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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

I ntroduction

1. Overview

During the last decades, trust has become a majurept in social sciences, such as
psychology (Johnson-George & Swap, 1982; Rotte6,719980), philosophy (Baier,
1986), sociology (Barber, 1983; Luhmann, 1979; $bad987), economics (Arrow,
1974; Williamson, 1975), and organization theorgr{d, 1972; Zucker, 1986).
Economists look at trust as either calculative (Mfhson, 1993) or institutional (North,
1990). Personality psychologists traditionally hawewed trust as an individual
characteristic (Rotter, 1971; 1980). Social psyobwits have defined trust as an
expectation about the behavior of others in trainsas, focusing on the contextual
factors that enhance or inhibit the development avathtenance of trust (Lewicki &
Bunker, 1995). Sociologists investigate how sogiabmbedded properties of
relationships among people (Granovetter, 1985) nstitutions (Zucker, 1986) are
created to reduce the anxiety and uncertainty (dn, increase trust) associated with
transactions among relative strangers.

Independently of the discipline, a trust relatiapsts made up of two agents: the
trusting party (the trustor) and a party to betedqthe trustee). Nonetheless, not every
interaction between two parties involves trust. réhare two necessary conditions for

trust to emerge. Risk is the first condition, artdis considered as pivotal in
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psychological, sociological, and economical congel#ations of the term “trust”
(Coleman, 1990; Rotter, 1967; Williamson, 1993)skRis defined as the perceived
probability of loss from the perspective of the idec (Chiles & McMackin, 1996;
MacCrimmon & Wehrung, 1986). Trust would be unnseeg if the decisions could be
undertaken without risk (Lewis & Weigert, 1985). déntainty regarding whether the
other intends to and will act appropriately is sio@irce of risk.

And the second necessary condition is the interitigrece between both parts involved
in a trust relationship. According to this conditjdhe interests of one party cannot be
achieved without relying on the other. The natuferisk and trust changes as
interdependence increases (Sheppard & Sherman).1B88rees of interdependence
influence the form that trust may take; for ins@nthe nature of trust a firm puts in
temporary workers is quite different from the triastsociated to core and veteran

employees.

2. Delimitation Of Trust In Management

2.1 Delimitation

Several definitions of trust have been presenteosadisciplines. However, there is no
commonly accepted definition of trust yet. Regasdlef the discipline, confident
expectations and willingness to be vulnerable aaally pivotal components of the
definitions proposed (McKnight, Cummings, & Cheryai998; Mishra & Spreitzer,
1998; Jones & George, 1998). Nonetheless, there hagn certain definitions, whose
influence on the literature about trust and managgnmas been bigger than others.
Mayer, Davis & Schoorman (1995) defined trust #ee “willingness of a party to be
vulnerable to the actionsf another party based on the expectation thatatmer will

perform a particular action important to the trustor, irresgieve of the ability to
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monitor or controlthat other party”. This definition introduces vulnerability. Being
vulnerable (Boss, 1978; Zand, 1972) implies thatghs something of importance to be
lost. Making oneself vulnerable is taking risk. 3iris not taking rislper se, but rather

it is awillingnessto take risk (Mayeet al, 1995).

Later, alternative definitions have been presentedcused on a mathematical
perspective and adopting a definition centred ottaues, Bhattacharya, Devinney &
Pillutla (1998) proposed that trust is an expectant positive (or nonnegative)
outcomes that one camceive based on the expected actdnanother party in an
interactioncharacterized by uncertaintyfowever, this definition, while interesting for
analyzing trust from a mathematical and statistpaispective, does not include the
possibility of trusting an agent on a different isathan expected benefits and costs.
While it is true that this approach can help expiag certain trusting behaviors, there
are many situations where trust is not solely giiidy this calculative definition.
Hence, Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt & Camerer (1998) gsed that trusis a psychological
state comprisinghe intention to accept vulnerabilittased upon positive expectations
of the intentions or behavior of anothefheir definition includes not only the
possibility of trust based on calculus of outcomast also the willingness to accept
vulnerability, incorporated from Mayet al's (1995) definition. Therefore, trust, as the
willingness to be vulnerable under conditions dkriand interdependence, is a
psychological state that researchers in variougiglises interpret in terms of
“perceived probabilities” (Bhattacharyat al 1998), “confidence”, and “positive
expectations” (Jones & George, 1998; Hagen & Ch888; Das & Teng, 1998We
find that Rousseast al's (1998) definition is very complete and coverside set of

situations where trust can be involved. Thus, wepadheir definition of trust to
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develop the three papers that form the secondd,tl@nd fourth chapters of this

dissertation.

2.2. Trust IsNeither Cooperation Nor Predictability

While trust has received attention in the literatgince several decades, it has been
often confused -and used as synonyms- with othenstesuch as cooperation and
predictability.

Gambetta (1988) stated that trusting someone mémmgprobability that he will
perform an action that is beneficial or at least wetrimental to us is high enough for
us to consider engaging in some form of cooperatiith him In his definition, the
distinction between trust and cooperation is neiakl Although trust often leads to
cooperative behavior, trust is not a necessaryittondor cooperation to arise, since
cooperation does not necessarily put a party &t Bsr instance, an employee can
cooperate —and even look like if he would trustthwanother employee. If there are
external control mechanisms that will punish thestiee for deceitful behavior, if the
issue at hand does not involve vulnerability to tilustor over issues that matter, or if it
is clear that the trustee's motives will lead harbehave in a way that coincides with
the trustor's desires, then there can be cooperafittiout trust. In each of these cases,
vulnerability is minimal or absent (Mayet al, 1995).

Furthermore, trust and predictability are not eglemt. There exists a relationship
between them, since both trust and predictabiliy means of uncertainty reduction
(Lewis & Weigert, 1985). However, both terms havitgelo been confused in the
literature. For instance, Gabarro (1978) definedttasthe extent to which one person
can expect predictability in the other's behaviotérms of what is "normally” expected

of a person acting in good faithnother party's predictability is insufficient toake a
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person willing to take a risk. To equate the twdoissuggest that a party who can be
expected to consistently ignore the needs of otlwedsact in a self-interested fashion is
therefore trusted, because the party is predictAleat is missing in that approach is

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

2.3. Trugt, Risk And Control Systems

The existence of risk and the interdependence vaoenkecessary conditions for the
emergence of trust. One of the most problematiasane the literature about trust and
management was the lack of clarity in the relatimb¥etween risk and control until the
middle of the nineties. Regarding the relationdiepyveen these two variables, Magér
al (1995) proposed that trust would lead to riskrigkin a trust relationship. In the early
beginning of the literature of trust in managemeasearchers have claimed for the
necessity to develop mechanisms minimizing theingklved in working relationships.
Control systems are an alternative mechanism falirdgwith risk in relationships. In
order to avoid self-serving behaviors as well atetal litigation, many firms utilize
control mechanisms and contracts, and they chamge decision-making processes,
internal processes, reward systems, and strucfdessen & Meckling, 1976; Meyer,
1983; Sitkin & Bies, 1994; Williamson, 1975). Legdk remedies have been described
as weak, impersonal substitutes for trust (SitkinR&th, 1993), which may bring
organizational legitimacy, yet often are ineffeetfArgyris, 1994; Donaldson & Davis,
1991, Granovetter, 1985; Sitkin & Roth, 1993).

Recently, several scholars have speculated abeutdlationship between trust and
control systems in dealing with risk (McEvily, Peme & Zaheer, 2003; Sitkin &
George, 2005). However, trust and control systemes reot mutually excluding

mechanisms. When the level of risk is bigger tHanlével of trust (and thus, the level
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of willingness to take a risk), a control system taidge the difference by lowering the
level of risk to a threshold which can be managettist (Schoorman, Mayer & Davis,
2007).

However, it is important to note that the existermdea too strong control system
prevents the development of trust. In this contésw; situations will have an inherent
perceived risk attached, and the trust placed entthstee will be attributed to the
existence of the control system rather than tdbaties of the trustee. The use of control
systems is how agency theory proposes dealingngikhmanagement, and this does not

foster the development of trust.

2.4. Trust Versus Trustwor thiness

Prior studies have investigated why a given pasty & greater or lesser amount of trust
for another party. One approach is to consideibats of the trustee. Some authors
identify a single trustee characteristic that ispansible for trust (e.g., Strickland,
1958), whereas other authors describe as manyabhéeacteristics (e.g., Butler, 1991).
Among all the characteristics addressed in thedlitee, three common elements appear
in almost all works: ability, benevolence, and grity.

Ability is that group of skills, competencies, adldaracteristics that enable a party to
have influence within some specific domain. Thecgfmity of the domain is crucial in
this definition, since an employee may be very keeh programming but may have a
low ability for selling the product. Moreover, bendence is the extent to which a
trustee is believed to want to do good to the enudtinally, the relationship between
integrity and trust involves the trustor's perceptthat the trustee adheres to a set of
principles that the trustor finds acceptable (Magerl 1995). Otherwise, the trustor

will not find the trustee to have the integritytte trusted.
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Moreover, these three dimensions can be appliednterpersonal, intergroup, or
interorganizational levels of analysis (Schoornearal, 2007). These three conditions
lead the trustor to ascribe trustworthiness to thestee. Trustworthiness is the

antecedent of trust.

3. Relationship Between Trust And Management

Since the common thread in all the chapters ofdissertation is trust, this section
provides a summary about the evolution of the ingrare of trust in management.

Trust was introduced as a construct of intereghénbehavioral sciences fifty years ago
(e.g., Deutsch, 1958). Since then, several reseer¢tave established its pivotal role in
relationships within and between organizations (kea & Tyler, 1996; Rousseaat al,
1998).

The importance of trust has been cited in suchsaasacommunication (Giffin, 1967),
leadership (Atwater, 1988), management by objesti{8cott, 1980), negotiation
(Bazerman, 1994), game theory (Milgrom & Robert892), performance appraisal
(Cummings, 1983), labor-management relations (Tayk®89), complementarities
between JIT purchasing practices (Gonzalez-BeBitagrez-Gonzalez & Spring, 2000),
and implementation of self-managed work teams (eawl992). Furthermore, during
the last years more research on trust within omgditins (Handy, 1995; Kramer &
Tyler, 1996), between organizations (Moorman, Zaim& Deshpande, 1992), and in
international affairs (Michalos, 1990) has been deded. Therefore, trust proves to be
crucial in a number of ways: it promotes cooperthehavior (Gambetta, 1988);
encourages adaptive organizational forms, suchetsonk relations (Miles & Snow,

1992); reduces harmful conflict, decreases traimmactcosts; facilitates rapid
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formulation of ad hoc work groups (Meyerson, WeigkKramer, 1996), and stimulates
effective responses to crisis.

In the middle of the nineties, an increasing irger@r trust in management for the
following years was forecasted by several reseascthge to some observable reasons.
First, the increasing diversity in the workforcengmosition of the United States. This
trend implies that people with different personalckgrounds interact closely and
effectively with each other. However, it was obsehthat a diverse workforce is less
able to rely on interpersonal similarity and comnimackground and experience to
contribute to mutual attraction and enhance théngiess to work together (Berscheid
& Walster, 1978; Newcomb, 1956). Thus, the develepimof mutual trust provides a
useful mechanism for enabling employees work mdfectvely. And second, the
changes in the organization of work. Lawler (198@3erved progressive changes in the
workplace in the direction of more participative magement styles and the
implementation of work teams. The emergence ofdiedicted teams and a reliance on
empowered workers greatly increase the importahtieecconcept of trust since control
mechanisms are reduced or removed and interactioredases (Golembiewski &
McConkie, 1975; Larson & LaFasto, 1989). In the aeelf-directed teams, trust must
take the place of supervision because direct obterv of employees becomes
impractical.

Lately, many papers have focused on the constructi¢rust over the internet as a way
for achieving commercial goals (Chen & Barnes, 200, Shin & Lee, 2009; Lee &
Lee, 2006). Electronic commerce is a new form ahaxge where online transactions
can occur among entities that have never met hefwen traditional exchanges, trust
has been considered to be crucial in the onlinest&retion process (Ba, Zhang &

Whinston, 1999; Brynjolfsson & Smith, 2000; Ratmagsim, 2005) perhaps more so
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given the impersonal nature of the online environinfancertainty) and the inability to
judge product quality prior to purchase (informatesymmetry).Lack of trust has been
repeatedly identified as one of the highest bagrierpeople for engaging in electronic
commerce, involving transactions in which financed personal information is
submitted to merchants via the Internet. Receneggagnalyze how initial trust can be
fostered in online environments (Chen & Barnes,7200

The construction of trust over the internet and tiiust transfer are two of the most
leading topics in the recent literature of trustl ananagement. A trust transfer occurs
when one party (the trustor) ascribes trustworsne an unfamiliar exchange partner
based on that partner’s association with a trusted-party (Doney, Cannon & Mullen,
1998). For instance, when a manager decides toahinenknown worker because this
worker provides positive references from his pragicompany. This concept has been
previously observed in some empirical studies imeptdisciplines, such as sociology
(Henslin, 1968; Strub & Priest, 1976), and marlgtapplied to business situations
(Milliman & Fugate, 1988; Doney & Cannon, 1997). Morecently, several papers
have started paying attention to trust transferhaeisms, specially focused on online
environments (Stewart, 2003; 2006).

Despite the growing body of literature dealing withist in management situations,
nowadays several problematic areas of study remstilh controversial, such as:
problems with the definition of trust itself; lack clarity in the relationship between
risk and trust; confusion between trust and itseeedents and outcomes; lack of
specificity of trust referents leading to confusionthe levels of analysis; a failure to
consider both the trusting party and the partyedrbsted; and a lack of tools for trust

measurement.
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Therefore, while trust has received increasing nétia in the literature about
management during the last decades, it is stikry ¥ruitful area of research. Several
aspects of trust relationships remain unexplorediemand a deeper understanding.
Future research is pivotal to achieve a better tataleding of personal, inter, and
intraorganizational relationships. As an exampléhded permanent investigation in trust
and management, we can cite the recefitIternational Workshop on Trust Within
and Between Organizations”, held in Madrid (Sp&iain the 28 to the 28' of January
2010. In this workshop, international leading sen®lworking on trust discussed
several elements, such as: trust and control ianmzgtional relationships, trust on the
context of negotiation and conflict resolution,stracross contexts, trust in buyer-seller
relationships, trust at the organizational leueist in small and new enterprises, trust in
inter-firm relationships, trust within and betweerganizations in the third sector and

the public sector, among others.

4. Structure Of The Dissertation

This dissertation is structured into five differaafitapters, following a common thread:
trust. After this introduction to the research tomhapter two presents the first research
paper, where we analyze how trust in stakeholdanshelp fostering the integration of
sustainability into management education. Chapteet contains the second research
paper, in which we address the influence of theainievel of knowledge between a
trustor and a trustee on future trust, and theuamfte of a trustor's experiential
knowledge on future types of trusting outcomes. el paper is in chapter four, in
which we analyze trust transfers with a dynamicrapph and we investigate the
influence of trustors” learning on future transfesk trust. Finally, chapter five

summarizes the main conclusions, implications,titions, and future research agenda.

10
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After this introduction, which has provided a figintact to the research topic, in the
second chapter we describe the first research papttied “Environmental progresses
when financial implications are not the aim: Theaortance of trust in stakeholders on
deciding the integration of sustainability into ragement education”. Prior literature
has emphasized the positive relationship betweestingestakeholders™ environmental
interests and a firm’s financial performance. Hosvethe influence of stakeholders on
the environmental progress in organizations whéee geople in charge of taking
environmental decisions do not perceive financgdues as the main aim of the
organization remains still unexplored. In this pap&e study how trust in
stakeholders’s ability and benevolence may inflaethe integration of sustainability-
related topics in university management education.

The third chapter presents the second research:pde influence of the initial and
the experiential knowledge on trusting outcomesévi®us studies have mainly relied
on the study of the trusting behavior displayeddgents. Nonetheless, the trusting
outcome arising from a trust relationship has nesgtiess attention, with the exception
of betrayal, which was investigated in several papk this third chapter we analyze
the influence of the level of initial knowledge Ween a trustor and a trustee on future
trust between them, as well as the influence ofettperiential knowledge accumulated
by the trustor from past interactions with the teeson the typology of future trusting
outcomes. We distinguish three different trustingcomes: betrayal, reciprocity, and
reward.

Chapter four contains the third research papettlettiThe dynamic nature of the
transfer of trust and the influence of learningyi.this paper we address a topic which
has received increasing attention in the literatveut trust during the last years: trust

transfer. A trust transfer takes place when adrustists an unknown trustee, based on

11
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the positive trusting history of this trustee wihhird-party, who also holds a positive
trusting history with the trustor. Prior literatuhes analyzed trust transfer in online
environments focusing on the achievement of comialergoals, and assuming

asymmetry between both parties” (i.e. trustor anstée) behavior. In chapter four, we
present a new perspective for investigating tnestsfers with a dynamic approach and
we address the influence of the learning on futtaesfers of trust. Moreover, we build

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

contribute to provide a comparable measure acrassptines. We argue that the

reciprocations obtained by a trustor from pastttiansfers influence future transfers of
trust. Additionally, the learning collected by theistor moderates the relationship
between the degree of reciprocations obtained atudef trust transfers.

Finally, in chapter five we summarize the main dosions from the previous chapters
and several implications for academics, managers regulators. Additionally, we also

show the limitations observed and we propose sklees for future research.
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CHAPTER 2
Environmental Progresses When Financial Implicatios Are Not The
Aim: The Importance Of Trust In Stakeholders On Decading The

Integration Of Sustainability Into Management Educdion

Abstract

The literature has emphasized the positive relatignbetween meeting stakeholders’
environmental interests and a firm’s financial perfance. A sample of 95 heads of
department in 25 universities shows that their ttrims the technical ability and

benevolence of the stakeholders from the departpasitively influences the heads of
departments’ willingness to integrate sustainabihto management courses. Although
department heads’ interest in the financial aimghefr department also has a positive
influence on their willingness, we found no evideticat interest in financial objectives

moderates the influence of ability and benevolence.

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

education.



Chapter 2. Environmental Progresses When Finahojaications Are Not The Aim: The Importance Of
Trust In Stakeholders On Deciding The Integratidrs0stainability Into Management Education

1. Introduction

Stakeholders’ literature regarding the natural emment insists on the positive link
between financial performance and paying attentmrenvironmental stakeholders’
concerns (e.g. Bermawicks, Kotha, & Jones, 1999; Darndllenriques, & Sadorsky,
2008; Hart, 1995; Hart & Ahuja, 1996; Kassinis &n@giotou, 2006; Kassinis &
Vaffeas, 2006; Klassen & McLaughlin, 1996; Marcus @effen, 1998; Ogden &
Watson, 1999; Russo & Fouts, 1997; Sharma and Yikedg, 1998). The literature,
however, has paid little attention to whether andw hstakeholders influence
environmental progress in organizations when theplee in charge of taking
environmental decisions do not perceive financgdues as the main aim of the
organization. Our goal is to establish what pelioggtof department heads in business
and engineering centres in relation to departmestédeholders influence the former’s
willingness to integrate sustainability issues itfte syllabus of the courses taught by
the department.

Stakeholders are defined asy group or individual who can affect, or is afézt by,
the achievement of the organization’s objectifl@eeman, 19840n dealing with the
identification and salience of stakeholders, Mitgh&gle & Wood (1997) proposed
that the salience of stakeholders to the firm’s ag@n when making decisions regarding
a specific issue depends upon three attributdseo$takeholdergowerto influence the
firm; legitimacyof arelationship; and/ourgencyof a claim.

Driscoll and Starik (2004) argue that the natuma/i@nmentcan be identified as a
primary stakeholder dhe organization in its own right and that it sltbtiierefore be a
priority to all managersThe literature, however, has focused upon the paiveertain
stakeholders -such as the government or custontersinfluence environmental

decisions of the organization due to the impactetstakeholders have on the economic
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benefits of the organization (e.g. Darnall, SeolSérkis, 2009; Fineman & Clarke,
1996; Henriques & Sadorsky, 1999; Kassinis & Vadfe2002). Although Mitchekt al
(1997) proposed that stakeholders have additiooahs of power different from
economic influence, the previous literature on oigations and natural environment
has paid little attention to this aspect.

Most previous studies assume that environmentateros of stakeholders only count if
they generate an opportunity to the firm for finahémprovement. In this paper we
propose that managers’ trust in stakeholders map ahfluence environmental
decisions. Our paper uses the concept of trust ékjayavis, & Schoorman, 1995;
Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998; Schoormdayer, & Davis, 2007) to
examine whether the perception of the decision malegarding stakeholder
trustworthiness can constitute a stakeholders” temmgntary form of power, which can
facilitate the implementation of environmental issin the organization.

The literature on this concept of trust (Chiles &Mbkin, 1996; MacCrimmon &
Wehrung, 1986; Rousseat al, 1998) proposes that decisions taken by certaiplpe
(trustors) involve a risk level that depends oneotheople to whom the decision is
related (trustees). Thus, trustors are preparegttd they perceive that trustees present
a sufficient degree of trustworthiness (i.e. apilibtegrity and benevolence) in order for
the risk inherent in the decision to be lower thHampotential benefits (Gefen, Benbasat,
& Pavlou, 2008; Gefen & Heart, 2004; Pavlou & DinapR006).

In the literature, no attention has yet been paithe analysis of the role of managers’
trust placed in the stakeholders on making enviemal decisions. However, this
aspect is important with regard to analyzing theegrmation of contents related to
sustainability (Brundtland Commission, 1987) inwamsity courses for, at least, two

reasons.
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First, those who decide on the contents and finahtation of management education
courses are academics who, when acting as managens,have multiple objectives
(scientific publications, reputation, increasedesi their schools or departments) that
do not prioritize financial aspects. The main objec of many universities may not
even involve financial performance or they mighto@-profit institutions. In any case,
the career development of scholars deciding onddgmgree of sustainability of their
teaching is not usually linked to the financial fpemance of the organization. This
situation is different from what happens outside dimiversity, where managers’ salary
or promotion is linked to the profitability of threfirm. In this context, we attempt to
provide a better understanding of what factorsugriice their decision to integrate
environmental issues into management teaching.

Second, given the importance of students acqusiilts related to sustainability, which
can be used in their subsequent professional #sasanagers, it is of interest to define
ways of influencing the integration of sustainapilinto management education.
Environmental stakeholders tend to be less activie iggard to service organizations
than in relation to industry (Rueda-Manzanaresg@maCorrea & Sharma, 2008). It is
important to understand the different routes ofurfice that stakeholders can develop
in the university environment.

Our work first uses a sample of 74 deans of busirzesl engineering schools in 46
universities in order to provide a brief descriptimf the context of our study. Following
our hypotheses, our final results are based omgbeof a sample including 95 heads of
academic departments responsible for courses imdss and engineering in master
programmes at 25 Spanish universities. Heads ofarttepnt are the managers
responsible for proposing, managing, and supernyisourse syllabuses in the Spanish

system.
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The results show that trust in stakeholders’ abiéind benevolence with regard to
sustainability issues positively influences thelimgness to integrate these topics into
the syllabus of the courses. Although departmeratdsieinterest in the economic
objectives of the department also has a positiflaance in their decisions, we found
no evidence that interest in economic goals modsr#te influence of ability and

benevolence. Figure 1 establishes the relationsimpl/zed in this paper.
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We make three basic contributions to the literatknest, whereas previous articles have
focused on studying the influence of stakeholdecginomic power, the incorporation
of the variable “trust” in the study of the stakk&tess’ role provides an understanding of
the complementary roles of stakeholders and habe®i previously analyzed. Second,
our study responds to a need to implement thatitee on trust beyond the commercial
areas involving a relationship between suppliersd austomers. The article
demonstrates the influence of the concept in momeptex areas of interaction. Third,
the analysis of the role played by stakeholdershen education sector enables us to
better understand the possibilities for collaboratoetween managers and stakeholders
in order to positively influence the integration safstainable issues in the curricula of
university courses.

Following this introduction, the paper is structirento five sections. In the next
section, a review of the literature on trust is eleped. We present the research
hypotheses in the third section. The fourth sectiomers the methodology used and
section five the results obtainedinally, in the sixth section we discuss the result

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

2. Theoretical Background: Trust

The literature on trust has focused on determiriveg factors influencing a person’s
willingness to make a decision, knowititat the final benefits depend on the behavior
or attitude of other people (Mayet al, 1995; Schoormaaet al, 2007). For example, an

individual (trustor) is willing to buy online whehe perceives that the other agents
involved in the operation (trustees) deserve histfrand the interest in the purchase
therefore exceeds the risk involved with respectthe behavior of these agents.

Although the literature on trust has mainly focused analyzing the business
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relationship between a client and a supplier, setudies have also begun to show an
interest in aspects reaching beyond the commespiagre (Gill, 2008; Gill & Mathur,
2007) and in the possibility of the decision beitmnditioned by multiple trustees
(Silverman, 2007).

The willingness (or not) to expose oneself to athactions has constituted the key line
of analysis in much of the literature on trust (BgnCannon, & Mullen, 1998; Mayet

al, 1995; McKnight, Cummings, & Chervany, 1998; M&h& Spreitzer, 1998).
Rousseatet al (1998) define trust as a psychological state casimy the intention to
accept vulnerability based on positive expectati@gzarding the intentions or behavior
of others.

Trust would be unnecessary if actions could be taken without risk (Lewis &
Weigert, 1985). Risk is the perceived probabilitylass from the perspective of the
agent taking the decision (Chiles & McMakin, 198&cCrimmon & Wehrung, 1986).
The losses are not only economic ones, but alsectafhany other factors such as
trustor's time, reputation and social relatio(Resnick, Zeckhauser, Swanson &
Lockwood, 2006). The existence of trust in the argational environment fosters
cooperative behavior (Gambetta, 1988), promoteptaadaorganizational forms (Miles
& Snow, 1992), lowers transaction costs (Rousstal 1998), and facilitates the rapid
formation of ad hoc working groups (Meyerson, We&k<ramer, 1996).

The three factors that have been repeatedly idetht#s explaining the decision to trust
are the trustor's perception of the ability, iniggand benevolence of the trustee
(Gefen, 2002; Mayeet al, 1995; McKnight et al, 2002). Ability refers toettgroup of
skills, competencies, and characteristics that lenabparty to have influence within
some specific domain. Furthermore, the relationshgiween integrity and trust

involves the trustor's perception that the trustdberes to a set of principles that the
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trustor finds acceptable. Finally, benevolencééedxtent to which a trustee is believed
to want to do good to the trustor, aside from sklprofit-related reasons (Mayet al,
1995).

Trustworthiness is the trustor’s perception regaydihese three dimensions of the
trustee - ability, integrity, and benevolence (May al 1995) and is the key
antecedent of trust in the literature on the sul{gcKnight et al 2002; Schoormaat

al, 2007; Serva & Fuller, 2004). Thus, when the pskceived by the trustor exceeds
the maximum level of risk he is willing to take,nsidering the expected benefits, the
trustor chooses not to put his trust in the trustee

The importance of ethics or integrity has been llagkted when significant business
risks exist (Gefen, 2002; Kerler & Killough, 200®)s the literature has emphasized the
importance of considering relevant dimensions ddpen on the specific context
analyzed (Gefen & Heart, 2006; Serva & Fuller, 20Rdvlou & Dimoka, 2006), this
study focuses on the perception of stakeholdemsedsions of ability and benevolence.
The literature on trust has paid far less attentmthe dimension of benevolence and
there have been calls to specifically integrate tlimension (Schoormaat al, 2007). In
any case, to our knowledge no papers in the liuezattombine an analysis of

environmental issues and stakeholders with theatilee on trust.

3. The Context

3.1 Sustainability And Management Education

Sustainability refers to meeting the needs of thesgnt generation without
compromising the ability of future generations teantheirs (Brundtland Commission,
1987). Over the last few years, various internaioforums have highlighted the

importance of integrating knowledge to facilitatestginability in university education.
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For example, The United Nations Educational, Sdienand Cultural Organization
(UNESCO) has identified the years 2005-2014 as “Umited Nations Decade of
Education for Sustainable Development” (UNESCO,L0 our paper, integration of
sustainability into management courses refers eéarthorporation of different contents
that will enable future managers to better undadsthie repercussions of their future
professional activity for future generations. Wey papecial attention to the
incorporation of environmental contents as a compl& to the economic and even
social contents traditionally addressed in manageic@urses.

Interest in environmental issues in the businedgergphas grown exponentially in
recent years (Hahn & Scheermesser, 2006; Marcusidesson, 2006; Sirmon, Hitt &
Ireland, 2007; Starik & Heuer, 2002; Starik & Mas¢cl2000; Starik & Rands, 1995).
However, this interest (if any) has been reflectednanagement courses in a very
heterogeneous manner. Recent literature has offerddtailed identification of the
principles, topics, assignments and assessmentamisams that can be incorporated
into environmental management education (Rands9)20dowever, the literature
analyzing the integration of sustainability issuet university education has been
limited and has focused on proposing pedagogieahiag tools for educators (Porter &
Codrdoba, 2009), case studies on the integratisustfainability in some MBA courses
(Benn & Dunphy, 2009), or approaches to develodeegers capable of ensuring
sustainability (Hind, Wilson, & Lenssen, 2009).

The possibilities for integrating contents relatied sustainability are multiple and
include the existence of one or more specific ®@ithin a course, specialized courses,
or even specialized programmes for sustainable gemant. However, courses in

business schools are still far from providing an$rgerse philosophy or contents aimed
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at helping to understand the importance of consgigesustainability in technical
knowledge in business management (Hart, 2008).

Each faculty member may personally decide to imtiegrcertain reflections on
sustainability in his teaching. However, the forrdaktision to systematically integrate
sustainability into management education courseplimes efforts in relation to
adoption, planning and implementation, whose ulte@nsuccess is dependent on the
attitudes and behavior of other agents (“stakehsldef the organization) who are
going to implant them (teachers), to evaluate tlfgtidents, companies or authorities)
or to finance them (private or public investors}. tAe same time, the decision may
involve a significant risk if stakeholders were decide that environmental advances
have diverted attention from the goals that reaibtter to their organization, or that
they are simply unable to effectively collaborateedo technical ignorance or lack of
interest (Henriques & Sadorsky, 1999).

In other words, the educational manager takingsitmas regarding the integration of
sustainability into the management curriculum caalge whether the stakeholders
provide an economic benefit to the organizatiorhveivironmental developments (e.g.
achieving a higher demand by students or redudm@perational costs). But at the
same time, he also appreciates the risks thatldusion might involve. If he perceives
little financial benefit, the implementation wilt &ast require that the decision maker
perceives that his stakeholders can collaborate thé& development of such a measure,

thus reducing the potential risk of the decision.

3.2. Sustainability And Financial Performance In Ou Context

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

on a systematic integration of sustainability imtmurses. All the universities in our
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sample state that each department is responsibkefting the contents of its courses.
The specific syllabus for each course must be aokoprior to implementation, in a
formal meeting chaired by the head of the departmiére latter proposes the subjects
to be studied in these formal meetings and hesisarsible for monitoring compliance
with what has been approved. Integration of a naiogophy or of contents into the
syllabus of the programmes requires an effort leyhthad of department, who will have
to analyze the possibilities of the professorshis sense, in order to prepare some
specific guidance in relation to the topic, to abtde approval of the changes by the
department and to monitor the incidents and probldgra changes might entail.

The deans in our sample are responsible for magabgie centre and coordinate the
implementation and the contents of the differentrses in a programme. Although the
department decides upon the final contents of theses, the dean plays a symbolic
role, suggesting ideas for courses and promoting dgeneral direction of the
programme. Before discussing our hypotheses, veenpted to better understand the
context in which the sampled heads of departmeatserdecisions. To this end, we sent
a written questionnaire to 164 deans of businedseagineering schools in 69 Spanish
universities in order to learn their perceptiongareling the economic benefits that a
proactive environmental strategy could provide ke tcentre. The final sample
comprised 74 deans of 46 different universities.

The environmental proactivity of each centre wagssuneed by an arithmetic mean of 13
items which captured various environmental prasticeand their degree of
implementation in the centre, measured using art.g@ale from 0 to 6 points in which
higher scores meant a higher degree of proactiVibe perceived economic benefits

were calculated by using a variable comprisinge3ng related to improvements in
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student demand, revenue or cost reduction measalsesby means of a 7-point Likert
scale from O to 6.

The measures enabled us to classify the schoaidstlimée groups according to their
degree of environmental development. The threepgromvere formed according to a
confidence interval on the mean at 95%. The centtesse environmental proactivity
was below this confidence interval were classif@sdlow-proactivity centres, schools
above this range were classified as high-proagtisintres and finally, centres whose
average score was within the confidence intervakvetassified as having an average
proactivity.

Table 1 shows a descriptive analysis of the resldtained. An ANOVA analysis (F =
0.98, Sig = 0.38) shows that there are no sigmificifferences in deans’ perceptions of
the economic advantages from the development @afcpixee 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” Trustworthines$n The Decision To Integrate
Sustainability Into Management Education Courses
4.1.1. Perception Of Stakeholders™ Ability
Ability is that group of skills, competencies, addaracteristics that enable a party to
have influence within some specific domain (Magtral, 1995). Ability is always
studied for specific domains because, for exangpkeyustee may have a high ability to
collaborate in the integration of sustainabilitjoimTmanagement courses, but may have a
reduced ability to program in some specific prograng language.
Literature on stakeholders applied to environmergslies has shown that managers’
perceptions regarding stakeholders are directlatedl to the degree of corporate
environmental commitment (Henriqgues & Sadorsky, & Fassinis & Vaffeas, 2002)
and the types of environmental practices implenteii&harma & Henriques, 2005).
Applied to the study of university management, Lshury (2001) found that
integration of environmental management on campcoaede linked to students” skills
in order to provide effective collaboration in tiésue.
Head of departments’ perception of the ability loé torganization’s stakeholders to
collaborate in the integration of environmental taumability allows the former to
reduce the risks of their decision in at leastehrays. First, the ability of stakeholders
in the area requires less effort by the head ohdegnt in explaining the objectives
pursued. Second, the ability of stakeholders irsgeathe chances of successful
implantation and reduces the need for prior investmFinally, this ability enables
stakeholders to more easily understand the probteatsmay arise in the process and,

therefore, to possibly evaluate less negativelgssible error.
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In other words, the final degree of success ouffailof sustainability integration into
management education is influenced by the depatisstakeholders and the ability of
these stakeholders can reduce the risk taken biighd of the department on making
the decision. A lower level of risk in a decisidways favours its development and this
is particularly important when the perceived adages of this decision are low.
Therefore:

Hypothesis 1.a. Stakeholders” ability perceivedtiy head of department

positively affects his intention to integrate susdbility issues into courses

developed by the department.

4.1.2. Perception Of Stakeholders” Benevolence

Benevolence is the extent to which a trustee igebetl to want to do good to the
trustor, aside from any selfish profit-related wres (Mayer et al, 1995). The
willingness of trustees to work selflessly in thaerests of the trustor is not so
dependent on the context in which both agentscaaed, but is rather a characteristic
of the trustee. This, however, does not excludeptssibility that, in certain situations,
trustees” benevolence is modified by the environirtidayeret al, 1995). Furthermore,
unlike what occurs with the dimensions of abilitgdaintegrity, perception of the
trustee’s benevolence is increased after a conginglationship between trustor and
trustee. Hence, an analysis of the dimension oé\@ence is particularly important in
situations with already existing relationships {s@s the one we are interested in our
analysis) rather than initial trust relationshiptageret al, 1995).

The literature on trust in business relationshipsy.( electronic commerce) has
traditionally paid more specific attention to thendnsions of ability and integrity

(Clarke, 2007; Martin, 2006; Simons, 1999). Howewerrecent years, much attention
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has been given to the study of benevolence as @aretory dimension of the trustor’s
decision to trust in a trustee (Schoorneqal, 2007).
An illustrative example of the concept of beneveokein our analysis would involve
considering the relationship between a head oftl@eat and a dean. Reorientation of
the contents of the courses by the head of thertlepat may involve other special
measures, such as adjustments in setting the deheflicourses. The dean can be
perceived (or not) by the head of the departmerat person usually inclined to assist
the head of department in his tasks, although it nm be his obligation to do so. If the
head of the department perceives the dean as bemgyolent, the head of department
becomes less vulnerable on deciding to promotegiat®n of sustainability into
department courses.
Stakeholders’ benevolence facilitates the decisiotine trustor to trust them. First, the
stakeholder is open to the guidance consideredetsuitable by the trustor, which
reduces the effort involved in justifying them amidbtaining their disinterested
collaboration. Second, a benevolent stakeholdenase understanding in relation to
potential failures or disruptions in the systemmcsi he is able to empathise with the
trustor, even though no gain is involved.
Hence, the head of department will be more williagexpose himself to stakeholders
when he perceives that stakeholders are more witbncollaborate on a certain issue.
This therefore reduces the risk taken by the hdatkpartment. This gives rise to the
following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1.b. Stakeholders” benevolence percélydlde head of department

positively affects his intention to integrate susdbility issues into courses

developed by the department.
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4.2. The Decision-makers” Interest In The Economic Objaoves Of Their
Organization
4.2.1. The Direct Influence
Integration of stakeholders” environmental intefastlitates the development of more
advanced environmental strategies (Hart, 1995)hAtsame time, paying attention to
stakeholders” interest on environmental issues lemabrganizations to increase
financial profitability (Bermaret al, 1999; Hart, 1995; Ogden & Watson, 1999) due to,
firstly, reduction of waste, energy use and codii & Ahuja, 1996) and, secondly, to
profits arising from product differentiation (Porter & veer Linde, 1995a; 1995b).
Even in organizations that do not aim to obtairhbrgprofitability, financial issues are
important. For example, heads of university depani® manage a budget that serves to
meet the equipment needs of their faculty, to pagsts’ expenses or to provide a travel
budget to their own professors. The importance rgibg the head of department to
financial issues may depend on multiple factorg. (e characteristics of the decision
maker, the context, the professors’ needs, the tackbundance of budget). In any
event, an interest in financial issues will make hiead of department more interested in
issues that can influence the financial situatibthe department.
Trustor’s expectations with regard to benefitimfrthe decision to trust will be seen in
a greater willingness to risk relying on the trestln general, heads of department may
be familiar with the potential of environmentaluss in firms. Heads of department
who are very interested in the financial objectigétheir organization may therefore be
more willing to incorporate sustainability issuasitheir management. Therefore:
Hypothesis 2. An interest in the financial aimstloé organization positively
influences the intention of the heads of departmenntegrate sustainability

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

As discussed above, a theoretical and empiricain@ation of the external influences
in managers’ perceptions of trustworthiness’ dinams in corporate environmental
strategy is very limited in the literature on eoviment and organizations. While much
of the strategic management literature focusesoonpetition among firms, managers
are increasingly realizing that sources of competitadvantage may be found in
cooperation with other firms (Hitet al 2001). Trustworthiness is important in the
management field because it has been recognizedpassible source of competitive
advantage (Barney & Hansen, 1994).

Additionally, trust lowers transaction costs andowt for greater flexibility in
responding to changing market conditions (Barneylaasen, 1994; Gulati, 1995; Uzzi,
1997) and leads to greater information sharingctwiimproves coordination and joint
effort in minimizing inefficiencies (Aoki, 1988; @tk & Fujimoto, 1991; Nishiguchi,
1994). Moreover, trust can affect governance gainest negotiation costs and
perception of risks within strategic alliances dmdsiness unit performance (Davis,
Schoorman, Mayer, & Tan, 2000; Nooteboetral, 1997; Zaheeet al, 1998).
Furthermore, in the literature on organizations aatlral environment, one line of
research has examined the influence of specifiermal organizational factors on the
willingness of firms to develop proactive enviromted strategies. Examples of such
influences include managerial interpretations ofiemmental issues (Bansal, 2003;
Sharma, 2000), managerial attitudes toward theremwient (Cordano & Frieze, 2000),
leadership (Egri & Herman, 2000; Ramus & StegerP030 and organizational
champions (Andersson & Bateman, 2000).

Different studies have shown the moderating effe€tmmanagers’ perceptions on the

relationship between stakeholder’ concerns and fitm’'s environmental strategy
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(Sharma, 2000; Cordano & Frieze, 2000; Kassinisakdiotou, 2006). However, the
moderating effect of the importance for managersnaincial issues on the relationship
between stakeholder trustworthiness and the iniegraf sustainability has not yet
been studied. We drew upon this literature to stbdw the head of department’s
interest in financial aims moderates the relatignshetween two dimensions of
trustworthiness (i.e. ability and benevolence) #mal integration of sustainability into
management education courses.

As previously mentioned, empirical analyses of mhederating effects of managers’
perceptions on the integration of sustainabilityonganizations has been discussed in
the literature on stakeholders and the environr(téabriques & Sadorsky, 1999). More
specifically, within the literature on trust, theoderating effect of the context on the
relationship between the three dimensions of trogtviness and the initial formation of
trust between a trustor and trustee has been ath(Berva & Fuller, 2004). However,
this literature has not yet analyzed the moderagifigcts of managers™ perceptions of
the economic benefits deriving from the introducti@f sustainability on the
relationship between the dimensions of trustwodks and the integration of
sustainability.

This analysis is particularly relevant in the comtef university schools, where the
perceptions of the decision makers responsiblenfegrating environmental issues play
a key role in the final decision taken. As alreaaentioned, these managers’
perceptions regarding stakeholders’ dimensions lolitya and benevolence have a
significant positive influence in the decision tdegrate sustainability into the centre.
However, this relationship is also moderated by peeceptions of these managers
regarding the economic benefits to be derived frohe implementation of

environmental practices in their centres.
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The literature on organizations and environmentwshdhat improved financial
performance usually accompanies proactive enviromahestrategies that exceed
regulatory requirements (Hart & Ahuja, 1995; JudgeDouglas, 1998, Klassen &
McLaughlin, 1996, Russo & Fouts, 1997). Manageesusually aware of this issue, and
this knowledge can therefore be expected to inflaetheir decisions regarding
corporate environmental issueslowever, this study helps to complete this purely
economic approach, by incorporating into the analyse importance of managers’ trust
in the organization’s stakeholders. Specificaltyisiimportant to study the moderating
effect that the head of department’s interest ia timancial targets exerts in the
relationship between the integration of sustaimgbinto the organization and the
perceived trustworthiness of stakeholders. Thisepdpcuses on the analysis of two
dimensions of trustworthiness: stakeholder abgitygl benevolence. This basis is used
to raise the two research hypotheses describeavbelo

First, the decision maker’s perception of the &pibf organization’s stakeholders is
positively related to the likelihood of integratingnvironmental issues into the
organization. Additionally, the interest of the #mn-maker in the organisation’s
financial objectives moderates this relationshipisTmay be because the greater the
interest of the decision makers in the financigeotives of the organization, the more
concerned they are about the economic performanmeded by the integration of
sustainability into the organization. Thus, if tdecision maker is aware that the
development of proactive environmental strategeesusually accompanied by an
increase in financial performance, the greaterraéstein financial targets can be
expected to reinforce the positive relationshipweenn perceived ability of the
stakeholders and the integration of environmergaues into the organization, i.e.,

increased likelihood of this integration occurringhis is due to the fact that an interest
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in financial objectives reduces the perceived riskerent in the integration of
environmental issues, since this integration iseetgd to improve the financial
performance of the organization. By way of an exianfet us imagine a head of
department who is very interested in the finanakgéctives of the department (reduced
operational costs, increased budget revenues, €ttg head of department perceives
that the stakeholders are highly capable of cotiony in the integration of
sustainability, and he is considering the decidionntegrate sustainability into the
management education courses taught by the lestafahe department. In this case,
the perceived risk of trusting in the stakeholdebility to work together for the
integration of sustainability into the managemedtuaation courses taught by the
department is much lower. There are two reasonshfsr The first relates to the high
perceived ability of stakeholders, which reduces tisk that the head of department
perceives in the integration of sustainability ssunto management education. The
second reason relates to the high level of interete head of department in financial
targets, which reduces the perceived risk, sinsejtéhas been demonstrated, the
development of proactive environmental strategies usually accompanied by
improvements in financial performance. Consequeiitlthe head of department feels
that the stakeholders™ ability is very high, thghhidegree of interest of the head of
department in financial targets will increase thebability of integrating sustainability
into the management courses, since an empiricalioakhip has been proved to exist
between developing a proactive environmental giyatand improving financial
performance and, additionally, the head of departnfeels that stakeholders have the
skills to work competently in this integration. $hwould be the most positive scenario.
But let us imagine, instead, that the head of depant is not very interested in the

financial objectives of the department and perceihat stakeholders lack the ability to
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cooperate in the implementation of sustainabilityrianagement courses. In this case,
both the economical (cost of implementation of emwnental project in the
organization) and the non-economical (departmemetthr’s reputation damaged image
of the department, etc) losses perceived by the lbédahe department will be much
greater, thereby increasing the perceived risk ramitein the decision to implement
sustainability in management education coursesighen level of perceived risk would
reduce the probability of deciding to integrate iemwvmental issues into the
management education courses taught by the depdrtasturers. Hence, we propose
the following hypothesis.

Hypothesis 3.a. The decision maker’s interestnarfcial targets moderates the

positive relationship between his perception of stekeholders” ability and the

integration of environmental issues into the orgation.
Second, as mentioned above, the direct relations#tiyween the manager’'s perception
of the stakeholders” benevolence and the probalufiintegrating sustainability into
the organization is of a positive nature. Howeas,with the ability dimension, the
interest of the decision maker in the organisaidimancial goals exerts a moderating
effect on this relationship. To illustrate thist les consider the case of a department
which is considering the possibility of integratisgstainability into the management
education courses taught by the lecturers of tipari@ents. More specifically, let us
consider the case of a department whose head pescitie stakeholders’ benevolence
with regard to cooperating in the introduction aeonmental issues to be very high,
and who also has little interest in the departnsefitiancial goals. On one hand, the
head of department will be more willing to exposedelf to the actions of these
stakeholders, i.e. he will be more inclined to trie stakeholders’ benevolence and,

consequently, there will be a lower perceived atkrusting them as partners who will
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positively influence the integration of sustainabiinto management education courses.
But on the other hand, despite these high expeotiregarding stakeholders’
benevolence, the head of department has littlegsten the financial objectives of the
department. This fact reduces the probability ef tlead of department preferring the
option of implementing sustainability in these smg. This is because the decision to
integrate sustainability is less appealing to teadhof department, since he perceives a
high inherent risk. In other words, the head ofatepent’s low level of interest in
financial objectives, which would surely be enhahcby the integration of
sustainability, means that he will be less williogrisk this decision. Thus, the head of
department will be less willing to implement somethin whose results (improved
financial performance) he is quite uninterestedisTgives rise to the following
hypothesis.

Hypothesis 3.b. The decision maker’s interestnarfcial targets moderates the

positive relationship between his perception of stekeholders™ benevolence

and the integration of environmental issues in®dhganization.

5. Methodology

5.1. Sample

The sample comprises 95 heads of department whmsses are integrated into the
master programmes of business schools and engigeechools at 25 Spanish
universities. As described above, it is importaninbte that department managers in
Spain are mainly responsible for the specific $yll and orientation of the courses,
whereas deans, for example, play a broader rotrdowmting departments and school

management, and serve as symbolic representatives.
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The sample was obtained by means of a written munestire sent on three occasions by
both regular mail and by email to the heads ofdépartment with the option to reply
online or on paper. The total population that reegithe questionnaire comprised 224
heads of department from Spanish universitiesgpaese rate of 42.41% of department
heads surveyed). This rate of response can bedsyadi as highly satisfactory in
comparison with the usual response rates in thieskes. Furthermore, no significant
differences were found in the size of the univasithat responded to the questionnaire.
Additionally, no significant differences were foumdthe replies to the questionnaire in

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

5.2.Measures

Hierarchical moderating regression enables a hmlell of compliance with the

proposed objectives of the study. Here we brief@saldibe each of the variables
employed in the analysis.

Integration of sustainability into management eduoan. This variable measures the
extent to which the head of a department is willmgntegrate sustainability issues into
management courses in the future. We asked resptnttedescribe their willingness
to integrate in the future eight different issuelating to sustainability into the syllabus
of the courses taught by their departments (inalgidiegulatory approaches, ethics,
management systems, waste, energy saving, resfousi® of technology, economic
implications, and general knowledge). Our final mwea was the arithmetic mean of
their replies to the 8 items based upon a Likesteserom 1 to 5, where higher values
indicate more advanced intentions regarding thegnattion of environmental topics.
The confirmatory analysis showed appropriate valt@sthe measurgcomposite

reliability = .88).
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Stakeholders” perceived abilityhis variable reflects heads of department's ties

of stakeholders' ability to assist in integratingstainability into management courses.
As described in greater detail in the fourth secttbe measurement of this variable was
built upon the definition of ability provided by Mer et al (1995). Specifically, we used
a set of items to gather the heads of departmepésteptions regarding the
stakeholders’ ability to fruitfully cooperate inethintegration of sustainable teaching
into management education. We used a Likert scafa 0 to 6, in which higher values
reflect a high perceived ability of each stakehnldéne stakeholders included in the
analysis are: the lecturers of the department, mowent commissions for the masters,
students of the courses taught by the departmtenggdvernment team at the University,
the political leaders of university issues, andiemmental groups and NGOs. These
stakeholders were identified following open intews with 5 heads of department in
several universities (these heads were not includetde sample analyzed). The final
measure was the arithmetic mean of the 6 itemsosexh A confirmatory factorial
analysis showed the goodness of fit (compositalvdiiy = .69).

Stakeholders” perceived benevolenc&his is a variable indicating heads of
departments’ perceptions of stakeholders” benewelewith regard to honestly
collaborating in the integration of sustainabilityo management education (Mayedr
al, 1995). The procedure was similar to that usesl/aduate ability, but now focused on
ascertaining the opinion of the head of departnren¢lation to the selfless and honest
cooperation he expected from each stakeholder v@sipect to the integration of
sustainability into management courses. The coationy factorial analysis showed the
goodness of fit (composite reliability = .82).

Interest in financial aims This variable measures the head of departmerteseast in

financial issues. A Likert scale from 0 to 6 wasdiso evaluate five different objectives
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in a university department (teaching quality, reskeaoutputs, financial incomes,
operating costs, and promotion of the scholars)e®ploratory factorial analysis shows
the potential of joint analysis of the two item&atimg to financial issues (incomes and
costs). The final measure is an arithmetic meahese two items (composite reliability
= .65). A descriptive variable showed that intefasinancial issues in the department
was the proposed target that scored the loweseémrof 3.24) for the sampled heads of
department (the mean for the quality of teachingched 4.65, the promotion of
scholars scored 4.49 on average, while the imprememof research results was ranked
with an average of 4.52).

Control variable The previous literature shows the potential efeddhe context on the
proactive environmental approach of the firms. lr sample we use departments
involved in business schools and engineering sshét#nce, we controlled for heads of
departments’ provenance by using a binary variabla distinguishes heads of

department embedded in business schools or ineagng schools.

6. Results

Table 3 reports basic descriptive statistics andetations. The reported variables
present no major correlation problems. Table 4 shoemparisons of hierarchically
nested regression models. Model 1 provides a In@setiodel that includes only the
control variable for the provenance of the headslegartment. Models 2 and 3 are

hierarchical models that provide tests of spedifipotheses.

47



Chapter 2. Environmental Progresses When Finahojaications Are Not The Aim: The Importance Of

Trust In Stakeholders On Deciding The Integratidrs0stainability Into Management Education

100 = d s
0= d =
= &
o=d ,

Q0L ) Tmarr zasmer FETE "

L) T Tmoag cadmer [EIg q

LE=T,
HE._” m m_u_ IW._”.u *h.,._”.u W_”_ ”.—-._” - mm W._” ...r.._.n:.um . w.uw.mu_u.q_.umm_u.._.mu.ﬂ T.whr._”m.u..nm_.m X ﬂUHmN ...N._”H.ﬂ_..m.ﬂ._m _H_” 15 m...nm_u..ﬂﬂ_” ﬂ.hﬂnm.ﬂﬂ_u-ﬂm&m._ufH_u ._H_NNHIH P
BITR[0ARTEY
=30 L0 L) ot 56 I SIRPONENE)S PRATEOIE X STINE [ETSUETIF T 1SEAE 5 jusmpyedsp 3o pEsl g
LT #TL ir =T I SFE _STHIE [ETOWETI Tl 152120 5 Juamaedsp Jo peay ¢
#0T 1) #xBT E6 6T ANIqe STEpIOTENENs pAAEIR b
- #xE 86 6T FOTR[0AawRq STEP[OTEAEIS pRAEIR]
sx=BET 6 o _Jeonas SutsemIng snslea (00T SIAUISNG T
o8’ 69T JOUEINPa JIEWESETET U AJIqETIESNS J0 noneiSam |
g g i £ v I P wEITL AqELE N

STONE[RLI0) PUE *STOD LA PICPUELS ‘SUEITy
EJTAVL

48



Chapter 2. Environmental Progresses When Finahojaications Are Not The Aim: The Importance Of

Trust In Stakeholders On Deciding The Integratidrs0stainability Into Management Education

100 = d ses
10> d =
s = d s
or=d,

‘seseTuaied W 51 HEWLED Yo

10T JULSUELS- 1 ST CSIUSIIEE0d DAITPIEPUELS 2IE S3]EML3 s1ajemered ST EqELEL uﬂwﬂ.ﬂﬂ.&w._u ST =1 uoneEnps 1maTas EmET Wl ..ﬁ_”..._.n_.mﬂ....m“_.ﬂ_.._.wm_u _.._”_u.._.l.m.._..Mm___Hn_ L ¥

oy 8T AV

£ e T |

x99 #xxl T 01 x5 F1 d

(+£-) €0 STIIE [ETSUETI W isaraqut 5 manntedap Jo peaq] w ANQQE  S1aplotEyers

(1e-) €0 STOTE [ETSMETIE W1 JSRI3JUL 5 JUauniedsp Jo pEsl » S0Us[0LSURY SISP[OVeiELS

UONELBPOF]

AL Jdognito STITE [ETIWETIL 1 J5A%8)0I 5 Juammiedsp Jo pea)]

ST 0T {TED 1T0 dnpgqe spofEqElg

3D T L9 D T AITA[OASTRY | SIBP[OTRTELS

sl £V F) OF 0 sl 157 OF s+l E8°E) BEOr souenasond s juemedap o pEay

«x(L0E) $T°T #xlS0E) 0T zaxlLUST)LETT JmEsme )
£ PPeTY v [FPOTY [ IPPoTY A[qEHEY

STsATemy uolssaasay aeaur] afdunyy pareiapoTy [EINIILISTE A1) Jo s)nsay
FITAVL

49



Chapter 2. Environmental Progresses When Finahojaications Are Not The Aim: The Importance Of
Trust In Stakeholders On Deciding The Integratidrs0stainability Into Management Education

Model 1 shows that the heads of departments' pemaninfluences their preferences
regarding the integration of sustainability intee tmanagement education for which
their department is responsible. More specificdllys dummy variable takes the value
0 when the heads of department are from a busswsm®l and the value 1 when they
are from a school of engineering. Hence, the coefit obtained (-0.38) reveals a lower
level of environmental proactivity in heads of depeent from engineering schools. To
some extent, this result is to be expected, becaltb®ugh the number of colleges and
schools that have implemented an environmental geanant system in Spain remains
in the minority, greater implementation of thesprapches can be seen in the contexts
of business schools. This high degree of integnatiosustainability can be interpreted
as greater involvement of business schools in enmental issues in comparison to the
engineering schools in our sample.

The results of Model 2 support hypotheses l.aahd?2. First, hypotheses 1.a and 1.b
show the positive and direct influence of the hedddepartment's perceptions in
stakeholder ability and benevolence, and the hédémartment's preferences regarding
integration of sustainability into the managemeamirses taught by the lecturers of the
department, respectively. Moreover, hypothesis ggested a positive and direct
relationship between the head of department'sasten financial aims and integration
of sustainability into the department’s managencentses.

Model 3, however, although confirming hypotheses, 1.b and 2, does not support
hypotheses 3.a and 3.b. These two hypotheses dstie moderating effects of the
head of department's interest in financial aims tba relationship between his
perceptions of the stakeholders' ability and beleaw®, and the integration of
sustainability into the department’'s managementrsesl A detailed justification of

these results can be found in the discussion secfithis paper.
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7. Discussion, Limitations, Future Research And Imjocations

7.1. Discussion

Our study provides interesting results in relatiimn three topics. First, heads of
departments’ perceptions of stakeholders’ dimerssiof ability and benevolence
directly and positively affect the heads of deparits’ willingness to integrate
sustainability issues into management courses tanghe department. In this section,
we subsequently discuss the implications of thesalts both in the literature on trust
and in the literature on stakeholders applied torenmental issues.

Second, our analysis shows that even when the edonoenefits of environmental
management are not perceived as relevant by thesagaschools, and financial targets
are not very relevant to heads of department, @lfterls interest in financial issues
positively influences their willingness to integratontents related to sustainability into
the management courses provided by the departriiéig. result is relevant in the
context of education because, to date, the focsidean on environmental awareness as
an explanatory variable for this integration (UNEJC2003; Barcelona Declaration,
2004). However, our result completes this apprdagtshowing that the academics’
financial interests can also assist in the prooésstegrating sustainability into courses
in university schools.

Third, hypotheses 3.a and 3.b raised relating éontloderating effect of the head of
department’s interest in the relationship betwe®n his perceptions of stakeholders”
ability and benevolence, and the integration otasnability into the organization are
not statistically significant. We believe that taagsults may be related to the lack of
importance given by the heads of department irsample to the financial objectives of
the department, in comparison with other more atéclegyoals (such as improving

research results, teaching quality improvementpmotion of department staff).
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Consequently, although the heads of departmertey'dst in financial issues influences
their willingness to integrate sustainability issuato the courses, the low level of
perceived importance in comparison with other dijes prevents financial interest
from acting as a mechanism for reducing the risicggeed by the head of department
when deciding to implement these issues and to oelystakeholders™ ability and
benevolence. As this perceived risk is not reduded, relationship between the
integration of sustainability into courses and bead of department’s willingness to
become vulnerable (i.e. to trust) to stakeholderthis issue is not modified (it neither
increases nor decreases). This factor might exgph@mbsence of a moderating effect of
the interest in financial aims in our sample.

Our results provide interesting theoretical contriins to the previous literature. The
paper shows the potential of introducing the coha&ptrust (Mayeret al, 1995;
Schoormanet al, 2007) in the literature on stakeholders and @étenvironment
(Aragon-Correa, 1998; Driscoll & Starik, 2004; Hat©995; Henriques & Sadorsky,
1999; Starik, 1995; Sharma, 2000). Our results shioat heads of departments’
perceptions of stakeholder ability and benevoldmee a direct impact on the positive
integration of sustainability into management edioca

The previous literature on stakeholders and naten@ironment had placed special
emphasis on identifying the stakeholders with gne&conomic power to influence
environmental decisions. Studies conducted in diffe industries have identified as
particularly relevant the government and customeug, to their potential to influence
economic performance (e.g. Henrigues & Sadorsky9190ur paper shows that
stakeholders can be important, although their emononfluence may be limited, if
they influence the risk taken by managers in tenision. Our results complement the

previous literature, which suggests a higher lesfedevelopment of environmental
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approaches when these are seen as opportunities than threats (Sharma, 2000). Our
work suggests that the decision maker always pe¥sedbpportunities and threats in
relation to the stakeholder’s vision of environnamevelopments. Thus, it is not that
opportunities replace threats (or reach a highezl)ebut that opportunities are merely
more than threats (regardless of the relevanceaoh ene). Our sample of deans
showed a context in which few financial benefits perceived in relation to proactive
environmental management, whereas the heads oftoegda show a higher degree of
willingness to develop more environmental approadhéhey perceive trustworthiness
in their stakeholders.

In any case, heads of departments’ interest iktlo@omic objectives of the department
will be positively related to the decision to intatp sustainability into management
education. Hence, a more positive perception of ftitere economic benefits of
environmental progress by heads of department caldd positively influence the
willingness to develop environmental progress bemgithening the argument of the
previous literature.

Furthermore, our results support the existingdtiere dealing with stakeholders’ power
to influence the decisions of organizations. On tw@d, our results confirm the
proposals of Mitchelet al (1997) relating to the fact that stakeholders msgy different
forms of power (not only economic) to influence tthecisions of organizations. The
disqualification or loss of reputation that a heafddepartment may suffer to his
stakeholders as a result of his interest in susibdity appears to constitute a form of
symbolic power (Etzioni, 1964) that may be pari@ely important in our analysis.
These results can also provide an interesting briolefween the anthropocentric and
utilitarian (oriented towards profits) approachedhe literature on stakeholders and the

approaches that propose that adding non-hurstakeholders (i.e. the natural
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environment) could make an organization's stakeftaltap more complete in relation
to identification, analysis, evaluation, and resiolu of environmental problems (Starik,
1994; 1995) Although some scholars have asserted that varispeces of the natural
environment can be considered as one or more pristakeholders of the firm (e.g.
Buchholz, 1993; Shrivastava, 1995; Srikantia andridiria, 1997; Starik, 1995; Stead
& Stead, 1996; 2000), traditional stakeholder thiduas failed to recognize the Earth
and its surroundings as a legitimate stakeholdeh witrinsic worth (Nash, 1987;
Starik, 1994).

Moreover, the results of this paper also help tettee needs for literature on trust,
which have previously focused almost completely ruploe relationship between a
single trustor and a single trustee, in a commkpoatext (RosenbaunMassiah, &
Jackson, 2006; van Gigch, 2007). Our study extehgsanalysis to the relationship
between a trustor (head of department) and setrestkes (stakeholders), and to a non-
commercial context. Analysis of the role played the concept of trust in the
integration of sustainability in management edwcatshows the potential of the
literature for non-commercial decisions which dreréfore not necessarily linked to the
financial profitability of the organization. Furttmore, the nature of the trust
relationship that might exist between a singletbuand a single trustee differs from the
nature of a relationship of trust between a trustod several trustees. Our paper
suggests that the existence of multiple stakehsladgluencing the risk involved in a
decision has a significant joint effect on a demismaker’s willingness. The decision
maker’s vulnerability in these situations may beager than when dealing with a single
stakeholder, due to the fact that opportunisticabedr 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 recogniz&dst, trust, as considered in this
study, presents a unidirectional nature from thstar to the trustees (stakeholders), and
reciprocity of the trust from trustees (stakehadjiéo trustor is therefore not addressed.
There is a need to extend this analysis in therduitn order to test the effects of this
reciprocity on the evolution of trust between tarstand trustees (stakeholders) over
time.

A second limitation is that the model and resedrghotheses put forward focus upon
analysis of how trust influences decisions assediatvith the integration of
sustainability in a very specific context: managaetexiucation. Moreover, the scope of
the sample is geographically limited. There is e¢fme a need for caution in
extrapolating results to other contexts.

This analysis can be completed with several lineduture research. Aside from
complementing our investigation with additional gd@s, the possibility of working
with data on the temporal evolution of the topiddterent universities might also be
particularly attractive. Perception of the trustneaml by stakeholders in situations in
which environmental advances are compulsory cansfitan attractive issue for future
research.

Studies in this sense could also attempt to andahg@otential influence of the personal
background of heads of departments. Although tieealiure shows that these features
play a more relevant role in the building of initieust (Serva & Fuller, 2004), it might
be interesting to analyze whether certain profesdjopsychological or formative
profiles of heads of department modify the assestntBey make regarding
collaboration with the stakeholders of a universigpartment. In any case, given that

the propensity to trust is deeply embedded witlaoheindividual (Rotter, 1971), it is
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unlikely to differ substantially across contextsei@ & Fuller, 2004), so the
conclusions drawn from the literature in relationthis 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 organizationd thish to advance their
environmental approaches should consider the pbigsif developing a partnership
with their stakeholders based upon trust. Whilevipres literature had recommended
paying attentiorto stakeholders” environmental interests basesconomic benefit, we
proposecollaboratingon the basis of trust in the organization's staldgrs. Trust, and
specifically its dimensions of ability and benevuale, is revealed as a powerful tool for
reducing the risk associated with the decision mglknvolved in the development of a
more proactive environmental strategy. Althougls tieicommendation is intended to be
useful to any organization, the interest may beeesfly important for educational
organizations, whose managers and organizatiorsdégtes have a particular interest in
goals (scientific publications, reputation, inciegsthe number of teaching positions)
which frequently have a special bond with the dibjes related to the financial
profitability of the organization.
Our work shows that managers must understand tissilplities provided by the
stakeholders with regard to assuming lower levélss& in decisions often dependent
on the behavior and attitude of these stakeholdersthe field of management
education, it is important to establish the exiséeaf relevant stakeholders who should
be taken into account in order to facilitate theegnation of sustainability, even in the

courses of the departments, including the professbthe department, the Governance
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Committee of the faculties, students, the Goverea@ommittee of the University,
those in charge of university political issues, angironmental groups and NGOs.
Moreover, our study provides stakeholders with ofyties to influence managerial
behavior beyond the traditional approaches of firnncentive or penalty. Being seen
as a trustworthy stakeholder in the environmentaltext encourages the organization
responsible for taking the decision to assume iglelevel that this decision implies. A
low level trust of managers in the stakeholderdiitaland benevolence can mean that,
even when managers see important potential finebeiaefits in their environmental
management, they would be unwilling to accept teeision, due to the high level of
risk involved for them.

The literature on this topic remains scarce, inoatext of growing concern for
environmental issues and in which the role of mama@s being responsible in this
sense is becoming increasingly relevant. Undoufptqatievious work by universities
involving training and informing future managerssha huge impact on subsequent
work by these managers in their future working ssvinent. There is therefore a
pressing need for broader and deeper analysiseovdhous alternatives available for

the integration of sustainability in managementoadion.

57



Chapter 2. Environmental Progresses When Finahojaications Are Not The Aim: The Importance Of
Trust In Stakeholders On Deciding The Integratidrs0stainability Into Management Education

References

Andersson, L. M., & Bateman, T. S. 2000. Individuathvironmental initiative:
Championing natural environmental issues in U.Ssiress organizations.
Academy of Management Journadt3(4): 548-570.

Aragon-Correa, J. A. 1998. Strategic proactivityd dirm approach to the natural
environmentAcademy of Management Journagft1(5): 556-567.

Aoki, M. 1988. Information, incentives, and bargaining in the Jap&se economy
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Bansal, P. 2003. From issues to actions: The impoé& of individual concerns and
organizational values in responding to natural mmmental issues.
Organization Sciencgl4: 510-527.

Barney, J. B., & Hansen, M. H. 1994. Trustworth;n@és a source of competitive
advantageStrategic Management Journall5(8): 175-190.

Benn, S., & Dunphy, D. 2009. Action research as approach to integrating
sustainability into MBA programs: an exploratoryudy. Journal of
Management Education33(3): 276.

Berman, S. L., Wicks, A. C., Kotha, S., & JonesMT.1999. Does stakeholder
orientation matter? The relationship between stakigm management models
and firm financial performancécademy of Management Journai2(5): 488-
506.

Buchholz, W. 1993. A further perspective on neityrah a public goods economy with
conjectural variationd?ublic Finance Quarterly 21(1): 115-119.

Chiles. T. H., & McMackin, J. F. 1996. Integratimgriable risk preference, trust, and

transaction cost economigscademy of Management Revie1: 73-99.

58



Chapter 2. Environmental Progresses When Finahojaications Are Not The Aim: The Importance Of
Trust In Stakeholders On Deciding The Integratidrs0stainability Into Management Education

Clark, K, & Fujimoto, T. 1991.Product development performance: Strategy,
organization and management in the world auto indries. Harvard Business
School Press, Cambridge, MA.

Clarke, J. 2007. Trust, reputation, integrity amdf@ssionalism reflections on business
relationshipsAccountancy Ireland 39(1): 54-58.

Cordano, M., & Frieze, I. H. 2000. Pollution redoat preferences of U.S.
environmental managers: applying Ajzen’s theory ménned behavior.
Academy of Management Journgdt3(4): 627-641.

Darnall, N., Henriques, |, & Sadorsky, P. 2008. Bovironmental management
systems improve business performance in an inierr@tsetting?Journal of
International Management 14(4): 364-376.

Darnall, N., Seol, |, & Sarkis, J. 2009. Perceivethkeholder influences and
organizations” use of environmental audi#égcounting, Organizations and
Society 34: 170-187.

Davis, J. H., Schoorman, F. D., Mayer, R. C., & ,THnH. 2000. The trusted general
manager and business unit performance: Empiricaleace of a competitive
advantageStrategic Management Journall: 563-576.

Doney, P. M., Cannon, J. P., & Mullen, M. R. 19@Mhderstanding the influence of
national culture on the development of trustademy of Management Review
23: 601-620.

Driscoll, C., & Starik, M. 2004. The primordial &&holder: advancing the conceptual
consideration of stakeholder status for the nateralironment.Journal of

Business Ethics49: 55-73.

59



Chapter 2. Environmental Progresses When Finahojaications Are Not The Aim: The Importance Of
Trust In Stakeholders On Deciding The Integratidrs0stainability Into Management Education

Egri, C. P., & Herman, S. 2000. Leadership in therthl American environmental
sector: values, leadership styles, and contexéweironmental leaders and their
organizationsAcademy of Management Journa#3(4): 571-604.

Etzioni, A. 1964 Modern organizations Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Fineman, S., & Clarke, K. 1996. Green stakeholdardustry interpretations and
responselJournal of Management Studie33(6): 715-730.

Freeman, R. E. 1984Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approaclritman:
Boston, MA.

Gambetta, D. 1988Trust: Making and breaking cooperative relation®New York:
Basil Blackwell.

Gefen, D. 2002. Reflections on the dimensions o$ttrand trustworthiness among
online consumerdDATABASE for Advances in Information System&3: 38—
53.

Gefen, D., Benbasat, I., & Pavlou, P. A. 2008. Aseach agenda for online
environmentsJournal of Management Information System24: 275-286.
Gefen, D., & Heart, T. 2006. On the need to inclodgonal culture as a central issue in
e-commerce trust belief3ournal of Global Information Systemsl4: 1-30.

Gill, A., & Mathur, N. 2007. Improving employee dedtion and pro-social behavior.
International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Mnagement 19(4): 328-
334.

Gill, A. S. 2008. The role of trust in employee-rager relationshiplnternational
Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Managemern20(1): 98-103.

Gulati, R. 1995. Social structure and alliance fation patterns: a longitudinal analysis.

Administrative Science Quarter/y40(4): 619-653.

60



Chapter 2. Environmental Progresses When Finahojaications Are Not The Aim: The Importance Of
Trust In Stakeholders On Deciding The Integratidrs0stainability Into Management Education

Hahn, T., & Scheermesser, M. 2006. Approaches tpotate sustainability among
German companiesCorporate Social Responsibility and Environmental
Management 13: 150-165.

Hart, S. L. 1995. A natural resource-based viewheffirm. Academy of Management
Review 20: 986-1014.

Hart, S. L. 2008 Sustainability must be integral to schools” DNA&inancial Times.
London (UK).

Hart, S. L., & Ahuja, G. 1996. Does it pay be greaé&n empirical examination of the
relationship between emission reduction and firmrfgpmance. Business
Strategy and the Environmen®: 30-37.

Henriques, ., & Sadorsky, P. 1999. The relatiopshietween environmental
commitment and managerial perceptions of stakehahgortance Academy of
Management Journal42: 87-99.

Hind, P., Wilson, A., & Lenssen, G. 2009. Develapleaders for sustainable business.
Corporate Governanced(1): 7-20.

Hitt, M. A., Bierman, L., Shimizu, K., & Kochhar, .R2001. Direct and moderating
effects of human capital on strategy and performancprofessional service
firms: a resource-based perspectikeademy of Management Journah4(1):
13-29.

Jugde, W. Q., & Douglas, T. J. 1998. Performangaigations of incorporating natural
environmental issues into the strategic planningcess: An empirical
assessmendournal of Management Studies35: 241-262.

Kassinis, G. I., & Panayiotou, A. 2006. Perceptiomstter. CEO perceptions and firm

environmental performanc&he Journal of Corporate Citizenshi®3: 67-80.

61



Chapter 2. Environmental Progresses When Finahojaications Are Not The Aim: The Importance Of
Trust In Stakeholders On Deciding The Integratidrs0stainability Into Management Education

Kassinis, G., & Vaffeas, N. 2002. Corporate boaetsl outside stakeholders as
determinants of environmental litigatiobtrategic Management JournaR3(5):
399-415.

Kassinis, G., & Vaffeas, N. 2006. Stakeholders swess and environmental
performanceAcademy of Management Journadl9: 145-159.

Kerler, W. A., & Killough, N. L. 2009. The effectsf satisfaction with a client’s
management during a prior audit engagement, targd, moral reasoning on
auditors” perceived risk of management fralmlrnal of Business Ethics85:
109-136.

Klassen, R. D., & McLaughlin, C. P. 1996. The impatenvironmental management
on firm performanceManagement Sciencet2(8): 1199-1214.

Lewis, J. D., & Weigert, A. 1985. Trust as a soceillity. Social Forces 63: 967-985.

Lounsbury, M. 2001. Institutional sources of preetvariation: staffing college and
university recycling program&dministrative Science Quarter|y46(1): 29-56.

MacCrimmon. K. R., & Wehrung, D. A. 198d.aking risks: The management of
uncertainty. New York: Free Press.

Marcus, A. A., & Anderson, M. H. 2006. A generalndynic capability: does it
propagate business and social competencies iretag food industrydournal
of Management Studiest3(1): 19-46.

Marcus, A. A., & Geffen, D. 1998. The dialecticsaaimpetency acquisition: Pollution
prevention in electric generatioftrategic Management Journall9: 1145-
1168.

Martin, J. 2006. Multiple intelligence theory, knledge identification and trust.

Knowledge Management Research & Practigg3): 207.

62



Chapter 2. Environmental Progresses When Finahojaications Are Not The Aim: The Importance Of
Trust In Stakeholders On Deciding The Integratidrs0stainability Into Management Education

Mayer, R. C., Davis, J. H., & Schoorman, F. D. 19%& integrative model of
organizational trustAcademy of Management RevieR0: 709-734.

McKnight, D. H., Choudhury, V., & Kacmar, C. 20(Reveloping and validating trust
measures for e-commerce: An integrative typologyformation Systems
Research13: 334—-359.

McKnight, D. H., Cummings, L. L., & Chervany, N. .998. Initial trust formation in
new organizational relationshipdcademy of Management RevieW3: 473-
490.

Meyerson. D., Weick, K. E., & Kramer, H. M. 1996xi8 trust and temporary groups.
In R.M. Kramer & T.R. Tyler (Eds.)Trust in organizations: Frontiers of
theory and researchl66-195. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Miles, R. E., & Snow, C. C. 1992. Causes of failure network organizations.
California Management Reviens5: 93-72.

Mitchell, R. K., Agle, B. R., & Wood, D. J. 1997 oWard a theory of stakeholder of
stakeholder identification and salience: Definihg principle of who and what
really countsAcademy of Management Revie®?2: 853-886.

Nash, R. 1987The rights of Nature University of Wisconsin Free Press, Madison.

Nishiguchi, T. 1994 Strategic industrial sourcing: The Japanese advage& Oxford
University Press.

Nooteboom, B., Berger, H., & Noorderhayen, N. G929 Effects of trust and
governance on relational riskcademy of Management Journak0(2): 308-
339.

Ogden, S., & Watson, R. 1999. Corporate performarzk stakeholder management:
balancing shareholder and customer interests inUh€ privatized water

industry.Academy of Management Journadi2(5): 526-538.

63



Chapter 2. Environmental Progresses When Finahojaications Are Not The Aim: The Importance Of
Trust In Stakeholders On Deciding The Integratidrs0stainability Into Management Education

Pavlou, P. A., & Dimoka, A. 2006. The nature antk rof feedback text comments in
online marketplaces: Implications for trust builglinprice premiums, and seller
differentiation.Information Systems Research7: 391-412.

Porter, M. E., & van der Linde, C. 1995a. Green aachpetitive.Harvard Business
Review 73(5): 120-134.

Porter, M. E., & van der Linde, C. 1995b. Towardnaw conception of the
environment-competitiveness relationshjjpurnal of Economic Perspectives
9(4): 97-118.

Porter, T., & Cordoba, J. 2009. Three views of ayst theories and their implications
for sustainability educatiodournal of Management Education33(3): 323.
Ramus, C. A., & Steger, U 2000. The roles of sugery support behaviors and
environmental policy in employee “ecoinitiativest kading-edge European

companiesAcademy of Management Journaf#t3(4): 605-626.

Rands, G. P. 2009. A principle-attribute matrix fenvironmentally sustainable
management education and its application: the fasshange-oriented service-
learning projectsJournal of Management Education33(3): 296.

Resnick, P., Zezkhauser, R., Swanson, J., & Lockiwd¢. 2006. The value of
reputation on eBay: a controlled experimdetperimental Economics9: 79-
101.

Rosenbaum, M. S., Massiah, C., & Jackson, D. W.62@®h investigation of trust,
satisfaction, and commitment on repurchase intaatia professional services.
Services Marketing Quarterly27(3): 115.

Rotter, J. B. 1971. Generalized expectancies fderpersonal trust. American

Psychology 26: 443-452.

64



Chapter 2. Environmental Progresses When Finahojaications Are Not The Aim: The Importance Of
Trust In Stakeholders On Deciding The Integratidrs0stainability Into Management Education

Rousseau, D. M., Sitkin, S. B., Burt, R. S., & CaeneC. 1998. Not so different after
all: A cross-discipline view of trusAcademy of Management Revie®3: 393-
404.

Rueda-Manzanares, A., Aragon-Correa. J. A., & Shar$ 2008. The influence of
stakeholders on the environmental strategy of serfirms: the moderating
effects of complexity, uncertainty and munificencBritish Journal of
Management 19: 185-203.

Russo, M. V., & Fouts, P. A. 1997. A resource-bagenlspective on corporate
environmental performance and profitabilitYAcademy of Management
Journal, 40: 534-559.

Schoorman, F. D., Mayer, R. C., & Davis, J.H. 20@n integrative model of
organizational trust: past, present and futdl@ademy of Management Review
32(2): 344-354.

Serva, M. A., & Fuller, M. A. 2004. The effects listworthiness perceptions on the
formation of initial trust: Implications for MIS gtlent teams.Journal of
Information Systems Educationl5(4): 383-395.

Sharma, S. 2000. Managerial interpretations androzgtional context as predictors of
corporate choice of environmental strategademy of Management Journal
43(4): 681-697.

Sharma, S., & Henriques, |. 2005. Stakeholdersi@mites on sustainability practices in
the Canadian forest products indus®tategic Management Journalk6: 159-
180.

Sharma, S., & Vredenburg, H. 1998. Proactive caigoenvironmental strategy and the
development of competitively valuable organizationapabilities. Strategic

Management Journal 19: 729-753.

65



Chapter 2. Environmental Progresses When Finahojaications Are Not The Aim: The Importance Of
Trust In Stakeholders On Deciding The Integratidrs0stainability Into Management Education

Shrivastava, P. 1995. Environmental technologiescampetitive advantag&trategic
Management Journal 16: 183-200.

Silverman, R. E. 2007. How many trustees do youd®e&s rules and investments
become more complex, families divvy up trust dutesong multiple advisers.
The Wall Street Journa(Eastern Ed.).

Simons, T. L. 1999. Behavioral integrity as a catiingredient for transformational
leadershipJournal of Organizational Change Management2(2): 89.

Sirmon, D. G., Hitt, M. A., & Ireland, R. D. 200Kanaging firm resources in dynamic
environments to create value: looking inside thackl box. Academy of
Management Review32(1): 273-292.

Srikantia, P., & Bilimora, D. 1997. Isomorphism @rganization and management
theory.Organization & Environment 10(4): 384-406.

Starik, M. 1994. What is a stakeholder? Essay bykMkarik. Pp 89-95 of the Toronto
Conference: Reflections on stakeholder theBusiness & Society33: 82-131.

Starik, M. 1995. Should trees have managerial stgdl owards stakeholder status for
non-human naturdournal of Business Ethics14(3): 207-217.

Starik, M, & Heuer, M. 2002. Strategic inter-orgaational environmentalism in the
U.S. a multi-sectoral perspective of alternatingp-policy roles. Business
Strategy and the Environmenti1(4): 221-235.

Starik, M., & Marcus, A. A. 2000. Introduction tbe special research forum on the
management of organizations in the natural enviemtma field emerging from
multiple paths, with many challenges aheacademy of Management Journal

43(4): 539-546.

66



Chapter 2. Environmental Progresses When Finahojaications Are Not The Aim: The Importance Of
Trust In Stakeholders On Deciding The Integratidrs0stainability Into Management Education

Starik, M., & Rands, G. P. 1995. Weaving an integgtaweb: multilevel and
multisystem perspectives of ecologically sustaieaiyganizationsAcademy of
Managent Review20(4): 908-935.

Stead, W. E., & Stead, J. G. 19%anagement for a small plangiSecond Ed.). Sage,
Thousands Oaks: CA.

Stead, J. G., & Stead, W. E. 2000. Ecoenterprisgesfy: standing for sustainability.
Journal of Business Ethics24(4): 313-329.

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultuéganization (UNESCO). 2004.
Declaration of Barcelona International Conference on Engineering Education
in Sustainable Development, Barcelona (Spain).

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultuéganization (UNESCO). 2002.
Declaration of the United Nations Decade of Eduaati for Sustainable
Development: 2005-2014

Uzzi, B. 1997. Social structure and competitionnterfirm networks: the paradox of
embeddednesédministrative Sciences Quarteriy2(1): 35-67.

Van Gigch, J. P. 2007. On the possibility of resigtrust from mistrust and friendship
from enmity and hatred®ystems Research and Behavioral Scign24(3): 261.

World Commission on Environment and Development7188undtland Report

Zaheer, A., McEvily, B., & Perrone, V. 1998. Doegst matter? Exploring the effects
of interorganizational and interpersonal trust cerfgrmance.Organization

Science 9(2): 141-160.

67



CHAPTER 3
The Influence Of The Initial And The Experiential Knowledge On

Trusting Outcomes

Abstract
Previous literature has mostly analyzed the linkbgeveen knowledge and trusting
behavior. Furthermore, while empirical studies graly trusting outcomes are scarce,
the investigation of which factors influence thelmability of occurrence of each type of
trusting outcome remains unexplored. In this stwaypropose that the initial level of
knowledge between a trustor and a trustee haveeatdinfluence on the trust behavior,
and that a trustor’'s experiential knowledge emerdgnom the trust relationship has a
influence on the type of future trusting outcom@sir results show that the level of
initial knowledge between a trustor and a trustefueénces the trustor’s trusting
behavior towards that trustee. We also find thdtuator’s experiential knowledge
influences the type of trusting outcome obtainedh®ytrustor in future interactions (i.e.

betrayal, reciprocity, or reward) with the trustee.

Key words: trust, trusting outcome, experiential knowledigéjal level of knowledge,

knowledge-based trust.
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1. Introduction

Trust is a psychological state comprising the ititento accept vulnerability based on
positive expectations of the intentions or behawioanother (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt &
Camerer, 1998). Knowledge-based trust theoristpga® that trust develops over time
as trustor accumulates knowledge from experiendtsthe trustee (Gefen, Karahanna
& Straub, 2003; Holmes, 1991; Lewicki & Bunker, 599Thus, knowledge-based trust
highly correlates with the trustor’s ability to giet the behavior of trustee based on
prior experience (Gulati, 1995; Husted, 1998).

Although trust literature has often assumed thagttrs reciprocal between the parties
involved (Serva & Fuller, 2004), differences maypen between trustors’ predictions
drawn on knowledge previous to the interaction dhe trustee behavior. These
differences generate different trusting outcomestie trustor implying satisfaction or
not of the trustor’'s expectative. We propose thhilevthe initial knowledge predicts
trustor behavior (trust), the experiential knowledgenerated in the trust relationship
better predicts the future trusting outcome.

In this work, we delimitate a trusting outcome las satisfaction reached by the trustor
after an interaction with the trustee is finishBtliltiple works have analyzed different
trusting outcomes in a separate way (e.g. Cropan&ailitchell, 2005; Elangovan &
Shapiro, 1998; Spreitzer, 1995), but three categaare often included in those works:
reciprocity, betrayal, and reward. The knowledgedes determining the occurrence of
each type of trusting outcome remain basically piaed in previous literature.

Trust and knowledge are concepts that coevolve twer. As trust and knowledge
coevolve, the partners develop an understandingeaufh other as the basis for
adjustments to the collaborative process of trddthough an initial knowledge

regarding the trustee may be available emerging fraultiple sources (including
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personal experience, references, accreditationngrathers), we highlight the different
nature of this a priori knowledge and the knowledgeerging from the trust interaction.
In our work, experiential knowledge is the procedsereby knowledge is created
through the transformation of trust experience (Kdo84).

Empirical studies examining what really happengraftustor and trustee act, rather
than assuming them to be equivalent, are rare &Seruller & Mayer, 2005).
Consequently, the analysis of the real outcomea’tirust relationship has been pointed
out to be one of the most promising fields of resiean the literature about trust
(Schoorman, Mayer & Davis, 2007). The role of tliféedent sources of knowledge in a
trust relationship has been also highlighted asveeit in the trust literature (Holsapple
& Wu, 2008).

We contend that there are three contributions ¢hat be gained from our approach.
First, while literature on trusting outcomes hawem disperse and mostly relied on
calculative approaches where trusting outcomesfiem delimitated by a benevolent
satisfaction (or not) of economic interests, wetagbuate to the trust literature using a
more general approach highlighting the role of tots expectative to understand
his/her final satisfaction with the interactiongttrusting outcome). Hence, we are also
helping to better understand the distinctions betwkustingbehaviorand the trusting
outcomesSecond, we complement literature on knowledgedasist using a dynamic
approach to propose a different role for the knogéegained by the trustor before the
trust interaction and the experiential knowledgaea in the trust relationship. While
the initial knowledge predicts well the trustorghavior, experiential knowledge gained
in the trust interaction can better predict thesting outcome. And third, although the
literature on trust has mainly focused on analyzhmgbusiness relationship between a

client and a supplier (e.g. Porter & Donthu, 20B8heer, McEvily & Perrone, 1998),
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some studies have also begun to show an interesspects reaching beyond the
commercial sphere (e.g. Chughtai & Buckley, 2008}, @008; Gill & Mathur, 2007,
Ho & Weigelt, 2005). In this paper, we build ouafysis at an interpersonal level, in a
context where decisions are not surrounded by comiaténfluences.

The remainder of this paper is organized into fagglitional sections following this
introduction. In the second section we provide iaftsummary of the literature review
about trust and trusting outcomes. Section threatagms the literature about
experiential knowledge and trusting outcomes a$ agethe research hypotheses under
study. In the fourth section we describe the mettagl applied to carry out the
empirical study, and the measures. Section fivegms the results obtained. Finally, in
the sixth section we discuss the conclusions amdigations 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 shouist others if and only if it is in
their material interest to do so ultimately meaniingt people should trust only when it
is also in the self-interest of the person beingted to respond in a mutually rewarding
manner (Kramer, 1998; Williamson, 1993yonetheless, trust literature has shown
many situations wherpeople trust others even when there is no guarahigethe
trustee will respond benevolently highlighting thatst implies an awareness of being
vulnerable to and dependent on the trustee (Febetuem & Dunning, 2009).

Trust would be unnecessary if actions could be taken without risk (Lewis &
Weigert, 1985). Risk is the perceived probabilifylass from the perspective of the

agent who has to decide (Chiles & McMakin, 1996,clammon & Wehrung, 1986).
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The losses may not only be economic ones, butafsct many other factors such as
trustor's time, reputation and social relatio(Resnick, Zeckhauser, Swanson &
Lockwood, 2006). Additionally, trust is interdepemti because the interests of one
party can not be achieved without relying on thieeot Rousseaet al (1998) define
trust as gsychological state that includes the intentiomt¢oept vulnerability based on
positive expectations about the intentions or beirasf another

Most of the studies in this area have focused deraening the factors that influence a
person’s willingness to make a decision, knovilmgt the final benefits depend on the
behavior or attitude of other people (Mayer, Da&%iSchoorman, 1995; Schoormat
al, 2007). The three factors that have been repegatdéhtified as explaining the
decision to trust are the trustor’s perceptiorhefdbility, integrity and benevolence of
the trustee (Becerra & Gupta, 2003; Gefen, 2002ydviat al, 1995; McKnight,
Choudhury & Kacmar, 2002).

Knowledge-based trust refers to trust that is gdednin information about the other
party collected through repeated interactions (Ge&feal, 2003). In other words, it
refers to direct knowledge about the object oftireether than indirect knowledge in
the sense of recommendations, reputation, or regusgoproval. Lewicki and Bunker
(1995) argue that information contributes to prehdity of others’ behaviors, which,

in turn, contributes to development of trust.

2.2. Trusting Outcomes: Betrayal, Reciprocity And Rward

Previous empirical studies dealing with trust haften assumed trust to be reciprocal
between the agents involved, implying that if, irekationship, A trusts B, B also must
trust A (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Liden, Wayne & Isteell, 1993). However, this is

not always true, since trust is not necessarilyprecal (Brower, Schoorman & Tan,
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2000; Schoormaet al, 2007). We do not assume the trust placed byrtistor in the
trustee to be necessarily reciprocated by thedeydbut we allow this possibility to
emerge. Therefore, our approach, far from beingrnisistent with previous literature
about trust, complements it by integrating all teeiprocity possibilities emerging in a
trust relationship regarding reciprocity in the sairamework.

Comparing between the trustor’'s expectations altoet trustee and the trusting
behavior replied by the trustee, and using previsosks that analyze some of the
trusting outcomes emerging in the relationship leetwtrustor and trustee (e.g. Brett,
Shapiro & Lytle, 1998; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 200Btangovan & Shapiro, 1998;
Robinson & Bennett, 1995; Senet al 2005; Spreitzer, 1995), it is possible to
distinguish three broad categories of trusting owomes: betrayal, reciprocity and
reward. We now delimitate each of the three trgstintcomes.

First, Servaet al (2005) define reciprocal trust #se trust that results when a party
observes the actions of another and reconsiderssotrast-related attitudes and
subsequent behaviors based on those observatidosording to our analysis,
reciprocity occurs when the trustor’s expectatiabgut the trustee’s trusting behavior
are equalized to the behavior finally displayedthg trustee. The assumption of a
reciprocal trust has been especially widespreadtlinvithe area of leader-subordinate
relationships (e.g. Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Lidévayne & Stillwell, 1993).

Second, regarding betrayal, there are many situgiod violations or betrayals of trust
within and between organizations. A trust violatisnin essence, the not fulfilling of
the trust expectations of one party about the ottles occurs quite frequently in
interorganizational contexts (Bies & Tripp, 1996nK Ferrin, Cooper & Dirks2004;
Sitkin and Roth, 1993). Recent literature usesténe negative reciprocity to refer to

punishing others for unkind action®ohmen, Falk, Huffman & Sunde, 2008). An
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action can be classified as unkind from an agqugispective if the other party could
have chosen another action that would lead to hehigayoff to the agent (Falk &
Fischbacher, 2006). Elangovan & Shapiro (1998) ndefbetrayal as aoluntary
violation of mutually known pivotal expectationstbé trustor by the trusted party
(trustee), which has the potential to threaten wedl-being of the trustorHowever, a
betrayal does not necessarily take place in omdratm the trustor, since the trustee
may not know the trustor’s expectations. Thus, drgwn previous recent literature on
betrayal (Bohnet & Zeckhauser, 2004; Caldwell, Ba&i Devine, 2009), we prefer a
broader concept of betrayal delimitating that ardyetl occurs when the trustor’s
expectations about the trustee’s trusting behavi@restimate the behavior finally
shown by the trustee during the trust relationsbipspite the growing interest, there is
little theory and only few empirical studies abaumtecedents of violations of trust in
organizations and trust damage (Janowicz-Panjé&itiérishnan, 2009).

Third, regarding rewards, most of the papers aivagythem have focused on the use of
rewards as external incentives within the orgaiopal level (e.g. Freedman &
Montanari, 1980; Spreitzer, 1995; Thompson & Busder 2003), such as bonuses
from the company to managers, as well as otheremag rewards. We delimitate
reward as a potential outcome which may emerge &drst relationship between two
agents, instead of being an external instrumefadter certain type of behaviors. Some
authors define positive reciprocity emwvarding kind actions by othe(®ohmenet al,
2008). Unlike this perspective, our definition, smtent with the previous literature
analyzing rewarding behavior (Cropanzano & Mitchell005), goes beyond by
incorporating the agent’s expectations. In thistexn a rewarding outcome occurs
when the trustor’s expectations about the trusteessing behavior are overtaken by

the final behavior of the trustee during the tne$ationship.
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3. Hypotheses

We propose an analysis which relies on the knovddmfgsed trust to explain the
linkage between a trustor’s experiential knowlealge the trust and the type of trusting
outcome that this trustor will receive in futur@dractions. Explicit knowledge is the
knowledge that can be articulated and that in forimaguage includes grammatical
statements, mathematical expressions, specifigtiand manuals (Nonaka &
Takeuchi, 1995). Such expressible knowledge isethee, usable by the “host” and is
also able to be shared among other people who auiit o create their own form of
knowledge. Tacit knowledge was originally attrikdite Polanyi (1966), who described
it in his famous quote “we know more than we cdii.tBaumard (1999) describes it as
the result of experience that cannot easily beeshass knowledge that is personal,
profound, nonscientific, and “generated in thenmacy of lived experience”. Such
characteristics leave no doubt that tacit knowledgaves from experience (Nonaka,
1994).

In this paper we pay specific attention to tacibwiedge delimitating it as “knowledge
that is grounded in personal experience, and isguharal rather than declarative in
structure” (Sternberg & Horvath, 1999). However, wdistinguish between a priori
knowledge gained from previous experiences of thstdr directly with the trustee or
indirectly throughrecommendations or reputation emerging from otlgana even
when this knowledge has not been generated in gasigituation of the generated by
the trust relationship) and the experiential knalgke gained directly by the trustor in
the specific process of the trust interaction witle trustee. We will make one
hypotheses around each one.

The relevance of the initial knowledge relies i itapacity to provide useful

information for predicting trustee’s behavior. Reebility relies on comprehensive
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knowledge about the other, which develops over titm®ugh direct or indirect
experiences. Knowledge-based trust highly correlatéh the ability to predict the
behavior of another party based on prior experié@egati, 1995; Husted, 1998). Thus,
knowledge-based trust involves a process in whigtorination essential to the
predictability of another’s behavior is obtainedlactcumulated by the trustor (Gulati,
1995; Husted, 1998). The information does not anbke the other’'s behavior more
predictable (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996), but also reds social uncertainty and fear of
opportunism through increased understanding obther’s behavior (Luhmann, 1979).
As people become more acquainted with specificretht@eir personal knowledge of
those others becomes the primary driver of thaugits and actions (Bigley & Pierce,
1998). As a consequence, the trustor with a praeviowowledge of the trustee will be
more capable of accurately predicting the trustiedpavior of his/her trustee, which
therefore may influence his/her trust behavior Waint that the level of initial
knowledge existing between a trustor and a trudétermines the trustor’s capacity for
elaborating accurate guesses about how the pastiler behave during future
interactions, and therefore, initial level of knedte has an impact in the trust paid by
the trustor in future interactions between thetbwuand the trustee. Hence, we propose
the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: The level of initial knowledge betveetrustor and a trustee

influences the type of trusting outcome resultingmf future interactions

between them.
Various terms have been used to label the procet=saming from own experience.
Dewey and Dewey (1915) discussed “learning by dbimghile Wolfe and Byrne
(1975) used the term “experienced-based learnifigé. term “trial and error” learning

Is used to explain inductive learning processee. Kblb’s (1984) experiential learning
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theory (ELT) draws on the work of prominent schelarnotably John Dewey, Kurt
Lewin, Jean Piaget, William James, Carl Jung, P&udire, Carl Rogers and others -
who gave experience a central role in their theosiehuman learning and development
(Kolb & Kolb, 2005).

Experiential knowledge can be described as theesmof creating knowledge from
repeated interactions with the same partner (K@#84). Knowledge here can be
defined as dluid mix of framed experiences, values, contextfarmation, and expert
insight that provides a framework for evaluatingdaimcorporating new experiences
and information. It originates and is applied inetmind of knowerg{Davenport &
Prusak, 1998).

In our work we have focused our attention to thpeedential knowledge generated in
the experiential learning emerging of trust intdats in a similar situation. Recent
works show that repeated interactions with the spamter will increase the chance of
a reciprocal trust behavior (Josang, Keser & Diakixs, 2005). This mechanism is
known as reciprocity principle. Previous literatoeports that this kind of strategy tends
to be very successful over many encounters witkerghayers(Axelrod, 1984; Keser,
2000; Selten, Mitzkewitz & Uhlich,1997). We propose that when the previous
interactions are not only with the same partnetsatao in similar situations, effects of
the experiential knowledge increases its abilityatijust the trustors’ interest to get a
more positive trusting outcome.

We drew in the ELT to study how trustors” expei@nknowledge in the trust
relationship may influence the trusting outcomeultgsy from future interactions.
When interacting more than once with the samedeust a trust relationship, the trustor
collects more accuratte information and knowledgeua the behavior of the trustee.

According to Sabel (1993), the creation of trustagdually a process of learning by
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economic actors with competing and mutual intere&teng the same line, Powell
(1996) argued that trust is learned and reinfordeelpce a product of ongoing
interaction and discussion.
Knowledge-based trust is trust that is groundekhiowledge about another party and is
developed through repeated interactions (Gefeal, 2003; McKnight, Cummings &
Chervany, 1998) Furthermore, we argue that a experiential knowlestgeimulated by
the trustor from past experiences with a trustemviges an extra amount of tacit
knowledge to the trustor regarding how the trusi@e behaved in the relationship in the
past (i.e. the trustee’s pattern of behavior). Tdig knowledge, emerged from previous
interactions in the same relationship with thettasallows the trustor to develop more
accurate evaluations about how the trustee will caating future interactions and
therefore more accurate sets of expectations atioal with the trustee’s future trusting
behavior. Both adjustments, considered jointlyluefice the type of trusting outcome
which will emerge in future interactions.
For example, a trustor who has accumulated a bigigeunt of tacit knowledge about
the trustee’s behavior will be more likely to ggtasitive (i.e. reward) or neutral (i.e.
reciprocity) trusting outcome in future interactsowith the trustee, since that trustor is
capable of elaborating very accurate guesses dimwutthe trustee will behave in the
future, which will also affect his own levels of pectations regarding such behavior.
This leads to the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2: Experiential knowledge accumulated abyrustor from past

interactions with a trustee influences the typdrosting outcome obtained by

this trustor in future interactions with that trest.

79



Chapter 3. The Influence Of The Initial And The Expntial Knowledge On Trusting Outcomes

4. Methodology And Measures

In this section we present the methodology carmigid and the measures used.

4.1. Experimental Procedures

We chose to use the trust game (Berg, Dickhaut &&be, 1995)This game is played
by pairs of individuals. Each pair is made up ¢fustor and a trustee. In the trust game
two actors, the trustor and the trustee, are ea@n@n endowment. The trustor is told
he can send some, all, or none of his or her endmito his or her anonymous partner,
the trustee. Any money sent is tripled. The trusite® chooses how much of his or her
total wealth (her endowment plus the tripled morteyjeturn to the trustor. We carried
out a modified version of the trust game. In outisg, each trustor played the game
with three trustees with whom he or she kept diférinitial trust levels: a friend, a
friend of a friend, and a stranger. Each trusteeireed 4 euros for playing with each
one of the three trustees.

All sessions were run in the Faculty of Economindg 8usiness at the University of
Granada (Spain) in May 2009. Subjects were nonenaatyland anonymously assigned
to the role of trustor and trusteEhe non-randomly assignment is justified in ortter
assure that each trustor plays the game with tilifeerent trustees who keep different
levels of initial trust with the trustor.

Previously to the running day of the experimenydstts had to answer a short
questionnaire and write down the name of, at marigiour persons from the class in
whom they think they can trust and to whom theysuber to be their friends.
Additionally, they were asked to write the namefair persons from they class they
would not know at all (for this, subjects were givelist of the members of the class so

that they could easily identify the name of fouasgers).
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During the running of the experiment, trustors amntees were kept separate for the
entire experiment using two rooms. All subjectsereed a sheet with the game
instructions. The game started in the trustorsmro&ach trustor was given three
different envelopes-each one containing a shegiapker- labelled with the titles of
“Friend”, “Friend of a friend” and “Stranger” plusseparate sheet. We use interactions
with each category as an appropriate proxy of diffelevels of initial knowledge. They
were required to write in the separate sheet howhnthey expected to receive from
each type of trustee. Moreover, they wrote the artsothey wanted to send to each type
of trustee.

The envelopes were delivered to the trustees” r&imilarly, trustees were given a
sheet were they wrote how much they expected teivedrom each type of trustor,
and, after opening the envelopes and seeing their@soeceived, they were asked to
write down inside the same enveloped the amoueiswhanted to return to each kind of
trustor. Then, the envelopes were sent back ttrtiséors” room, and they opened them.
We played this procedure twice and participantsewsid during the following week.
The sessions had 66 participants: thirty thregdrasplaying with thirty three trustees.
Since each trustor (trustee) played the game Witkettrustees (trustors), we reached 99

pairs of observations per round; as we ran twodesuwe got 198 observations.

4.2. Measures

In this section we describe the different varialtetuded in the moderated multinomial
logistic regression.

Futuretrust. This variable is included into the analysis asatelent variable for testing

hypothesis 1 and it reflects the amount of truatedtl by a trustor in a specific trustee.
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We measure it as the trustor’s trusting behavia oertain round of the game (i.e. the
amount of money sent by the trustor to that trustébat round of the game).

Initial level of knowledge. This variable represents the amount of knowledgerilstor
has about the trustee before the first round ofgtrae. It is included into the analysis
as independent categorical variable. It contaimeettdifferent categories: low initial
knowledge level (i.e. when the trustor interactdshwa stranger), medium initial
knowledge level (i.e. when the trustor interactthvai friend of a friend), and high initial
knowledge level (i.e. when the trustor interactthvai friend).

Future types of trusting outcome. This variable enters in our analysis as dependent
variable for testing hypothesis 2 and it refletis type of trusting outcome received by
the trustor after the conclusion of the second dooihthe game. We measure it as the
difference between a trustor’'s expectations aboutistee’s behavior in the second
round (i.e. how much the the trustor expected tadterned by the trustee) and the
trusting behavior finally exhibited by the trustegvards this trustor in the second round
(i.e. how much the trustee returned to the trusibry a categorical variable containing
three categories: betrayal, reciprocity, and reward

Experiential knowledge. This variable reflects the knowledge accumulated thoy
trustor and that is based on previous experienddgsanrustee. It is incorporated into
the analysis as independent variable. We measasetite difference between a trustor’s
trusting behavior towards a trustee in the secondd (i.e. the amount sent by a trustor
towards a trustee in the second round) and théotfastrusting behavior towards the
trustee in the first round (i.e. the amount senthiy trustor towards the same trustee in

the first round).
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5. Results

Table 1 summarizes the main descriptive statibicthe trusting behavior exhibited by
trustors in the first and second rounds. We caemiesthat the average amounts sent by
trustors increase with the level of initial knowdgdbetween trustors and trustees in the
first and second rounds. We appreciate that thastees with whom trustors hold a
high level of initial knowledge receive, on averagmre than those trustees with whom
trustors have a medium or low level of initial knedge. Moreover, trustors send, on
average, a bigger amount to trustees with whometliera medium level of initial
knowledge than to those trustees with whom trudtake a low initial knowledge level.

This conclusions hold for both rounds.

TABLE 1
Descriptive statistics for the trustors” trustingbehavior in the first and second
rounds
Trustors™ trusting Trustors™ trusting behavior in

Level of initial knowledge behavior in the first the second round

round

N Mean s.d. N Mean s.d.

High initial knowledge 33 3.061 1.088 i3 2.606 1638
Medium initial knowledge 33 209 1.071 i3 1.636 1454
Low initial knowledge 33 1.455 227 33 1.212 1.516
Total 98 2.202 1.301 99 1.818 1.631

Table 2 reports the ANOVA analyses for the trusttmssting behaviors in the first and
second rounds. In the first part we can observethigadifferences observed in table 1 in
relation to trustors” average donations acrosddenfeanitial knowledge are statistically
significant. Furthermore, the F-ratio for the lindeend is statistically significant (p=
.000); therefore we can say that as the level itibirknowledge increased from low to
high initial knowledge, the trustors” trust incredgproportionately. When looking at the
second part of the table, we can see that the samgusions can be drawn for the

second round. Therefore, our hypothesis 1 is &uiyported for both rounds.
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TABLE 2
ANOVA for the trustors” trusting behavior in the fi rst and second rounds

Trustors” tru'sting behavior in the first round

Sum of df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
Between {(Combined) 43.172 2 21.586 16.877 Q00
groups
Linear Term Contrast 42.561 1 42.561 33.275 000
Trustors” trusting behavior in the second round
Sum of df Mean F Sig.
Squares Sgquare
Between {(Combined) 33.697 2 16.848 7.124 001
sroups
Linear Term  Contrast 32.061 1 32.0681 13.557 000

Despite we have already shown that initial knowkedfluences future trust, table 3
gathers the Chi-Square tests to check whetherethed bf initial knowledge between
trustor and trustee influences future types oftimgsoutcomes in each round. The first
part of the table contains the information abow thfluence of the initial level of
knowledge on the type of trusting outcome in thstfround. The type of trusting
outcome in the first rounid a variable indicating the type of trusting outmoreceived
by a trustor in the first round of the game. linsorporated as independent variable and
is measured as the difference between a trustepectations about a trustee’s trusting
behavior in the first round (i.e. what the trust@pected to receive from a trustee in the
first round) and the trusting behavior shown byttiustee towards the trustor in the first
round (i.e. what the trustee finally returns totthaistor in the first round). It is a
categorical variable containing three categoriesdrdyal, reciprocity, and reward. And
the second part of table 3 shows the informaticsutithe influence of the initial level
of knowledge on the type of trusting outcome resglin the second round. We can see
that the likelihood ratio is not statistically sificant for any out of the two rounds.

Hence, both variables are independent in both reundother words, the initial level of
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knowledge does not have a significant effect ontyfpe of future trusting outcomes in

any of the two rounds.

TABLE 3
Chi-Square Tests
Value df Asvmp. Sig. Exact Sig.
(2-sided) (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8.478° 4 076 075
Likelihood Ratio 726 4 068 077

a. 0 cells ((0%) have expected count les than 5. The minimum expected count 15 8.00.

Value df Asymp. Sig. Exact Sig.

(2-sided) (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.737° 4 603 634
Likelihood Ratio 2.670 4 615 645

a. 0 cells ((0%) have expected count les than 5. The minimum expected count 1s 6.00.

To test our hypothesis 3 we ran a multiple logistigression. Table 4 reports the fitting

of our model. We can see that there is a significaange in the chi-square test, which

proves that our model produces a decrease in tveplained variance.

TABLE 4

Model Fitting Information

Model Model Fitting Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests
AIC BIC -2 Log Chi- df Sig.
Likelihood Square
Intercept only 52.000 57.190 48.000
Final 33.553 43.934 25.553 22.447 2 000

Table 5 shows the results of the likelihood ragsts.

experiential knowledge has a significant influenoe

outcomes f(*(4) = 22.447, p=.000).
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TABLE 5
Likelihood ratio tests
Model fitting criteria Likelihood ratio tests
AIC of BIC of reduced | -2 Log likelihood
Effect reduced model model of reduced model | Chi-Square df Sig.
Intercept 56.085 61.275 52.085 26.532 2 .000
Experniential knowledge 52.000 57.190 48.000 22.447 2 000

The chi-square statistic is the difference in -2 log-likelihoods between the final model and a reduced model. The reduced
model 1s formed by enutting an affect from the final model. The null hypothesis 1s that all parameters of that effect are 0.

Table 6 shows the individual parameters estimafés. compare pairs of outcome
categories. We specified “reciprocity” as the refee category. In the first part of the
table, when comparing the trusting outcomes ofdyalrand reciprocity, we appreciate
that the trustor’s experiential knowledge signifita influences whether the type of
future trusting outcomes will be a betrayal or @eipeocity. When looking at the second
part of the table and comparing the categorieseoiprocity and reward, we observe
that the trustor's experiential knowledge signifitba predicts whether the type of
future trusting outcomes will be either a rewarcaeciprocity.

TABLE 6
Parameter estimates

Type of trusting outcome in the second round”
B Std. Error Sig.
Betrayal vs. Reciprocity Intercept -916 269 001
Experiential knowledge 899 312 .004
Reward vs. Reciprocity Intercept -1.488 352 .000
Experiential knowledge 1.374 424 .001

a. The reference category 1s: reciprocity.
R*=203 (Cox &Snell), 244 (Nagelkerke).

6. Discussion, Implications, Limitations, And Future Research

In this final section we discuss the conclusiontgamied, as well as some implications
for managers and regulators. Furthermore, we mihthe limitations encountered and

several lines for future research.
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6.1. Discussion

Our paper investigates the relationship betweernnikial level of knowledge and trust,
and experiential knowledge and types of trustingcames. We contend that several
contributions can be gained from our analysest,Fog paper stresses the differences
existing between trust (i.e. behavior) and trustngcome (i.e. result). While most of
previous literature had assumed the trusting bendwibe reciprocal between a trustor
and a trustee (Senet al, 2005), we point out that this does not necegshaappen in
every occasion and that trustor’s expectations @legy role for understanding the final
trusting outcomes arising from interactions betwaerustor and a trustee.

Second, this paper contributes to the literatureualknowledge by shedding light on
the different role of the initial level of knowleddi.e. previous to the first interaction
under analysis) and experiential knowledge groundedxperiential knowledge (i.e.
developed through the interaction itself). While first helps explaining the trust, the
second provides a better prediction of the trustintgome.

Third, previous literature on trust had placed sgdeamphasis on identifying the factors
affecting agents” trusting behavior (Mayatr al, 1995). Studies conducted in several
areas have identifiethational culture, gender, and group membership u¢heir
potential to influence individuals” trusting behavie.g. Buchan, Croson & Solnick,
2008; Doney, Cannon & Mullen, 1998; Williams, 200Thus, our results complement
the prior studies by investigating the inclusiortlod level of initial knowledge into the
analysis. We investigate the influence of the ahievel of knowledge between a trustor
and a trustee on the trusting behavior exhibitedtH®y trustor in future interactions
between them. Previous studies dealing with trogt llnowledge have not considered
incorporating into their analyses the initial lee¢lknowledge the trustor has about the

trustee before the first interaction under analyéie believe this variable to be crucial
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when approaching interpersonal relationships wifferegnt trustees with whom the
trustor keeps different levels of initial knowledda this line, knowledge-based trust
predicts that the amount of knowledge collectedabtrustor from past interactions
positively determines the trustor’s capability foaking accurate forecasts about how
the trustee will act during future interactions \{lieki & Bunker, 1996). This higher
predictability of the trustee’s future behaviope&rceived by the trustor as a decrease in
the risk inherent to the decision of trusting, ahé@refore influences the trusting
behavior shown by a trustor in upcoming interactidretween the trustor and the
trustee. Our results show that the level of inikabwledge between a trustor and a
trustee positively influence the trustor’s trustihavior in both rounds. Therefore, our
hypothesis 1 is supported. Moreover, we find thedré are statistically significant
differences among the trusting behaviors displaygdrustors to each type of trustee.
Trustors™ average trusting behavior increases whh level of initial knowledge
between a trustor and a trustee. In this sensegttrastees who keep a higher level of
initial knowledge with trustors will receive a bigigtrusting behavior from trustors than
those trustees who hold a medium or lower levelndfal knowledge. Also, those
trustees with a low level of initial knowledge withe trustor will receive, on average,
less than trustees with whom the trustor has aumeditial level of knowledge.
Additionally to this conclusion, we find that thaitial level of knowledge existing
between a trustor and a trustee does not infludrecgype of trusting outcome emerging
in future interactions between them. This may beahbse, since the type of trusting
outcome is measured as the difference between twbdtustor expects to receive from
the trustee and what the trustee returns, thigrmiffce does not vary depending on the
level of initial trust that a trustor holds withteustee. For example, when a trustor

interacts with high-level-of-initial-knowledge trie®, the trustor will expect to receive,
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on average, more than when interacting with a loivail-level-of-knowledge trustee;
moreover, the trustee will also return, on averagéigher amount to a trustor with
whom there is a high level of initial knowledge thi@ a trustor with whom there is a
low level of initial knowledge. However, these difénces between expectations and
amounts return may not significantly vary acrogsesyof trustees. As a consequence,
the initial level of knowledge between a trustod antrustee does not have an impact on
the type of trusting outcome emerging from futumeiactions between them.

Fourth, we find that a trustor’'s experiential knese accumulated from past
interactions with a trustee directly affects thpetyof trusting outcomes resulting from
future interactions between them. This result sugpour hypothesis 2 and provides
interesting theoretical contributions to the prengditerature. Our paper shows the
potential of introducing the concept of experienitaowledge (Kolb, 1984) in the
literature on trust and management (Mageal, 1995; Schoormast al, 2007) to help
explain the typology of future trusting outcomesurQesults prove that a trustor’s
knowledge collected from previous experiences wittrustee has a direct significant
impact on the type of trusting outcomes emergiogffuture interactions between the
trustor and the trustee.

Additionally, prior works on trust and managemeavd approached trusting outcomes
in a separate way and adopting different defingiohthe terms (e.g. Brett al, 1998;
Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Elangovan & Shapir89&; Robinson & Bennett, 1995;
Servaet al, 2005; Spreitzer, 1995). Our paper enriches ttagrented literature by
providing a simultaneous analysis of all the pasrdutcomes that may arise from a
trust relationship (i.e. betrayal, reciprocity, aeavard).

Prior studies have stressed the idea that wheroagiping a trust repair, it is crucial to

know how trust was damaged, since different means of dargagust are likely to
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require different reparative responses (Schooreta 2007). Our paper contributes to
this approach, since our results show the cruoial of the initial level of knowledge on
trust and of trustors” experiential knowledge omtype of trusting outcome obtained in
future interactions.

Our findings also contribute to meet the need ef literature on trust in two main
directions. First, unlike previous studies investigg the relationship between
knowledge and trusting behavior (Engle-Warnick &g, 2006), we analyze how the
knowledge accumulated by a trustor from past eepeds with a trustee influences the
type of trusting outcome resulting from future natetions between them. And second,
while prior literature has been focused almostusigkly on relationships happening in
the commercial sphere (Rosenbawtassiah, & Jackson, 2006; van Gigch, 2007), our
study extends this analysis to a non commercialir@mment, where financial
implications are not usually the cornerstone of négje decisions. Analysis of the
influence of experiential knowledge on trusting caumes shows the potential of the
literature for non-commercial decisions, which draditionally not linked to an
organizations” benefits. Our study suggests thatktiowledge derived from repeated
interactions helps elaborating accurate forecastaitathe trustee’s behavior, which
results in a higher probability of obtaining a po® (i.e. reward) or neutral (i.e.
reciprocity) trusting outcomes, as opposite to tigganes (i.e. betrayal). Furthermore,
the conclusions obtained from our analysis, focusednteractions between pairs of
trustors and trustees, can be applied to a biy afr@rganizational situations, such as
human resources techniques, working groups, aneévery kind of interpersonal

relationship.
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6.2. Implications

Some implications for managers and regulators @drbwn from this analysis. Our
results show that managers who want to foster tieeasement of certain types of
trusting outcomes (e.g. rewarding or reciprocalspmenen dealing with other members
of the organizations should consider relying onrtbgperiential knowledge with those
members as predictors of the type of future trgstmitcomes. As a consequence,
managers should develop and promote frequent titens among all the members of
the organization, since those exchanges consatitadamental source of knowledge
and learning about the others. Experiential knogdedeveals as a useful tool for
predicting the type of trusting outcomes resulfirmgn future interactions.

Although this recommendation intends to be useduldny kind of organizations, it
especially serves in the cases of managers of izagans where financial issues are
not the main aim (e.g. universities, non-profitamgations, among others).

Moreover, our study provides the opportunity forpdmyees to influence managerial
decisions. Hence, those employees about whom thagea has collected a positive
experiential knowledge and are perceived by mamsagsrpositive-trusting-outcomes
producers will be receptors of a bigger amount rokting interactions from the
manager. This situation provides those employeél tigher possibilities of career
development in the organizations.

Experiential knowledge is a key issue for many §irfor example, firms facing price-
elastic demand, if they are to grow in profitalilior sales volume, must learn to
produce more efficiently. Firms facing direct pricempetition have a strong incentive
to learn how to increase efficiency or differentat faster than their competitors.
Similar competitive pressures affect firms in maskeith substitute products and firms

in shrinking markets. This paper links the expdrarknowledge to the variable trust,
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more concretely, to trusting outcomes, in an irdespnal setting. Nonaka & Takeuchi
(1995) state that collective knowledge creation the capability for an entire
organization to create new knowledge, dissemiratieroughout the organization, and
embody it in products, services, and systems.iflitie, previous studies have adopted
a knowledge-based trust approach to analyze thiexynd phases that lead to the
creation of new knowledge in firms (Camelo-Ordagrrandez-Alles, Martin-Alcazar,
Romero-Fernandez & Valle-Cabrera, 2004). At an woiggional level, managers
should be aware of the importance of fostering degaate collective knowledge
creation as an antecedent for developing a proggnational learning, which can
help an organization to build accurate guesses tabm outcomes arising from
interactions with other agents. For example, fastecabout how competitors will
behave in the market and about what will be thaltesWhen doing so, managers can
lead their organizations to occupy a leadershigtiposin a certain segment of the
market. This achievement will be additionally triamsd into higher benefits to the
company.

Additionally, regulators can benefit from some irgtions drawn from this analysis.
For example, if regulators wish to raise the lefaheutral (i.e. reciprocity) and positive
(i.e. betrayal) over the negative (i.e. betrayalyting outcomes, they need to know the
determinants of these outcomes. This paper prowtese insight about the strong
influence of experiential knowledge on determiniing type of future trusting outcomes
arising in forthcoming interactions.

Regulators should be also interested in the hetaty of the experiential knowledge
accumulated by trustors. If there are differenaeshow the knowledge based on
previous experiences develops between demograpghasgs, group-specific policy

interventions are asked for. For instance, peojlle &vdense social network may have
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developed a wider capacity to accurately predibe behaviors than people with a
smaller social network. Hence, this capacity, basedccumulated knowledge from a
big amount of previous experiences, may lead theemwbtain more successful trusting
outcomes in the future.

Experiential knowledge can serve as an effectivel for reducing the trustors’
perceived vulnerability towards the actions of tees, since trustors perceive trusting
outcomes to be more easily predictable. Therefoustors may be more willing to
develop repeated interactions and to initiate nevesowith other trustees. As a
consequence, individuals” social networks beconmseate This can also be applied to
policy-makers and regulators. As a consequence,nwbheonomic and political
negotiation is embedded in dense network of sowm&ractions, incentives for
opportunism are reduced (Putnam, 1995).

On the one hand, this increase in the individusd€ial networks has been pointed out
to be a source of creation of social capital (Caeml990), since individuals have
access to a bigger amount of resources embedd#tk inetwork (Gulati, Nohria &
Zaheer, 2000). Thus, social capital comprises #teaork and the resources that can be
mobilized through that network (Nathapiet & Gosh&f98). Moreover, previous
literature has demonstrated that social capitatiges important benefits at the societal
level, such as promoting good governance prac{Besx & Posner, 1998). Therefore,
regulators should be aware of this and implementrapiate mechanisms for
developing such interactions to foster trust. Aaréase in the level of trust reduces
partially the need for control mechanisms, whichuldoalso result in a lower
expenditure from the states.

On the other hand, the willingness to engage iratimlal rather than purely

transactional relationships provides additionaliaoand economical gains. Repeated
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interactions, as mentioned in our analysis, ar@ewce of knowledge, which helps
reducing risks. Nonetheless, regulators should deo aware of the potential
disadvantages of repeated interactions betweenniaajeons, which may lead in
harming agreements against principles of competesagh as common setting of
abusive prices for a certain product. Authoritibewidd keep alerted in detecting and

punishing such situations.

6.3. Limitations And Future Research Agenda

There are several opportunities for future reseasome of which can address this
study’s limitations. First, the application fielfl @ur sample is restricted: it focuses on
students from a Business and Economics FacultyreTdre, there is a need for caution
when extrapolating the results obtained to otheasrHence, testing our hypotheses in
different contexts and geographical areas can ibotér to check the robustness of our
results. A second limitation is derived from thelueed amounts of iterations in our
experiment. The trust game is only played twiceictvhon the one hand, allows for a
dynamic approach, but on the other hand, restitiegossibilities of extrapolating our
conclusions to long-run relationships. Thus, it dobe interesting to complete our
experimental setting with a bigger number of iterad of the game in order to provide
some insight about the evolution of the relatiopsbéetween experiential knowledge
and the type of future trusting outcomes.

Beyond addressing the limitations previously mergah this analysis can be completed
with several lines of future research. For instara®lyzing the relationship between
the initial level of knowledge and experiential kledge. We wonder whether a trustor
gathers more experiential knowledge about a trustemn the initial level of knowledge

between them is high. Or whether the trustor acdated a better quality of
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experiential knowledge when the level of initialokviedge with the trustee is high, i.e.
the trustor is capable of producing more accuratechst about future types of trusting
outcomes arising in forthcoming interactions whhtttrustee.

Another possible line of future research may beregking the factors underlying the
surveillance of certain trusting outcomes over tirifée identified three potential
outcomes which can emerge from a trust interacti@n, betrayal, reciprocity, and
reward. Moreover, since agents are generally assutoebehave rationally and,
therefore an individual would not be willing to e in repeated interactions with
another agent if those interactions yield negatiuvecomes (i.e. betrayals), we expect
interactions between a trustor and a trustee t@ivairover time only when these
interactions provides a majority of positive (ireward) or neutral (i.e. reciprocity)
trusting outcomes. Therefore, at first glance, wail expect a convergence towards
rewarding or reciprocating situations over timenkimeless, we observe there are many
daily situations where individuals engage in repeanteractions yielding betraying
outcomes (e.g. a father and an irresponsible €omsequently, we consider there may
be other factors which can affect the influence dfustor’s experiential knowledge on
the type of future trusting outcomes. Moreover,heéeve there are different elements
(e.g. cognitive, affective, economical, etc) whaan help explaining the surveillance of
certain relationships over time. Thus, future wamkght find attractive to address two
concrete issues. First, which are the factors ardknying interactions yielding each
type of trusting outcome. And second, the weiglcheaf those factors has in each type
of trusting outcome. Both contributions may be veajuable when explaining not only
the convergence pattern in types of trusting ougoovert time, but they may also shed

light on why certain relationships survive overgighespite yielding negative outcomes.
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Future works might also find interesting to appfohow the differences in individuals”
capacity for learning affect the relationship betweexperiential knowledge and the
types of future trusting outcomes. A person’s aptt to learn may constitute a
differentiating factor (Leithwood & Steinbach, 199%/agner & Sternberg, 1987).
Furthermore, it can be also attractive to inveséighe reasons for these variations and
their impact on the occurrence of certain typesusdting outcomes. Despite the explicit
recognition of individual variations in the ability learn from experience (Reuber,
Dyke, & Fisher, 1990), little has been done to ust@ad the reasons for these
variations, and this has been identified as a qa4sily important area for future
research in the field (Colonia-Willner, 1998).

Finally, future studies may investigate whetherustbr's experiential knowledge from
past interactions with a trustee also influencestyipe of trusting outcomes arising in
future interactions with other trustees. Perhagskihlowledge accumulated from past
experiences with a concrete trustee is also incatpd in the experiential knowledge of
this trustor and therefore influences the type rokting outcomes emerging from
interactions with those other trustees. We wondeegtier there is eontagion effecin
trustors” experiential knowledge across trustees.fWd 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 reliedtatic theoretical perspectives. Yet,
within organization and at interpersonal level,striransfer typically develops over
time. Moreover, empirical analyses on trust transfe scarce. In this paper we use a
dynamic approach to analyze the influence of atpespersonal trusting history on the
development of future trust transfers. Additionallye investigate the influence of
trustors” learning on future transfers of trustr @sults show that the existence of a
positive personal trusting history helps explainitige occurrence of future trust
transfers. We also find that the degree to whicdhust transfer is reciprocated by the
trustee has a positive influence on future trassééitrust. Moreover, the results suggest
that the learning collected by the trustor moder#dte relationship between the degree
of reciprocation obtained by the trustor during {evious trust transfer and the

occurrence of future transfers of trust.

Key words: trust transfer, dynamic nature, learning, experiaesnalysis.
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1. Introduction

Trust has become a major concept in social scierstesh as psychology (Johnson-
George & Swap, 1982; Rotter, 1967; 1980), philogogBaier, 1986), sociology
(Barber, 1983; Luhmann, 1979; Shapiro, 1987), ecoo® (Arrow, 1974; Williamson,
1975), and organization theory (Zand, 1972; ZuckE986). Moreover, trust is
increasingly demanded within organizations (Hanti§95; Kramer & Tyler, 1996),
between organizations (Moorman, Zaltman, & Deshpaid®92), and in international
affairs (Michalos, 1990).

Trust is a psychological state comprising the ititento accept vulnerability based on
positive expectations of the intentions or behawioanother (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt &
Camerer, 1998). In the literature of trust and orgations, several studies have pointed
out the effects of trust on individuals” work penf@nce, organizational commitment,
turnover intentions, and work group performanceK®& Ferrin, 2001; 2002; Kramer,
1999).

In this paper we focus on how trust can be transflieamong agents. A transfer of trust
occurs when an agent (i.e. trustor) trusts an wvknagent (i.e. trustee), who keeps a
positive trusting history with a trusted third agefirust transfers have received
increasing attention in the literature of manageniBoney & Cannon, 1997; Stewart,
2003; 2006). However, empirical studies remainceand there have been calls in the
literature for additional empirical analyses (MclgyPerrone & Zaheer, 2003). Existing
works have mainly relied on online environments Kvight, Choudhury & Kacmar,
2002; Stewart, 2003), and only few works have ashrd the transfer of trust in
interpersonal contexts (Strub & Priest, 1976; U1296). In this paper we analyze trust
transfers with a dynamic approach and we inveditfa¢ influence of the learning on

future transfers of trust in an interpersonal centi order to study the two sides of a
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trust transfer (i.e. the trustor and the trust&e, build two indexes to measure trust
transfer and trust transfer reciprocation, and m@ifiporate them into the empirical
analysis.

Henceforth, this work presents three contributitnthe existing literature. First, unlike
previous works, we develop a dynamic analysis oéttitransfer to study how the
transfer of trust evolutions over time. Seconds tliynamic approach allows us to
examine the influence of the learning on futurestttwansfers. Third, we contribute to
the research lacuna in trust measurement (Glakadrson, Scheinkman & Soutter,
2000) by proposing two different indexes for theaswement of trust transfer and trust
transfer reciprocation.

This paper is organized into four sections follogvithis introduction. In the second
section we present the theory about trust traresierthe research hypotheses. Section
three describes the methodology applied, and thesumes. In this section, we present
two indexes for the measurement of trust trangfidrteust transfer reciprocation. In the
fourth section, we offer and interpret the resufsally, section five contains the
discussion and several implications, as well aslithéations encountered and some

future research lines.

2. Key Concepts And Resear ch Hypotheses Development

2.1. Key Concepts

Definitions of trust abound and rely on differerdpacts. In the literature about
management, trust has been defined as an expectdnpgsitive (or nonnegative)
outcomes that one can receive based on the expactemh of another party in an
interaction characterized by uncertainty (BhattaghaDevinney & Pillutla, 1998). This

definition adopts a mathematical perspective ari@sreexclusively on the expected
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outcomes. Mayer, Davis & Schoorman (1995) propdkatitrust is the willingness of a
party to be vulnerable to the actions of anothetypaased on the expectation that the
other will perform a particular action importantttee trustor, irrespective of the ability
to monitor or control that other party. This conceyproduces thewillingness to be
vulnerable and incorporates the expectations about the offaty’s behavior.
Nonetheless, it does not include the replies frbm trustor to such behavior. Later,
Rousseatet al (1998) delimited trust as a psychological stammasing the intention
to accept vulnerability based on positive expeatetiof the intentions or behavior of
another. We adopt this definition of trust, sincmcludes two relevant concepts for our
analysis: beliefs and willingness to behave acogytlh those beliefs.

With the purpose of achieving a higher degree etigion and control in the analyses,
previous scholars have often treated trust ascstBtom the sociological literature,
researchers have argued that one person eithedet@hygrusts or completely distrusts
another (Gabarro, 1990). In this static view, tleeel of trust reflects a single point,
rather than a distribution along an intra- or ipg¥sonal continuum. Nevertheless,
literature of trust in organizations has shown thast starts, grows, declines, and even
resurges (Miles & Creed, 1995).

Hence, we can distinguish another stream of libkeearguing that trust grows over
time (e.g. Blau, 1964; Rempel, Holmes & Zanna, 198&nd, 1972). This approach
implicitly assumes that trust starts from a lowdeand gradually increases (McKnight,
Cummings & Chervany, 1998). From a theoretical pectve, several papers have
addressed the building phase of trust in new ormgdioinal settings (McKnighet al,
1998), in new organizational relationships (Das éng, 1998), or in the context of an
already existing relationship between workers andnagers (Whitener, Brodt,

Korsgaard & Werner, 1998). Lewicki & Bunker (199%996) claim that trust is
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dynamic and distinct in character at different egagf any relationship (professional or
personal). They state that “this is a fundamentilfigrent perspective on trust from the
view that the essence of trust cannot be captweddingle, ‘static’ definition of its key
elements and attributes. Trust is viewed as a dimgimenomenon that takes on a
different character in the early, developing, amature’ stages of a relationship”. Thus,
trust changes with the passage of time as indilédbagin to feel more comfortable
with one another and develop improved awarenesstlodrs’ integrity, ability and
benevolence. Recent works have stressed the inmperte carrying out more empirical
analyses dealing with the role of time in the etiolu of trust (Lewicki, Tomlinson &
Gillespie, 2006; Tomlinson & Mayer, 2009).

Most of previous studies have focused on the stfdiyust in dyads (i.e. a set of a
trustor and a trustee), without giving much consitlen to the social context that
surrounds the dyad (Ferrin, Dirks & Shah, 2006)weer, nowadays individuals are
usually embedded in more than one dyad simultamgomnswhich they play different
roles (i.e trustor and trustee), and thereforeramtewith more than one counterpart
simultaneously.

There are three ways in which a trustor and adeustay be linked to each other via
third-parties: network closure, structural equivake, and trust transfer. Network
closure is the extent to which dyads (i.e. pairgudtor and trustee) within a society are
connected by mutual third parties (Coleman, 198@uctural equivalence captures the
extent to which a trustor and a trustee are similaterms of formal and informal
relationships they have with others and are alsdai in terms of the relationships they
do not have with others (Borgatti & Everett, 19929r example, two members of the
same department who interact with the same heatepdrtment and colleagues (i.e.

they have similar their formal relationships) ardhre the same hobby, e.g. playing
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football (i.e. they have similar informal relatidmigs). Finally, the basic premise for
trust transfer is that rather than being basedi@ttdexperience with the object of trust
(i.e. the trustee), trust is based on a trustedl-#gent who keeps a positive trusting
history with both members of the dyad (Stewart,30 this paper we focus on trust
transfer.

The literature has proposed several definitiondro$t transfer. Doney, Cannon &
Mullen (1998) proposed that a trust transfer ocethien one party (the trustor) ascribes
trustworthiness to an unfamiliar exchange partresed on that partner's association
with a trusted third-party. Three dimensions hawerb related to trustworthiness:
integrity, ability and benevolence (Mayat al 1995). Hence, according to the
definition mentioned above, a trust transfer occutsen the trustor believes an
unfamiliar exchange partner to have enough levielbiity, integrity and benevolence
to be trusted. However, it does not explicitly memtwhether this trust between both
parties finally takes place. More recently, Stewaft03) developed a broader concept,
according to which a trust transfer takes placesnadn person (i.e. the trustor) bases his
initial trust in an entity (a person, group, or amgzation, referred to generally as the
target) on his trust in some other related entityoiw a context other than the one in
which the target is encountered (e.g. a differdatg). This definition includes the
concept of initial trust since, in a trust transfére trustor does not know the trusted
party. Moreover, it incorporates the possibility atrust transfer across contexts. For
instance, the customer’s trust in a commerciaésdod the same customer’s trust in the
webpage of that store; this would reflect a transfietrust from a real to an online
environment. Another form of trust transfer takéscp when an individual transfers the
trust in the group to which they belong to anotimember of the group with whom the

former has no direct history or experience (Zucl&86). An extension of this idea
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applies when the trustor transfers his trust testernal group (that he is not member
of).

In this paper, we adopt a modification of Doretyal's (1998) definition, according to
which a trust transfer happens when one party (the tmsiwmsts an unknown agent
(the trustee) based on that agent’s associatioh witrusted third partyUnlike the
definition proposed by Donest al (1998), based on trustworthiness, ours does it re
on perceptions about certain characteristics oftthstee, but on whether the trustor

displays a trusting behavior towards the trustee.

2.2. Trugt, Trust Transfer, And Personal Trusting History

We begin by recognizing the idea that serves asb#ses for much of the existing
research in trust: that trustors will diagnose ttkasthiness by referring to a trustee’s
behavior in the dyad (Whitenat al, 1998). In this line, Kramer (1999) described
trustors as decision makers who use informatiom fileeir history of interactions with a
partner to draw inferences about the partner'stirughiness (see also Lewicki &
Bunker, 1996).

Some authors have pointed out how trust createsiptexity in ties. This is another
form of transferability where the transfer occurnshim the same tie rather than across
ties with different actors. Multiplexity means thhe tie between a trustor and a trustee
becomes thicker. Formally, multiplexity is the nuenlof relations within a given link
(Fischer, 1977; Galaskiewicz & Wasserman, 1993).example, based on the positive
experience and the trust developed in their relah@s as buyer and supplier, two
firms may decide to also form a joint venture tovelep a new product, and then
eventually enter a consortium for advanced reseawith a local university (e.g.

Bayona-Séez, Garcia-Marco & Huerta-Arribas, 2002).
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Literature has proposed that trust relying on imfation about involved parties, which
is developed through interactions over time, isvkedge-based trust. This concept
refers to trust that is grounded in information @btihe other party collected through
repeated interactions (Gefen, Karahanna & StraQB3R Thus, the key factor at this
level of trust is the information derived out ofeationship over time that allows one
partner to predict the behavior of another parifi@efenet al, 2003; Ratnasingam,
2005). The assumption is that the more informabiased on experience one has about
others, the more able one is to predict their astiGRegular communication puts a
party in constant contact with the other, exchaggimformation about wants,
preferences, and approaches to problems. Withogtla@ communication, one can
‘lose touch’ with the other - not only emotionabiyt in the ability to think alike and
predict the reactions of the othelLewicki & Bunker, 1996). This predictability
decreases the perceived risk inherent to the deciH trusting the trustee. Hence, we
propose that a previous positive trusting histostween a trustor and a trustee
positively influences trustor’s future trust towarthat trustee. Based on what we
describe above, we postulate the following hypathes

Hypothesis 1. The trust placed by a trustor in astee increases when both

agents have a positive personal trusting history.
Moreover, we argue that a personal trusting histeityh a trustee can serve as an
effective tool for promoting the transfer of trdsbm a trustor to an unknown trustee.
For this to happen, the trustor and the trusteet okl a positive personal trusting
history with the same third agent.
The concept of trust transfer implies a great @hee in many organizational and
interpersonal situations. Nonetheless, empiricadliss are scarce (Doney & Cannon,

1997; Henslin, 1968; McKnighdt al, 2002; Milliman & Fugate, 1988; Stewart, 2003;
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Strub & Priest, 1976; Uzzi, 1996). From a sociotadiperspective, Henslin (1968)
studied cab drivers” trust in passengers and rtbdpassengers who wanted to begin
or end their rides in a distrusted area were lesstad than if the locations they
associated themselves with were trusted. He coedltidat trust was transferred from
the neighbourhood, with which the driver was faamilto the passenger who the driver
was encountering for the first time. Another soogptal study was carried out by Strub
& Priest (1976). They focused on the mechanisne$bablishing trust among marijuana
users. They found that a marijuana user would @etmdrust an unknown person if a
third person, trusted by the marijuana user, vodidioe the unknown party. Hence,
Strub & Priest (1976) observed trust transfer frone individual to another, while
Henslin (1968) found transfer from a place to adividual. Finally, Uzzi (1996)
investigated how ties might bring together previpusiconnected business partners.
His findings in the apparel industry are similar $orub & Priest’s (1976) in that
individual arranged business based on third-pa&tpmmendations.

Research in marketing has documented trust tramsfeusiness settings. Milliman &
Fugate (1988) studied the situation where a prasgeamt may not trust a salesman,
and feel uncertain about the claims made by thessan about the product. In this
context, they found that the salesman could heigséif with a “proof source” (e.g. the
trade report of the product), which offered vebfea evidence of the salesperson’s
claims and therefore led to a greater willingnesbuy on the part of the client. They
pointed out that this method of persuasion is padrly important in transactions
where there is no history of interaction betweendhent and the salesman. Also noting
the importance of prior interaction (or the lackrdof), Doney & Cannon (1997) argued

that trust transfer occurs from a better known tess known party. They found that a
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buyer’s trust in a supplier firm was influenced thyst in the salesperson associated
with that firm and vice versa.

Recent research has focused on the trust transfanionline setting (Koufaris &
Hampton-Sosa, 2004; Lee, Wang & McKnight, 2007 waie, 2003), and between a
real and an online environment (McKnigittal, 2002). Stewart (2003) looked at trust
transfer on the web between web sites. The autamd that when web customers
perceive high interaction and high similarity beéwewo web sites, one they already
trust and one that is unknown to them, they areentigely to trust the unknown web
site. This is due to the transfer of their trustidie regarding the known site to the
unknown one. By linking trust in a real environmaevith trust in an online setting,
McKnight et al (2002) tested empirically the factors that mayuiefice initial trust in a
web-based company. The authors tested a trustifigiiitdodel for new customers of a
fictitious legal advice web site and found that geéred company reputation and
perceived site quality both had a significant pesitelationship with initial trust with
the company.

Henceforth, we claim that this personal trustingtdry with a trustee can serve as an
effective tool for promoting the transfer of trdstm the trustor to an unknown trustee
at interpersonal level. For this to happen, we migfbat the trustor and the trustee must
hold a positive personal trusting history with te@me third agent. The trustor, by
observing the positive personal trusting historytred unknown trustee with the third
party, infers trustworthiness to the trustee. Cqusatly, since trustworthiness is the
antecedent of trust, the personal trusting histditye trustee with the third agent serves
to reduce the perceived risk attached to the dwcisf trusting an unknown trustee and
therefore leads to a bigger trust between trustor taustee. Hence, we propose the

following hypothesis:
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Hypothesis 2. The trust placed by a trustor in arknown trustee increases
when the trustee has a positive trusting histom aithird party who also holds

a positive trusting history with the trustor.

2.3. The Dynamic Natureof Trust Transfer: TheInfluence Of Learning

Learning is crucial in the management field sintehas been recognized, in the
literature of strategic management, as a tool fdraacing new product development
(Adams, Day & Dougherty, 2003; Saban, Lanasa, Lack& Peace, 2000), joint
ventures formation (Lyles, 1994), and businessoperdnce improvement (Moormaa
al, 1992; Pérez-Lopez, Montes-Pedbn & Vazquez-Orda80Q5R Furthermore,
organizational learning affects organizational wétra(Ndubisi, Gupta & Massoud,
2003), and can constitute a source of competitivaatage (De Geus, 1988).

Learning at the individual level is the way in wihipeople obtain knowledge and skills
(Marsick and Watkins, 2001), through the promotannquiry and dialogue and the
creation of continuous learning opportunities (GAN2003). Several organizational
researchers have defined learning in terms of aoguiretaining, and transferring
knowledge at the individual and group levels (Hud&€91; Robey, Boudreau & Rose,
2000).

The literature on organizations and learning haditionally focused on the study of
how trust can foster learning (Chakravarthy & CB@04). Several works have pointed
out that the creation of trust is a process ofniegr (Powell, 1990; Sabel, 1993).
Moreover, the development of repeated trust intemas provides an opportunity for
learning (Andreoni, 1988; Camerer & Ho, 1999; ChedénFriedman, 1997; Erev &
Roth, 1998). At the same time, gathering learnmognf past experiences results in an

accumulation of knowledge about the other partyicwiacilitates the predictability of
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the other’s future behavior (Lewicki & Bunker, 199&nd therefore fosters future trust
interactions (Holsapple & Wu, 2008). In this papex study how learning promotes
future trust interactions, more concretely, hownégy fosters future trust transfers.
Learning can be described in many ways. From tieweral perspective, learning is
based on the stimulus-response model, in whichraopeis taught to respond to a
specific stimulus. One of the main assumptions hiat tlearning is influenced by
temporal proximity of a stimulation (Grippin & Pete 1984; Merriam & Caffarella,
1991). Taking this approach as basis, we proposetktle behavior displayed by the
receiver of a trust transfer plays a key role imffe transfers of trust.

Despite the scarce attention paid in the literatorthe dynamic nature of trust transfers,
it is of great importance to know why the trusttthdrustor is willing to transfer to an
unknown trustee varies depending on the behaverigusly displayed by the trustee.
For instance, if a trustor does not get the expetdedback or reciprocation from an
unknown trustee towards whom the trustor exertedresfer of trust, future interactions
with such trustee may be in danger. In other wolda, degrees of reciprocations
during past trust transfers lead the trustor tagige a high risk inherent to the decision
of transferring trust towards that trustee. Hertbe, trustor will be less willing to put
himself into a vulnerable position to the actiorfstlee trustee, which therefore will
decrease future trust transfers from the trustasatds the trustee. Contrary, positive
answers from the trustee (e.g. rewarding the trisstoansfer of trust with an equal, on
even higher, degree of reciprocation) increaseristor’s expectations about how the
trustee may act in the future, which may resulé inigger willingness of the trustor to
carry out more interactions with this trustee ire tluture. Thus, we propose the

following hypothesis:
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Hypothesis 3. The degree of reciprocation obtaibgda trustor after a trust

transfer towards a trustee positively determindariitransfers of trust between

them.
Although the behavioral approach of learning presidhteresting insights, it is limited
because it fails to consider the cognitive abditielence, other important approach to
learning proposed in the literature is the adurneng theory (Knowles, 1984). This
theory considers both physical behavior and cogmibehavior, which includes the
memories of the previous experiences, thoughts, eandtions. According to adult
learning theory, the learning can create knowleddgeause adults tend to use their
experiences to learn new concepts and skills, lanslto create new knowledge.
During a trust transfer, a trustor may learn abeuhird-party’s level of trust in the
trustee and may also learn about some of the gartd¢'s experiences with the trustee.
Previous studies have analyzed the influence oflehgth of a relationship and its
impact on trust (Engle-Warnick & Slonim, 2006) atigey conclude that short
relationships lead to less trust and long ones teawlore trust.
Trustors interact with multiple unknown trusteee.(new workmates, sellers, buyers,
etc) throughout their lives in different contexi®.(at work, in the supermarket, in the
activities developed during their free time, etdll these interactions provide
opportunities for accumulating information and kiesge about the behavior exhibited
by those trustees. This knowledge allows the trasto create more accurate guesses
about the behavior that trustees will display dgirfiature trust transfers, which reduces
the trustor’s perceived risk inherent to the deaisof transferring his trust to an
unknown trustee. The amount of learning collected trustor about the trustees” way
of acting may depend on multiple factors (e.g. ¢haracteristics of the trustor, the

context). In any case, a bigger accumulation ofnieg will make the trustor more
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interested in issues that can influence future dppdies to learn, since this learning is
crucial for forecasting the other party’s trustighavior, which reduces the inherent
risk perceived in the decision to transfer trusamounknown trustee. According to adult
learning theory, trustors are self-directed in itHearning; they tend to be driven to
learn things, generally to serve a purpose in tivs (Knowles, 1984). This leads to
the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4. The learning accumulated by a trustoderates the relationship

between the degree of reciprocation exhibited lgytthistee in previous trust

transfers with the trustor and the developmentutidire trust transfers between

them.

3. Methodology

3.1. Experimental Procedures

The experimental design is a crucial element terd@hing what strategies people will
play in certain situations under study. In this grapsince we want to measure the
amount of trust placed between subjects, we chosese 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

Trustor

Don't Send Send

Trustee
Trstor: 4

Trustee: 4 Return
Trustor: 4—5 Trustor: 4—5+r
Tristee: 4+3s Trustee: 4+3s—r
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This game is played by pairs of individuals. Eadir js made up of a trustor and a
trustee. Each trustor was given an initial endownuérd euros to play the game with
each type of trustee. Trustees received 4 europduictipating; this amount could not
be used for playing the game. Moreover, participamere allowed to send and return
only entire units. The trustor chooses betweeratti®on Send (S) or Don’t Send (D). If
the trustor chooses D, then both players receiee émdowment at the end of the game.
If the trustor chooses S, then the amount thedrysasses to the trustee (s euros) is
tripled and given to the trustee (e.g. reflecting a retumran investment). The trustee
then chooses between the action Keep (K) and R@R)rrif the trustee chooses K, then
the trustee receives the amount that the trustdrtspled (3x seuros) plus the trustee’s
initial endowment (4 euros). On the other side, thastor receives the initial
endowment minus the amount he or she passes toulitee. If the trustee chooses R,
then the trustee receives the amount sent by tistotr tripled minus the amount the
trustee decided to return to the trustor (r eupdg$ the trustee’s initial endowment (4
euros).

More concretely, since our purpose was to invesitfae trust transferred by the trustor
and the trust transfer reciprocation returned leytthstee, we designed a modified trust
game. In our setting, each trustor plays the tgasbhe with three types of trustee: the
trustor’s friend, the trustor’s friend of a frierahd a stranger. According to the trust
transfer definition we adopt (see next subsectitmg, trust transfer occurs when the
trustor sends some positive amount of money tdrtlstee who is the trustor’s friend of
a friend. Moreover, this trust transfer reachesngximal level when the trustee who is
the trustor’s friend of a friend receives, at letis¢ same amount as the trustee who is
the trustor's friend. In this point, the friend af friend is treated as a friend.

Symmetrically, each trustee plays the game witleghkinds of trustor: the trustee’s
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friend, the trustee’s friend of a friend, and arsgger. We consider that the trust transfer
reciprocation is maximal when the trustee who esttiastor’s friend of a friend returns,
at least, the same proportion of money that th&drusent him.

The session was run in the Faculty of Economic Bodiness at the University of
Granada (Spain). Participants were all studentenigahg to the same course of
Economics bachelor. We got a total of 99 obsermatim each round; since the trust
game was played twice, we reached 198 observations.

Previously to the running day of the experimenttip@ants were required to write a
maximum of four names of people from the class wiio@y would consider to be their
friends (e.g. they consider trustworthy) and foargens of the class whom they did not
know (we distributed a list of the member of thassl for them to write down four
unknown names). From this information, we were ableclassify who were direct
friends, who were friends of a friend, and who ws&rangers.

Participants were divided into trustors and trusteed allocated in two separated
classrooms. We explained the instructions and geal/iseveral numerical examples to
assure that they had properly understood the game.

The game started in the trustors” room. We gavertistors three different envelopes
containing each one a sheet of paper where thetewme amounts they wanted to send
to each type of trustee. Additionally, they werguieed to write in a separate sheet of
paper the amounts they expected to receive frorh gastee. When this was done,
these envelopes were delivered to the trusteesh rand we picked up the sheets
containing the trustors” expectations. Before ilistng the envelopes, each trustee had
to write in a separate sheet of paper the amobatseaxpected to be sent from each type
of trustor. After we had picked up this sheet conitg the trustees” expectations, each

trustee was given three envelopes, one from egoh ¢ trustor. They opened the
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envelopes and, after having read the amounts #udit teustor had sent them, they were
required to write down in the same sheets of paget by the trustors, the amounts they
wanted to return to each type of trustor. Afterihngwoncluded this task, the envelopes
were sent back to the trustors” room. Each trudtecked the amounts returned by the
trustees. Then, the game was over. We played thee gavice, and every trustor

(trustee) played the second round with the sameetinustees (trustors). Participants

received their earnings during the following week.

3.2. Measures

In this subsection we present the different vaesland how they were measured in our
investigation, paying special attention to the wetewe build to measure trust transfer
and trust transfer reciprocation. One of the ggdteuna of the research agenda about
trust is the measurement (Glaes¢ral, 2000), and this also holds for trust transfer.
Previous studies in several areas have based thsumeenent of a transfer of trust in
interpersonal contexts and face-to face interastimtween agents (Milliman & Fugate,
1988; Strub & Priest, 1976; Uzzi, 1976), or on ad besigns of laboratory experiments
(Stewart, 2003). However, no agreement has beeewathabout a common measure
for trust transfer across disciplines. As a conseqga, several measures in different
contexts relying on alternative trust approacheevige results that are hardly
comparable. This has led us to build two indexedhHe measurement of trust transfer
and trust transfer reciprocation.

Trust transfer index in the second round his is the dependent variable in our analysis
and reflects how much trust a trustor transfera toustee in the second round of the
game. We asked trustors to write down how much theyld send to each type of

trustee (i.e. friend, friend of a friend, and sgar) in the second round. With this
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information, we calculated the trust transfer indesrresponding to each trustor,
according to the index that we develop below.

Trust transfer index

Before building the index of a trust transfer, aimhsidering the experimental setting
used (i.e. trust game), we define the following:

Definition 1. A full trust transfer takes place when a trudioists (transfers to) a friend
of a friend, at least, as much as a friend.

Definition 2. A trust transfer takes place when a trustor su$tansfers to) a friend of
a friend to some positive extent.

For shake of simplicity, we identify trustors witie number 1 (because they initiate the
trust transfer) and trustees with the number 2c&ifor calculating a trust transfer, we
are interested in establishing a comparison betwesn much two types of trustees
receive (i.e. the trustee who is a friend, andtthstee who is a friend of a friend), we

name:

x/s ) amount sent by the j-trustor to a trustee whajigrustor’s friend.
yFF 1) amount sent by the j-trustor to the trustee veha jrtrustor’s friend of a friend.
Moreover, in our experiment these amounts fulf@ tbllowing conditions:
0<xFW < 4; xFOON
0< yFFi) < 4: yFFOON
Hence, we propose the following Personal Trust 3ienIndex for the j-trustor

(TTindex;™ ).

JFF(j) ylng(j)
TTindex,” " = IF() FF ()
max X12 ’y12 1

This index is restricted within the intend, 1]:
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0<TTIndex ) <1
The closer to 1, the better the trust transfer wofkfull trust transfer between a trustor
and a trustee is achieved whefindex;™ ) =1.

Furthermore, this index fulfils some interestingmgerties for the measurement of trust

transfer (see Appendix A).

Trust transfer reciprocation index in the first rood. The trustee’s trust transfer
reciprocation index measures how much of a truststier the trustee returns to the
trustor in the first round. We asked trustees tpress how much they would return to
each type of trustor (i.e. friend, friend of a frie and stranger) in the first round. Based
on these data, we calculated the trust transfepramation index from each trustee,
according to the index presented below.

Trust transfer reciprocation index

Now we turn to analyze the other side of a trusbdfer: the trustee. According to the
design of our experiment, we present the followidefinition of trust transfer
reciprocation.

Definition 3. A trust transfer is fully reciprocated when thestee (who is the trustor’s
friend of a friend) returns to the trustor, at Iéathe same proportion of the tripled
amount that the trustor transferred him previously.

Definition 4. A trust transfer is reciprocated by the trustedn@ is the trustor’s friend
of a friend) when the trustee returns some pospinggortion of the tripled amount he
was transferred by the trustor.

Symmetrically to the methodology used to develop ttust transfer index, before
building the trust transfer reciprocation indexjsitimportant to set the mathematical

definitions of some concepts:
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x5 amount returned by the k-trustee to the trusthig is the k-trustee’s friend.
yFF 1) amount sent by the j-trustor to the trustee veha jrtrustor’s friend of a friend.
yi W1 amount returned by the k-trustee to the trustbig is the k-trustee’s friend of a
friend.

0= xEWi < 4: XEDI ON

0< yFF) < 4: yFFO ON

0 yFFi < 3x yFF ) yFFOI O

According to the previous definition of trust tréersreciprocation, we propose the

following Personal Trust Transfer Reciprocation drd for the k-trustee

(TTRIndek V)

4yFFO)
max{ 3(yljgp(j))2 }

For a proof of how this index was calculated, sppehdix B.

TTRIndeX ) =min 1

Moreover, the trust transfer reciprocation indexetaeseveral interesting properties (see

Appendix C) for the measurement of trust transéerprocation.

Trustors” learning The learning collected by a trustor reflects thpistment that this
trustor makes in his expectations about the tristeehavior across rounds. We asked
trustors to write how much they expected to recdiroen each type of trustee (i.e.
friend, friend of a friend, and stranger) in botbumds of the game. From this
information, we selected the data referring todhses of trustees who are friend-of-a-

friend type. Hence, a trustor’s learning was caled as the difference between the
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trustor’s expectations about the trustee’s behavithre second round and the trustor’s

expectations about the trustee’s behavior in teerbund.

Trustor’s average propensity to trusthis variable was used as a control variable and
it represents the tendency to trust inherent th ¢éarstor. A trustor’s propensity to trust
was measured as the average of the trustor’s ggntbnthe trustees who are friend,
friend of a friend, and stranger. Prior studiesenahhown that people differ in their
propensity to trust. Propensity can be interpredsdthe general willingness to trust
others (Mayeret al, 1995). Propensity to trust may be the key drivethe form and
shape of that leap, affecting trust even in thesgmee of trustworthiness information.
Kee & Knox (1970) argued that trust depends nat guspast experience but also on
dispositional factors such as personality. Thispeality-based form of trust has been
referred to by other scholars dspositional trust(Kramer, 1999)generalized trust
(Stack, 1978), anttust propensityMayer et al, 1995). McKnightet al (1998) argued
that trust propensity has taken on a new importasoceross-functional teams, structural
reorganizations, and joint ventures create new imngrkelationships more frequently.
After all, trust propensity is likely to be the nmiaslevant trust antecedent in contexts

involving unfamiliar actors (Bigley & Pearce, 1998)

4. Results

To test our hypotheses 1 and 2, we carry out an @QW& test. We controlled by the

trustor’s average propensity to trust and by thmbar of round in which they are, since
the game was played twice. Table 1 shows thatikeage amounts sent by trustors to
strangers significantly differ from the average amis sent to trustees who are friends

and also from the average amounts sent to thosteési who are friends of a friend.
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Additionally, we observe that one of the covariates the trustor’s average propensity
to trust has a significant positive influence ore taverage amounts by trustors.
However, the other covariate included into the gsig] i.e. the number of round, does

not have a significant influence on the averageuatssent by trustors to trustees.

TABLE 1
Parameter Estimates
Parameter B Std. Error t Sig.
Intercept -.676 150 -4.500 000
Trustor's average propensify to trust 1.000 D48 20.768 000
Round 000 108 -.002 998
Tvpe of trustee= Friend 1.500 130 11.503 000
Tvpe of trustee= Friend of a friend 530 130 4 067 000
Tvpe of trustee= Stranger 0*

a. This parameter is set to zero because 1t i1s redundant.

Table 2 gathers the contrast results. The averagriat sent to the trustees who are
friends statistically differ from the average ambusent to strangers (p=.000).
Moreover, the average amount sent by trustorsrémgers trustees is also statistically
different from the average amount sent to trustdes are friends of a friend (p=.000).

Hence, we can conclude that our hypotheses 1 ane upported.

TABLE 2
Contrast results (K matrix)
Dependent
variable

Type of trustee Simple contrast” Amount sent
Friend vs Stranger Contrast Estimate 1.50

Hypothesized value ]

Difference (Estimate —

Hypothesized) 1.50

Std. Error 13

Sig. 000

95% Confidence interval for Lower Bound 124

Difference Upper Bound 1.76
Friend of a friend vs Stranger Contrast Estimate 53

Hypothesized value 0

Difference (Estimate —

Hypothesized) 53

Std. Error 13

Si1g. 000

95% Confidence interval for Lower Bound 27

Difference Upper Bound 79

a. Reference category = Stranger.
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The contrasts and parameter estimates describedk atlmw that there are group
differences, but to interpret them we need to kribev means. Table 3 provides the
group means adjusted for the effect of the covesialhe adjusted means show that
trustors” donations were significantly higher togé trustees who are friends and
friends of a friend compared to trustees who ar@ngers. The regression parameters
also told us that the donations to trustees whdremeds and to trustees who are friends

of a friend did significantly differ (p=.000).

TABLE 3
Estimates
95% Confidence Interval

Type of trustee Adjusted Mean Std. Error Lower Upper
Bound Bound
Friend 2.83° 092 2.651 3.015
Friend of a friend 1.86° g2 1.682 2.045
Str:{nger 1.33° 092 1.151 1515

a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: Trustor's average
propensity to trust= 2.0097. Round= .5000.

Furthermore, to test the hypotheses 3 and 4 we faierarchical moderated multiple
linear regression analysis. Table 4 contains trexrg#ive statistics of the variables.
Although some correlations between predictors &b, tthe tolerance levels, the VIFs

and the condition index obtained demonstrate thertetis no multicollinearity in the

data.
TABLE 4
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations
Variable AMean s.d 1 2 3
1. TTIndex in Round B 49 A0
2. Trustor's average propensity to trust 2.01 1.01 J2EEE
3. TTRIndex in Round A 43 42 JGgEEE - qEE
4. Trustor’s learning -.52 2.44 SgEEE - g kE qoEEE
T p =10
*p <.05
#* p = .01
#EE p o< .001

129



Chapter 4. The Dynamic Nature Of Trust Transfer Ahe Influence Of Learning

Finally, table 5 collects the summary of the hien&ral multiple linear regression

analysis. In model 1 we introduce our control Valgai.e. trustor’s average propensity
to trust. Our results in model 1 show that thidalale has a positive and direct influence
on future trust transfers. In model 2, we inclulde trust transfer reciprocation index in
round A and the learning. We appreciate that tlogorecation obtained after a trust
transfer in the past positively and directly infiwes future trust transfers. This result
supports our hypothesis 3. Furthermore, we obsiatethe learning accumulated by a
trustor positively and directly determines futuranisfers of trust. Moreover, a trustor’s
learning moderates the relationship between past transfer reciprocations and future
trust transfers. This result supports our hypotheki Finally, the results exhibit a
progressive increase in the R square, leadingfittahadjusted R square of .66, which

proves the good fit of the model.

TABLES

Results of the Hierarchical Moderated Multiple Regression Analysis®
Variable Model 1 Model 2
Constant - 08 (-.749) 04 (34)
Trustor's average propensity to trust T2 (5 BI)*=* 53 (4.05)%%=
TTERIndex in Round A 25(1.83)
Trustor s learning 42 (2.26)*
Moderation
TTRIndex in Round A < Learming effect =29 (-1.76)
F 34.02%%= 16, 13%%%
R 52 70
AR’ 03
Adjusted R’ 51 66

a. TTIndex in Round B is the dependent variable. The parameters estunates are
standardized coefficients. The [ -statistic for each estimate 1s in parentheses.

T p =.10
*p <05
®* p o< 01
e i }} .:;:_C":jl
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5. Discussion, Implications, Limitations And Futur e Resear ch

5.1. Discussion

Trust transfer has received increasing attentionthi@ literature of management.
However, empirical studies remain scarce and thawe been call in the literature for
additional empirical analyses (McEvilgt al, 2003). First, in this paper we seek to
answer calls for filling the research gap on encpiristudies analyzing trust transfer.
This study aims to contribute to a better undeditapof trust transfer. We defend that
several contributions can be gained from our amalys

Second, while previous works have often seen @ast static phenomenon, there are
recent calls for including dynamic analyses (Tosdim & Mayer, 2009). In this context,
we address trust transfer from a dynamic approBeis. perspective does not contradict
previous studies, but enriches them. We find tladitive trusting history between a
trustor and a trustee positively determines thetthetween them. This supports our
hypothesis 1. Furthermore, the trust placed bystdr in an unknown trustee increases
when the trustee has a positive trusting historthvai third party who also holds a
positive trusting history with the trustor. Thisuodts supports our second hypothesis.
Moreover, this study helps to complete this pusglgnomic approach, by incorporating
into the analysis the importance of learning wHiedds to knowledge-based trust. As
our results show, the trustee’s reciprocation dutite previous trust transfer (i.e. the
trustee’s trust transfer reciprocation) is posiyiveelated to the probability of
occurrence of future trust transfers between thstée and the trustor.

Based on this dynamicity of trust transfers, wal fihat a trustor’s learning moderates
the relationship between the reciprocation of tlstee in the previous trust transfer
and future transfers of trust. Hence, our hypoth8ss also supported. This analysis is

particularly relevant in the context of trust trirs, where the learning of the agents
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who have to decide whether to carry out futurettttensfer plays a key role in their
decision. Our results show that the reciprocatibtained from a trustee in the previous
trust transfer to have a positive influence ondkeeision of a trustor to develop future
trust transfers with such trustee. However, thlati@ship is also moderated by the
learning collected by the trustor about that treist€hus, our work points out the
differences in the roles of the behavioral appro@ased on previous interactions) and
the adult theory learning (which incorporates dadddl elements, such as experiences,
thought, emotions, etc). While the both helps exptg future trust transfers, the
second moderated the relationship between pagtttarsfer reciprocation and future
transfers of trust.

Third, this paper contributes to the research lacamtrust measurement (Glaestal,
2000). We build and empirically test two indexes tfte measurement of trust transfer
and trust transfer reciprocation. These indexesnalls to measure the two sides of a
trust transfer: the trustor and the trustee. Battexes fulfil several interesting
properties. Hence, they represent a comparable ureeacross disciplines for the
measurement of trust transfers and their recipi@tatt is important to highlight the
wide range of applicability of the measures propo3dne measures proposed can serve
for the measurement of trust transfer and trusistex reciprocation at the interpersonal
but also at the intra and inter organizational leve

And fourth, while many prior analyses of trust haassumed symmetry between the
parties involved, some works have proposed that tsunot symmetrical (Castelfranchi,
2008). Although there have been calls in the litemfor analyzing how trust of one
party influences the trust return from the trust®ehoorman, Mayer & Davis, 2007),
empirical studies addressing the trustor's and tthstee’s trusting behaviors in a

separate way are rare (Serva & Fuller, 2004). énpghper included in chapter four, we
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empirically show that trust transfer is not necagsaymmetrical between the trustor

and the trustee.

5.2. Implications

Several implications for managers and regulatorslimdrawn from this paper. At an
organizational level, an awareness of trust devetay can help better understand how
professional relationships change and evolve awee (Tomlinson & Mayer, 2009).
Managers should be aware of the huge amount ohzaf#onal situations where trust
transfer can be applied, such as human resourcaesagament, buyer-supplier
relationships, developing of new brands from thenesacompany, etc. Therefore,
creating an appropriate environment for trust ti@mt® develop can be crucial.

The dynamicity of trust transfer provides an oppuoitly for managers to operate in their
organizations on the basis of serial equity, thjsassessing the relationship as a overall
instead of focusing the assessment on one speeéfiod. By allowing the two parties
(i.e. trustor and trustee) to search for the rdgwiuof inequities across time, serial
equity alleviates the need for renegotiation ofeagrents each time there is a change
that affects the relationship and therefore redubeslikelihood that it will generate
conflict and eventually lead to a breach in thatiehship (Carson, Madhok & Varman,
2003; Zaheeet al, 1998).

Moreover, regulators may foster trust transfersaasechanism for strengthening
interorganizational networks or alliances. Thesdawaes can help promoting
internationalization processes, in which the comgparust transfer trust to several
unknown agents (e.g. the new country, the new aoessi patterns of consumption, the
culture, the local employees, etc). ConsequentbBgulations should foster the

knowledge sharing among the companies which amavéhe new country and the
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companies already located there. This would redtiee perceived risk of the
internationalization processes.

Regulators should also be concerned about theasicrg of social capital in the society.
Since interpersonal trust is frequently cited a@®arce of social capital, our study sheds
light on how individuals may acquire social capitBherefore, this information is also

useful to promote regulations which favour suchugsition.

5.3. Limitations And Future Resear ch Agenda

Nonetheless, we are aware of several limitationg&chvitan be addressed in future
research. First, our trust game is played twicenddeit would be interesting to develop
further empirical studies including a higher numbemteractions among agents to test
the evolution of trust transfers dynamicity in tlemg-run. And second, we test out
indexes with a sample of students from a FacultyEecbnomics and Business.
Henceforth, testing them in different context andgsciplines (e.g. sociology,
psychology, among others) would provide comparatesults of how trust transfers

work across disciplines.
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APPENDI X A: Propertiesof thetrust transfer index

The trust transfer index presented fulfils someerigdgting properties for the
measurement of trust transfer:
Property 1. Whenever the trustor trusts a trustee who is anffiand does not trust a

trustee who is a friend of a friend, the trustoF BEndex will be zero.
XllF(J) £y JFF(J) 0= TTIndeig i =p ylFF(l) < max{ iF () y FF () }

Property 1 assures that when the trustor doesarmfer any amount to a trustee who is
a friend of a friend and sends a positive amourd toustee who is a friend, the trust
transfer mechanism does not work. In other wottts titust placed in the agent who is a
friend of a friend is null.

Property 2. Whenever the trustor does not trust a trustee \she friend nor a trustee

who is a friend of a friend, the trustor’s TTIndeX be zero.

XlizF(J') — in;F(n -0=> TTIndeig i) =0 ylizFF(i) < max{ XE(J) yleF Q) }
The second property states that when the trustosters no amount to the trustee who
is a friend nor to the trustee who is a friend dfiand, the trust transfer mechanism
does not work.
Property 3. Whenever the trustor trusts to the same extenistge who is a friend and

a trustee who is a friend of a friend, the trustnsfer will be maximum and, hence, the

trustor’s TTIndex will be one.

XllF(J) - in;F(n 0= TTIndeilsz i) =1 yFFo) > max{ XE @) JFE o) }
Hence, when an agent sends to the friend of adre&anmuch as he sends to the friend
and this amount is different from 0, the trust sf@n mechanism works totally and the

index is equal to 1. This is equivalent to say that trustor trusts a trustee who is his

friend as much as a trustee who is a friend ofriead.
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Property 4. Whenever the trustor trusts a trustee who is aiétiand a trustee who is a

friend of a friend to some different positive ex$ethe trustor’s TTIndex will be always

positive.
X11'2F(1) £ yi';':(j) () iFF (i) gF G
) # o > #0= TTIndeXf ¢’ 0O(0,
xj; " #0 :TTInde)gF(J)D(O’]]:{Xlz 'FF(')y12 F () % ':(j)( ])
YEF) 20 Yio >, #0=> TTindek; ©) =1

In case that the trustor trusts both trustees {ghike amounts sent to both are different

from zero), the trust transfer mechanism works tiedefore the index will be always

within the intervaI(O,]] . However, depending on the case, it works to femiht extent.

Hence, if the trustor trusts more the trustee wha ffriend than the trustee who is a

friend of a friend, the index is restricted withine interval (0,1); this is, the trust

transfer works but not at its maximum level. Instluase, the bigger the difference
between the trust placed by the trustor in botlygts the smaller the index will be,
since the trust transfer works to a smaller extéuso, the smaller the difference
between the trust placed by the trustor in bothktéres, the closer the index will be to 1,
since the trust transfer works better in this centBut if the trustor trusts a trustee who
is a friend of a friend more than a trustee wha siend, then the trust transfer fully

works and therefore the trust transfer index walllb
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APPENDI X B: Building process of the trust transfer reciprocation
index
In order to build the trust transfer reciprocatioex, it is important to set the

definition of some concepts:

FF (i)

y, ''’: amount received by the k-trustee from the trustioo is a k-trustee’s friend of a
friend.

;-0 amount sent by the j-trustor to the trustee véha j-trustor’s friend of a friend.
s W1 amount returned by the k-trustee to the trustbi is the k-trustee’s friend of a

friend.

In our experiment, the amounts transferred by thstar and returned by the trustee

fulfil the following conditions:
0< 0 <45 yEF O ON
0< yiFI < 3yFF0): yFFOI O
O<yF<12; yFFOON

We have defined trust transfer reciprocation tartaximal when the trustee, who is the
trustor’s friend of a friend, returns to the trustwho is the trustee’s friend of a friend,

at least the same proportion of money that thedrisent him.
Since the initial endowment of the trustor in owsst game iy, =4, the proportion of
money sent by the trustor to a the trustee, whihestrustor’s friend of a friend, is:

JFE()
Yio

4
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Moreover, since the amount received by a the teustdo is the trustor’s friend of a

FF(j) —

friend, isy;™ ) =3y F )| the proportion of money the trustee returns éottbstor, who

FF(j)]
is the trustee’s friend of a friend, QL

JFF(J)

According to our definition of trust transfer rempation, both amounts must be, at

least, equal, for a trust transfer reciprocatiobeéanaximal. Therefore:

— . E oy
le2 (i) yF (1)i _ 4);21(1)1

IrEQ) iFF () )2

4 3y 3()’12 )

Hence, we obtain the following definition for ti@RInde%, :

4yzFlF(i)i ylng(j) £0
TTRIndef ¥ =4 3(y/FF 1)’
0 Yi ) =0

Nonetheless, this index is not restricted withia iuhtervaI[O,]] ! In order to solve this,

we propose the following expression:

N ) yFF(l)l
TTRInde% ) =min ﬁl
3( vz

Furthermore, the above expression presents onéepnokhe denominator may be null

JFF(j)) =

(when y/;""” =0). Hence, we carry out the following adjustmensadve it:

yFlF(J)J

max{S( ‘FF“)) }

TTRIndeX V) =min 1

! This is not a problem affecting the validity oftindex proposed. But for shake of simplicity when
interpreting the results, we prefer to restrictitiaex within the interva[O,]] .
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APPENDI X C: Propertiesof thetrust transfer reciprocation index

The trust transfer reciprocation index proposedillfulthe following interesting
properties for the measurement of trust transfaprecation:
Property 1. Whenever the trustor trusts the trustee (who istthstor’s friend of a

friend) and the trustee does not trust the trudtioe, trustor's TTRIndex will be zero.

yiFF(i) F()i N
12 4 —~=0=TTRIndex "' =0
4 3y

The first proves that when the trustor transfemmesgositive proportion of his initial
endowment to the trustee (who is a friend of anfifjfe and the trustee returns nothing to
the trustor, then the trust transfer reciprocatrmex reaches its minimal value. This is,
the trust transfer reciprocation is null.

Property 2. Whenever the trustor and the trustee (who is tlstor's friend of a

friend) don’t trust each other, the trustor’s TTédr will be zero.

yiFF(i) F()i N
2 =22 =0=TTRIndef ' =0
4 3y

Property second shows that in the case that tlséotrtransfers a null proportion of his
initial endowment to the trustee (who is the trust@ friend of a friend), then the trust
transfer reciprocation does not work. Consequeritig, trust transfer reciprocation
index is zero. However, it is important to notetthanlike what was previously shown
in the first property, in this case the trust tfangeciprocation mechanism does not
work because it cannot work, since the trusteeivedea null amount from the trustor.
In property 1, we analyzed the case where theeeusthaving the possibility to
reciprocate the trust transfer received from thsttr - decides not to do so.

Property 3. Whenever the trustor and the trustee (who is thstor's friend of a

friend) trust each other to the same positive exte trustor's TTRIndex will be one.
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ijF(J') F()i N
2 =22 _z0=TTRIndekx "' =1
4 30

The third property states that when the proportiat the trustor transfers to the trustee
(who is the trustor’s friend of a friend) is eqtmlthe proportion the trustee returns to
the trustor, then the trust transfer reciprocatsomaximal.

Property 4. Whenever the trustor and the trustee (who istthsetor’'s friend of a
friend) trust each other to some different positilegrees, the trustor’'s TTRIndex will
be always positive. Moreover, the lower the diffiesebetween the trust transferred to
the trustee by the trustor and the trust return@thie trustor by the trustee, the trustor’s

TTRIndex will be closer to one.

YD F(i N
12 4__#0=TTRIndex ' 0(0,]=
4 3yJFF(J)
12
A G
a0 #0=TTRInde% "’ 0(0,1)
Y12
Vi F ()] N
12 24— #0=TTRIndef " =1
4 30

Property 4 gathers all the situations where thstorutransfers some proportion of his
initial endowment to the trustee (who is the trustofriend of a friend) and this
proportion is different from the proportion retuthdy the trustee to the trustor.
Additionally, both proportions are different fromem. In this context, we can
distinguish two different possibilities. On the ofmand, the possibility that the
proportion transferred by the trustor to the traggebigger than the proportion returned

by the trustee to the trustor. In this case thexnd restricted within the open interval

(O,l). The narrower the difference between both proposti the closer the index will

be to 1, since the trust transfer reciprocationkedo a higher extent. On the other

hand, it is also possible that the proportion tiamed by the trustor to the trustee is
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smaller than the proportion returned by the trusbehe trustor. In this case, the index

reaches its maximal value: 1.
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CHAPTER 5

Conclusions, Implications, Limitations And Future Research

In this final chapter of the dissertation, we sumgethe main conclusions from the
previous chapters, and we deduce some implicationscademics, managers, and
regulators. Additionally, we briefly enumerate timaitations encountered and line out

some opportunities for future research.

1. Conclusions

In this dissertation we aimed to answer some @alise literature about trust. While the
common thread throughout the dissertation is “triesich research paper is focused on
a specific area.

By reviewing the literature about trust in managetmehapter one provides a first
contact to the research topic and its main chaiatits, as well as the evolution of trust
across different areas of management. We obseatdrist has not only received an
increasing attention in the literature during tastldecades, but this interest also holds
nowadays. Moreover, many areas of management henvefited from the application
of mechanisms or strategies grounded in trust fiengthening or achieving certain
tasks within the organizations during the last ge&lonetheless, there are still several
topics which remain unexplored. Hence, researclrust in management is a fruitful

field where additional contributions are permanedémanded.
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Furthermore, beyond this general conclusion dravamfthe first chapter, we can
distinguish specific conclusions obtained from eaththe 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 stakeholuhiteence environmental progress
when the people in charge of taking environmenéaiisions do not perceive financial
issues as the main aim of the organization. We ladecthat trust in departmental
stakeholders” ability and benevolence positiveRuences the heads of department’s
willingness to integrate sustainability issueshe syllabus of the management courses
taught by the department. Additionally, although feend that the interest in financial
aims have a positive influence, results show tha interest does not moderate the
relationship between the integration of sustairgbihto management courses and the

perceptions about the stakeholders™ ability anabelence.

1.2. Chapter 3. Theinfluence of theinitial and experiential knowledge on trusting
outcomes

In this paper we analyze the influence of the ahitievel of knowledge on the
emergence of future trust as well as the relatipnsatween experiential knowledge on
the typology of future trusting outcomes. There tare main conclusions derived from
the third chapter. First, we find that the levelmfial knowledge between a trustor and
a trustee (i.e. the knowledge previous to the aut®on under analysis) influences the

development of trust in forthcoming interactiongweEen them. And second, we also
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show that, while the previous result helps exptainirusting behavior, trustors’
experiential knowledge (i.e. the knowledge accutedglahroughout the interactions of
this trustor with a specific trustee) influences tiipology of trusting outcomes arising

in future interactions between them.

1.3. Chapter 4: Thedynamic nature of trust transfer and the influence of learning

In chapter four we investigate the dynamic natdreust transfers and the influence of
trustors” learning on future transfers of trust. Wew four main conclusions. First, the
trust placed by a trustor in a trustee increasesnvthere is a positive personal trusting
history between them. Hence, a series of pastipesiiteractions increases the trust in
upcoming interactions. Second, the trust placedahyustor in an unknown trustee
during increases when this unknown trustee hassiiym personal trusting history with
a third agent, who also holds a positive personating history with the trustor. In
other words, the existence of positive personadtimg histories with a mutual third
party increases the trust placed by trustors imnawk trustees. Third, the degree of
trust transfers reciprocations from trustees towawtiom the trustor transferred some
trust in the past influences the probability of wwence of future transfers of trust. And
fourth, results suggest that the learning collectsd the trustor moderates the
relationship between the degree of trust transfeiprocations obtained by the trustor

during past trust transfers and the occurrenceatafé transfers of trust.
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2. Implications

This section contains the main implications forderaics, 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 papamtribute to the literature about
environment and stakeholders. Previous studies hawated out the positive
relationship between meeting stakeholders” envieorial interests and a firm’s
financial performance (Darnall, Henriques & SadgrsR008; Hart & Ahuja, 1996;
Kassinis & Panayiotou, 2006; Kassinis & VaffeasD@0Sharma & Vredenburg, 1998).
However, this relationship has not been testeddses of organizations where financial
implications are not the main goalve show that managers” perceptions about
stakeholder’s ability and benevolence positiveluance environmental progredy
testing this relationship with Spanish universigpdrtments, we find that sustainability
can be integrated in the management courses taugdh the heads of department
perceive the departmental stakeholders as havigly &bility 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 factoftuencing trustors” trustingehavior
(Buchan & Croson, 2004; Buchan, Croson & Dawes, 220Glaeser, Laibson,
Scheinkman & Soutter, 2000), in this paper we ge step beyond by including the

expectations, a key element of human decisionsui {Kim, Shin & Lee, 2009), to
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analyze the trustingutcomes. Our work highlights the differences existing beéem
trust (i.e. trusting behavior) and trusting outcoréhile previous studies have often
assumed trust (i.e. trusting behavior) to be recigr between both parties (Serva &
Fuller, 2004), we claim that this is not necesgarilist in every interaction. Following
this line, our paper does not contradict the exgstliterature but enriches it by
incorporating the role played by expectations foderstanding the trusting outcome.
Expectations, when compared with the trusting bemayyield the trusting outcomes.
Taking previous works as reference, we classify tfusting outcomes into three
categories: betrayal, reciprocity, and reward.

Furthermore, the analysis presented in chapterppats the previous works about
knowledge, sheds light on the different role otiatiknowledge (i.e. previous to the
interaction under analysis) and the experientiabWkedge (i.e. which fosters the
accumulation of knowledge through repeated interasj. While the first explains trust
(i.e. trusting behavior), the second allows to poetthe type of future trusting outcomes.
Finally, the paper presented in the third chaptss aontributes to the literature about
trust in management in the study of all the po&gntusting outcomes that may emerge
from a trust relationship. While trust has been elgdhailed for its central role in
establishing and maintaining close, cooperativel productive relationships (Davis,
Schoorman, Mayer & Tan, 2000; Deutsch, 1958; Dig&d-errin, 2002; Gambetta,
1988), damage to trust through defection and bakragan have devastating
consequences on relationships (Lewicki & Bunke&t9Robinson, 1996)Previous
studies have addressed the betrayal in organizaf®ies & Tripp, 1996; Elangovan &
Shapiro, 1998; Giacalone & Greenberg, 1997; Lewi&kBunker, 1996; Morris &
Moberg, 1994; Robinson & Benett, 1995; Sitkin & R0t1993),as well as some

mechanisms of trust repair after a betrayal (Qiiles& Dietz, 2009; Kim, Dirks &
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Cooper, 2009; Tomlinson & Mayer, 2009). While bg#lahas received more attention,
some papers have also addressed reciprocity amatdel@.g. Brett, Shapiro & Lytle,

1998; Spreitzer, 1995). Nonetheless, these thrsgaaes have been investigated in a
separate way. Our paper does not contradict theseops studies, but complements
them by integrating betrayal, reciprocity and raivanto the same framework.

Therefore, we consider that approaching them jpicdin lead to a better understanding
of how trust in interpersonal as well as in inteand 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 taedrustee was treated as trustworthy
or not (Gabarro, 1990), later works pointed out thortance of considering the
evolution of trust across time (Mayer, Davis & Sotroan, 1995; Miles & Creed, 1995;
Schoorman, Mayer & Davis, 2007; Tomlinson & May2009). The paper presented in
chapter four uses a dynamic approach for the aigabjdrust transfers. We show that
knowledge-based trust can help explaining the teedpevolution of trust transfer
(Holmes, 1991; Lewicki & Bunker, 1995).

Moreover, prior research has stated that the dmeaha in the trust research agenda is
the measurement (Glaeser al, 2000). In this context, previous empirical stgdie
measuring trust in management have relied excllysiven scales applied to
guestionnaires (Davit al, 2000; Mayer & Gavin, 2005). Therefore, this hesutted in

a lack of a comparable measure of trust acrossiptiiees. Hence, in the paper
developed in the fourth chapter, we build and test indexes for the measurement of

trust transfer and trust transfer reciprocationesSehindexes are based on the trust game
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setting (Berg, Dickhaut & McCabe, 1995) and sergeaacomparable measure to
analyze trust transfer across different disciplin€sey also fulfil some interesting
properties for the measurement of trust transfdrtarst transfer reciprocation.

Finally, while many prior analyses of trust haveuased symmetry between the parties
involved, some works have proposed that trust ispmmetrical (Castelfranchi, 2008).
Although there have been calls in the literatune doalyzing how trust of one party
influences the trust return from the trustee (Scmam et al, 2007), empirical studies
addressing the trustor’s and the trustee’s trust@tgviors in a separate way are rare
(Serva & Fuller, 2004). In the paper included impter four, we empirically show that

trust transfer is not necessarily symmetrical betwine trustor and the trustee.

2.2. Implications for managers

The transmission of the academic findings to tlgaoizational world is pivotal, since
this allows a faster development towards the aangeted by firms. In this section we
present some useful insights that could be impléeaaelny 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 thaoadion sector enables us to better
understand how managers can collaborate with stédkefs to promote the integration
of sustainability into management courses at theeusities. In this case, due to the
characteristics of university centres, where finaintssues are not (or, at least, not
completely) the main aim of the organization, mamaghould rely on stakeholders’
technical ability to effectively collaborate in timaplementation of sustainable topics in

the management courses as well as on stakeholdengvolence to honestly do so.
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Thus, heads of department should be able to metstakkeholders to use their abilities
and benevolence for the integration of sustaingbiturthermore, heads of department
should also be able to differentiate the techradulities of each group of stakeholders,
and allocate them to the optimal task. This carrantae a more solid and widespread

integration of sustainability into university maeagent 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 &riRor example, firms facing price-
elastic demand, if they are to grow in profitalilior sales volume, must learn to
produce more efficiently. Firms facing direct pricempetition have a strong incentive
to learn how to increase efficiency or differentat faster than their competitors.
Similar competitive pressures affect firms in maskeith substitute products and firms
in shrinking markets. At an organizational levelamagers should be aware of the
importance of fostering an adequate collective Kedge creation as an antecedent for
developing a proper organizational learning, whigim help an organization to build
accurate guesses about the outcomes arising frearaations with other agents. For
example, forecasts about how competitors will behiswvthe market and about what
will be the results. When doing so, managers cad tbeir organizations to occupy a
leadership position in a certain segment of theketarThis achievement will be
additionally translated into higher benefits to toenpany.

Additionally, trusting employees involves a riskr fmanagers as well as trusting
colleagues at work also involves a risk for empesyeHowever, the knowledge
accumulated from past experiences helps reducief sisk. Henceforth, managers

should coordinate working groups which are staldeoss time and, consequently,
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foster repeated interactions among the same engdoy&his practice can help
promoting the accumulation of experiential knowledgnong individuals, leading to a
higher predictability about how others will act fature interactions and to more
accurate guesses about what the outcomes resuiéigide.

Our results show a positive influence of the ihitevel of knowledge on future trust.
Hence, managers should promote interactions betwegployees who have certain
initial level of knowledge, since this yields highteust levels. Nonetheless, managers
should avoid working groups where the initial leeélknowledge among the members
surpasses certain threshold. While this might samaterintuitive, too high levels of
initial knowledge between coworkers may place pambdrust above working trust.
Consequently, managers should foster healthy wgrkatationships through repeated
interactions, since this increases employees” ptosness and fosters the
accumulation of knowledge about the others. Howethery also should be aware of the
potential risk of coworkers with high levels oftial knowledge; for example, levels
above which the members of the group perceivertist inside the group to be more
important than the trust towards the company itgedf the task assigned to the group,
the values of the firm, etc). For instance, assgntwo employees between whom the
level of initial knowledge is very high: if one tfem decides to cheat the company, the
other may hide this due to the high initial trustdl existing between them. To avoid
such risky situations, managers should promoteoge@l rotations among the
employees, when a certain level of trust has beanhed. In other words, there is no
need to achieve very high levels of initial knowdedamong the members of a team to

work efficiently and productively in a group.
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Although these recommendations pretend to be ugafalny kind of organization, they
are especially useful for managers of organizatwhsre financial issues are not the

main aim (e.g. public universities, non-profit angaations, etc).

2.2.3. Chapter 4. The dynamic nature of trust transfer and the influence of
learning

Several implications for managers can be extrafrtad the fourth chapter. First, one
implication is the huge array of organizationatiattons which can be benefited from
fostering stronger levels of trust towards an ag&rito have a positive personal trusting
history with a trusted third party. For instancdjen a firm decides to create a new
brand, and the customer is able to associate #wishmand to the already known brand,
the customer will be more likely to trust the nemeo Another application would be
when the company decides to develop alternativenmefibuying; for example, buying
through the new website of the company.

And second, at an organizational level, an awasewédrust development can help
better understand how professional relationshipangd and evolve over time
(Tomlinson & Mayer, 2009). The dynamicity of trusansfer provides an opportunity
for managers to operate in their organizations twn ldasis of serial equity, this is,
assessing the relationship as a overall insteémocasing the assessment on one specific
period. By allowing the two parties (i.e. trustordatrustee) to search for the resolution
of inequities across time, serial equity alleviaté® need for renegotiation of
agreements each time there is a change that affieetselationship and therefore
reduces the likelihood that it will generate cactfand eventually lead to a breach in the

relationship (Carson, Madhok & Varman, 2003; ZahbtEvily & Perrone, 1998).
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2.3. Implicationsfor regulators

Some findings can also help improving the socidtyough 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 rag&itaws give rise to more proactive
environmental strategies by firms (Darnall, Jol&yrtterhus, 2007; Porter & van der
Linde, 1995). Henceforth, while there are currersityne examples of environmental
respectful programmes implemented in some few usities in Spain, bigger efforts in
this field are needed. Thus, regulations shouldmpte the implementation of
environmental practices in the universities, ingtgdthe integration of sustainability
issues into the syllabus of the courses taught.

Given the importance of management students aogugustainable skills, which can
be implemented in their future lives as managerss icrucial to develop policies
fostering the integration of sustainability into iwersity management courses.
Moreover, at the societal level, this strengtheroh@ more sustainable growth model,
based on more sustainable production methods, mvay & higher quality of life for the
inhabitants of a country as well as a lower degséeenergetic dependence from
countries producing non-sustainable sources ofggndihus, training future managers

with a more environmental caring vision can helprntdes 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 relationshigsg to society in general, is well
documented (e.g. Dawes, 1980; Glaegeal, 2000; Granovetter, 1985; Williamson,
1981). Arrow (1972) and Fukuyama (1995) believe tha level of trust in a society
strongly predicts its economic success. Howevergesiregulations cannot force an
individual to trust another agent, regulators stolle guided to create laws
guaranteeing a safe institutional environment, whieddividuals” perceived risk of
trusting others is reduced. In this sense, regidastould promote laws including
bigger punishments against trust violations ordyetis. This would act as an incentive
for rewarding and reciprocating trusting outconwvaisich would result in a bigger social
gain.

Moreover, if regulators are interested in incregsthe number of certain type of
trusting outcomes (i.e. betrayal, reciprocity, eward), they need to know which
factors underlie the occurrence of those outcores. third chapter provides some
insight about the influence of trustors” experignkinowledge on the type of trusting
outcome emerging in future interactions.

Regulators should also be interested in the patehtterogeneity of the knowledge
gathered by trustorslf there are differences in how the knowledge basegrevious
experiences is gathered between demographics grogpsup-specific policy
interventions are asked for. For instance, peojlle &vdense social network may have
developed a wider capacity to accurately predibe behaviors than people with a
smaller social network. Hence, this capacity, base@dccumulated knowledge from a

big amount of previous experiences leads thosdonsito be in a less vulnerable
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position in future interactions and to obtain ageigratio of positive (i.e. reward) and

neutral (i.e. reciprocity) outcomes than negatimes(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 festél interactions among unknown
agents. Hence, regulations punishing negative befsasturing a transfer of trust would
make people more willing to trust an unknown paAgcording to institution-based
trust theorists, trust reflects the security onelseabout a situation because of
guarantees, safety nets, and other structures if8hap87; Zucker, 1986).

Furthermore, trust transfers can serve as an effettol for reactivating the economy,
since they promote interactions among unknown gmrtivhich can lead to bigger
consumption, investment, and social expenditure. ifRstance, regulators may foster
trust transfers as a mechanism for strengtheningrarganizational networks or
alliances. These networks can help promoting iatgwnalization processes, in which
the company must transfer trust to several unknagaents (e.g. the new country, the
new consumers’ patterns of consumption, the cuyltthhe local employees, etc).
Consequently, regulations should foster the knogdesharing among the companies
which arrive to the new country and the companlesady located there. This would

reduce the perceived risk of the international@aprocesses.

3. Limitations

We are aware that the papers defended in thisrthiea also have some limitations,

which we describe in this section.
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The first limitation we encounter is the transvérmsature of the data presented in
chapter two. This fact does not allow us to analyee evolution of our conclusions
across time. While this limitation does not hold flee data presented in chapters three
and four, we are also aware that the dataset usedhése chapters include two
iterations and, consequently, two periods. Hertas, limited amount of iterations may
be found as a limitation when studying the evoluidd our variables in the long run.

A second limitation arises from the process of gatty data with a questionnaire. This
methodology, although including a big number of amtages, may produce biased
answers due to potential misinterpretations of dhestions. We were aware of this
potential bias and took care of avoiding it by neeaha careful and clear redaction of
the questions finally included. Moreover, we testeel questionnaire with the help of a
reduced group of people to check that it would learty understood. However, we
want to point out that, despite our efforts fortigg against this limitation inherent to
questionnaires, there is always a risk assumed whating with this way of obtaining
data and, therefore, this risk may be viewed asdation. Finally, we want to point
out that this limitation only affects the datageinf chapter two.

A third limitation which can be observed referghe samples” composition. In chapter
two, the sample is restricted to heads of departnmewhich management courses are
taught in Spain. Moreover, in chapters three and fthe samples are focused on
students of Economics bachelor. Henceforth, thera ineed to be cautious when
extrapolating the results and conclusions obtaiteedbther different contexts and
populations.

Finally, we apply linear statistical methods. Cansmtly, those relationships which

were not supported by the statistical analyses Ibeagiso non-linear and, therefore, not
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necessarily non-existing. What we can concludeha these relationships among

variables do not follow a linear structure.

4. Future Research Agenda

Future research, beyond addressing unexplored aredise literature of trust and
management, can help overtaking the limitation®oiex.

Regarding the dynamicity, future research may wanteplicate the questionnaire
and/or the experiment for a bigger number of peviod order to test whether our
conclusions also hold in the long run and to addthke time evolution of the variables
under analysis.

Furthermore, it would be interesting to test th@dthieses in different contexts from
those investigated in this dissertation. For instanfuture research might wan to
analyze how perceptions about stakeholders” abdiyl benevolence affect the
integration of sustainability in other universitysgems outside Spain. Additionally,
further testings of the experiment across diffe@nttexts (e.g. organizational settings)
can help to check the robustness of our results.

Moreover, more empirical studies analyzing thettttensfer mechanism are necessary
for a better understanding of how this mechanismksv@and how it can help fostering
trust in many interpersonal and interorganizatiosdbations. Since the indexes
proposed can be used as a comparable measureusortriansfer and trust transfer
reciprocation, it would be interesting to compamvhtransfers of trust happen in

different disciplines (e.g. sociology, psychologgpnomics, etc.).
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RESUMEN Y CONCLUSIONES

1. Resumen

Esta Memoria de Tesis Doctoral se estructura en cinco capitulos. Todos ellos siguen un
hilo conductor: la confianza. ElI primer capitulo presenta una introduccion al tema
objeto de estudio y su relacion con la gestion empresarial. A continuacion, el capitulo
dos recoge el primer articulo de investigacion, en el que se analiza como los
stakeholders pueden ayudar a promover la integracion de la sostenibilidad en la
educacion en gestion. El capitulo tres contiene el segundo articulo de investigacion, 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 relacion entre el conocimiento basado
en la experiencia de un trustor y la tipologia de resultados de confianza futuros. El tercer
articulo de investigacion esta incluido en el capitulo cuatro, y en él se analiza la
transferencia de confianza a traves de un enfoque dinamico y se investiga la influencia
del aprendizaje de los trustors sobre futuras transferencias de confianza. Finalmente, el
capitulo cinco resume las principales conclusiones, implicaciones, limitaciones, y
presenta la agenda de investigacion futura. A continuacion se describen de forma mas
detallada los contenidos de cada uno de los tres articulos de investigacion contenidos en
esta Memoria de Tesis Doctoral.

El primer articulo de investigacion se titula “Progresos medioambientales cuando las

implicaciones financieras no son el principales objetivo: La importancia de la confianza



Resumen y conclusiones

en los stakeholders a la hora de decidir sobre la integracion de la sostenibilidad en la
educacion sobre gestion”. Trabajos previos han resaltado la relacion positiva existente
entre la satisfaccion 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 organizacion ain no ha sido abordada en la literatura. En este articulo de
investigacion estudiamos cémo la confianza en la habilidad y la benevolencia de los
stakeholders puede influenciar la integracion de temas relacionados con la
sostenibilidad en la educacion universitaria sobre gestion.

El tercer capitulo presente el segundo articulo de investigacion: “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 andlisis del
comportamiento de confianza desarrollado por los agentes. No obstante, el resultado de
confianza que emerge de una relacion o interaccion de confianza ha recibido menos
atencion, con la excepcion de la traicion, que ha sido abordada en algunos trabajos
anteriores. En este tercer capitulo analizamos la influencia del nivel inicial de
conocimiento entre un trustor y un trustee sobre la confianza futura entre ambos, asi
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 tipologia de los
futuros resultados de confianza. Distinguimos tres categorias de resultados de
confianza: traicion, reciprocidad, y recompensa.

El capitulo cuatro contiene el tercer articulo de investigacion, titulado “La naturaleza
dinamica de la transferencia de confianza y la influencia del aprendizaje”. En este

articulo abordamos que ha recibido una atencion creciente en la literatura sobre
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confianza durante los ultimos afios: la transferencia de confianza. Una transferencia de
confianza tiene lugar cuando un trustor confia en un trustee desconocido, basandose 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, centrdndose en la consecucion de
objetivos comerciales, y asumiendo simetria entre el comportamiento de ambas partes
(el trustor y el trustee). En el capitulo cuatro, presentamos una nueva perspectiva de
investigacion de las transferencias de confianza mediante un enfoque dindmico y
abordamos la influencia del aprendizaje sobre futuras transferencias de confianza.
Ademas, construimos dos indices para la medicion 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 relacion 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. Asi, mientras que el hilo conductor a lo largo de toda la
Memoria es la confianza, cada articulo de investigacion incluido en la misma se ha
centrado en un area especifica.

El primer capitulo recoge una revision de la literatura sobre la relacion entre la
confianza y la gestion empresarial, que proporciona una primera toma de contacto al

tema de investigacion y sus principales caracteristicas, asi como a la evolucion de la
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confianza en gestion durante las Ultimas décadas. Se observa que la confianza no sélo
ha recibido una atencion creciente en la literatura durante las Gltimas décadas, sino que
este interés continua en la actualidad. Asimismo, numerosas areas de gestion se han
beneficiado de la aplicacion de mecanismos o estrategias basadas en la confianza para
fortalecer o alcanzar determinadas tareas y objetivos dentro de las organizaciones
durante los ultimos afios. Por tanto, se concluye que la investigacion sobre confianza en
gestion es un campo de investigacion fructifero donde futuras contribuciones son
demandadas permanentemente.

Ademés, mas alld de esta conclusion de caracter general extraida del capitulo
introductorio, se pueden distinguir conclusiones especificas obtenidas de cada uno de

los articulos de investigacion que componen esta Memoria de Tesis Doctoral.

2.1. Capitulo 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 integracion de la sostenibilidad en la educacion sobre
gestion

El primer articulo de investigacion de esta Memoria de Tesis Doctoral aborda como 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 organizacion. Concretamente, este analisis
se aplica a la integracion de la sostenibilidad en cursos de educacion universitaria en
gestion. De este capitulo se concluye que la confianza que la confianza en la habilidad y
la benevolencia de los stakeholders del departamento influye positivamente en la
predisposicion de los directores de departamento a integrar aspectos de sostenibilidad en

los programas de los cursos de gestion 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 relacion entre la
integracion de la sostenibilidad en los cursos de gestion y las percepciones sobre la

habilidad y la benevolencia de los stakeholders.

2.2. Capitulo 3: La influencia del conocimiento inicial y del conocimiento basado
en la experiencia en los resultados de confianza

En este articulo de investigacion analizamos la influencia del nivel de conocimiento
inicial sobre la futura confianza asi como la relacion entre el conocimiento basado en la
experiencia y la tipologia de los futuros resultados de confianza. De este capitulo 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 interaccion objeto de estudio) influencia el desarrollo de confianza en
interacciones posteriores entre ellos. Y segunda, mostramos como, 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
interaccion objeto de estudio) influye en el tipo de resultados de confianza que emerjan

en futuras interacciones entre ellos.

2.3. Capitulo 4: La naturaleza dinamica de la transferencia de confianza y la
influencia del aprendizaje

En el capitulo cuatro investigamos la naturaleza dindmica de las transferencias de
confianza y la influencia del aprendizaje de los trustors en futuras transferencias de

confianza. De este articulo de investigacion 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 comudn 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 transfiri6 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 relacion
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.
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