might involve. If he perceives 

little financial benefit, the implementation will at least require that the decision maker 

perceives that his stakeholders can collaborate with the development of such a measure, 

thus reducing the potential risk of the decision. 

 

3.2. Sustainability And Financial Performance In Our Context  

Each university may have a different system depending on the person who can decide 

on a systematic integration of sustainability into courses. All the universities in our 
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sample state that each department is responsible for setting the contents of its courses. 

The specific syllabus for each course must be approved, prior to implementation, in a 

formal meeting chaired by the head of the department. The latter proposes the subjects 

to be studied in these formal meetings and he is responsible for monitoring compliance 

with what has been approved. Integration of a new philosophy or of contents into the 

syllabus of the programmes requires an effort by the head of department, who will have 

to analyze the possibilities of the professors in this sense, in order to prepare some 

specific guidance in relation to the topic, to obtain the approval of the changes by the 

department and to monitor the incidents and problems the changes might entail. 

The deans in our sample are responsible for managing the centre and coordinate the 

implementation and the contents of the different courses in a programme. Although the 

department decides upon the final contents of the courses, the dean plays a symbolic 

role, suggesting ideas for courses and promoting the general direction of the 

programme. Before discussing our hypotheses, we attempted to better understand the 

context in which the sampled heads of departments make decisions. To this end, we sent 

a written questionnaire to 164 deans of business and engineering schools in 69 Spanish 

universities in order to learn their perceptions regarding the economic benefits that a 

proactive environmental strategy could provide to the centre. The final sample 

comprised 74 deans of 46 different universities. 

The environmental proactivity of each centre was measured by an arithmetic mean of 13 

items which captured various environmental practices and their degree of 

implementation in the centre, measured using a Likert scale from 0 to 6 points in which 

higher scores meant a higher degree of proactivity. The perceived economic benefits 

were calculated by using a variable comprising 3 items related to improvements in 
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student demand, revenue or cost reduction measures, also by means of a 7-point Likert 

scale from 0 to 6. 

The measures enabled us to classify the schools into three groups according to their 

degree of environmental development. The three groups were formed according to a 

confidence interval on the mean at 95%. The centres whose environmental proactivity 

was below this confidence interval were classified as low-proactivity centres, schools 

above this range were classified as high-proactivity centres and finally, centres whose 

average score was within the confidence interval were classified as having an average 

proactivity.  

Table 1 shows a descriptive analysis of the results obtained. An ANOVA analysis (F = 

0.98, Sig = 0.38) shows that there are no significant differences in deans’ perceptions of 

the economic advantages from the development of proactive environmental strategies in 

their centres, as it can be drawn from table 2.  
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4. Hypotheses 

4.1. The Influence Of Stakeholders´ Trustworthiness In The Decision To Integrate 

Sustainability Into Management Education Courses 

4.1.1. Perception Of Stakeholders´ Ability  

Ability is that group of skills, competencies, and characteristics that enable a party to 

have influence within some specific domain (Mayer et al, 1995). Ability is always 

studied for specific domains because, for example, a trustee may have a high ability to 

collaborate in the integration of sustainability into management courses, but may have a 

reduced ability to program in some specific programming language. 

Literature on stakeholders applied to environmental issues has shown that managers´ 

perceptions regarding stakeholders are directly related to the degree of corporate 

environmental commitment (Henriques & Sadorsky, 1999; Kassinis & Vaffeas, 2002) 

and the types of environmental practices implemented (Sharma & Henriques, 2005). 

Applied to the study of university management, Lounsbury (2001) found that 

integration of environmental management on campuses can be linked to students´ skills 

in order to provide effective collaboration in this issue. 

Head of departments’ perception of the ability of the organization´s stakeholders to 

collaborate in the integration of environmental sustainability allows the former to 

reduce the risks of their decision in at least three ways. First, the ability of stakeholders 

in the area requires less effort by the head of department in explaining the objectives 

pursued. Second, the ability of stakeholders increases the chances of successful 

implantation and reduces the need for prior investment. Finally, this ability enables 

stakeholders to more easily understand the problems that may arise in the process and, 

therefore, to possibly evaluate less negatively a possible error. 
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In other words, the final degree of success or failure of sustainability integration into 

management education is influenced by the department’s stakeholders and the ability of 

these stakeholders can reduce the risk taken by the head of the department on making 

the decision. A lower level of risk in a decision always favours its development and this 

is particularly important when the perceived advantages of this decision are low. 

Therefore: 

Hypothesis 1.a. Stakeholders´ ability perceived by the head of department 

positively affects his intention to integrate sustainability issues into courses 

developed by the department. 

 

4.1.2. Perception Of Stakeholders´ Benevolence  

Benevolence is the extent to which a trustee is believed to want to do good to the 

trustor, aside from any selfish profit-related reasons (Mayer et al, 1995). The 

willingness of trustees to work selflessly in the interests of the trustor is not so 

dependent on the context in which both agents are located, but is rather a characteristic 

of the trustee. This, however, does not exclude the possibility that, in certain situations, 

trustees´ benevolence is modified by the environment (Mayer et al, 1995). Furthermore, 

unlike what occurs with the dimensions of ability and integrity, perception of the 

trustee´s benevolence is increased after a continuing relationship between trustor and 

trustee. Hence, an analysis of the dimension of benevolence is particularly important in 

situations with already existing relationships (such as the one we are interested in our 

analysis) rather than initial trust relationships (Mayer et al, 1995). 

The literature on trust in business relationships (e.g. electronic commerce) has 

traditionally paid more specific attention to the dimensions of ability and integrity 

(Clarke, 2007; Martin, 2006; Simons, 1999). However, in recent years, much attention 
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has been given to the study of benevolence as an explanatory dimension of the trustor´s 

decision to trust in a trustee (Schoorman et al, 2007). 

An illustrative example of the concept of benevolence in our analysis would involve 

considering the relationship between a head of department and a dean. Reorientation of 

the contents of the courses by the head of the department may involve other special 

measures, such as adjustments in setting the schedule of courses. The dean can be 

perceived (or not) by the head of the department as a person usually inclined to assist 

the head of department in his tasks, although it may not be his obligation to do so. If the 

head of the department perceives the dean as being benevolent, the head of department 

becomes less vulnerable on deciding to promote integration of sustainability into 

department courses. 

Stakeholders’ benevolence facilitates the decision of the trustor to trust them. First, the 

stakeholder is open to the guidance considered to be suitable by the trustor, which 

reduces the effort involved in justifying them and obtaining their disinterested 

collaboration. Second, a benevolent stakeholder is more understanding in relation to 

potential failures or disruptions in the system, since he is able to empathise with the 

trustor, even though no gain is involved. 

Hence, the head of department will be more willing to expose himself to stakeholders 

when he perceives that stakeholders are more willing to collaborate on a certain issue. 

This therefore reduces the risk taken by the head of department. This gives rise to the 

following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1.b. Stakeholders´ benevolence perceived by the head of department 

positively affects his intention to integrate sustainability issues into courses 

developed by the department.  
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4.2. The Decision-makers´ Interest In The Economic Objectives Of Their 

Organization  

4.2.1. The Direct Influence 

Integration of stakeholders´ environmental interest facilitates the development of more 

advanced environmental strategies (Hart, 1995). At the same time, paying attention to 

stakeholders´ interest on environmental issues enables organizations to increase 

financial profitability (Berman et al, 1999; Hart, 1995; Ogden & Watson, 1999) due to, 

firstly, reduction of waste, energy use and costs (Hart & Ahuja, 1996) and, secondly, to 

profits arising from product differentiation (Porter & van der Linde, 1995a; 1995b). 

Even in organizations that do not aim to obtain higher profitability, financial issues are 

important. For example, heads of university departments manage a budget that serves to 

meet the equipment needs of their faculty, to pay guests’ expenses or to provide a travel 

budget to their own professors. The importance given by the head of department to 

financial issues may depend on multiple factors (e.g. the characteristics of the decision 

maker, the context, the professors’ needs, the lack or abundance of budget). In any 

event, an interest in financial issues will make the head of department more interested in 

issues that can influence the financial situation of the department. 

Trustor´s expectations with regard to benefiting from the decision to trust will be seen in 

a greater willingness to risk relying on the trustee. In general, heads of department may 

be familiar with the potential of environmental issues in firms. Heads of department 

who are very interested in the financial objectives of their organization may therefore be 

more willing to incorporate sustainability issues into their management. Therefore: 

Hypothesis 2. An interest in the financial aims of the organization positively 

influences the intention of the heads of department to integrate sustainability 

issues into the training developed by their departments. 
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4.2.2. The Moderating Influence 

As discussed above, a theoretical and empirical examination of the external influences 

in managers’ perceptions of trustworthiness’ dimensions in corporate environmental 

strategy is very limited in the literature on environment and organizations. While much 

of the strategic management literature focuses on competition among firms, managers 

are increasingly realizing that sources of competitive advantage may be found in 

cooperation with other firms (Hitt et al, 2001). Trustworthiness is important in the 

management field because it has been recognized as a possible source of competitive 

advantage (Barney & Hansen, 1994). 

Additionally, trust lowers transaction costs and allows for greater flexibility in 

responding to changing market conditions (Barney & Hansen, 1994; Gulati, 1995; Uzzi, 

1997) and leads to greater information sharing, which improves coordination and joint 

effort in minimizing inefficiencies (Aoki, 1988; Clark & Fujimoto, 1991; Nishiguchi, 

1994). Moreover, trust can affect governance structures, negotiation costs and 

perception of risks within strategic alliances and business unit performance (Davis, 

Schoorman, Mayer, & Tan, 2000; Nooteboom et al, 1997; Zaheer et al, 1998). 

Furthermore, in the literature on organizations and natural environment, one line of 

research has examined the influence of specific internal organizational factors on the 

willingness of firms to develop proactive environmental strategies. Examples of such 

influences include managerial interpretations of environmental issues (Bansal, 2003; 

Sharma, 2000), managerial attitudes toward the environment (Cordano & Frieze, 2000), 

leadership (Egri & Herman, 2000; Ramus & Steger, 2000), and organizational 

champions (Andersson & Bateman, 2000). 

Different studies have shown the moderating effects of managers’ perceptions on the 

relationship between stakeholder’ concerns and the firm’s environmental strategy 
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(Sharma, 2000; Cordano & Frieze, 2000; Kassinis & Panayiotou, 2006). However, the 

moderating effect of the importance for managers of financial issues on the relationship 

between stakeholder trustworthiness and the integration of sustainability has not yet 

been studied. We drew upon this literature to study how the head of department’s 

interest in financial aims moderates the relationship between two dimensions of 

trustworthiness (i.e. ability and benevolence) and the integration of sustainability into 

management education courses. 

As previously mentioned, empirical analyses of the moderating effects of managers´ 

perceptions on the integration of sustainability in organizations has been discussed in 

the literature on stakeholders and the environment (Henriques & Sadorsky, 1999). More 

specifically, within the literature on trust, the moderating effect of the context on the 

relationship between the three dimensions of trustworthiness and the initial formation of 

trust between a trustor and trustee has been analyzed (Serva & Fuller, 2004). However, 

this literature has not yet analyzed the moderating effects of managers´ perceptions of 

the economic benefits deriving from the introduction of sustainability on the 

relationship between the dimensions of trustworthiness and the integration of 

sustainability. 

This analysis is particularly relevant in the context of university schools, where the 

perceptions of the decision makers responsible for integrating environmental issues play 

a key role in the final decision taken. As already mentioned, these managers’ 

perceptions regarding stakeholders’ dimensions of ability and benevolence have a 

significant positive influence in the decision to integrate sustainability into the centre. 

However, this relationship is also moderated by the perceptions of these managers 

regarding the economic benefits to be derived from the implementation of 

environmental practices in their centres.  
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The literature on organizations and environment shows that improved financial 

performance usually accompanies proactive environmental strategies that exceed 

regulatory requirements (Hart & Ahuja, 1995; Judge & Douglas, 1998, Klassen & 

McLaughlin, 1996, Russo & Fouts, 1997). Managers are usually aware of this issue, and 

this knowledge can therefore be expected to influence their decisions regarding 

corporate environmental issues. However, this study helps to complete this purely 

economic approach, by incorporating into the analysis the importance of managers’ trust 

in the organization’s stakeholders. Specifically, it is important to study the moderating 

effect that the head of department’s interest in the financial targets exerts in the 

relationship between the integration of sustainability into the organization and the 

perceived trustworthiness of stakeholders. This paper focuses on the analysis of two 

dimensions of trustworthiness: stakeholder ability and benevolence. This basis is used 

to raise the two research hypotheses described below. 

First, the decision maker’s perception of the ability of organization’s stakeholders is 

positively related to the likelihood of integrating environmental issues into the 

organization. Additionally, the interest of the decision-maker in the organisation’s 

financial objectives moderates this relationship. This may be because the greater the 

interest of the decision makers in the financial objectives of the organization, the more 

concerned they are about the economic performance provided by the integration of 

sustainability into the organization. Thus, if the decision maker is aware that the 

development of proactive environmental strategies is usually accompanied by an 

increase in financial performance, the greater interest in financial targets can be 

expected to reinforce the positive relationship between perceived ability of the 

stakeholders and the integration of environmental issues into the organization, i.e., 

increased likelihood of this integration occurring. This is due to the fact that an interest 
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in financial objectives reduces the perceived risk inherent in the integration of 

environmental issues, since this integration is expected to improve the financial 

performance of the organization. By way of an example, let us imagine a head of 

department who is very interested in the financial objectives of the department (reduced 

operational costs, increased budget revenues, etc.). This head of department perceives 

that the stakeholders are highly capable of collaborating in the integration of 

sustainability, and he is considering the decision to integrate sustainability into the 

management education courses taught by the lecturers of the department. In this case, 

the perceived risk of trusting in the stakeholders´ ability to work together for the 

integration of sustainability into the management education courses taught by the 

department is much lower. There are two reasons for this. The first relates to the high 

perceived ability of stakeholders, which reduces the risk that the head of department 

perceives in the integration of sustainability issues into management education. The 

second reason relates to the high level of interest of the head of department in financial 

targets, which reduces the perceived risk, since, as it has been demonstrated, the 

development of proactive environmental strategies is usually accompanied by 

improvements in financial performance. Consequently, if the head of department feels 

that the stakeholders´ ability is very high, the high degree of interest of the head of 

department in financial targets will increase the probability of integrating sustainability 

into the management courses, since an empirical relationship has been proved to exist 

between developing a proactive environmental strategy and improving financial 

performance and, additionally, the head of department feels that stakeholders have the 

skills to work competently in this integration. This would be the most positive scenario. 

But let us imagine, instead, that the head of department is not very interested in the 

financial objectives of the department and perceives that stakeholders lack the ability to 
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cooperate in the implementation of sustainability in management courses. In this case, 

both the economical (cost of implementation of environmental project in the 

organization) and the non-economical (department director’s reputation damaged image 

of the department, etc) losses perceived by the head of the department will be much 

greater, thereby increasing the perceived risk inherent in the decision to implement 

sustainability in management education courses. A higher level of perceived risk would 

reduce the probability of deciding to integrate environmental issues into the 

management education courses taught by the department lecturers. Hence, we propose 

the following hypothesis.  

Hypothesis 3.a. The decision maker’s interest in financial targets moderates the 

positive relationship between his perception of the stakeholders´ ability and the 

integration of environmental issues into the organization. 

Second, as mentioned above, the direct relationship between the manager’s perception 

of the stakeholders´ benevolence and the probability of integrating sustainability into 

the organization is of a positive nature. However, as with the ability dimension, the 

interest of the decision maker in the organisation’s financial goals exerts a moderating 

effect on this relationship. To illustrate this, let us consider the case of a department 

which is considering the possibility of integrating sustainability into the management 

education courses taught by the lecturers of the departments. More specifically, let us 

consider the case of a department whose head perceives the stakeholders’ benevolence 

with regard to cooperating in the introduction of environmental issues to be very high, 

and who also has little interest in the department’s financial goals. On one hand, the 

head of department will be more willing to expose himself to the actions of these 

stakeholders, i.e. he will be more inclined to trust the stakeholders’ benevolence and, 

consequently, there will be a lower perceived risk of trusting them as partners who will 
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positively influence the integration of sustainability into management education courses. 

But on the other hand, despite these high expectations regarding stakeholders´ 

benevolence, the head of department has little interest in the financial objectives of the 

department. This fact reduces the probability of the head of department preferring the 

option of implementing sustainability in these courses. This is because the decision to 

integrate sustainability is less appealing to the head of department, since he perceives a 

high inherent risk. In other words, the head of department’s low level of interest in 

financial objectives, which would surely be enhanced by the integration of 

sustainability, means that he will be less willing to risk this decision. Thus, the head of 

department will be less willing to implement something in whose results (improved 

financial performance) he is quite uninterested. This gives rise to the following 

hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 3.b. The decision maker’s interest in financial targets moderates the 

positive relationship between his perception of the stakeholders´ benevolence 

and the integration of environmental issues into the organization. 

 

5. Methodology 

5.1. Sample  

The sample comprises 95 heads of department whose courses are integrated into the 

master programmes of business schools and engineering schools at 25 Spanish 

universities. As described above, it is important to note that department managers in 

Spain are mainly responsible for the specific syllabus and orientation of the courses, 

whereas deans, for example, play a broader role, coordinating departments and school 

management, and serve as symbolic representatives.  
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The sample was obtained by means of a written questionnaire sent on three occasions by 

both regular mail and by email to the heads of the department with the option to reply 

online or on paper. The total population that received the questionnaire comprised 224 

heads of department from Spanish universities (a response rate of 42.41% of department 

heads surveyed). This rate of response can be considered as highly satisfactory in 

comparison with the usual response rates in these studies. Furthermore, no significant 

differences were found in the size of the universities that responded to the questionnaire. 

Additionally, no significant differences were found in the replies to the questionnaire in 

the first round in relation to the third round, or between online or postal replies. 

 

5.2. Measures  

Hierarchical moderating regression enables a high level of compliance with the 

proposed objectives of the study. Here we briefly describe each of the variables 

employed in the analysis.  

Integration of sustainability into management education. This variable measures the 

extent to which the head of a department is willing to integrate sustainability issues into 

management courses in the future. We asked respondents to describe their willingness 

to integrate in the future eight different issues relating to sustainability into the syllabus 

of the courses taught by their departments (including regulatory approaches, ethics, 

management systems, waste, energy saving, responsible use of technology, economic 

implications, and general knowledge). Our final measure was the arithmetic mean of 

their replies to the 8 items based upon a Likert scale from 1 to 5, where higher values 

indicate more advanced intentions regarding the integration of environmental topics. 

The confirmatory analysis showed appropriate values for the measure (composite 

reliability = .88).  
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Stakeholders´ perceived ability. This variable reflects heads of department's perceptions 

of stakeholders' ability to assist in integrating sustainability into management courses. 

As described in greater detail in the fourth section, the measurement of this variable was 

built upon the definition of ability provided by Mayer et al (1995). Specifically, we used 

a set of items to gather the heads of departments’ perceptions regarding the 

stakeholders’ ability to fruitfully cooperate in the integration of sustainable teaching 

into management education. We used a Likert scale from 0 to 6, in which higher values 

reflect a high perceived ability of each stakeholder. The stakeholders included in the 

analysis are: the lecturers of the department, government commissions for the masters, 

students of the courses taught by the department, the government team at the University, 

the political leaders of university issues, and environmental groups and NGOs. These 

stakeholders were identified following open interviews with 5 heads of department in 

several universities (these heads were not included in the sample analyzed). The final 

measure was the arithmetic mean of the 6 items proposed. A confirmatory factorial 

analysis showed the goodness of fit (composite reliability = .69). 

Stakeholders´ perceived benevolence. This is a variable indicating heads of 

departments’ perceptions of stakeholders´ benevolence with regard to honestly 

collaborating in the integration of sustainability into management education (Mayer et 

al, 1995). The procedure was similar to that used to evaluate ability, but now focused on 

ascertaining the opinion of the head of department in relation to the selfless and honest 

cooperation he expected from each stakeholder with respect to the integration of 

sustainability into management courses. The confirmatory factorial analysis showed the 

goodness of fit (composite reliability = .82). 

Interest in financial aims. This variable measures the head of department’s interest in 

financial issues. A Likert scale from 0 to 6 was used to evaluate five different objectives 
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in a university department (teaching quality, research outputs, financial incomes, 

operating costs, and promotion of the scholars). An exploratory factorial analysis shows 

the potential of joint analysis of the two items relating to financial issues (incomes and 

costs). The final measure is an arithmetic mean of these two items (composite reliability 

= .65). A descriptive variable showed that interest in financial issues in the department 

was the proposed target that scored the lowest (a mean of 3.24) for the sampled heads of 

department (the mean for the quality of teaching reached 4.65, the promotion of 

scholars scored 4.49 on average, while the improvement of research results was ranked 

with an average of 4.52).  

Control variable. The previous literature shows the potential effect of the context on the 

proactive environmental approach of the firms. In our sample we use departments 

involved in business schools and engineering schools. Hence, we controlled for heads of 

departments’ provenance by using a binary variable that distinguishes heads of 

department embedded in business schools or in engineering schools. 

 

6. Results 

Table 3 reports basic descriptive statistics and correlations. The reported variables 

present no major correlation problems. Table 4 shows comparisons of hierarchically 

nested regression models. Model 1 provides a baseline model that includes only the 

control variable for the provenance of the heads of department. Models 2 and 3 are 

hierarchical models that provide tests of specific hypotheses. 
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Model 1 shows that the heads of departments' provenance influences their preferences 

regarding the integration of sustainability into the management education for which 

their department is responsible. More specifically, this dummy variable takes the value 

0 when the heads of department are from a business school and the value 1 when they 

are from a school of engineering. Hence, the coefficient obtained (-0.38) reveals a lower 

level of environmental proactivity in heads of department from engineering schools. To 

some extent, this result is to be expected, because, although the number of colleges and 

schools that have implemented an environmental management system in Spain remains 

in the minority, greater implementation of these approaches can be seen in the contexts 

of business schools. This high degree of integration of sustainability can be interpreted 

as greater involvement of business schools in environmental issues in comparison to the 

engineering schools in our sample. 

The results of Model 2 support hypotheses 1.a, 1.b and 2. First, hypotheses 1.a and 1.b 

show the positive and direct influence of the head of department's perceptions in 

stakeholder ability and benevolence, and the head of department's preferences regarding 

integration of sustainability into the management courses taught by the lecturers of the 

department, respectively. Moreover, hypothesis 2 suggested a positive and direct 

relationship between the head of department's interest in financial aims and integration 

of sustainability into the department’s management courses. 

Model 3, however, although confirming hypotheses 1.a, 1.b and 2, does not support 

hypotheses 3.a and 3.b. These two hypotheses presented the moderating effects of the 

head of department's interest in financial aims on the relationship between his 

perceptions of the stakeholders' ability and benevolence, and the integration of 

sustainability into the department’s management courses. A detailed justification of 

these results can be found in the discussion section of this paper. 
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7. Discussion, Limitations, Future Research And Implications 

7.1. Discussion 

Our study provides interesting results in relation to three topics. First, heads of 

departments’ perceptions of stakeholders’ dimensions of ability and benevolence 

directly and positively affect the heads of departments’ willingness to integrate 

sustainability issues into management courses taught in the department. In this section, 

we subsequently discuss the implications of these results both in the literature on trust 

and in the literature on stakeholders applied to environmental issues. 

Second, our analysis shows that even when the economic benefits of environmental 

management are not perceived as relevant by the deans of schools, and financial targets 

are not very relevant to heads of department, the latter’s interest in financial issues 

positively influences their willingness to integrate contents related to sustainability into 

the management courses provided by the department. This result is relevant in the 

context of education because, to date, the focus has been on environmental awareness as 

an explanatory variable for this integration (UNESCO, 2003; Barcelona Declaration, 

2004). However, our result completes this approach by showing that the academics’ 

financial interests can also assist in the process of integrating sustainability into courses 

in university schools. 

Third, hypotheses 3.a and 3.b raised relating to the moderating effect of the head of 

department’s interest in the relationship between the his perceptions of stakeholders´ 

ability and benevolence, and the integration of sustainability into the organization are 

not statistically significant. We believe that these results may be related to the lack of 

importance given by the heads of department in our sample to the financial objectives of 

the department, in comparison with other more academic goals (such as improving 

research results, teaching quality improvement, or promotion of department staff). 
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Consequently, although the heads of departments’ interest in financial issues influences 

their willingness to integrate sustainability issues into the courses, the low level of 

perceived importance in comparison with other objectives prevents financial interest 

from acting as a mechanism for reducing the risk perceived by the head of department 

when deciding to implement these issues and to rely on stakeholders´ ability and 

benevolence. As this perceived risk is not reduced, the relationship between the 

integration of sustainability into courses and the head of department’s willingness to 

become vulnerable (i.e. to trust) to stakeholders in this issue is not modified (it neither 

increases nor decreases). This factor might explain the absence of a moderating effect of 

the interest in financial aims in our sample. 

Our results provide interesting theoretical contributions to the previous literature. The 

paper shows the potential of introducing the concept of trust (Mayer et al, 1995; 

Schoorman et al, 2007) in the literature on stakeholders and natural environment 

(Aragón-Correa, 1998; Driscoll & Starik, 2004; Hart, 1995; Henriques & Sadorsky, 

1999; Starik, 1995; Sharma, 2000). Our results show that heads of departments’ 

perceptions of stakeholder ability and benevolence have a direct impact on the positive 

integration of sustainability into management education. 

The previous literature on stakeholders and natural environment had placed special 

emphasis on identifying the stakeholders with greater economic power to influence 

environmental decisions. Studies conducted in different industries have identified as 

particularly relevant the government and customers, due to their potential to influence 

economic performance (e.g. Henriques & Sadorsky, 1999). Our paper shows that 

stakeholders can be important, although their economic influence may be limited, if 

they influence the risk taken by managers in their decision. Our results complement the 

previous literature, which suggests a higher level of development of environmental 
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approaches when these are seen as opportunities rather than threats (Sharma, 2000). Our 

work suggests that the decision maker always perceives opportunities and threats in 

relation to the stakeholder’s vision of environmental developments. Thus, it is not that 

opportunities replace threats (or reach a higher level), but that opportunities are merely 

more than threats (regardless of the relevance of each one). Our sample of deans 

showed a context in which few financial benefits are perceived in relation to proactive 

environmental management, whereas the heads of department show a higher degree of 

willingness to develop more environmental approaches if they perceive trustworthiness 

in their stakeholders.  

In any case, heads of departments’ interest in the economic objectives of the department 

will be positively related to the decision to integrate sustainability into management 

education. Hence, a more positive perception of the future economic benefits of 

environmental progress by heads of department could also positively influence the 

willingness to develop environmental progress by strengthening the argument of the 

previous literature. 

Furthermore, our results support the existing literature dealing with stakeholders’ power 

to influence the decisions of organizations. On one hand, our results confirm the 

proposals of Mitchell et al (1997) relating to the fact that stakeholders may use different 

forms of power (not only economic) to influence the decisions of organizations. The 

disqualification or loss of reputation that a head of department may suffer to his 

stakeholders as a result of his interest in sustainability appears to constitute a form of 

symbolic power (Etzioni, 1964) that may be particularly important in our analysis. 

These results can also provide an interesting bridge between the anthropocentric and 

utilitarian (oriented towards profits) approaches in the literature on stakeholders and the 

approaches that propose that adding non-human stakeholders (i.e. the natural 
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environment) could make an organization's stakeholder map more complete in relation 

to identification, analysis, evaluation, and resolution of environmental problems (Starik, 

1994; 1995). Although some scholars have asserted that various aspects of the natural 

environment can be considered as one or more primary stakeholders of the firm (e.g. 

Buchholz, 1993; Shrivastava, 1995; Srikantia and Bilimoria, 1997; Starik, 1995; Stead 

& Stead, 1996; 2000), traditional stakeholder theory has failed to recognize the Earth 

and its surroundings as a legitimate stakeholder with intrinsic worth (Nash, 1987; 

Starik, 1994). 

Moreover, the results of this paper also help to meet the needs for literature on trust, 

which have previously focused almost completely upon the relationship between a 

single trustor and a single trustee, in a commercial context (Rosenbaum, Massiah, & 

Jackson, 2006; van Gigch, 2007). Our study extends this analysis to the relationship 

between a trustor (head of department) and several trustees (stakeholders), and to a non-

commercial context. Analysis of the role played by the concept of trust in the 

integration of sustainability in management education shows the potential of the 

literature for non-commercial decisions which are therefore not necessarily linked to the 

financial profitability of the organization. Furthermore, the nature of the trust 

relationship that might exist between a single trustor and a single trustee differs from the 

nature of a relationship of trust between a trustor and several trustees. Our paper 

suggests that the existence of multiple stakeholders influencing the risk involved in a 

decision has a significant joint effect on a decision maker’s willingness. The decision 

maker’s vulnerability in these situations may be greater than when dealing with a single 

stakeholder, due to the fact that opportunistic behavior by one of the stakeholders could 

hinder the process.  
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7.2. Limitations And Future Research  

Two limitations of this study should be recognized. First, trust, as considered in this 

study, presents a unidirectional nature from the trustor to the trustees (stakeholders), and 

reciprocity of the trust from trustees (stakeholders) to trustor is therefore not addressed. 

There is a need to extend this analysis in the future in order to test the effects of this 

reciprocity on the evolution of trust between trustors and trustees (stakeholders) over 

time. 

A second limitation is that the model and research hypotheses put forward focus upon 

analysis of how trust influences decisions associated with the integration of 

sustainability in a very specific context: management education. Moreover, the scope of 

the sample is geographically limited. There is therefore a need for caution in 

extrapolating results to other contexts. 

This analysis can be completed with several lines of future research. Aside from 

complementing our investigation with additional samples, the possibility of working 

with data on the temporal evolution of the topic at different universities might also be 

particularly attractive. Perception of the trust earned by stakeholders in situations in 

which environmental advances are compulsory constitutes an attractive issue for future 

research.  

Studies in this sense could also attempt to analyze the potential influence of the personal 

background of heads of departments. Although the literature shows that these features 

play a more relevant role in the building of initial trust (Serva & Fuller, 2004), it might 

be interesting to analyze whether certain professional, psychological or formative 

profiles of heads of department modify the assessment they make regarding 

collaboration with the stakeholders of a university department. In any case, given that 

the propensity to trust is deeply embedded within each individual (Rotter, 1971), it is 
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unlikely to differ substantially across contexts (Serva & Fuller, 2004), so the 

conclusions drawn from the literature in relation to this construct and its influence on 

trust can therefore be expected to hold strong. 

 

7.3. Implications For Practitioners (Including Managers Of Management 

Education) 

Our results show that managers of organizations that wish to advance their 

environmental approaches should consider the possibility of developing a partnership 

with their stakeholders based upon trust. While previous literature had recommended 

paying attention to stakeholders´ environmental interests based on economic benefit, we 

propose collaborating on the basis of trust in the organization's stakeholders. Trust, and 

specifically its dimensions of ability and benevolence, is revealed as a powerful tool for 

reducing the risk associated with the decision making involved in the development of a 

more proactive environmental strategy. Although this recommendation is intended to be 

useful to any organization, the interest may be especially important for educational 

organizations, whose managers and organizational strategies have a particular interest in 

goals (scientific publications, reputation, increasing the number of teaching positions) 

which frequently have a special bond with the objectives related to the financial 

profitability of the organization. 

Our work shows that managers must understand the possibilities provided by the 

stakeholders with regard to assuming lower levels of risk in decisions often dependent 

on the behavior and attitude of these stakeholders. In the field of management 

education, it is important to establish the existence of relevant stakeholders who should 

be taken into account in order to facilitate the integration of sustainability, even in the 

courses of the departments, including the professors of the department, the Governance 
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Committee of the faculties, students, the Governance Committee of the University, 

those in charge of university political issues, and environmental groups and NGOs. 

Moreover, our study provides stakeholders with opportunities to influence managerial 

behavior beyond the traditional approaches of financial incentive or penalty. Being seen 

as a trustworthy stakeholder in the environmental context encourages the organization 

responsible for taking the decision to assume the risk level that this decision implies. A 

low level trust of managers in the stakeholders´ ability and benevolence can mean that, 

even when managers see important potential financial benefits in their environmental 

management, they would be unwilling to accept the decision, due to the high level of 

risk involved for them. 

The literature on this topic remains scarce, in a context of growing concern for 

environmental issues and in which the role of managers as being responsible in this 

sense is becoming increasingly relevant. Undoubtedly, previous work by universities 

involving training and informing future managers has a huge impact on subsequent 

work by these managers in their future working environment. There is therefore a 

pressing need for broader and deeper analysis of the various alternatives available for 

the integration of sustainability in management education. 
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CHAPTER 3 

The Influence Of The Initial And The Experiential Knowledge On 

Trusting Outcomes 

 

 

Abstract 

Previous literature has mostly analyzed the linkage between knowledge and trusting 

behavior. Furthermore, while empirical studies analyzing trusting outcomes are scarce, 

the investigation of which factors influence the probability of occurrence of each type of 

trusting outcome remains unexplored. In this study we propose that the initial level of 

knowledge between a trustor and a trustee have a direct influence on the trust behavior, 

and that a trustor’s experiential knowledge emerging from the trust relationship has a 

influence on the type of future trusting outcomes. Our results show that the level of 

initial knowledge between a trustor and a trustee influences the trustor´s trusting 

behavior towards that trustee. We also find that a trustor´s experiential knowledge 

influences the type of trusting outcome obtained by the trustor in future interactions (i.e. 

betrayal, reciprocity, or reward) with the trustee.  

 

Key words: trust, trusting outcome, experiential knowledge, initial level of knowledge, 

knowledge-based trust. 
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1. Introduction 

Trust is a psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based on 

positive expectations of the intentions or behavior of another (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt & 

Camerer, 1998). Knowledge-based trust theorists propose that trust develops over time 

as trustor accumulates knowledge from experiences with the trustee (Gefen, Karahanna 

& Straub, 2003; Holmes, 1991; Lewicki & Bunker, 1995). Thus, knowledge-based trust 

highly correlates with the trustor´s ability to predict the behavior of trustee based on 

prior experience (Gulati, 1995; Husted, 1998).  

Although trust literature has often assumed that trust is reciprocal between the parties 

involved (Serva & Fuller, 2004), differences may happen between trustors’ predictions 

drawn on knowledge previous to the interaction and the trustee behavior. These 

differences generate different trusting outcomes for the trustor implying satisfaction or 

not of the trustor’s expectative. We propose that while the initial knowledge predicts 

trustor behavior (trust), the experiential knowledge generated in the trust relationship 

better predicts the future trusting outcome.  

In this work, we delimitate a trusting outcome as the satisfaction reached by the trustor 

after an interaction with the trustee is finished. Multiple works have analyzed different 

trusting outcomes in a separate way (e.g. Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Elangovan & 

Shapiro, 1998; Spreitzer, 1995), but three categories are often included in those works: 

reciprocity, betrayal, and reward. The knowledge factors determining the occurrence of 

each type of trusting outcome remain basically unexplored in previous literature.  

Trust and knowledge are concepts that coevolve over time. As trust and knowledge 

coevolve, the partners develop an understanding of each other as the basis for 

adjustments to the collaborative process of trust. Although an initial knowledge 

regarding the trustee may be available emerging from multiple sources (including 
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personal experience, references, accreditation, among others), we highlight the different 

nature of this a priori knowledge and the knowledge emerging from the trust interaction. 

In our work, experiential knowledge is the process whereby knowledge is created 

through the transformation of trust experience (Kolb, 1984).  

Empirical studies examining what really happens after trustor and trustee act, rather 

than assuming them to be equivalent, are rare (Serva, Fuller & Mayer, 2005). 

Consequently, the analysis of the real outcomes’ in a trust relationship has been pointed 

out to be one of the most promising fields of research in the literature about trust 

(Schoorman, Mayer & Davis, 2007). The role of the different sources of knowledge in a 

trust relationship has been also highlighted as relevant in the trust literature (Holsapple 

& Wu, 2008). 

We contend that there are three contributions that can be gained from our approach. 

First, while literature on trusting outcomes have been disperse and mostly relied on 

calculative approaches where trusting outcomes are often delimitated by a benevolent 

satisfaction (or not) of economic interests, we contribute to the trust literature using a 

more general approach highlighting the role of trustor’s expectative to understand 

his/her final satisfaction with the interaction (the trusting outcome). Hence, we are also 

helping to better understand the distinctions between trusting behavior and the trusting 

outcomes. Second, we complement literature on knowledge-based trust using a dynamic 

approach to propose a different role for the knowledge gained by the trustor before the 

trust interaction and the experiential knowledge gained in the trust relationship. While 

the initial knowledge predicts well the trustors’ behavior, experiential knowledge gained 

in the trust interaction can better predict the trusting outcome. And third, although the 

literature on trust has mainly focused on analyzing the business relationship between a 

client and a supplier (e.g. Porter & Donthu, 2008; Zaheer, McEvily & Perrone, 1998), 
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some studies have also begun to show an interest in aspects reaching beyond the 

commercial sphere (e.g. Chughtai & Buckley, 2008; Gill, 2008; Gill & Mathur, 2007; 

Ho & Weigelt, 2005). In this paper, we build our analysis at an interpersonal level, in a 

context where decisions are not surrounded by commercial influences.  

The remainder of this paper is organized into five additional sections following this 

introduction. In the second section we provide a brief summary of the literature review 

about trust and trusting outcomes. Section three contains the literature about 

experiential knowledge and trusting outcomes as well as the research hypotheses under 

study. In the fourth section we describe the methodology applied to carry out the 

empirical study, and the measures. Section five presents the results obtained. Finally, in 

the sixth section we discuss the conclusions and implications of our analysis, as well as 

some limitations and directions for future research. 

 

2. Trust And Trusting Outcomes 

2.1. Delimitation Of Trust 

According to neoclassical economics, people should trust others if and only if it is in 

their material interest to do so ultimately meaning that people should trust only when it 

is also in the self-interest of the person being trusted to respond in a mutually rewarding 

manner (Kramer, 1998; Williamson, 1993). Nonetheless, trust literature has shown 

many situations where people trust others even when there is no guarantee that the 

trustee will respond benevolently highlighting that trust implies an awareness of being 

vulnerable to and dependent on the trustee (Fetchenhauer & Dunning, 2009). 

Trust would be unnecessary if actions could be undertaken without risk (Lewis & 

Weigert, 1985). Risk is the perceived probability of loss from the perspective of the 

agent who has to decide (Chiles & McMakin, 1996; MacCrimmon & Wehrung, 1986). 
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The losses may not only be economic ones, but also affect many other factors such as 

trustor’s time, reputation and social relations (Resnick, Zeckhauser, Swanson & 

Lockwood, 2006). Additionally, trust is interdependent because the interests of one 

party can not be achieved without relying on the other. Rousseau et al (1998) define 

trust as a psychological state that includes the intention to accept vulnerability based on 

positive expectations about the intentions or behavior of another.  

Most of the studies in this area have focused on determining the factors that influence a 

person´s willingness to make a decision, knowing that the final benefits depend on the 

behavior or attitude of other people (Mayer, Davis & Schoorman, 1995; Schoorman et 

al, 2007). The three factors that have been repeatedly identified as explaining the 

decision to trust are the trustor´s perception of the ability, integrity and benevolence of 

the trustee (Becerra & Gupta, 2003; Gefen, 2002; Mayer et al, 1995; McKnight, 

Choudhury & Kacmar, 2002).  

Knowledge-based trust refers to trust that is grounded in information about the other 

party collected through repeated interactions (Gefen et al, 2003). In other words, it 

refers to direct knowledge about the object of trust, rather than indirect knowledge in 

the sense of recommendations, reputation, or regulator approval. Lewicki and Bunker 

(1995) argue that information contributes to predictability of others’ behaviors, which, 

in turn, contributes to development of trust. 

 

2.2. Trusting Outcomes: Betrayal, Reciprocity And Reward  

Previous empirical studies dealing with trust have often assumed trust to be reciprocal 

between the agents involved, implying that if, in a relationship, A trusts B, B also must 

trust A (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Liden, Wayne & Stillwell, 1993). However, this is 

not always true, since trust is not necessarily reciprocal (Brower, Schoorman & Tan, 
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2000; Schoorman et al, 2007). We do not assume the trust placed by the trustor in the 

trustee to be necessarily reciprocated by the trustee, but we allow this possibility to 

emerge. Therefore, our approach, far from being inconsistent with previous literature 

about trust, complements it by integrating all the reciprocity possibilities emerging in a 

trust relationship regarding reciprocity in the same framework. 

Comparing between the trustor´s expectations about the trustee and the trusting 

behavior replied by the trustee, and using previous works that analyze some of the 

trusting outcomes emerging in the relationship between trustor and trustee (e.g. Brett, 

Shapiro & Lytle, 1998; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Elangovan & Shapiro, 1998; 

Robinson & Bennett, 1995; Serva et al, 2005; Spreitzer, 1995), it is possible to 

distinguish three broad categories of trusting outcomes: betrayal, reciprocity and 

reward. We now delimitate each of the three trusting outcomes. 

First, Serva et al (2005) define reciprocal trust as the trust that results when a party 

observes the actions of another and reconsiders one’s trust-related attitudes and 

subsequent behaviors based on those observations. According to our analysis, 

reciprocity occurs when the trustor´s expectations about the trustee´s trusting behavior 

are equalized to the behavior finally displayed by the trustee. The assumption of a 

reciprocal trust has been especially widespread within the area of leader-subordinate 

relationships (e.g. Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Liden, Wayne & Stillwell, 1993). 

Second, regarding betrayal, there are many situations of violations or betrayals of trust 

within and between organizations. A trust violation is, in essence, the not fulfilling of 

the trust expectations of one party about the other; this occurs quite frequently in 

interorganizational contexts (Bies & Tripp, 1996; Kim, Ferrin, Cooper & Dirks, 2004; 

Sitkin and Roth, 1993). Recent literature uses the term negative reciprocity to refer to 

punishing others for unkind actions (Dohmen, Falk, Huffman & Sunde, 2008). An 
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action can be classified as unkind from an agent´s perspective if the other party could 

have chosen another action that would lead to a higher payoff to the agent (Falk & 

Fischbacher, 2006). Elangovan & Shapiro (1998) define betrayal as a voluntary 

violation of mutually known pivotal expectations of the trustor by the trusted party 

(trustee), which has the potential to threaten the well-being of the trustor. However, a 

betrayal does not necessarily take place in order to harm the trustor, since the trustee 

may not know the trustor´s expectations. Thus, drawing on previous recent literature on 

betrayal (Bohnet & Zeckhauser, 2004; Caldwell, Davis & Devine, 2009), we prefer a 

broader concept of betrayal delimitating that a betrayal occurs when the trustor´s 

expectations about the trustee´s trusting behavior overestimate the behavior finally 

shown by the trustee during the trust relationship. Despite the growing interest, there is 

little theory and only few empirical studies about antecedents of violations of trust in 

organizations and trust damage (Janowicz-Panjaitan & Krishnan, 2009).  

Third, regarding rewards, most of the papers analyzing them have focused on the use of 

rewards as external incentives within the organizational level (e.g. Freedman & 

Montanari, 1980; Spreitzer, 1995; Thompson & Bunderson, 2003), such as bonuses 

from the company to managers, as well as other exogenous rewards. We delimitate 

reward as a potential outcome which may emerge from a trust relationship between two 

agents, instead of being an external instrument to foster certain type of behaviors. Some 

authors define positive reciprocity as rewarding kind actions by others (Dohmen et al, 

2008). Unlike this perspective, our definition, consistent with the previous literature 

analyzing rewarding behavior (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005), goes beyond by 

incorporating the agent´s expectations. In this context, a rewarding outcome occurs 

when the trustor´s expectations about the trustee´s trusting behavior are overtaken by 

the final behavior of the trustee during the trust relationship.  
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3. Hypotheses 

We propose an analysis which relies on the knowledge-based trust to explain the 

linkage between a trustor´s experiential knowledge and the trust and the type of trusting 

outcome that this trustor will receive in future interactions. Explicit knowledge is the 

knowledge that can be articulated and that in formal language includes grammatical 

statements, mathematical expressions, specifications, and manuals (Nonaka & 

Takeuchi, 1995). Such expressible knowledge is, therefore, usable by the “host” and is 

also able to be shared among other people who can use it to create their own form of 

knowledge. Tacit knowledge was originally attributed to Polanyi (1966), who described 

it in his famous quote “we know more than we can tell”. Baumard (1999) describes it as 

the result of experience that cannot easily be shared, as knowledge that is personal, 

profound, nonscientific, and “generated in the intimacy of lived experience”. Such 

characteristics leave no doubt that tacit knowledge derives from experience (Nonaka, 

1994).  

In this paper we pay specific attention to tacit knowledge delimitating it as “knowledge 

that is grounded in personal experience, and is procedural rather than declarative in 

structure” (Sternberg & Horvath, 1999). However, we distinguish between a priori 

knowledge gained from previous experiences of the trustor directly with the trustee or 

indirectly through recommendations or reputation emerging from other agent (even 

when this knowledge has not been generated in a similar situation of the generated by 

the trust relationship) and the experiential knowledge gained directly by the trustor in 

the specific process of the trust interaction with the trustee. We will make one 

hypotheses around each one. 

The relevance of the initial knowledge relies in its capacity to provide useful 

information for predicting trustee´s behavior. Predictability relies on comprehensive 
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knowledge about the other, which develops over time through direct or indirect 

experiences. Knowledge-based trust highly correlates with the ability to predict the 

behavior of another party based on prior experience (Gulati, 1995; Husted, 1998). Thus, 

knowledge-based trust involves a process in which information essential to the 

predictability of another’s behavior is obtained and accumulated by the trustor (Gulati, 

1995; Husted, 1998). The information does not only make the other’s behavior more 

predictable (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996), but also reduces social uncertainty and fear of 

opportunism through increased understanding of the other’s behavior (Luhmann, 1979). 

As people become more acquainted with specific others, their personal knowledge of 

those others becomes the primary driver of their thoughts and actions (Bigley & Pierce, 

1998). As a consequence, the trustor with a previous knowledge of the trustee will be 

more capable of accurately predicting the trusting behavior of his/her trustee, which 

therefore may influence his/her trust behavior We claim that the level of initial 

knowledge existing between a trustor and a trustee determines the trustor´s capacity for 

elaborating accurate guesses about how the partner will behave during future 

interactions, and therefore, initial level of knowledge has an impact in the trust paid by 

the trustor in future interactions between the trustor and the trustee. Hence, we propose 

the following hypothesis:  

Hypothesis 1: The level of initial knowledge between a trustor and a trustee 

influences the type of trusting outcome resulting from future interactions 

between them. 

Various terms have been used to label the process of learning from own experience. 

Dewey and Dewey (1915) discussed “learning by doing,” while Wolfe and Byrne 

(1975) used the term “experienced-based learning”. The term “trial and error” learning 

is used to explain inductive learning processes. The Kolb’s (1984) experiential learning 
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theory (ELT) draws on the work of prominent scholars - notably John Dewey, Kurt 

Lewin, Jean Piaget, William James, Carl Jung, Paulo Freire, Carl Rogers and others - 

who gave experience a central role in their theories of human learning and development 

(Kolb & Kolb, 2005).  

Experiential knowledge can be described as the process of creating knowledge from 

repeated interactions with the same partner (Kolb, 1984). Knowledge here can be 

defined as a fluid mix of framed experiences, values, contextual information, and expert 

insight that provides a framework for evaluating and incorporating new experiences 

and information. It originates and is applied in the mind of knowers. (Davenport & 

Prusak, 1998). 

In our work we have focused our attention to the experiential knowledge generated in 

the experiential learning emerging of trust interactions in a similar situation. Recent 

works show that repeated interactions with the same partner will increase the chance of 

a reciprocal trust behavior (Josang, Keser & Dimitrakos, 2005). This mechanism is 

known as reciprocity principle. Previous literature reports that this kind of strategy tends 

to be very successful over many encounters with other players (Axelrod, 1984; Keser, 

2000; Selten, Mitzkewitz & Uhlich, 1997). We propose that when the previous 

interactions are not only with the same partners but also in similar situations, effects of 

the experiential knowledge increases its ability to adjust the trustors’ interest to get a 

more positive trusting outcome.  

We drew in the ELT to study how trustors´ experiential knowledge in the trust 

relationship may influence the trusting outcome resulting from future interactions. 

When interacting more than once with the same trustee in a trust relationship, the trustor 

collects more accuratte information and knowledge about the behavior of the trustee. 

According to Sabel (1993), the creation of trust is actually a process of learning by 
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economic actors with competing and mutual interests. Along the same line, Powell 

(1996) argued that trust is learned and reinforced, hence a product of ongoing 

interaction and discussion.  

Knowledge-based trust is trust that is grounded in knowledge about another party and is 

developed through repeated interactions (Gefen et al, 2003; McKnight, Cummings & 

Chervany, 1998).  Furthermore, we argue that a experiential knowledge accumulated by 

the trustor from past experiences with a trustee provides an extra amount of tacit 

knowledge to the trustor regarding how the trustee has behaved in the relationship in the 

past (i.e. the trustee´s pattern of behavior). This tacit knowledge, emerged from previous 

interactions in the same relationship with the trustee, allows the trustor to develop more 

accurate evaluations about how the trustee will act during future interactions and 

therefore more accurate sets of expectations in relation with the trustee´s future trusting 

behavior. Both adjustments, considered jointly, influence the type of trusting outcome 

which will emerge in future interactions.  

For example, a trustor who has accumulated a bigger amount of tacit knowledge about 

the trustee´s behavior will be more likely to get a positive (i.e. reward) or neutral (i.e. 

reciprocity) trusting outcome in future interactions with the trustee, since that trustor is 

capable of elaborating very accurate guesses about how the trustee will behave in the 

future, which will also affect his own levels of expectations regarding such behavior. 

This leads to the following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 2: Experiential knowledge accumulated by a trustor from past 

interactions with a trustee influences the type of trusting outcome obtained by 

this trustor in future interactions with that trustee. 
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4. Methodology And Measures 

In this section we present the methodology carried out, and the measures used. 

4.1. Experimental Procedures 

We chose to use the trust game (Berg, Dickhaut & McCabe, 1995). This game is played 

by pairs of individuals. Each pair is made up of a trustor and a trustee. In the trust game 

two actors, the trustor and the trustee, are each given an endowment. The trustor is told 

he can send some, all, or none of his or her endowment to his or her anonymous partner, 

the trustee. Any money sent is tripled. The trustee then chooses how much of his or her 

total wealth (her endowment plus the tripled money) to return to the trustor. We carried 

out a modified version of the trust game. In our setting, each trustor played the game 

with three trustees with whom he or she kept different initial trust levels: a friend, a 

friend of a friend, and a stranger. Each trustor received 4 euros for playing with each 

one of the three trustees. 

All sessions were run in the Faculty of Economics and Business at the University of 

Granada (Spain) in May 2009. Subjects were non-randomly and anonymously assigned 

to the role of trustor and trustee. The non-randomly assignment is justified in order to 

assure that each trustor plays the game with three different trustees who keep different 

levels of initial trust with the trustor. 

Previously to the running day of the experiment, students had to answer a short 

questionnaire and write down the name of, at maximum, four persons from the class in 

whom they think they can trust and to whom they consider to be their friends. 

Additionally, they were asked to write the name of four persons from they class they 

would not know at all (for this, subjects were given a list of the members of the class so 

that they could easily identify the name of four strangers). 
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During the running of the experiment, trustors and trustees were kept separate for the 

entire experiment using two rooms. All subjects received a sheet with the game 

instructions. The game started in the trustors´ room. Each trustor was given three 

different envelopes-each one containing a sheet of paper- labelled with the titles of 

“Friend”, “Friend of a friend” and “Stranger” plus a separate sheet. We use interactions 

with each category as an appropriate proxy of different levels of initial knowledge. They 

were required to write in the separate sheet how much they expected to receive from 

each type of trustee. Moreover, they wrote the amounts they wanted to send to each type 

of trustee. 

The envelopes were delivered to the trustees´ room. Similarly, trustees were given a 

sheet were they wrote how much they expected to receive from each type of trustor, 

and, after opening the envelopes and seeing the amounts received, they were asked to 

write down inside the same enveloped the amounts they wanted to return to each kind of 

trustor. Then, the envelopes were sent back to the trustors´ room, and they opened them. 

We played this procedure twice and participants were paid during the following week. 

The sessions had 66 participants: thirty three trustors playing with thirty three trustees. 

Since each trustor (trustee) played the game with three trustees (trustors), we reached 99 

pairs of observations per round; as we ran two rounds, we got 198 observations. 

 

4.2. Measures 

In this section we describe the different variables included in the moderated multinomial 

logistic regression. 

Future trust. This variable is included into the analysis as dependent variable for testing 

hypothesis 1 and it reflects the amount of trust placed by a trustor in a specific trustee. 
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We measure it as the trustor´s trusting behavior in a certain round of the game (i.e. the 

amount of money sent by the trustor to that trustee in that round of the game).   

Initial level of knowledge. This variable represents the amount of knowledge the trustor 

has about the trustee before the first round of the game. It is included into the analysis 

as independent categorical variable. It contains three different categories: low initial 

knowledge level (i.e. when the trustor interacts with a stranger), medium initial 

knowledge level (i.e. when the trustor interacts with a friend of a friend), and high initial 

knowledge level (i.e. when the trustor interacts with a friend).  

Future types of trusting outcome. This variable enters in our analysis as dependent 

variable for testing hypothesis 2 and it reflects the type of trusting outcome received by 

the trustor after the conclusion of the second round of the game. We measure it as the 

difference between a trustor´s expectations about a trustee´s behavior in the second 

round (i.e. how much the the trustor expected to be returned by the trustee) and the 

trusting behavior finally exhibited by the trustee towards this trustor in the second round 

(i.e. how much the trustee returned to the trustor). It is a categorical variable containing 

three categories: betrayal, reciprocity, and reward. 

Experiential knowledge. This variable reflects the knowledge accumulated by the 

trustor and that is based on previous experiences with a trustee. It is incorporated into 

the analysis as independent variable. We measure it as the difference between a trustor´s 

trusting behavior towards a trustee in the second round (i.e. the amount sent by a trustor 

towards a trustee in the second round) and the trustor´s trusting behavior towards the 

trustee in the first round (i.e. the amount sent by this trustor towards the same trustee in 

the first round).  
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5. Results 

Table 1 summarizes the main descriptive statistics for the trusting behavior exhibited by 

trustors in the first and second rounds. We can observe that the average amounts sent by 

trustors increase with the level of initial knowledge between trustors and trustees in the 

first and second rounds. We appreciate that those trustees with whom trustors hold a 

high level of initial knowledge receive, on average, more than those trustees with whom 

trustors have a medium or low level of initial knowledge. Moreover, trustors send, on 

average, a bigger amount to trustees with whom there is a medium level of initial 

knowledge than to those trustees with whom trustors have a low initial knowledge level. 

This conclusions hold for both rounds. 

TABLE 1  
 Descriptive statistics for the trustors´ trusting behavior in the first and second 

rounds  

 

 

Table 2 reports the ANOVA analyses for the trustors´ trusting behaviors in the first and 

second rounds. In the first part we can observe that the differences observed in table 1 in 

relation to trustors´ average donations across levels of initial knowledge are statistically 

significant. Furthermore, the F-ratio for the linear trend is statistically significant (p= 

.000); therefore we can say that as the level of initial knowledge increased from low to 

high initial knowledge, the trustors´ trust increased proportionately. When looking at the 

second part of the table, we can see that the same conclusions can be drawn for the 

second round. Therefore, our hypothesis 1 is fully supported for both rounds.  
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TABLE 2  
ANOVA for the trustors´ trusting behavior in the fi rst and second rounds 

 

 

Despite we have already shown that initial knowledge influences future trust, table 3 

gathers the Chi-Square tests to check whether the level of initial knowledge between 

trustor and trustee influences future types of trusting outcomes in each round. The first 

part of the table contains the information about the influence of the initial level of 

knowledge on the type of trusting outcome in the first round. The type of trusting 

outcome in the first round is a variable indicating the type of trusting outcome received 

by a trustor in the first round of the game. It is incorporated as independent variable and 

is measured as the difference between a trustor´s expectations about a trustee´s trusting 

behavior in the first round (i.e. what the trustor expected to receive from a trustee in the 

first round) and the trusting behavior shown by the trustee towards the trustor in the first 

round (i.e. what the trustee finally returns to that trustor in the first round). It is a 

categorical variable containing three categories: betrayal, reciprocity, and reward. And 

the second part of table 3 shows the information about the influence of the initial level 

of knowledge on the type of trusting outcome resulting in the second round. We can see 

that the likelihood ratio is not statistically significant for any out of the two rounds. 

Hence, both variables are independent in both rounds. In other words, the initial level of 
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knowledge does not have a significant effect on the type of future trusting outcomes in 

any of the two rounds.  

TABLE 3  
Chi-Square Tests 

 

 

To test our hypothesis 3 we ran a multiple logistic regression. Table 4 reports the fitting 

of our model. We can see that there is a significant change in the chi-square test, which 

proves that our model produces a decrease in the unexplained variance.   

TABLE 4 
Model Fitting Information 

 

 

Table 5 shows the results of the likelihood ratio tests. We observe that a trustor´s 

experiential knowledge has a significant influence on the type of future trusting 

outcomes ( 2(4) 22.447χ = , p=.000).  
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TABLE 5 
Likelihood ratio tests 

 

 

Table 6 shows the individual parameters estimates. We compare pairs of outcome 

categories. We specified “reciprocity” as the reference category. In the first part of the 

table, when comparing the trusting outcomes of betrayal and reciprocity, we appreciate 

that the trustor´s experiential knowledge significantly influences whether the type of 

future trusting outcomes will be a betrayal or a reciprocity. When looking at the second 

part of the table and comparing the categories of reciprocity and reward, we observe 

that the trustor´s experiential knowledge significantly predicts whether the type of 

future trusting outcomes will be either a reward or a reciprocity. 

TABLE 6 
Parameter estimates 

 

 

6. Discussion, Implications, Limitations, And Future Research 

In this final section we discuss the conclusions obtained, as well as some implications 

for managers and regulators. Furthermore, we point out the limitations encountered and 

several lines for future research. 
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6.1. Discussion 

Our paper investigates the relationship between the initial level of knowledge and trust, 

and experiential knowledge and types of trusting outcomes. We contend that several 

contributions can be gained from our analyses. First, our paper stresses the differences 

existing between trust (i.e. behavior) and trusting outcome (i.e. result). While most of 

previous literature had assumed the trusting behavior to be reciprocal between a trustor 

and a trustee (Serva et al, 2005), we point out that this does not necessarily happen in 

every occasion and that trustor´s expectations play a key role for understanding the final 

trusting outcomes arising from interactions between a trustor and a trustee.  

Second, this paper contributes to the literature about knowledge by shedding light on 

the different role of the initial level of knowledge (i.e. previous to the first interaction 

under analysis) and experiential knowledge grounded in experiential knowledge (i.e. 

developed through the interaction itself). While the first helps explaining the trust, the 

second provides a better prediction of the trusting outcome. 

Third, previous literature on trust had placed special emphasis on identifying the factors 

affecting agents´ trusting behavior (Mayer et al, 1995). Studies conducted in several 

areas have identified national culture, gender, and group membership due to their 

potential to influence individuals´ trusting behavior (e.g. Buchan, Croson & Solnick, 

2008; Doney, Cannon & Mullen, 1998; Williams, 2001). Thus, our results complement 

the prior studies by investigating the inclusion of the level of initial knowledge into the 

analysis. We investigate the influence of the initial level of knowledge between a trustor 

and a trustee on the trusting behavior exhibited by the trustor in future interactions 

between them. Previous studies dealing with trust and knowledge have not considered 

incorporating into their analyses the initial level of knowledge the trustor has about the 

trustee before the first interaction under analysis. We believe this variable to be crucial 
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when approaching interpersonal relationships with different trustees with whom the 

trustor keeps different levels of initial knowledge. In this line, knowledge-based trust 

predicts that the amount of knowledge collected by a trustor from past interactions 

positively determines the trustor´s capability for making accurate forecasts about how 

the trustee will act during future interactions (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996). This higher 

predictability of the trustee´s future behavior is perceived by the trustor as a decrease in 

the risk inherent to the decision of trusting, and therefore influences the trusting 

behavior shown by a trustor in upcoming interactions between the trustor and the 

trustee. Our results show that the level of initial knowledge between a trustor and a 

trustee positively influence the trustor´s trusting behavior in both rounds. Therefore, our 

hypothesis 1 is supported. Moreover, we find that there are statistically significant 

differences among the trusting behaviors displayed by trustors to each type of trustee. 

Trustors´ average trusting behavior increases with the level of initial knowledge 

between a trustor and a trustee. In this sense, those trustees who keep a higher level of 

initial knowledge with trustors will receive a bigger trusting behavior from trustors than 

those trustees who hold a medium or lower level of initial knowledge. Also, those 

trustees with a low level of initial knowledge with the trustor will receive, on average, 

less than trustees with whom the trustor has a medium initial level of knowledge.  

Additionally to this conclusion, we find that the initial level of knowledge existing 

between a trustor and a trustee does not influence the type of trusting outcome emerging 

in future interactions between them. This may be because, since the type of trusting 

outcome is measured as the difference between what the trustor expects to receive from 

the trustee and what the trustee returns, this difference does not vary depending on the 

level of initial trust that a trustor holds with a trustee. For example, when a trustor 

interacts with high-level-of-initial-knowledge trustee, the trustor will expect to receive, 
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on average, more than when interacting with a low-initial-level-of-knowledge trustee; 

moreover, the trustee will also return, on average, a higher amount to a trustor with 

whom there is a high level of initial knowledge than to a trustor with whom there is a 

low level of initial knowledge. However, these differences between expectations and 

amounts return may not significantly vary across types of trustees. As a consequence, 

the initial level of knowledge between a trustor and a trustee does not have an impact on 

the type of trusting outcome emerging from future interactions between them. 

Fourth, we find that a trustor´s experiential knowledge accumulated from past 

interactions with a trustee directly affects the type of trusting outcomes resulting from 

future interactions between them. This result supports our hypothesis 2 and provides 

interesting theoretical contributions to the previous literature. Our paper shows the 

potential of introducing the concept of experiential knowledge (Kolb, 1984) in the 

literature on trust and management (Mayer et al, 1995; Schoorman et al, 2007) to help 

explain the typology of future trusting outcomes. Our results prove that a trustor´s 

knowledge collected from previous experiences with a trustee has a direct significant 

impact on the type of trusting outcomes emerging from future interactions between the 

trustor and the trustee.  

Additionally, prior works on trust and management have approached trusting outcomes 

in a separate way and adopting different definitions of the terms (e.g. Brett et al, 1998; 

Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Elangovan & Shapiro, 1998; Robinson & Bennett, 1995; 

Serva et al, 2005; Spreitzer, 1995). Our paper enriches this fragmented literature by 

providing a simultaneous analysis of all the potential outcomes that may arise from a 

trust relationship (i.e. betrayal, reciprocity, and reward). 

Prior studies have stressed the idea that when approaching a trust repair, it is crucial to 

know how trust was damaged, since different means of damaging trust are likely to 
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require different reparative responses (Schoorman et al, 2007). Our paper contributes to 

this approach, since our results show the crucial role of the initial level of knowledge on 

trust and of trustors´ experiential knowledge on the type of trusting outcome obtained in 

future interactions.  

Our findings also contribute to meet the need of the literature on trust in two main 

directions. First, unlike previous studies investigating the relationship between 

knowledge and trusting behavior (Engle-Warnick & Slonim, 2006), we analyze how the 

knowledge accumulated by a trustor from past experiences with a trustee influences the 

type of trusting outcome resulting from future interactions between them. And second, 

while prior literature has been focused almost exclusively on relationships happening in 

the commercial sphere (Rosenbaum, Massiah, & Jackson, 2006; van Gigch, 2007), our 

study extends this analysis to a non commercial environment, where financial 

implications are not usually the cornerstone of agents´ decisions. Analysis of the 

influence of experiential knowledge on trusting outcomes shows the potential of the 

literature for non-commercial decisions, which are traditionally not linked to an 

organizations´ benefits. Our study suggests that the knowledge derived from repeated 

interactions helps elaborating accurate forecasts about the trustee´s behavior, which 

results in a higher probability of obtaining a positive (i.e. reward) or neutral (i.e. 

reciprocity) trusting outcomes, as opposite to negative ones (i.e. betrayal). Furthermore, 

the conclusions obtained from our analysis, focused on interactions between pairs of 

trustors and trustees, can be applied to a big array of organizational situations, such as 

human resources techniques, working groups, and to every kind of interpersonal 

relationship.  
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6.2. Implications 

Some implications for managers and regulators can be drawn from this analysis. Our 

results show that managers who want to foster the achievement of certain types of 

trusting outcomes (e.g. rewarding or reciprocal ones) when dealing with other members 

of the organizations should consider relying on their experiential knowledge with those 

members as predictors of the type of future trusting outcomes. As a consequence, 

managers should develop and promote frequent interactions among all the members of 

the organization, since those exchanges constitute a fundamental source of knowledge 

and learning about the others. Experiential knowledge reveals as a useful tool for 

predicting the type of trusting outcomes resulting from future interactions.   

Although this recommendation intends to be useful for any kind of organizations, it 

especially serves in the cases of managers of organizations where financial issues are 

not the main aim (e.g. universities, non-profit organizations, among others).  

Moreover, our study provides the opportunity for employees to influence managerial 

decisions. Hence, those employees about whom the manager has collected a positive 

experiential knowledge and are perceived by managers as positive-trusting-outcomes 

producers will be receptors of a bigger amount of trusting interactions from the 

manager. This situation provides those employees with higher possibilities of career 

development in the organizations.  

Experiential knowledge is a key issue for many firms. For example, firms facing price-

elastic demand, if they are to grow in profitability or sales volume, must learn to 

produce more efficiently. Firms facing direct price competition have a strong incentive 

to learn how to increase efficiency or differentiation faster than their competitors. 

Similar competitive pressures affect firms in markets with substitute products and firms 

in shrinking markets. This paper links the experiential knowledge to the variable trust, 
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more concretely, to trusting outcomes, in an interpersonal setting. Nonaka & Takeuchi 

(1995) state that collective knowledge creation is the capability for an entire 

organization to create new knowledge, disseminate it throughout the organization, and 

embody it in products, services, and systems. In this line, previous studies have adopted 

a knowledge-based trust approach to analyze the cycles and phases that lead to the 

creation of new knowledge in firms (Camelo-Ordaz, Fernández-Alles, Martín-Alcázar, 

Romero-Fernández & Valle-Cabrera, 2004). At an organizational level, managers 

should be aware of the importance of fostering an adequate collective knowledge 

creation as an antecedent for developing a proper organizational learning, which can 

help an organization to build accurate guesses about the outcomes arising from 

interactions with other agents. For example, forecasts about how competitors will 

behave in the market and about what will be the results. When doing so, managers can 

lead their organizations to occupy a leadership position in a certain segment of the 

market. This achievement will be additionally translated into higher benefits to the 

company.  

Additionally, regulators can benefit from some implications drawn from this analysis. 

For example, if regulators wish to raise the level of neutral (i.e. reciprocity) and positive 

(i.e. betrayal) over the negative (i.e. betrayal) trusting outcomes, they need to know the 

determinants of these outcomes. This paper provides some insight about the strong 

influence of experiential knowledge on determining the type of future trusting outcomes 

arising in forthcoming interactions.  

Regulators should be also interested in the heterogeneity of the experiential knowledge 

accumulated by trustors. If there are differences in how the knowledge based on 

previous experiences develops between demographics groups, group-specific policy 

interventions are asked for. For instance, people with a dense social network may have 
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developed a wider capacity to accurately predict others´ behaviors than people with a 

smaller social network. Hence, this capacity, based on accumulated knowledge from a 

big amount of previous experiences, may lead them to obtain more successful trusting 

outcomes in the future. 

Experiential knowledge can serve as an effective tool for reducing the trustors´ 

perceived vulnerability towards the actions of trustees, since trustors perceive trusting 

outcomes to be more easily predictable. Therefore, trustors may be more willing to 

develop repeated interactions and to initiate new ones with other trustees. As a 

consequence, individuals´ social networks become denser. This can also be applied to 

policy-makers and regulators. As a consequence, when economic and political 

negotiation is embedded in dense network of social interactions, incentives for 

opportunism are reduced (Putnam, 1995).  

On the one hand, this increase in the individuals´ social networks has been pointed out 

to be a source of creation of social capital (Coleman, 1990), since individuals have 

access to a bigger amount of resources embedded in the network (Gulati, Nohria & 

Zaheer, 2000). Thus, social capital comprises the network and the resources that can be 

mobilized through that network (Nathapiet & Goshal, 1998). Moreover, previous 

literature has demonstrated that social capital provides important benefits at the societal 

level, such as promoting good governance practices (Boix & Posner, 1998). Therefore, 

regulators should be aware of this and implement appropriate mechanisms for 

developing such interactions to foster trust. An increase in the level of trust reduces 

partially the need for control mechanisms, which would also result in a lower 

expenditure from the states.  

On the other hand, the willingness to engage in relational rather than purely 

transactional relationships provides additional social and economical gains. Repeated 
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interactions, as mentioned in our analysis, are a source of knowledge, which helps 

reducing risks. Nonetheless, regulators should also be aware of the potential 

disadvantages of repeated interactions between organizations, which may lead in 

harming agreements against principles of competency, such as common setting of 

abusive prices for a certain product. Authorities should keep alerted in detecting and 

punishing such situations.   

 

6.3. Limitations And Future Research Agenda 

There are several opportunities for future research, some of which can address this 

study´s limitations. First, the application field of our sample is restricted: it focuses on 

students from a Business and Economics Faculty. Therefore, there is a need for caution 

when extrapolating the results obtained to other areas. Hence, testing our hypotheses in 

different contexts and geographical areas can contribute to check the robustness of our 

results. A second limitation is derived from the reduced amounts of iterations in our 

experiment. The trust game is only played twice, which, on the one hand, allows for a 

dynamic approach, but on the other hand, restricts the possibilities of extrapolating our 

conclusions to long-run relationships. Thus, it would be interesting to complete our 

experimental setting with a bigger number of iterations of the game in order to provide 

some insight about the evolution of the relationship between experiential knowledge 

and the type of future trusting outcomes.  

Beyond addressing the limitations previously mentioned, this analysis can be completed 

with several lines of future research. For instance, analyzing the relationship between 

the initial level of knowledge and experiential knowledge. We wonder whether a trustor 

gathers more experiential knowledge about a trustee when the initial level of knowledge 

between them is high. Or whether the trustor accumulated a better quality of 
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experiential knowledge when the level of initial knowledge with the trustee is high, i.e. 

the trustor is capable of producing more accurate forecast about future types of trusting 

outcomes arising in forthcoming interactions with that trustee. 

Another possible line of future research may be addressing the factors underlying the 

surveillance of certain trusting outcomes over time. We identified three potential 

outcomes which can emerge from a trust interaction, i.e. betrayal, reciprocity, and 

reward. Moreover, since agents are generally assumed to behave rationally and, 

therefore an individual would not be willing to engage in repeated interactions with 

another agent if those interactions yield negative outcomes (i.e. betrayals), we expect 

interactions between a trustor and a trustee to survive over time only when these 

interactions provides a majority of positive (i.e. reward) or neutral (i.e. reciprocity) 

trusting outcomes. Therefore, at first glance, we would expect a convergence towards 

rewarding or reciprocating situations over time. Nonetheless, we observe there are many 

daily situations where individuals engage in repeated interactions yielding betraying 

outcomes (e.g. a father and an irresponsible son). Consequently, we consider there may 

be other factors which can affect the influence of a trustor´s experiential knowledge on 

the type of future trusting outcomes. Moreover, we believe there are different elements 

(e.g. cognitive, affective, economical, etc) which can help explaining the surveillance of 

certain relationships over time. Thus, future works might find attractive to address two 

concrete issues. First, which are the factors and underlying interactions yielding each 

type of trusting outcome. And second, the weight each of those factors has in each type 

of trusting outcome. Both contributions may be very valuable when explaining not only 

the convergence pattern in types of trusting outcomes overt time, but they may also shed 

light on why certain relationships survive over time despite yielding negative outcomes.  



Chapter 3. The Influence Of The Initial And The Experiential Knowledge On Trusting Outcomes 

 

 96 

Future works might also find interesting to approach how the differences in individuals´ 

capacity for learning affect the relationship between experiential knowledge and the 

types of future trusting outcomes. A person’s aptitude to learn may constitute a 

differentiating factor (Leithwood & Steinbach, 1995; Wagner & Sternberg, 1987). 

Furthermore, it can be also attractive to investigate the reasons for these variations and 

their impact on the occurrence of certain types of trusting outcomes. Despite the explicit 

recognition of individual variations in the ability to learn from experience (Reuber, 

Dyke, & Fisher, 1990), little has been done to understand the reasons for these 

variations, and this has been identified as a particularly important area for future 

research in the field (Colonia-Willner, 1998).  

Finally, future studies may investigate whether a trustor´s experiential knowledge from 

past interactions with a trustee also influences the type of trusting outcomes arising in 

future interactions with other trustees. Perhaps the knowledge accumulated from past 

experiences with a concrete trustee is also incorporated in the experiential knowledge of 

this trustor and therefore influences the type of trusting outcomes emerging from 

interactions with those other trustees. We wonder whether there is a contagion effect in 

trustors´ experiential knowledge across trustees. We find this can constitute a fruitful 

area for future research.  
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CHAPTER 4 

The Dynamic Nature Of Trust Transfer And The Influence Of 

Learning 

 

 

Abstract 

Past studies on trust transfer have mainly relied on static theoretical perspectives. Yet, 

within organization and at interpersonal level, trust transfer typically develops over 

time. Moreover, empirical analyses on trust transfer are scarce. In this paper we use a 

dynamic approach to analyze the influence of a positive personal trusting history on the 

development of future trust transfers. Additionally, we investigate the influence of 

trustors´ learning on future transfers of trust. Our results show that the existence of a 

positive personal trusting history helps explaining the occurrence of future trust 

transfers. We also find that the degree to which a trust transfer is reciprocated by the 

trustee has a positive influence on future transfers of trust. Moreover, the results suggest 

that the learning collected by the trustor moderates the relationship between the degree 

of reciprocation obtained by the trustor during the previous trust transfer and the 

occurrence of future transfers of trust.  

 

Key words: trust transfer, dynamic nature, learning, experimental analysis. 
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1. Introduction 

Trust has become a major concept in social sciences, such as psychology (Johnson-

George & Swap, 1982; Rotter, 1967; 1980), philosophy (Baier, 1986), sociology 

(Barber, 1983; Luhmann, 1979; Shapiro, 1987), economics (Arrow, 1974; Williamson, 

1975), and organization theory (Zand, 1972; Zucker, 1986). Moreover, trust is 

increasingly demanded within organizations (Handy, 1995; Kramer & Tyler, 1996), 

between organizations (Moorman, Zaltman, & Deshpande, 1992), and in international 

affairs (Michalos, 1990). 

Trust is a psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based on 

positive expectations of the intentions or behavior of another (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt & 

Camerer, 1998). In the literature of trust and organizations, several studies have pointed 

out the effects of trust on individuals´ work performance, organizational commitment, 

turnover intentions, and work group performance (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001; 2002; Kramer, 

1999).  

In this paper we focus on how trust can be transferred among agents. A transfer of trust 

occurs when an agent (i.e. trustor) trusts an unknown agent (i.e. trustee), who keeps a 

positive trusting history with a trusted third agent. Trust transfers have received 

increasing attention in the literature of management (Doney & Cannon, 1997; Stewart, 

2003; 2006). However, empirical studies remain scarce and there have been calls in the 

literature for additional empirical analyses (McEvily, Perrone & Zaheer, 2003). Existing 

works have mainly relied on online environments (McKnight, Choudhury & Kacmar, 

2002; Stewart, 2003), and only few works have addressed the transfer of trust in 

interpersonal contexts (Strub & Priest, 1976; Uzzi, 1996). In this paper we analyze trust 

transfers with a dynamic approach and we investigate the influence of the learning on 

future transfers of trust in an interpersonal context. In order to study the two sides of a 
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trust transfer (i.e. the trustor and the trustee), we build two indexes to measure trust 

transfer and trust transfer reciprocation, and we incorporate them into the empirical 

analysis. 

Henceforth, this work presents three contributions to the existing literature. First, unlike 

previous works, we develop a dynamic analysis of trust transfer to study how the 

transfer of trust evolutions over time. Second, this dynamic approach allows us to 

examine the influence of the learning on future trust transfers. Third, we contribute to 

the research lacuna in trust measurement (Glaeser, Laibson, Scheinkman & Soutter, 

2000) by proposing two different indexes for the measurement of trust transfer and trust 

transfer reciprocation.  

This paper is organized into four sections following this introduction. In the second 

section we present the theory about trust transfer and the research hypotheses. Section 

three describes the methodology applied, and the measures. In this section, we present 

two indexes for the measurement of trust transfer and trust transfer reciprocation. In the 

fourth section, we offer and interpret the results. Finally, section five contains the 

discussion and several implications, as well as the limitations encountered and some 

future research lines. 

 

2. Key Concepts And Research Hypotheses Development 

2.1. Key Concepts  

Definitions of trust abound and rely on different aspects. In the literature about 

management, trust has been defined as an expectancy of positive (or nonnegative) 

outcomes that one can receive based on the expected action of another party in an 

interaction characterized by uncertainty (Bhattacharya, Devinney & Pillutla, 1998). This 

definition adopts a mathematical perspective and relies exclusively on the expected 
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outcomes. Mayer, Davis & Schoorman (1995) proposed that trust is the willingness of a 

party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the expectation that the 

other will perform a particular action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability 

to monitor or control that other party. This concept introduces the willingness to be 

vulnerable and incorporates the expectations about the other party´s behavior. 

Nonetheless, it does not include the replies from the trustor to such behavior. Later, 

Rousseau et al (1998) delimited trust as a psychological state comprising the intention 

to accept vulnerability based on positive expectations of the intentions or behavior of 

another. We adopt this definition of trust, since it includes two relevant concepts for our 

analysis: beliefs and willingness to behave according to those beliefs.  

With the purpose of achieving a higher degree of precision and control in the analyses, 

previous scholars have often treated trust as static. From the sociological literature, 

researchers have argued that one person either completely trusts or completely distrusts 

another (Gabarro, 1990). In this static view, the level of trust reflects a single point, 

rather than a distribution along an intra- or interpersonal continuum. Nevertheless, 

literature of trust in organizations has shown that trust starts, grows, declines, and even 

resurges (Miles & Creed, 1995). 

Hence, we can distinguish another stream of literature arguing that trust grows over 

time (e.g. Blau, 1964; Rempel, Holmes & Zanna, 1985; Zand, 1972). This approach 

implicitly assumes that trust starts from a low level and gradually increases (McKnight, 

Cummings & Chervany, 1998). From a theoretical perspective, several papers have 

addressed the building phase of trust in new organizational settings (McKnight et al, 

1998), in new organizational relationships (Das & Teng, 1998), or in the context of an 

already existing relationship between workers and managers (Whitener, Brodt, 

Korsgaard & Werner, 1998). Lewicki & Bunker (1995; 1996) claim that trust is 
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dynamic and distinct in character at different stages of any relationship (professional or 

personal). They state that “this is a fundamentally different perspective on trust from the 

view that the essence of trust cannot be captured by a single, ‘static’ definition of its key 

elements and attributes. Trust is viewed as a dynamic phenomenon that takes on a 

different character in the early, developing, and ‘mature’ stages of a relationship”. Thus, 

trust changes with the passage of time as individuals begin to feel more comfortable 

with one another and develop improved awareness of others’ integrity, ability and 

benevolence. Recent works have stressed the importance of carrying out more empirical 

analyses dealing with the role of time in the evolution of trust (Lewicki, Tomlinson & 

Gillespie, 2006; Tomlinson & Mayer, 2009). 

Most of previous studies have focused on the study of trust in dyads (i.e. a set of a 

trustor and a trustee), without giving much consideration to the social context that 

surrounds the dyad (Ferrin, Dirks & Shah, 2006). However, nowadays individuals are 

usually embedded in more than one dyad simultaneously, in which they play different 

roles (i.e trustor and trustee), and therefore interact with more than one counterpart 

simultaneously. 

There are three ways in which a trustor and a trustee may be linked to each other via 

third-parties: network closure, structural equivalence, and trust transfer. Network 

closure is the extent to which dyads (i.e. pairs of trustor and trustee) within a society are 

connected by mutual third parties (Coleman, 1990). Structural equivalence captures the 

extent to which a trustor and a trustee are similar in terms of formal and informal 

relationships they have with others and are also similar in terms of the relationships they 

do not have with others (Borgatti & Everett, 1992). For example, two members of the 

same department who interact with the same head of department and colleagues (i.e. 

they have similar their formal relationships) and share the same hobby, e.g. playing 
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football (i.e. they have similar informal relationships). Finally, the basic premise for 

trust transfer is that rather than being based on direct experience with the object of trust 

(i.e. the trustee), trust is based on a trusted third-agent who keeps a positive trusting 

history with both members of the dyad (Stewart, 2003). In this paper we focus on trust 

transfer.  

The literature has proposed several definitions of trust transfer. Doney, Cannon & 

Mullen (1998) proposed that a trust transfer occurs when one party (the trustor) ascribes 

trustworthiness to an unfamiliar exchange partner based on that partner’s association 

with a trusted third-party. Three dimensions have been related to trustworthiness: 

integrity, ability and benevolence (Mayer et al, 1995). Hence, according to the 

definition mentioned above, a trust transfer occurs when the trustor believes an 

unfamiliar exchange partner to have enough levels of ability, integrity and benevolence 

to be trusted. However, it does not explicitly mention whether this trust between both 

parties finally takes place. More recently, Stewart (2003) developed a broader concept, 

according to which a trust transfer takes places when a person (i.e. the trustor) bases his 

initial trust in an entity (a person, group, or organization, referred to generally as the 

target) on his trust in some other related entity or on a context other than the one in 

which the target is encountered (e.g. a different place). This definition includes the 

concept of initial trust since, in a trust transfer, the trustor does not know the trusted 

party. Moreover, it incorporates the possibility of a trust transfer across contexts. For 

instance, the customer´s trust in a commercial store and the same customer´s trust in the 

webpage of that store; this would reflect a transfer of trust from a real to an online 

environment. Another form of trust transfer takes place when an individual transfers the 

trust in the group to which they belong to another member of the group with whom the 

former has no direct history or experience (Zucker, 1986). An extension of this idea 
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applies when the trustor transfers his trust to an external group (that he is not member 

of).  

In this paper, we adopt a modification of Doney et aĺ s (1998) definition, according to 

which a trust transfer happens when one party (the trustor) trusts an unknown agent 

(the trustee) based on that agent´s association with a trusted third party. Unlike the 

definition proposed by Doney et al (1998), based on trustworthiness, ours does not rely 

on perceptions about certain characteristics of the trustee, but on whether the trustor 

displays a trusting behavior towards the trustee.  

 

2.2. Trust, Trust Transfer, And Personal Trusting History 

We begin by recognizing the idea that serves as the basis for much of the existing 

research in trust: that trustors will diagnose trustworthiness by referring to a trustee´s 

behavior in the dyad (Whitener et al, 1998). In this line, Kramer (1999) described 

trustors as decision makers who use information from their history of interactions with a 

partner to draw inferences about the partner’s trustworthiness (see also Lewicki & 

Bunker, 1996).  

Some authors have pointed out how trust creates multiplexity in ties. This is another 

form of transferability where the transfer occurs within the same tie rather than across 

ties with different actors. Multiplexity means that the tie between a trustor and a trustee 

becomes thicker. Formally, multiplexity is the number of relations within a given link 

(Fischer, 1977; Galaskiewicz & Wasserman, 1993). For example, based on the positive 

experience and the trust developed in their relationships as buyer and supplier, two 

firms may decide to also form a joint venture to develop a new product, and then 

eventually enter a consortium for advanced research with a local university (e.g. 

Bayona-Sáez, García-Marco & Huerta-Arribas, 2002).  
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Literature has proposed that trust relying on information about involved parties, which 

is developed through interactions over time, is knowledge-based trust. This concept 

refers to trust that is grounded in information about the other party collected through 

repeated interactions (Gefen, Karahanna & Straub, 2003). Thus, the key factor at this 

level of trust is the information derived out of a relationship over time that allows one 

partner to predict the behavior of another partner (Gefen et al, 2003; Ratnasingam, 

2005). The assumption is that the more information based on experience one has about 

others, the more able one is to predict their actions: “Regular communication puts a 

party in constant contact with the other, exchanging information about wants, 

preferences, and approaches to problems. Without regular communication, one can 

‘lose touch’ with the other - not only emotionally but in the ability to think alike and 

predict the reactions of the other’’ (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996). This predictability 

decreases the perceived risk inherent to the decision of trusting the trustee. Hence, we 

propose that a previous positive trusting history between a trustor and a trustee 

positively influences trustor´s future trust towards that trustee. Based on what we 

describe above, we postulate the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1. The trust placed by a trustor in a trustee increases when both 

agents have a positive personal trusting history.  

Moreover, we argue that a personal trusting history with a trustee can serve as an 

effective tool for promoting the transfer of trust from a trustor to an unknown trustee. 

For this to happen, the trustor and the trustee must hold a positive personal trusting 

history with the same third agent.  

The concept of trust transfer implies a great relevance in many organizational and 

interpersonal situations. Nonetheless, empirical studies are scarce (Doney & Cannon, 

1997; Henslin, 1968; McKnight et al, 2002; Milliman & Fugate, 1988; Stewart, 2003; 
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Strub & Priest, 1976; Uzzi, 1996). From a sociological perspective, Henslin (1968) 

studied cab drivers´ trust in passengers and noted that passengers who wanted to begin 

or end their rides in a distrusted area were less trusted than if the locations they 

associated themselves with were trusted. He concluded that trust was transferred from 

the neighbourhood, with which the driver was familiar, to the passenger who the driver 

was encountering for the first time. Another sociological study was carried out by Strub 

& Priest (1976). They focused on the mechanism for establishing trust among marijuana 

users. They found that a marijuana user would decide to trust an unknown person if a 

third person, trusted by the marijuana user, vouched for the unknown party. Hence, 

Strub & Priest (1976) observed trust transfer from one individual to another, while 

Henslin (1968) found transfer from a place to an individual. Finally, Uzzi (1996) 

investigated how ties might bring together previously unconnected business partners. 

His findings in the apparel industry are similar to Strub & Priest´s (1976) in that 

individual arranged business based on third-party recommendations.   

Research in marketing has documented trust transfer in business settings. Milliman & 

Fugate (1988) studied the situation where a prospect client may not trust a salesman, 

and feel uncertain about the claims made by the salesman about the product. In this 

context, they found that the salesman could help himself with a “proof source” (e.g. the 

trade report of the product), which offered verifiable evidence of the salesperson´s 

claims and therefore led to a greater willingness to buy on the part of the client. They 

pointed out that this method of persuasion is particularly important in transactions 

where there is no history of interaction between the client and the salesman. Also noting 

the importance of prior interaction (or the lack thereof), Doney & Cannon (1997) argued 

that trust transfer occurs from a better known to a less known party. They found that a 
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buyer´s trust in a supplier firm was influenced by trust in the salesperson associated 

with that firm and vice versa.  

Recent research has focused on the trust transfer in an online setting (Koufaris & 

Hampton-Sosa, 2004; Lee, Wang & McKnight, 2007; Stewart, 2003), and between a 

real and an online environment (McKnight et al, 2002). Stewart (2003) looked at trust 

transfer on the web between web sites. The author found that when web customers 

perceive high interaction and high similarity between two web sites, one they already 

trust and one that is unknown to them, they are more likely to trust the unknown web 

site. This is due to the transfer of their trust beliefs regarding the known site to the 

unknown one. By linking trust in a real environment with trust in an online setting, 

McKnight et al (2002) tested empirically the factors that may influence initial trust in a 

web-based company. The authors tested a trust building model for new customers of a 

fictitious legal advice web site and found that perceived company reputation and 

perceived site quality both had a significant positive relationship with initial trust with 

the company.   

Henceforth, we claim that this personal trusting history with a trustee can serve as an 

effective tool for promoting the transfer of trust from the trustor to an unknown trustee 

at interpersonal level. For this to happen, we defend that the trustor and the trustee must 

hold a positive personal trusting history with the same third agent. The trustor, by 

observing the positive personal trusting history of the unknown trustee with the third 

party, infers trustworthiness to the trustee. Consequently, since trustworthiness is the 

antecedent of trust, the personal trusting history of the trustee with the third agent serves 

to reduce the perceived risk attached to the decision of trusting an unknown trustee and 

therefore leads to a bigger trust between trustor and trustee. Hence, we propose the 

following hypothesis: 
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Hypothesis 2. The trust placed by a trustor in an unknown trustee increases 

when the trustee has a positive trusting history with a third party who also holds 

a positive trusting history with the trustor. 

 

2.3. The Dynamic Nature of Trust Transfer: The Influence Of Learning 

Learning is crucial in the management field since it has been recognized, in the 

literature of strategic management, as a tool for enhancing new product development 

(Adams, Day & Dougherty, 2003; Saban, Lanasa, Lackman & Peace, 2000), joint 

ventures formation (Lyles, 1994), and business performance improvement (Moorman et 

al, 1992; Pérez-López, Montes-Peón & Vázquez-Ordás, 2005). Furthermore, 

organizational learning affects organizational behavior (Ndubisi, Gupta & Massoud, 

2003), and can constitute a source of competitive advantage (De Geus, 1988).  

Learning at the individual level is the way in which people obtain knowledge and skills 

(Marsick and Watkins, 2001), through the promotion of inquiry and dialogue and the 

creation of continuous learning opportunities (O'Neil, 2003). Several organizational 

researchers have defined learning in terms of acquiring, retaining, and transferring 

knowledge at the individual and group levels (Huber, 1991; Robey, Boudreau & Rose, 

2000). 

The literature on organizations and learning has traditionally focused on the study of 

how trust can foster learning (Chakravarthy & Cho, 2004). Several works have pointed 

out that the creation of trust is a process of learning (Powell, 1990; Sabel, 1993). 

Moreover, the development of repeated trust interactions provides an opportunity for 

learning (Andreoni, 1988; Camerer & Ho, 1999; Cheung & Friedman, 1997; Erev & 

Roth, 1998). At the same time, gathering learning from past experiences results in an 

accumulation of knowledge about the other party, which facilitates the predictability of 
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the other´s future behavior (Lewicki & Bunker, 1995), and therefore fosters future trust 

interactions (Holsapple & Wu, 2008). In this paper we study how learning promotes 

future trust interactions, more concretely, how learning fosters future trust transfers. 

Learning can be described in many ways. From the behavioral perspective, learning is 

based on the stimulus-response model, in which a person is taught to respond to a 

specific stimulus. One of the main assumptions is that learning is influenced by 

temporal proximity of a stimulation (Grippin & Peters, 1984; Merriam & Caffarella, 

1991). Taking this approach as basis, we propose that the behavior displayed by the 

receiver of a trust transfer plays a key role in future transfers of trust. 

Despite the scarce attention paid in the literature to the dynamic nature of trust transfers, 

it is of great importance to know why the trust that a trustor is willing to transfer to an 

unknown trustee varies depending on the behavior previously displayed by the trustee. 

For instance, if a trustor does not get the expected feedback or reciprocation from an 

unknown trustee towards whom the trustor exerted a transfer of trust, future interactions 

with such trustee may be in danger. In other words, low degrees of reciprocations 

during past trust transfers lead the trustor to perceive a high risk inherent to the decision 

of transferring trust towards that trustee. Hence, the trustor will be less willing to put 

himself into a vulnerable position to the actions of the trustee, which therefore will 

decrease future trust transfers from the trustor towards the trustee. Contrary, positive 

answers from the trustee (e.g. rewarding the trustor´s transfer of trust with an equal, on 

even higher, degree of reciprocation) increase the trustor´s expectations about how the 

trustee may act in the future, which may result in a bigger willingness of the trustor to 

carry out more interactions with this trustee in the future. Thus, we propose the 

following hypothesis: 
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Hypothesis 3. The degree of reciprocation obtained by a trustor after a trust 

transfer towards a trustee positively determines future transfers of trust between 

them.  

Although the behavioral approach of learning provides interesting insights, it is limited 

because it fails to consider the cognitive abilities. Hence, other important approach to 

learning proposed in the literature is the adult learning theory (Knowles, 1984). This 

theory considers both physical behavior and cognitive behavior, which includes the 

memories of the previous experiences, thoughts, and emotions. According to adult 

learning theory, the learning can create knowledge because adults tend to use their 

experiences to learn new concepts and skills, and thus to create new knowledge. 

During a trust transfer, a trustor may learn about a third-party´s level of trust in the 

trustee and may also learn about some of the third-party´s experiences with the trustee. 

Previous studies have analyzed the influence of the length of a relationship and its 

impact on trust (Engle-Warnick & Slonim, 2006) and they conclude that short 

relationships lead to less trust and long ones lead to more trust.  

Trustors interact with multiple unknown trustees (i.e. new workmates, sellers, buyers, 

etc) throughout their lives in different contexts (i.e. at work, in the supermarket, in the 

activities developed during their free time, etc). All these interactions provide 

opportunities for accumulating information and knowledge about the behavior exhibited 

by those trustees. This knowledge allows the trustors to create more accurate guesses 

about the behavior that trustees will display during future trust transfers, which reduces 

the trustor´s perceived risk inherent to the decision of transferring his trust to an 

unknown trustee. The amount of learning collected by a trustor about the trustees´ way 

of acting may depend on multiple factors (e.g. the characteristics of the trustor, the 

context). In any case, a bigger accumulation of learning will make the trustor more 
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interested in issues that can influence future opportunities to learn, since this learning is 

crucial for forecasting the other party´s trusting behavior, which reduces the inherent 

risk perceived in the decision to transfer trust to an unknown trustee. According to adult 

learning theory, trustors are self-directed in their learning; they tend to be driven to 

learn things, generally to serve a purpose in their lives (Knowles, 1984). This leads to 

the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 4. The learning accumulated by a trustor moderates the relationship 

between the degree of reciprocation exhibited by the trustee in previous trust 

transfers with the trustor and the development of future trust transfers between 

them. 

 

3. Methodology 

3.1. Experimental Procedures 

The experimental design is a crucial element to determining what strategies people will 

play in certain situations under study. In this paper, since we want to measure the 

amount of trust placed between subjects, we chose to use the trust game (Berg, 

Dickhaut & McCabe, 1995). Figure 1 shows the extensive form game we study 

experimentally.  

FIGURE 1 
Extensive Form of the Trust Game 
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This game is played by pairs of individuals. Each pair is made up of a trustor and a 

trustee. Each trustor was given an initial endowment of 4 euros to play the game with 

each type of trustee. Trustees received 4 euros for participating; this amount could not 

be used for playing the game. Moreover, participants were allowed to send and return 

only entire units. The trustor chooses between the action Send (S) or Don´t Send (D). If 

the trustor chooses D, then both players receive their endowment at the end of the game. 

If the trustor chooses S, then the amount the trustor passes to the trustee (s euros) is 

tripled and given to the trustee (e.g. reflecting a return on an investment). The trustee 

then chooses between the action Keep (K) and Return (R). If the trustee chooses K, then 

the trustee receives the amount that the trustor sent tripled (3 s× euros) plus the trustee´s 

initial endowment (4 euros). On the other side, the trustor receives the initial 

endowment minus the amount he or she passes to the trustee. If the trustee chooses R, 

then the trustee receives the amount sent by the trustor tripled minus the amount the 

trustee decided to return to the trustor (r euros) plus the trustee´s initial endowment (4 

euros). 

More concretely, since our purpose was to investigate the trust transferred by the trustor 

and the trust transfer reciprocation returned by the trustee, we designed a modified trust 

game. In our setting, each trustor plays the trust game with three types of trustee: the 

trustor´s friend, the trustor´s friend of a friend, and a stranger. According to the trust 

transfer definition we adopt (see next subsection), the trust transfer occurs when the 

trustor sends some positive amount of money to the trustee who is the trustor´s friend of 

a friend. Moreover, this trust transfer reaches its maximal level when the trustee who is 

the trustor´s friend of a friend receives, at least, the same amount as the trustee who is 

the trustor´s friend. In this point, the friend of a friend is treated as a friend. 

Symmetrically, each trustee plays the game with three kinds of trustor: the trustee´s 
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friend, the trustee´s friend of a friend, and a stranger. We consider that the trust transfer 

reciprocation is maximal when the trustee who is the trustor´s friend of a friend returns, 

at least, the same proportion of money that the trustor sent him.   

The session was run in the Faculty of Economic and Business at the University of 

Granada (Spain). Participants were all students belonging to the same course of 

Economics bachelor. We got a total of 99 observations in each round; since the trust 

game was played twice, we reached 198 observations. 

Previously to the running day of the experiment, participants were required to write a 

maximum of four names of people from the class whom they would consider to be their 

friends (e.g. they consider trustworthy) and four persons of the class whom they did not 

know (we distributed a list of the member of the class for them to write down four 

unknown names). From this information, we were able to classify who were direct 

friends, who were friends of a friend, and who were strangers.  

Participants were divided into trustors and trustees and allocated in two separated 

classrooms. We explained the instructions and provided several numerical examples to 

assure that they had properly understood the game.  

The game started in the trustors´ room. We gave the trustors three different envelopes 

containing each one a sheet of paper where they wrote the amounts they wanted to send 

to each type of trustee. Additionally, they were required to write in a separate sheet of 

paper the amounts they expected to receive from each trustee. When this was done, 

these envelopes were delivered to the trustees´ room and we picked up the sheets 

containing the trustors´ expectations. Before distributing the envelopes, each trustee had 

to write in a separate sheet of paper the amounts they expected to be sent from each type 

of trustor. After we had picked up this sheet containing the trustees´ expectations, each 

trustee was given three envelopes, one from each type of trustor. They opened the 
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envelopes and, after having read the amounts that each trustor had sent them, they were 

required to write down in the same sheets of paper sent by the trustors, the amounts they 

wanted to return to each type of trustor. After having concluded this task, the envelopes 

were sent back to the trustors´ room. Each trustor checked the amounts returned by the 

trustees. Then, the game was over. We played the game twice, and every trustor 

(trustee) played the second round with the same three trustees (trustors). Participants 

received their earnings during the following week. 

 

3.2. Measures 

In this subsection we present the different variables and how they were measured in our 

investigation, paying special attention to the indexes we build to measure trust transfer 

and trust transfer reciprocation. One of the greatest lacuna of the research agenda about 

trust is the measurement (Glaeser et al, 2000), and this also holds for trust transfer. 

Previous studies in several areas have based the measurement of a transfer of trust in 

interpersonal contexts and face-to face interactions between agents (Milliman & Fugate, 

1988; Strub & Priest, 1976; Uzzi, 1976), or on ad hoc designs of laboratory experiments 

(Stewart, 2003). However, no agreement has been achieved about a common measure 

for trust transfer across disciplines. As a consequence, several measures in different 

contexts relying on alternative trust approaches provide results that are hardly 

comparable. This has led us to build two indexes for the measurement of trust transfer 

and trust transfer reciprocation.  

Trust transfer index in the second round. This is the dependent variable in our analysis 

and reflects how much trust a trustor transfers to a trustee in the second round of the 

game. We asked trustors to write down how much they would send to each type of 

trustee (i.e. friend, friend of a friend, and stranger) in the second round. With this 
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information, we calculated the trust transfer index corresponding to each trustor, 

according to the index that we develop below. 

Trust transfer index 

Before building the index of a trust transfer, and considering the experimental setting 

used (i.e. trust game), we define the following: 

Definition 1. A full trust transfer takes place when a trustor trusts (transfers to) a friend 

of a friend, at least, as much as a friend. 

Definition 2. A trust transfer takes place when a trustor trusts (transfers to) a friend of 

a friend to some positive extent. 

For shake of simplicity, we identify trustors with the number 1 (because they initiate the 

trust transfer) and trustees with the number 2. Since, for calculating a trust transfer, we 

are interested in establishing a comparison between how much two types of trustees 

receive (i.e. the trustee who is a friend, and the trustee who is a friend of a friend), we 

name: 

( )
12
jF jx : amount sent by the j-trustor to a trustee who is a j-trustor´s friend. 

( )
12
jFF jy : amount sent by the j-trustor to the trustee who is a j-trustor´s friend of a friend. 

Moreover, in our experiment these amounts fulfil the following conditions:  

( )
120 4jF jx≤ ≤ ; ( )

12
jF jx ∈ℕ  

( )
120 4jFF jy≤ ≤ ; ( )

12
jFF jy ∈ℕ  

Hence, we propose the following Personal Trust Transfer Index for the j-trustor 

( ( )
12
jFF jTTIndex ): 

{ }
( )

( ) 12
12 ( ) ( )

12 12max , ,1

jFF j
jFF j

jF j jFF j

y
TTIndex

x y
=  

This index is restricted within the interval [ ]0,1 : 
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( )
120 1jFF jTTIndex≤ ≤  

The closer to 1, the better the trust transfer works. A full trust transfer between a trustor 

and a trustee is achieved when ( )
12 1jFF jTTIndex = . 

Furthermore, this index fulfils some interesting properties for the measurement of trust 

transfer (see Appendix A). 

 

Trust transfer reciprocation index in the first round. The trustee´s trust transfer 

reciprocation index measures how much of a trust transfer the trustee returns to the 

trustor in the first round. We asked trustees to express how much they would return to 

each type of trustor (i.e. friend, friend of a friend, and stranger) in the first round. Based 

on these data, we calculated the trust transfer reciprocation index from each trustee, 

according to the index presented below. 

Trust transfer reciprocation index 

Now we turn to analyze the other side of a trust transfer: the trustee. According to the 

design of our experiment, we present the following definition of trust transfer 

reciprocation. 

Definition 3. A trust transfer is fully reciprocated when the trustee (who is the trustor´s 

friend of a friend) returns to the trustor, at least, the same proportion of the tripled 

amount that the trustor transferred him previously. 

Definition 4. A trust transfer is reciprocated by the trustee (who is the trustor´s friend 

of a friend) when the trustee returns some positive proportion of the tripled amount he 

was transferred by the trustor. 

Symmetrically to the methodology used to develop the trust transfer index, before 

building the trust transfer reciprocation index, it is important to set the mathematical 

definitions of some concepts: 
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( )
21
F j jx : amount returned by the k-trustee to the trustor, who is the k-trustee´s friend. 

( )
12
jFF jy : amount sent by the j-trustor to the trustee who is a j-trustor´s friend of a friend. 

( )
21
FF j jy : amount returned by the k-trustee to the trustor, who is the k-trustee´s friend of a 

friend. 

( )
210 4F j jx≤ ≤ ; ( )

21
F j jx ∈ℕ  

( )
120 4jFF jy≤ ≤ ; ( )

12
jFF jy ∈ℕ  

( ) ( )
21 120 3FF j j jFF jy y≤ ≤ × ; ( )

21
FF j jy ∈ℕ  

According to the previous definition of trust transfer reciprocation, we propose the 

following Personal Trust Transfer Reciprocation Index for the k-trustee 

( ( )
21
FF j jTTRIndex ): 

( ){ }
( )

( ) 21
21 2( )

12

4
min ,1

max 3 ,1

FF j j
FF j j

jFF j

y
TTRIndex

y

 
 =  
 
 

 

For a proof of how this index was calculated, see Appendix B. 

Moreover, the trust transfer reciprocation index meets several interesting properties (see 

Appendix C) for the measurement of trust transfer reciprocation. 

 

Trustors´ learning. The learning collected by a trustor reflects the adjustment that this 

trustor makes in his expectations about the trustee´s behavior across rounds. We asked 

trustors to write how much they expected to receive from each type of trustee (i.e. 

friend, friend of a friend, and stranger) in both rounds of the game. From this 

information, we selected the data referring to the cases of trustees who are friend-of-a-

friend type. Hence, a trustor´s learning was calculated as the difference between the 
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trustor´s expectations about the trustee´s behavior in the second round and the trustor´s 

expectations about the trustee´s behavior in the first round. 

 

Trustor´s average propensity to trust. This variable was used as a control variable and 

it represents the tendency to trust inherent to each trustor. A trustor´s propensity to trust 

was measured as the average of the trustor´s sendings to the trustees who are friend, 

friend of a friend, and stranger. Prior studies have shown that people differ in their 

propensity to trust. Propensity can be interpreted as the general willingness to trust 

others (Mayer et al, 1995). Propensity to trust may be the key driver of the form and 

shape of that leap, affecting trust even in the presence of trustworthiness information. 

Kee & Knox (1970) argued that trust depends not just on past experience but also on 

dispositional factors such as personality. This personality-based form of trust has been 

referred to by other scholars as dispositional trust (Kramer, 1999), generalized trust 

(Stack, 1978), and trust propensity (Mayer et al, 1995). McKnight et al (1998) argued 

that trust propensity has taken on a new importance as cross-functional teams, structural 

reorganizations, and joint ventures create new working relationships more frequently. 

After all, trust propensity is likely to be the most relevant trust antecedent in contexts 

involving unfamiliar actors (Bigley & Pearce, 1998).  

 

4. Results 

To test our hypotheses 1 and 2, we carry out an ANCOVA test. We controlled by the 

trustor´s average propensity to trust and by the number of round in which they are, since 

the game was played twice. Table 1 shows that the average amounts sent by trustors to 

strangers significantly differ from the average amounts sent to trustees who are friends 

and also from the average amounts sent to those trustees who are friends of a friend. 
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Additionally, we observe that one of the covariates, i.e. the trustor´s average propensity 

to trust has a significant positive influence on the average amounts by trustors. 

However, the other covariate included into the analysis, i.e. the number of round, does 

not have a significant influence on the average amounts sent by trustors to trustees.  

TABLE 1 
 Parameter Estimates 

 
 
 
 

Table 2 gathers the contrast results. The average amount sent to the trustees who are 

friends statistically differ from the average amount sent to strangers (p=.000). 

Moreover, the average amount sent by trustors to strangers trustees is also statistically 

different from the average amount sent to trustees who are friends of a friend (p=.000). 

Hence, we can conclude that our hypotheses 1 and 2 are supported. 

TABLE 2 
 Contrast results (K matrix) 
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The contrasts and parameter estimates described above show that there are group 

differences, but to interpret them we need to know the means. Table 3 provides the 

group means adjusted for the effect of the covariates. The adjusted means show that 

trustors´ donations were significantly higher to those trustees who are friends and 

friends of a friend compared to trustees who are strangers. The regression parameters 

also told us that the donations to trustees who are friends and to trustees who are friends 

of a friend did significantly differ (p=.000).  

TABLE 3 
Estimates 

 

 

Furthermore, to test the hypotheses 3 and 4 we ran a hierarchical moderated multiple 

linear regression analysis. Table 4 contains the descriptive statistics of the variables. 

Although some correlations between predictors are high, the tolerance levels, the VIFs 

and the condition index obtained demonstrate that there is no multicollinearity in the 

data. 

TABLE 4 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations 
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Finally, table 5 collects the summary of the hierarchical multiple linear regression 

analysis. In model 1 we introduce our control variable, i.e. trustor´s average propensity 

to trust. Our results in model 1 show that this variable has a positive and direct influence 

on future trust transfers. In model 2, we include the trust transfer reciprocation index in 

round A and the learning. We appreciate that the reciprocation obtained after a trust 

transfer in the past positively and directly influences future trust transfers. This result 

supports our hypothesis 3. Furthermore, we observe that the learning accumulated by a 

trustor positively and directly determines future transfers of trust. Moreover, a trustor´s 

learning moderates the relationship between past trust transfer reciprocations and future 

trust transfers. This result supports our hypothesis 4. Finally, the results exhibit a 

progressive increase in the R square, leading to a final adjusted R square of .66, which 

proves the good fit of the model. 

TABLE 5 
 Results of the Hierarchical Moderated Multiple Regression Analysisa 
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5. Discussion, Implications, Limitations And Future Research 

5.1. Discussion 

Trust transfer has received increasing attention in the literature of management. 

However, empirical studies remain scarce and there have been call in the literature for 

additional empirical analyses (McEvily et al, 2003). First, in this paper we seek to 

answer calls for filling the research gap on empirical studies analyzing trust transfer. 

This study aims to contribute to a better understanding of trust transfer. We defend that 

several contributions can be gained from our analysis.  

Second, while previous works have often seen trust as a static phenomenon, there are 

recent calls for including dynamic analyses (Tomlinson & Mayer, 2009). In this context, 

we address trust transfer from a dynamic approach. This perspective does not contradict 

previous studies, but enriches them. We find that positive trusting history between a 

trustor and a trustee positively determines the trust between them. This supports our 

hypothesis 1. Furthermore, the trust placed by a trustor in an unknown trustee increases 

when the trustee has a positive trusting history with a third party who also holds a 

positive trusting history with the trustor. This results supports our second hypothesis. 

Moreover, this study helps to complete this purely economic approach, by incorporating 

into the analysis the importance of learning which leads to knowledge-based trust. As 

our results show, the trustee´s reciprocation during the previous trust transfer (i.e. the 

trustee´s trust transfer reciprocation) is positively related to the probability of 

occurrence of future trust transfers between this trustee and the trustor. 

Based on this dynamicity of trust transfers, we find that a trustor´s learning moderates 

the relationship between the reciprocation of the trustee in the previous trust transfer 

and future transfers of trust. Hence, our hypothesis 3 is also supported. This analysis is 

particularly relevant in the context of trust transfers, where the learning of the agents 
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who have to decide whether to carry out future trust transfer plays a key role in their 

decision. Our results show that the reciprocation obtained from a trustee in the previous 

trust transfer to have a positive influence on the decision of a trustor to develop future 

trust transfers with such trustee. However, this relationship is also moderated by the 

learning collected by the trustor about that trustee. Thus, our work points out the 

differences in the roles of the behavioral approach (based on previous interactions) and 

the adult theory learning (which incorporates additional elements, such as experiences, 

thought, emotions, etc). While the both helps explaining future trust transfers, the 

second moderated the relationship between past trust transfer reciprocation and future 

transfers of trust.  

Third, this paper contributes to the research lacuna on trust measurement (Glaeser et al, 

2000). We build and empirically test two indexes for the measurement of trust transfer 

and trust transfer reciprocation. These indexes allow us to measure the two sides of a 

trust transfer: the trustor and the trustee. Both indexes fulfil several interesting 

properties. Hence, they represent a comparable measure across disciplines for the 

measurement of trust transfers and their reciprocation. It is important to highlight the 

wide range of applicability of the measures proposed. The measures proposed can serve 

for the measurement of trust transfer and trust transfer reciprocation at the interpersonal 

but also at the intra and inter organizational levels. 

And fourth, while many prior analyses of trust have assumed symmetry between the 

parties involved, some works have proposed that trust is not symmetrical (Castelfranchi, 

2008). Although there have been calls in the literature for analyzing how trust of one 

party influences the trust return from the trustee (Schoorman, Mayer & Davis, 2007), 

empirical studies addressing the trustor´s and the trustee´s trusting behaviors in a 

separate way are rare (Serva & Fuller, 2004). In the paper included in chapter four, we 
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empirically show that trust transfer is not necessarily symmetrical between the trustor 

and the trustee.  

 

5.2. Implications  

Several implications for managers and regulators can be drawn from this paper. At an 

organizational level, an awareness of trust development can help better understand how 

professional relationships change and evolve over time (Tomlinson & Mayer, 2009). 

Managers should be aware of the huge amount of organizational situations where trust 

transfer can be applied, such as human resources management, buyer-supplier 

relationships, developing of new brands from the same company, etc. Therefore, 

creating an appropriate environment for trust transfer to develop can be crucial.  

The dynamicity of trust transfer provides an opportunity for managers to operate in their 

organizations on the basis of serial equity, this is, assessing the relationship as a overall 

instead of focusing the assessment on one specific period. By allowing the two parties 

(i.e. trustor and trustee) to search for the resolution of inequities across time, serial 

equity alleviates the need for renegotiation of agreements each time there is a change 

that affects the relationship and therefore reduces the likelihood that it will generate 

conflict and eventually lead to a breach in the relationship (Carson, Madhok & Varman, 

2003; Zaheer et al, 1998).  

Moreover, regulators may foster trust transfers as a mechanism for strengthening 

interorganizational networks or alliances. These networks can help promoting 

internationalization processes, in which the company must transfer trust to several 

unknown agents (e.g. the new country, the new consumers´ patterns of consumption, the 

culture, the local employees, etc). Consequently, regulations should foster the 

knowledge sharing among the companies which arrive to the new country and the 
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companies already located there. This would reduce the perceived risk of the 

internationalization processes. 

Regulators should also be concerned about the increasing of social capital in the society. 

Since interpersonal trust is frequently cited as a source of social capital, our study sheds 

light on how individuals may acquire social capital. Therefore, this information is also 

useful to promote regulations which favour such acquisition. 

 

5.3. Limitations And Future Research Agenda 

Nonetheless, we are aware of several limitations which can be addressed in future 

research. First, our trust game is played twice. Hence, it would be interesting to develop 

further empirical studies including a higher number of interactions among agents to test 

the evolution of trust transfers dynamicity in the long-run. And second, we test out 

indexes with a sample of students from a Faculty of Economics and Business. 

Henceforth, testing them in different context and disciplines (e.g. sociology, 

psychology, among others) would provide comparative results of how trust transfers 

work across disciplines.  
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APPENDIX A: Properties of the trust transfer index 

The trust transfer index presented fulfils some interesting properties for the 

measurement of trust transfer: 

Property 1. Whenever the trustor trusts a trustee who is a friend and does not trust a 

trustee who is a friend of a friend, the trustor´s TTIndex  will be zero. 

( ) ( ) ( )
12 12 120 0jF j jFF j jFF jx y TTIndex≠ = ⇒ =  { }( ) ( ) ( )

12 12 12max , ,1jFF j jF j jFF jy x y≤  

Property 1 assures that when the trustor does not transfer any amount to a trustee who is 

a friend of a friend and sends a positive amount to a trustee who is a friend, the trust 

transfer mechanism does not work. In other words, the trust placed in the agent who is a 

friend of a friend is null. 

Property 2. Whenever the trustor does not trust a trustee who is a friend nor a trustee 

who is a friend of a friend, the trustor´s TTIndex will be zero. 

( ) ( ) ( )
12 12 120 0jF j jFF j jFF jx y TTIndex= = ⇒ =  { }( ) ( ) ( )

12 12 12max , ,1jFF j jF j jFF jy x y<  

The second property states that when the trustor transfers no amount to the trustee who 

is a friend nor to the trustee who is a friend of a friend, the trust transfer mechanism 

does not work. 

Property 3. Whenever the trustor trusts to the same extent a trustee who is a friend and 

a trustee who is a friend of a friend, the trust transfer will be maximum and, hence, the 

trustor´s TTIndex will be one. 

( ) ( ) ( )
12 12 120 1jF j jFF j jFF jx y TTIndex= ≠ ⇒ =  { }( ) ( ) ( )

12 12 12max , ,1jFF j jF j jFF jy x y≥  

Hence, when an agent sends to the friend of a friend as much as he sends to the friend 

and this amount is different from 0, the trust transfer mechanism works totally and the 

index is equal to 1. This is equivalent to say that the trustor trusts a trustee who is his 

friend as much as a trustee who is a friend of his friend. 
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Property 4. Whenever the trustor trusts a trustee who is a friend and a trustee who is a 

friend of a friend to some different positive extents, the trustor´s TTIndex will be always 

positive.  

]( )(
( ) ( )

12 12 ( ) ( ) ( )
12 12 12( ) ( )

12 12 ( ) ( ) ( )
( ) 12 12 12

12

0 0,1
0 0,1

0 1
0

jF j jFF j
jF j jFF j jFF j

jF j jFF j

jFF j jF j jFF j
jFF j

x y
x y TTIndex

x TTIndex
y x TTIndex

y

≠
 > ≠ ⇒ ∈ ≠ ⇒ ∈ ⇒ 

> ≠ ⇒ = ≠ 

 

In case that the trustor trusts both trustees (this is, the amounts sent to both are different 

from zero), the trust transfer mechanism works and therefore the index will be always 

within the interval ](0,1 . However, depending on the case, it works to a different extent. 

Hence, if the trustor trusts more the trustee who is a friend than the trustee who is a 

friend of a friend, the index is restricted within the interval ( )0,1 ; this is, the trust 

transfer works but not at its maximum level. In this case, the bigger the difference 

between the trust placed by the trustor in both players, the smaller the index will be, 

since the trust transfer works to a smaller extent. Also, the smaller the difference 

between the trust placed by the trustor in both trustees, the closer the index will be to 1, 

since the trust transfer works better in this context. But if the trustor trusts a trustee who 

is a friend of a friend more than a trustee who is a friend, then the trust transfer fully 

works and therefore the trust transfer index will be 1. 
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APPENDIX B: Building process of the trust transfer reciprocation 

index 

In order to build the trust transfer reciprocation index, it is important to set the 

definition of some concepts: 

( )
2
FF jy : amount received by the k-trustee from the trustor who is a k-trustee´s friend of a 

friend. 

( )
12
jFF jy : amount sent by the j-trustor to the trustee who is a j-trustor´s friend of a friend. 

( )
21
FF j jy : amount returned by the k-trustee to the trustor, who is the k-trustee´s friend of a 

friend. 

In our experiment, the amounts transferred by the trustor and returned by the trustee 

fulfil the following conditions: 

( )
120 4jFF jy≤ ≤ ; ( )

12
jFF jy ∈ℕ  

( ) ( )
21 120 3FF j j jFF jy y≤ ≤ ; ( )

21
FF j jy ∈ℕ  

( )
20 12FF jy≤ ≤ ; ( )

2
FF jy ∈ℕ  

We have defined trust transfer reciprocation to be maximal when the trustee, who is the 

trustor´s friend of a friend, returns to the trustor, who is the trustee´s friend of a friend, 

at least the same proportion of money that the trustor sent him.  

Since the initial endowment of the trustor in our trust game is1 4jy = , the proportion of 

money sent by the trustor to a the trustee, who is the trustor´s friend of a friend, is: 

( )
12

4

jFF jy
. 
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Moreover, since the amount received by a the trustee, who is the trustor´s friend of a 

friend, is ( ) ( )
2 123FF j jFF jy y= , the proportion of money the trustee returns to the trustor, who 

is the trustee´s friend of a friend, is: 
( )

21
( )

123

FF j j

jFF j

y

y
. 

According to our definition of trust transfer reciprocation, both amounts must be, at 

least, equal, for a trust transfer reciprocation to be maximal. Therefore: 

( )
( ) ( ) ( )

12 21 21
2( ) ( )

12 12

4

4 3 3

jFF j FF j j FF j j

jFF j jFF j

y y y

y y
= ⇔  

Hence, we obtain the following definition for the 21
kjTTRIndex : 

( )
( )

21
2( ) ( )

21 12

4

3

0

FF j j

FF j j jFF j

y

TTRIndex y




= 



 

( )
12

( )
12

0

0

jFF j

jFF j

y

y

≠

=
 

Nonetheless, this index is not restricted within the interval [ ]0,1 1. In order to solve this, 

we propose the following expression: 

( )
( )

( ) 21
21 2( )

12

4
min ,1

3

FF j j
FF j j

jFF j

y
TTRIndex

y

 
 =  
  

 

Furthermore, the above expression presents one problem: the denominator may be null 

(when ( )
12 0jFF jy = ). Hence, we carry out the following adjustment to solve it: 

( ){ }
( )

( ) 21
21 2( )

12

4
min ,1

max 3 ,1

FF j j
FF j j

jFF j

y
TTRIndex

y

 
 =  
 
 

 

 

 

                                                 
1 This is not a problem affecting the validity of the index proposed. But for shake of simplicity when 

interpreting the results, we prefer to restrict the index within the interval [ ]0,1 . 
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APPENDIX C: Properties of the trust transfer reciprocation index 

The trust transfer reciprocation index proposed fulfills the following interesting 

properties for the measurement of trust transfer reciprocation: 

Property 1. Whenever the trustor trusts the trustee (who is the trustor´s friend of a 

friend) and the trustee does not trust the trustor, the trustor´s TTRIndex will be zero. 

( ) ( )
( )12 21

21( )
12

0 0
4 3

jFF j FF j j
FF j j

jFF j

y y
TTRIndex

y
≠ = ⇒ =  

The first proves that when the trustor transfers some positive proportion of his initial 

endowment to the trustee (who is a friend of a friend), and the trustee returns nothing to 

the trustor, then the trust transfer reciprocation index reaches its minimal value. This is, 

the trust transfer reciprocation is null. 

Property 2. Whenever the trustor and the trustee (who is the trustor´s friend of a 

friend) don´t trust each other, the trustor´s TTRIndex will be zero. 

( ) ( )
( )12 21

21( )
12

0 0
4 3

jFF j FF j j
FF j j

jFF j

y y
TTRIndex

y
= = ⇒ =  

Property second shows that in the case that the trustor transfers a null proportion of his 

initial endowment to the trustee (who is the trustor´s a friend of a friend), then the trust 

transfer reciprocation does not work. Consequently, the trust transfer reciprocation 

index is zero. However, it is important to note that, unlike what was previously shown 

in the first property, in this case the trust transfer reciprocation mechanism does not 

work because it cannot work, since the trustee received a null amount from the trustor. 

In property 1, we analyzed the case where the trustee - having the possibility to 

reciprocate the trust transfer received from the trustor - decides not to do so.  

Property 3. Whenever the trustor and the trustee (who is the trustor´s friend of a 

friend) trust each other to the same positive extent, the trustor´s TTRIndex will be one.  
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( ) ( )
( )12 21

21( )
12

0 1
4 3

jFF j FF j j
FF j j

jFF j

y y
TTRIndex

y
= ≠ ⇒ =  

The third property states that when the proportion that the trustor transfers to the trustee 

(who is the trustor´s friend of a friend) is equal to the proportion the trustee returns to 

the trustor, then the trust transfer reciprocation is maximal.  

Property 4. Whenever the trustor and the trustee (who is the trustor´s friend of a 

friend) trust each other to some different positive degrees, the trustor´s TTRIndex will 

be always positive. Moreover, the lower the difference between the trust transferred to 

the trustee by the trustor and the trust returned to the trustor by the trustee, the trustor´s 

TTRIndex will be closer to one. 

](

( )

( ) ( )
( )12 21

21( )
12

( ) ( )
( )12 21

21( )
12

( ) ( )
( )12 21

21( )
12

0 0,1
4 3

0 0,1
4 3

0 1
4 3

jFF j FF j j
FF j j

jFF j

jFF j FF j j
FF j j

jFF j

jFF j FF j j
FF j j

jFF j

y y
TTRIndex

y

y y
TTRIndex

y

y y
TTRIndex

y

≠ ≠ ⇒ ∈ ⇒


> ≠ ⇒ ∈


⇒ 

 < ≠ ⇒ =


 

Property 4 gathers all the situations where the trustor transfers some proportion of his 

initial endowment to the trustee (who is the trustor´s friend of a friend) and this 

proportion is different from the proportion returned by the trustee to the trustor. 

Additionally, both proportions are different from zero. In this context, we can 

distinguish two different possibilities. On the one hand, the possibility that the 

proportion transferred by the trustor to the trustee is bigger than the proportion returned 

by the trustee to the trustor. In this case the index is restricted within the open interval 

( )0,1 . The narrower the difference between both proportions, the closer the index will 

be to 1, since the trust transfer reciprocation works to a higher extent. On the other 

hand, it is also possible that the proportion transferred by the trustor to the trustee is 
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smaller than the proportion returned by the trustee to the trustor. In this case, the index 

reaches its maximal value: 1.  

 

 



 

 

CHAPTER 5 

Conclusions, Implications, Limitations And Future Research 

 

 

In this final chapter of the dissertation, we summarize the main conclusions from the 

previous chapters, and we deduce some implications for academics, managers, and 

regulators. Additionally, we briefly enumerate the limitations encountered and line out 

some opportunities for future research. 

 

1. Conclusions  

In this dissertation we aimed to answer some calls in the literature about trust. While the 

common thread throughout the dissertation is “trust”, each research paper is focused on 

a specific area.   

By reviewing the literature about trust in management, chapter one provides a first 

contact to the research topic and its main characteristics, as well as the evolution of trust 

across different areas of management. We observe that trust has not only received an 

increasing attention in the literature during the last decades, but this interest also holds 

nowadays. Moreover, many areas of management have benefited from the application 

of mechanisms or strategies grounded in trust for strengthening or achieving certain 

tasks within the organizations during the last years. Nonetheless, there are still several 

topics which remain unexplored. Hence, research on trust in management is a fruitful 

field where additional contributions are permanently demanded.  
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Furthermore, beyond this general conclusion drawn from the first chapter, we can 

distinguish specific conclusions obtained from each of the papers composing this 

dissertation. 

 

1.1. Chapter 2: Environmental progresses when financial implications are not the 

aim: The importance of trust in stakeholders on deciding the integration of 

sustainability into management education 

The first paper addresses how trust in stakeholders influence environmental progress 

when the people in charge of taking environmental decisions do not perceive financial 

issues as the main aim of the organization. We conclude that trust in departmental 

stakeholders´ ability and benevolence positively influences the heads of department´s 

willingness to integrate sustainability issues in the syllabus of the management courses 

taught by the department. Additionally, although we found that the interest in financial 

aims have a positive influence, results show that this interest does not moderate the 

relationship between the integration of sustainability into management courses and the 

perceptions about the stakeholders´ ability and benevolence.  

 

1.2. Chapter 3: The influence of the initial and experiential knowledge on trusting 

outcomes 

In this paper we analyze the influence of the initial level of knowledge on the 

emergence of future trust as well as the relationship between experiential knowledge on 

the typology of future trusting outcomes. There are two main conclusions derived from 

the third chapter. First, we find that the level of initial knowledge between a trustor and 

a trustee (i.e. the knowledge previous to the interaction under analysis) influences the 

development of trust in forthcoming interactions between them. And second, we also 
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show that, while the previous result helps explaining trusting behavior, trustors´ 

experiential knowledge (i.e. the knowledge accumulated throughout the interactions of 

this trustor with a specific trustee) influences the typology of trusting outcomes arising 

in future interactions between them.  

 

1.3. Chapter 4: The dynamic nature of trust transfer and the influence of learning 

In chapter four we investigate the dynamic nature of trust transfers and the influence of 

trustors´ learning on future transfers of trust. We drew four main conclusions. First, the 

trust placed by a trustor in a trustee increases when there is a positive personal trusting 

history between them. Hence, a series of past positive interactions increases the trust in 

upcoming interactions. Second, the trust placed by a trustor in an unknown trustee 

during increases when this unknown trustee has a positive personal trusting history with 

a third agent, who also holds a positive personal trusting history with the trustor. In 

other words, the existence of positive personal trusting histories with a mutual third 

party increases the trust placed by trustors in unknown trustees. Third, the degree of 

trust transfers reciprocations from trustees towards whom the trustor transferred some 

trust in the past influences the probability of occurrence of future transfers of trust. And 

fourth, results suggest that the learning collected by the trustor moderates the 

relationship between the degree of trust transfer reciprocations obtained by the trustor 

during past trust transfers and the occurrence of future transfers of trust. 
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2. Implications 

This section contains the main implications for academics, managers, and regulators.  

2.1. Implications for academics 

2.1.1. Chapter 2: Environmental progresses when financial implications are not the 

aim: The importance of trust in stakeholders on deciding the integration of 

sustainability into management education 

The main conclusions obtained from the first paper contribute to the literature about 

environment and stakeholders. Previous studies have pointed out the positive 

relationship between meeting stakeholders´ environmental interests and a firm´s 

financial performance (Darnall, Henriques & Sadorsky, 2008; Hart & Ahuja, 1996; 

Kassinis & Panayiotou, 2006; Kassinis & Vaffeas, 2006; Sharma & Vredenburg, 1998). 

However, this relationship has not been tested for cases of organizations where financial 

implications are not the main goal. We show that managers´ perceptions about 

stakeholder´s ability and benevolence positively influence environmental progress. By 

testing this relationship with Spanish university departments, we find that sustainability 

can be integrated in the management courses taught when the heads of department 

perceive the departmental stakeholders as having high ability for carrying out this 

integration and high benevolence.  

 

2.1.2. Chapter 3: The influence of the initial and experiential knowledge on 

trusting outcomes 

While prior literature has focused on the factors influencing trustors´ trusting behavior 

(Buchan & Croson, 2004; Buchan, Croson & Dawes, 2002; Glaeser, Laibson, 

Scheinkman & Soutter, 2000), in this paper we go one step beyond by including the 

expectations, a key element of human decisions to trust (Kim, Shin & Lee, 2009), to 
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analyze the trusting outcomes. Our work highlights the differences existing between 

trust (i.e. trusting behavior) and trusting outcome. While previous studies have often 

assumed trust (i.e. trusting behavior) to be reciprocal between both parties (Serva & 

Fuller, 2004), we claim that this is not necessarily trust in every interaction. Following 

this line, our paper does not contradict the existing literature but enriches it by 

incorporating the role played by expectations for understanding the trusting outcome. 

Expectations, when compared with the trusting behaviors, yield the trusting outcomes. 

Taking previous works as reference, we classify the trusting outcomes into three 

categories: betrayal, reciprocity, and reward. 

Furthermore, the analysis presented in chapter 3 supports the previous works about 

knowledge, sheds light on the different role of initial knowledge (i.e. previous to the 

interaction under analysis) and the experiential knowledge (i.e. which fosters the 

accumulation of knowledge through repeated interactions). While the first explains trust 

(i.e. trusting behavior), the second allows to predict the type of future trusting outcomes.  

Finally, the paper presented in the third chapter also contributes to the literature about 

trust in management in the study of all the potential trusting outcomes that may emerge 

from a trust relationship. While trust has been widely hailed for its central role in 

establishing and maintaining close, cooperative, and productive relationships (Davis, 

Schoorman, Mayer & Tan, 2000; Deutsch, 1958; Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Gambetta, 

1988), damage to trust through defection and betrayal can have devastating 

consequences on relationships (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996; Robinson, 1996). Previous 

studies have addressed the betrayal in organizations (Bies & Tripp, 1996; Elangovan & 

Shapiro, 1998; Giacalone & Greenberg, 1997; Lewicki & Bunker, 1996; Morris & 

Moberg, 1994; Robinson & Benett, 1995; Sitkin & Roth, 1993), as well as some 

mechanisms of trust repair after a betrayal (Gillespie & Dietz, 2009; Kim, Dirks & 
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Cooper, 2009; Tomlinson & Mayer, 2009). While betrayal has received more attention, 

some papers have also addressed reciprocity and reward (e.g. Brett, Shapiro & Lytle, 

1998; Spreitzer, 1995). Nonetheless, these three categories have been investigated in a 

separate way. Our paper does not contradict these previous studies, but complements 

them by integrating betrayal, reciprocity and reward into the same framework. 

Therefore, we consider that approaching them jointly can lead to a better understanding 

of how trust in interpersonal as well as in inter - and intraorganizational relationships 

evolutions.  

 

2.1.3. Chapter 4: The dynamic nature of trust transfer and the influence of 

learning 

While prior research described trust as static and the trustee was treated as trustworthy 

or not (Gabarro, 1990), later works pointed out the importance of considering the 

evolution of trust across time (Mayer, Davis & Schoorman, 1995; Miles & Creed, 1995; 

Schoorman, Mayer & Davis, 2007; Tomlinson & Mayer, 2009). The paper presented in 

chapter four uses a dynamic approach for the analysis of trust transfers. We show that 

knowledge-based trust can help explaining the temporal evolution of trust transfer 

(Holmes, 1991; Lewicki & Bunker, 1995). 

Moreover, prior research has stated that the great lacuna in the trust research agenda is 

the measurement (Glaeser et al, 2000). In this context, previous empirical studies 

measuring trust in management have relied exclusively on scales applied to 

questionnaires (Davis et al, 2000; Mayer & Gavin, 2005). Therefore, this has resulted in 

a lack of a comparable measure of trust across disciplines. Hence, in the paper 

developed in the fourth chapter, we build and test two indexes for the measurement of 

trust transfer and trust transfer reciprocation. These indexes are based on the trust game 
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setting (Berg, Dickhaut & McCabe, 1995) and serve as a comparable measure to 

analyze trust transfer across different disciplines. They also fulfil some interesting 

properties for the measurement of trust transfer and trust transfer reciprocation.  

Finally, while many prior analyses of trust have assumed symmetry between the parties 

involved, some works have proposed that trust is not symmetrical (Castelfranchi, 2008). 

Although there have been calls in the literature for analyzing how trust of one party 

influences the trust return from the trustee (Schoorman et al, 2007), empirical studies 

addressing the trustor´s and the trustee´s trusting behaviors in a separate way are rare 

(Serva & Fuller, 2004). In the paper included in chapter four, we empirically show that 

trust transfer is not necessarily symmetrical between the trustor and the trustee.  

 

2.2. Implications for managers 

The transmission of the academic findings to the organizational world is pivotal, since 

this allows a faster development towards the aims targeted by firms. In this section we 

present some useful insights that could be implemented by managers. 

2.2.1. Chapter 2: Environmental progresses when financial implications are not the 

aim: The importance of trust in stakeholders on deciding the integration of 

sustainability into management education 

Analyzing the role played by stakeholders in the education sector enables us to better 

understand how managers can collaborate with stakeholders to promote the integration 

of sustainability into management courses at the universities. In this case, due to the 

characteristics of university centres, where financial issues are not (or, at least, not 

completely) the main aim of the organization, managers should rely on stakeholders´ 

technical ability to effectively collaborate in the implementation of sustainable topics in 

the management courses as well as on stakeholders´ benevolence to honestly do so. 
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Thus, heads of department should be able to motivate stakeholders to use their abilities 

and benevolence for the integration of sustainability. Furthermore, heads of department 

should also be able to differentiate the technical abilities of each group of stakeholders, 

and allocate them to the optimal task. This can guarantee a more solid and widespread 

integration of sustainability into university management courses.  

 

2.2.2. Chapter 3: The influence of the initial and experiential knowledge on 

trusting outcomes 

Experiential knowledge is a key issue for many firms. For example, firms facing price-

elastic demand, if they are to grow in profitability or sales volume, must learn to 

produce more efficiently. Firms facing direct price competition have a strong incentive 

to learn how to increase efficiency or differentiation faster than their competitors. 

Similar competitive pressures affect firms in markets with substitute products and firms 

in shrinking markets. At an organizational level, managers should be aware of the 

importance of fostering an adequate collective knowledge creation as an antecedent for 

developing a proper organizational learning, which can help an organization to build 

accurate guesses about the outcomes arising from interactions with other agents. For 

example, forecasts about how competitors will behave in the market and about what 

will be the results. When doing so, managers can lead their organizations to occupy a 

leadership position in a certain segment of the market. This achievement will be 

additionally translated into higher benefits to the company.  

Additionally, trusting employees involves a risk for managers as well as trusting 

colleagues at work also involves a risk for employees. However, the knowledge 

accumulated from past experiences helps reducing such risk. Henceforth, managers 

should coordinate working groups which are stable across time and, consequently, 
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foster repeated interactions among the same employees. This practice can help 

promoting the accumulation of experiential knowledge among individuals, leading to a 

higher predictability about how others will act in future interactions and to more 

accurate guesses about what the outcomes resulting may be.  

Our results show a positive influence of the initial level of knowledge on future trust. 

Hence, managers should promote interactions between employees who have certain 

initial level of knowledge, since this yields higher trust levels. Nonetheless, managers 

should avoid working groups where the initial level of knowledge among the members 

surpasses certain threshold. While this might sound counterintuitive, too high levels of 

initial knowledge between coworkers may place personal trust above working trust. 

Consequently, managers should foster healthy working relationships through repeated 

interactions, since this increases employees´ productiveness and fosters the 

accumulation of knowledge about the others. However, they also should be aware of the 

potential risk of coworkers with high levels of initial knowledge; for example, levels 

above which the members of the group perceive the trust inside the group to be more 

important than the trust towards the company itself (i.e. the task assigned to the group, 

the values of the firm, etc). For instance, assuming two employees between whom the 

level of initial knowledge is very high: if one of them decides to cheat the company, the 

other may hide this due to the high initial trust level existing between them. To avoid 

such risky situations, managers should promote periodical rotations among the 

employees, when a certain level of trust has been reached. In other words, there is no 

need to achieve very high levels of initial knowledge among the members of a team to 

work efficiently and productively in a group.  
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Although these recommendations pretend to be useful for any kind of organization, they 

are especially useful for managers of organizations where financial issues are not the 

main aim (e.g. public universities, non-profit organizations, etc). 

 

2.2.3. Chapter 4: The dynamic nature of trust transfer and the influence of 

learning 

Several implications for managers can be extracted from the fourth chapter. First, one 

implication is the huge array of organizational situations which can be benefited from 

fostering stronger levels of trust towards an agents who have a positive personal trusting 

history with a trusted third party. For instance, when a firm decides to create a new 

brand, and the customer is able to associate this new brand to the already known brand, 

the customer will be more likely to trust the new one. Another application would be 

when the company decides to develop alternative means of buying; for example, buying 

through the new website of the company.  

And second, at an organizational level, an awareness of trust development can help 

better understand how professional relationships change and evolve over time 

(Tomlinson & Mayer, 2009). The dynamicity of trust transfer provides an opportunity 

for managers to operate in their organizations on the basis of serial equity, this is, 

assessing the relationship as a overall instead of focusing the assessment on one specific 

period. By allowing the two parties (i.e. trustor and trustee) to search for the resolution 

of inequities across time, serial equity alleviates the need for renegotiation of 

agreements each time there is a change that affects the relationship and therefore 

reduces the likelihood that it will generate conflict and eventually lead to a breach in the 

relationship (Carson, Madhok & Varman, 2003; Zaheer, McEvily & Perrone, 1998). 
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2.3. Implications for regulators 

Some findings can also help improving the society through the development of 

regulations. 

2.3.1. Chapter 2: Environmental progresses when financial implications are not the 

aim: The importance of trust in stakeholders on deciding the integration of 

sustainability into management education 

Previous literature has suggested that more restrictive laws give rise to more proactive 

environmental strategies by firms (Darnall, Jolley & Ytterhus, 2007; Porter & van der 

Linde, 1995). Henceforth, while there are currently some examples of environmental 

respectful programmes implemented in some few universities in Spain, bigger efforts in 

this field are needed. Thus, regulations should promote the implementation of 

environmental practices in the universities, including the integration of sustainability 

issues into the syllabus of the courses taught.  

Given the importance of management students acquiring sustainable skills, which can 

be implemented in their future lives as managers, it is crucial to develop policies 

fostering the integration of sustainability into university management courses. 

Moreover, at the societal level, this strengthening of a more sustainable growth model, 

based on more sustainable production methods, may bring a higher quality of life for the 

inhabitants of a country as well as a lower degree of energetic dependence from 

countries producing non-sustainable sources of energy. Thus, training future managers 

with a more environmental caring vision can help countries facing climate change. 
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2.3.2. Chapter 3: The influence of the initial and experiential knowledge on 

trusting outcomes 

The importance of trust in economic relationships, and to society in general, is well 

documented (e.g. Dawes, 1980; Glaeser et al, 2000; Granovetter, 1985; Williamson, 

1981). Arrow (1972) and Fukuyama (1995) believe that the level of trust in a society 

strongly predicts its economic success. However, since regulations cannot force an 

individual to trust another agent, regulators should be guided to create laws 

guaranteeing a safe institutional environment, where individuals´ perceived risk of 

trusting others is reduced. In this sense, regulators should promote laws including 

bigger punishments against trust violations or betrayals. This would act as an incentive 

for rewarding and reciprocating trusting outcomes, which would result in a bigger social 

gain.  

Moreover, if regulators are interested in increasing the number of certain type of 

trusting outcomes (i.e. betrayal, reciprocity, or reward), they need to know which 

factors underlie the occurrence of those outcomes. Our third chapter provides some 

insight about the influence of trustors´ experiential knowledge on the type of trusting 

outcome emerging in future interactions.   

Regulators should also be interested in the potential heterogeneity of the knowledge 

gathered by trustors.  If there are differences in how the knowledge based on previous 

experiences is gathered between demographics groups, group-specific policy 

interventions are asked for. For instance, people with a dense social network may have 

developed a wider capacity to accurately predict others´ behaviors than people with a 

smaller social network. Hence, this capacity, based on accumulated knowledge from a 

big amount of previous experiences leads those trustors to be in a less vulnerable 
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position in future interactions and to obtain a bigger ratio of positive (i.e. reward) and 

neutral (i.e. reciprocity) outcomes than negative ones (i.e. betrayal). 

 

2.3.3. Chapter 4: The dynamic nature of trust transfer and the influence of 

learning 

Trust transfer can be used as a mechanism to foster social interactions among unknown 

agents. Hence, regulations punishing negative behaviors during a transfer of trust would 

make people more willing to trust an unknown party. According to institution-based 

trust theorists, trust reflects the security one feels about a situation because of 

guarantees, safety nets, and other structures (Shapiro, 1987; Zucker, 1986). 

Furthermore, trust transfers can serve as an effective tool for reactivating the economy, 

since they promote interactions among unknown parties, which can lead to bigger 

consumption, investment, and social expenditure. For instance, regulators may foster 

trust transfers as a mechanism for strengthening interorganizational networks or 

alliances. These networks can help promoting internationalization processes, in which 

the company must transfer trust to several unknown agents (e.g. the new country, the 

new consumers´ patterns of consumption, the culture, the local employees, etc). 

Consequently, regulations should foster the knowledge sharing among the companies 

which arrive to the new country and the companies already located there. This would 

reduce the perceived risk of the internationalization processes. 

 

3. Limitations 

We are aware that the papers defended in this dissertation also have some limitations, 

which we describe in this section.  
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The first limitation we encounter is the transversal nature of the data presented in 

chapter two. This fact does not allow us to analyze the evolution of our conclusions 

across time. While this limitation does not hold for the data presented in chapters three 

and four, we are also aware that the dataset used for these chapters include two 

iterations and, consequently, two periods. Hence, this limited amount of iterations may 

be found as a limitation when studying the evolution of our variables in the long run.  

A second limitation arises from the process of gathering data with a questionnaire. This 

methodology, although including a big number of advantages, may produce biased 

answers due to potential misinterpretations of the questions. We were aware of this 

potential bias and took care of avoiding it by means of a careful and clear redaction of 

the questions finally included. Moreover, we tested the questionnaire with the help of a 

reduced group of people to check that it would be clearly understood. However, we 

want to point out that, despite our efforts for fighting against this limitation inherent to 

questionnaires, there is always a risk assumed when dealing with this way of obtaining 

data and, therefore, this risk may be viewed as a limitation. Finally, we want to point 

out that this limitation only affects the dataset from chapter two. 

A third limitation which can be observed refers to the samples´ composition. In chapter 

two, the sample is restricted to heads of department in which management courses are 

taught in Spain. Moreover, in chapters three and four the samples are focused on 

students of Economics bachelor. Henceforth, there is a need to be cautious when 

extrapolating the results and conclusions obtained to other different contexts and 

populations.  

Finally, we apply linear statistical methods. Consequently, those relationships which 

were not supported by the statistical analyses may be also non-linear and, therefore, not 
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necessarily non-existing. What we can conclude is that these relationships among 

variables do not follow a linear structure.  

 

4. Future Research Agenda 

Future research, beyond addressing unexplored areas of the literature of trust and 

management, can help overtaking the limitations observed.  

Regarding the dynamicity, future research may want to replicate the questionnaire 

and/or the experiment for a bigger number of periods in order to test whether our 

conclusions also hold in the long run and to address the time evolution of the variables 

under analysis.  

Furthermore, it would be interesting to test the hypotheses in different contexts from 

those investigated in this dissertation. For instance, future research might wan to 

analyze how perceptions about stakeholders´ ability and benevolence affect the 

integration of sustainability in other university systems outside Spain. Additionally, 

further testings of the experiment across different contexts (e.g. organizational settings) 

can help to check the robustness of our results. 

Moreover, more empirical studies analyzing the trust transfer mechanism are necessary 

for a better understanding of how this mechanism works and how it can help fostering 

trust in many interpersonal and interorganizational situations. Since the indexes 

proposed can be used as a comparable measure for trust transfer and trust transfer 

reciprocation, it would be interesting to compare how transfers of trust happen in 

different disciplines (e.g. sociology, psychology, economics, etc.). 
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RESUMEN Y CONCLUSIONES 

 

 

1. Resumen 

Esta Memoria de Tesis Doctoral se estructura en cinco capítulos. Todos ellos siguen un 

hilo conductor: la confianza. El primer capítulo presenta una introducción al tema 

objeto de estudio y su relación con la gestión empresarial. A continuación, el capítulo 

dos recoge el primer artículo de investigación, en el que se analiza cómo los 

stakeholders pueden ayudar a promover la integración de la sostenibilidad en la 

educación en gestión. El capítulo tres contiene el segundo artículo de investigación, en 

el que se aborda la influencia del nivel de conocimiento inicial entre un trustor y un 

trustee sobre la futura confianza entre ellos, y la relación entre el conocimiento basado 

en la experiencia de un trustor y la tipología de resultados de confianza futuros. El tercer 

artículo de investigación está incluido en el capítulo cuatro, y en él se analiza la 

transferencia de confianza a través de un enfoque dinámico y se investiga la influencia 

del aprendizaje de los trustors sobre futuras transferencias de confianza. Finalmente, el 

capítulo cinco resume las principales conclusiones, implicaciones, limitaciones, y 

presenta la agenda de investigación futura. A continuación se describen de forma más 

detallada los contenidos de cada uno de los tres artículos de investigación contenidos en 

esta Memoria de Tesis Doctoral.  

El primer artículo de investigación se titula “Progresos medioambientales cuando las 

implicaciones financieras no son el principales objetivo: La importancia de la confianza 
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en los stakeholders a la hora de decidir sobre la integración de la sostenibilidad en la 

educación sobre gestión”. Trabajos previos han resaltado la relación positiva existente 

entre la satisfacción de los intereses medioambientales de los stakeholders y el resultado 

financiero de las empresas. Sin embargo, la influencia de los stakeholders sobre el 

progreso medioambiental en organizaciones donde la gente encargada de la toma de 

decisiones medioambientales no percibe los asuntos financieros como el principal 

objetivo de la organización aún  no ha sido abordada en la literatura. En este artículo de 

investigación estudiamos cómo la confianza en la habilidad y la benevolencia de los 

stakeholders puede influenciar la integración de temas relacionados con la 

sostenibilidad en la educación universitaria sobre gestión.  

El tercer capítulo presente el segundo artículo de investigación: “La influencia del 

conocimiento inicial y del conocimiento basado en la experiencia en los resultados de 

confianza”. Estudios previos se han centrado principalmente en el análisis del 

comportamiento de confianza desarrollado por los agentes. No obstante, el resultado de 

confianza que emerge de una relación o interacción de confianza ha recibido menos 

atención, con la excepción de la traición, que ha sido abordada en algunos trabajos 

anteriores. En este tercer capítulo analizamos la influencia del nivel inicial de 

conocimiento entre un trustor y un trustee sobre la confianza futura entre ambos, así 

como la influencia del conocimiento basado en la experiencia que el trustor ha 

acumulado a lo largo de interacciones pasadas con el trustee sobre la tipología de los 

futuros resultados de confianza. Distinguimos tres categorías de resultados de 

confianza: traición, reciprocidad, y recompensa.  

El capítulo cuatro contiene el tercer artículo de investigación, titulado “La naturaleza 

dinámica de la transferencia de confianza y la influencia del aprendizaje”. En este 

artículo abordamos que ha recibido una atención creciente en la literatura sobre 
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confianza durante los últimos años: la transferencia de confianza. Una transferencia de 

confianza tiene lugar cuando un trustor confía en un trustee desconocido, basándose en 

el historial positivo de confianza de ese trustee con un tercer agente, quien también tiene 

un historial positivo de confianza con el trustor. Trabajos previous han analizado la 

transferencia de confianza en entornos online, centrándose en la consecución de 

objetivos comerciales, y asumiendo simetría entre el comportamiento de ambas partes 

(el trustor y el trustee). En el capítulo cuatro, presentamos una nueva perspectiva de 

investigación de las transferencias de confianza mediante un enfoque dinámico y 

abordamos la influencia del aprendizaje sobre futuras transferencias de confianza. 

Además, construimos dos índices para la medición de la transferencia de confianza 

realizada por un trustor y la respuesta a esa transferencia de confianza por parte del 

trustee, que contribuyen a proporcionar una medida comparable entre diferentes 

disciplinas. Argumentamos que las respuestas obtenidas por el trustor durante 

transferencias de confianza pasadas influyen en futuras transferencias de confianza. 

Asimismo, el aprendizaje acumulado por el trustor modera la relación entre las 

respuestas obtenidas en el pasado y futuras transferencias de confianza.  

 

2. Conclusiones 

El objetivo de esta Memoria de Tesis Doctoral era contribuir a algunas existentes en la 

literatura sobre confianza. Así, mientras que el hilo conductor a lo largo de toda la 

Memoria es la confianza, cada artículo de investigación incluido en la misma se ha 

centrado en un área específica.  

El primer capítulo recoge una revisión de la literatura sobre la relación entre la 

confianza y la gestión empresarial, que proporciona una primera toma de contacto al 

tema de investigación y sus principales características, así como a la evolución de la 
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confianza en gestión durante las últimas décadas. Se observa que la confianza no sólo 

ha recibido una atención creciente en la literatura durante las últimas décadas, sino que 

este interés continua en la actualidad. Asimismo, numerosas áreas de gestión se han 

beneficiado de la aplicación de mecanismos o estrategias basadas en la confianza para 

fortalecer o alcanzar determinadas tareas y objetivos dentro de las organizaciones 

durante los últimos años. Por tanto, se concluye que la investigación sobre confianza en 

gestión es un campo de investigación fructífero donde futuras contribuciones son 

demandadas permanentemente.  

Además, más allá de esta conclusión de carácter general extraída del capítulo 

introductorio, se pueden distinguir conclusiones específicas obtenidas de cada uno de 

los artículos de investigación que componen esta Memoria de Tesis Doctoral.  

 

2.1. Capítulo 2: Progresos medioambientales cuando las implicaciones financieras 

no son el principales objetivo: La importancia de la confianza en los stakeholders a 

la hora de decidir sobre la integración de la sostenibilidad en la educación sobre 

gestión 

El primer artículo de investigación de esta Memoria de Tesis Doctoral aborda cómo la 

confianza en los stakeholders influye en los progresos medioambientales cuando las 

personas encargadas de tomar las decisiones medioambientales no perciben los aspectos 

financieros como el objetivo principal de la organización. Concretamente, este análisis 

se aplica a la integración de la sostenibilidad en cursos de educación universitaria en 

gestión. De este capítulo se concluye que la confianza que la confianza en la habilidad y 

la benevolencia de los stakeholders del departamento influye positivamente en la 

predisposición de los directores de departamento a integrar aspectos de sostenibilidad en 

los programas de los cursos de gestión impartidos por el departamento. Adicionalmente, 
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aunque hemos encontrado que el interés en los objetivos financieros tiene una influencia 

positiva, los resultados muestran que este interés no modera la relación entre la 

integración de la sostenibilidad en los cursos de gestión y las percepciones sobre la 

habilidad y la benevolencia de los stakeholders.  

 

2.2. Capítulo 3: La influencia del conocimiento inicial y del conocimiento basado 

en la experiencia en los resultados de confianza 

En este artículo de investigación analizamos la influencia del nivel de conocimiento 

inicial sobre la futura confianza así como la relación entre el conocimiento basado en la 

experiencia y la tipología de los futuros resultados de confianza. De este capítulo se 

puede extraer dos conclusiones principales. Primera, encontramos que el nivel de 

conocimiento inicial entre un trustor y un trustee (es decir, el conocimiento previo a la 

primera interacción objeto de estudio) influencia el desarrollo de confianza en 

interacciones posteriores entre ellos. Y segunda, mostramos cómo, mientras el resultado 

anterior contribuye a explicar el comportamiento de confianza, el conocimiento basado 

en la experiencia de un trustor (es decir, el conocimiento acumulado por ese trustor a lo 

largo de todas las interacciones con un trustee determinado, partiendo de la primera 

interacción objeto de estudio) influye en el tipo de resultados de confianza que emerjan 

en futuras interacciones entre ellos.  

 

2.3. Capítulo 4: La naturaleza dinámica de la transferencia de confianza y la 

influencia del aprendizaje 

En el capítulo cuatro investigamos la naturaleza dinámica de las transferencias de 

confianza y la influencia del aprendizaje de los trustors en futuras transferencias de 

confianza. De este artículo de investigación se extraen cuatro conclusiones principales. 
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Primera, la confianza de un trustor en un trustee aumenta cuando existe un historial de 

confianza positivo entre ambos. Por tanto, una serie de interacciones positivas en el 

pasado incrementa la confianza en interacciones venideras. Segunda, la confianza de un 

trustor en un trustee aumenta cuando este trustee desconocido tiene un historial positivo 

de confianza con un tercer agente, quien también mantiene un historial positivo de 

confianza con el trustor. En otras palabras, la existencia de historiales de confianza 

positivos con un tercer agente común incrementa la confianza del los trustors hacia 

trustees desconocidos. Tercera, el grado de respuesta a transferencias de confianza 

pasadas de un trustee hacia quien un trustor transfirió confianza influye en la 

probabilidad de ocurrencia de futuras transferencias de confianza entre ellos. Y cuarta, 

los resultados sugieren que el aprendizaje acumulado por un trustor modera la relación 

entre el grado de respuesta a transferencias de confianza obtenido por este trustor 

durante transferencias de confianza con un trustee y el desarrollo de futuras 

transferencias de confianza entre ellos.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                                    

 
 
 
 


