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Breadth Component Abstract

Trust has been extensively studied by sociologists, but only recently has this been reviewed from a standpoint of establishing online trust. Emerging thought leaders in the online world explore this with trust-based marketing, but the new medium of the internet creates a new, unexplored space. This KAM Breadth component reviews the history of establishing trust in three sections: Interpersonal Trust, Team Trust, and Societal Trust. Interpersonal trust has a long history, dating back to the ancient world, while team trust is relatively new with industrialization. Societal trust is the newest and largest in scope, encompassing both societal trust and trust in abstract systems. Trust in abstract systems guides the focus of the KAM Depth component, trust in information systems.
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Introduction

The purpose of this KAM is to examine the foundational issues of trust, from an interpersonal viewpoint, a team leadership viewpoint, and finally from a social exchange viewpoint. Trust as it relates to our society is something that is often overlooked, and is not a mainstream focus of sociological research. Both modern and classical sociologists neglected to focus on the issue of trust, and empirical research, such as trust in politics, has relied on generalized ideas. (Luhmann, 1988, p. 209) 
“Nearly 70% of Americans agree with the statement, ‘I don't know whom to trust anymore’”, cites Glen Urban from the February 2002 Golin/Harris Poll. (G. L. Urban, 2003, p. 272)  The question of “what is trust?” is not a new issue, but it is becoming more relevant in our society. Luhmann shows how previously the question of interpersonal trust could be explained as familiarity and kinship ties in family and small-scale societies. However, a current explanation of interpersonal trust in our society enables friendship and patron-client relationships. (Luhmann, 1988) Going forward in the future, the communication explosion of the Internet is again changing our explanation of trust and use of trust in communication. (G. L. Urban, 2003)
Interpersonal Trust
In the earliest formations, friendship, close personal ties in kinship, or small societies established trust. I view these microcosms of society as trust on the micro scale, which are the foundation of today’s macro trust relationships in an organizational setting. Through these societies of villages and towns, good were bought and sold, and a system of credit began to emerge based on trust. As travel and communication grew, so did the mechanisms people used to trust one another, and the concepts of trust grew from a micro scale towards a macro scale. Eisenstadt starts this exploration with his interpersonal trust model, the Patron-Client Trust model. (Eisenstadt & Roniger, 1984)
Interpersonal Trust Models

Eisenstadt’s Patron-Client Trust Models
The issue of trust in the context of sociological exchange has existed for centuries. Eisenstadt cites the ancient republican Rome, discussing the patronus-libertus link. This is one of the oldest formal relationships, and is open to the most coercion between a former master and his freedman. (Eisenstadt & Roniger, 1984, p. 52) Eisenstadt continues to cite examples including middle Europe, Egypt, and the Middle East, and states that “the central concern of our analysis in this book - namely the relation between … the construction of trust in society and the development of such interpersonal relations as an attempt to construct new areas of trust.” (p. 272) This quote demonstrates how Eisenstadt uses previous societal trust relationships to create additional trust models, as discussed below.
Eisenstadt continues by prescribing a specific clientelistic model of trust, and how that model changes over time. First was the kinship and small society model, which required equal access to all markets to review a wide array of goods. This created an equal footing for the review of all wares, as both buyers and sellers know the average price, quality, and background of the goods. Next was the Ascriptive – Hierarchical model, which evolved in feudal and caste societies. This model created an elaborate and ritualized exchange between the patron and the client, such as lord and apprentice or master and indentured servant. Often their relationship was characterized by ceremonies and demonstrations of respect or power, in order to create an unequal relationship between the two. Another example includes the godparent – godchild relationship, which is not one of an indentured servant, but one of a caretaker. The power differential between patron and client maintained their status and controlled the natural flow and order of assistance and control. Third includes various universalistic models, evolved for the modern world and based on current government structure. These include pluralistic (democratic), monolithic (totalitarian), and consociation (found in small European democracies). Each of these represents different mechanisms, but the outcome is the same, to invest and improve trust relationships in a wider community. This model assumes all members of the society participate, and they are not legally restricted or required to do so. However, trust and influence in all these relationship models is established through dominance and influence. (Eisenstadt & Roniger, 1984, p. 168)
Why do we need to establish trust in our societies, and throughout our transactions?  Several individuals have attempted to address this. Eisenstadt states “The attempt to construct such areas of trust and to imbue the search for personal attachment with special meaning, with the search for pure trust, is implicit in the construction of social order because of the tendencies inherent in the structure of socialization and of institutionalization.” (Eisenstadt & Roniger, 1984, p. 294) In other words, people naturally desire an order in their society, and the establishment of trust relationships creates that structure. Eisenstadt specifically identifies several traits that exist in patron-client relationships, which I can use to identify trust building traits in other relationships.
1. Patron-client relations are particularistic and diffuse

2. Relationships include the exchange of resources, including support, loyalty, votes and protection

3. The exchange of resources is arranged in a package deal

4. The relationships contain strong elements of unconditionality and long-term relationship

5. Interpersonal relations and loyalty include honor, face saving, or religious “spiritual” obligations
6. Relationships are not fully legal or contractual, but based on informal laws in the culture

7. Relationships are entered and exited voluntarily (ideally)

8. Relationships have a vertical trust hierarchy, not horizontal

9. Relationships are based on inequality between patron and client.
(Eisenstadt & Roniger, 1984, p. 48) These nine components for patron-client relationships can help to identify and build trust relationships through Eisenstadt’s trust models.

Giddens’ Pure Relationship
Next our discussion leads us to a view of current sociological theory in regards to trust, led by prominent thinker Anthony Giddens. He states that trust is a means to deal with the stresses of daily life, that “since anxiety, trust and everyday routines of social interaction are so closely bound up with one another, we can readily understand the rituals of day-to-day life as coping mechanisms.” (Giddens, 1991, p. 46)  Giddens provides the notion of a “Pure Relationship”, or a relationship that exists for the sole purpose of benefiting the relationship itself. (Giddens, 1991) This relationship is not based on traditional, close, personal ties, but rather based on external conditions of social or economic life. It is a “free floating” relationship that emerged only recently in our society. Giddens demonstrates how the “Pure Relationship” is based on mutual trust between partners, created in a reflexive and open fashion for the benefit of the partners involved. The relationship is founded in intimacy between the partners, and self-identity is developed through self-exploration and the development of intimacy with others. (Giddens, 1991, pp. 89-97) 
Trust is a psychologically stabilizing characteristic, it provides reassurance and allows individuals to overcome difficult obstacles. This is the foundational bliss discovered in a Pure Relationship, however it also exists as a double-edged sword. A poorly formed Pure Relationship can transfer into a co-dependant relationship when there is little symmetry between the participants. This drives the need for “authenticity”, where “the authentic person is one who knows herself and is able to reveal that knowledge to the other, discursively and in the behavioral sphere. To be in an authentic relation with another can be a major source of moral support, again largely because of its potential integration with basic trust.” (Giddens, 1991) Giddens argues to support the pure relationship as the foundation of a trusting relationship, and to acquire that trust in a healthy manner through the formation of a pure relationship, not a co-dependant relationship, or a dominating patron-client relationship.
Luhmann’s Trust, Confidence, Familiarity
The prominent sociologist Niklas Luhmann states that trust is a “Mechanism that reduces complexity and enables people to cope with the high levels of uncertainty and complexity of contemporary life”. (Luhmann, 1979) In his work, Luhmann addresses the “function of trust”, and discusses social mechanisms to enable people to trust in spite of possible disappointment. This is similar to Giddens’ theory that trust is a stabilizing characteristic to provide reassurance in an uncertain society. Later Luhmann expands on this concept to create a distinction between trust, confidence, and familiarity. He identifies how trust and familiarity are easily confused, but are very different and must be addressed separately. As he states “Familiarity is an unavoidable fact of life; trust is a solution for specific problems of risk.” (Luhmann, 1988, p. 96)  He discusses risk as a social construct used only recently, around the time of the invention of the printing press. Beforehand, unexpected results in a situation were attributed to religion or fortune. He argues the discovery of risk as a fact of life replaced the concept of fortune, though it does not provide a replacement to the related religious aspects. (Luhmann, 1988, p. 97) For example, a poor crop season would be attributed to bad fortune, an upset from the Gods. However, the concept of risk demonstrated this could be mitigated using crop rotation, grain storage, or other mechanisms to lessen the impact and manage the risk of an unfortunate harvest season. In effect, man was able to manage their fortune by managing their risk. 


Luhmann’s secondary point is the distinction between confidence and trust. Both trust and confidence are situations of expectation which may end in disappointment. Trust requires a prior interaction or engagement to create an expectation which can result in disappointment, while confidence, and the later loss of confidence, can happen without any prior interaction. Luhmann argues the distinction between trust and confidence comes down to perception and attribution. You have confidence if you do not consider, or are not concerned with, alternatives to a positive outcome. For example, you are confident a car will not leap off of the road to run you over on a sidewalk, or that you will not be mugged on your walk home from work. These are situations of confidence because they do not require any prior interaction with that specific actor. However, if you choose one action in spite of the possibility of a negative outcome, you are in a situation of trust. For example, you will get into a car with a known driver, who may or may not be reckless and get in an accident, but you have trust in their driving ability. In addition, trust vs. confidence is an issue of attribution. A loss of confidence is a reaction due to external attribution, such as a situation outside of your control, while a loss of trust is a reaction due to internal attribution, and may result in the actor regretting their decision to trust. (Luhmann, 1988, p. 98) 

In addition, Luhmann points out in a stronger argument that trust is only possible in situations where possible damage is greater than the possible advantage. This can be expressed with the following equation:
T(Trust) = Damage > Advantage

(C)Confidence = Damage < Advantage

Therefore, to make a decision with confidence, the possible damage must be less than the possible advantage. However, a decision with trust may have an outcome where the possible damage may exceed the possible outcome, and a bad outcome will make you regret your decision. (Luhmann, 1988, p. 99) In addition, Luhmann points out that trust is not simply a zero-sum gain, as may be expressed through the equation above. A lack of trust can not be made up by increased confidence, and vice versa. Such an assumption ignores the social complexities between trust and confidence. For example, Luhmann states “Belonging to the same family of self-assurances, familiarity, confidence, and trust seem to depend on each other and are, at the same time, capable of replacing each other to a certain extent. It is not possible, of course, to completely replace with yourself something on which you also depend. Hence, we have to assume a complicated relation between dependence and replacement that depends itself on further conditions.” (Luhmann, 1988, p. 102)  In this example, I identify the complex relation between trust, confidence, and familiarity, yet also identify the unique distinctions due to complicated sociological interactions. As Luhmann states, any one trait can not replace the others, though they are all closely related.

Trust is singled out as a special characteristic by Luhmann, and the purpose in discussing familiarity and confidence in this KAM is to distinguish them from trust, and the uniqueness of trust. As stated previously, Luhmann reminds us that trust is an attitude that supports risk-taking decisions, and the development of trust is based on personal experience and one’s demonstration of confidence. Luhmann states “[People] depend on a previous structural reduction of complexity. Moreover, they require a visible relation to one’s own decisions about accepting a risk. Under modern conditions they depend, in addition, on confidence. A lack of confidence may mean, without further reflection, a lack of trust, and lack of trust means that behavior which presupposes trust will be ruled out.” (Luhmann, 1988, p. 103) Clearly, someone who is not confident in their own ability is not likely to be trusted by others. Luhmann in fact specifically states that the lack of confidence will lead to feelings of alienation and distrust by others. Therefore, confidence is a key component to establishing trust between individuals, especially in leadership situations, as discussed later in this KAM. 
Pettit’s Trust Mechanism

Philip Pettit introduces trust mechanisms as a collection of different truths that define trust parameters for social, person to person relationships. Pettit argues that “Trustors identify reasons to trust others and trustees show that those reasons are good reasons: the trust which they support is generally not disappointed.” (Pettit, 1995, p. 202) He sees trust as a fundamental factor in our existence, and argues that for this reason it needs to exist between people. He also argues that it is essential for us to understand these trust factors, as he says:  “If we are not clear about the good reasons why people might trust one another, we are in danger of designing institutions that will reduce trust or even drive it out.” (Pettit, 1995, p. 202) Pettit argues that we should research trust factors, as they are essential in creating societal agencies to support trust factors. 
Pettit provides several factors to argue for the necessity of trust, even if people are not trustworthy, trust factors still exist. Pettit argues that to trust people, they do not need to be trustworthy, as we can predict how most people will operate in a consistent manner. Pettit states that “Trustors do not have to depend on the more or less admirable trustworthiness of others; they can also hope to exploit the relatively base desire to be well considered.” (Pettit, 1995, p. 203) The basis of this belief is that people, even untrustworthy people, still have a base desire to be trusted. 

Pettit identifies several models of trust to support his Trust Mechanisms. The first model is “Loyalty, Virtue, and Prudence”. (Pettit, 1995)  Loyalty is used to refer to reliance on people, and Pettit suggest that reliance on people is synonymous with confidence in people, which is the most general and well-understood demonstration of trust. Next Pettit argues that according to virtue, people will act predictably in certain situations. He believes they will behave in a virtuous manner, for whatever reason they assume they are an individual worthy of my trust. Third is the issue of prudence, that we have confidence in established items of order, such as the law and the court system. These factors do not exist independently of each other, and contribute to the support of his trust mechanism. (Pettit, 1995, p. 209) 
Pettit also identifies a second trust mechanism in his argument, that of displaying trust in others as a mechanism to encourage trust. He argues that “By displaying trust in another, one often demonstrates to third parties that she trusts that person. Other things being equal, such a demonstration will serve to win a good opinion for the trustee among those parties.” (Pettit, 1995, p. 215)  This is a prime example of trust transference between two parties, one that I will discuss later in trust based marketing with Glen Urban. For the argument of this trust mechanism Pettit provides three summary points: 
1. An act of trust will signal to the trustee and witnesses that the trustor believes in their trustworthiness. Perhaps this is based on loyalty or virtue, and this is the primary means of this trust mechanism.

2. The trustee will likely desire to win the trust or good will of the trustor and witnesses.

3. The trustee will likely act in a manner necessary to give the trustor reason to trust them. 
By recognizing these facts, Pettit argues these facts will give a trustor reason to trust a trustee, even when they have very little reason or evidence to believe in their trustworthiness. (Pettit, 1995, p. 216) In treating people as trustworthy, we expect them to act in a trustworthy manner. The fact that the trustor will extend an effort of trust to the trustee will create an expectation for the trustee to live up to this desire. This gives the trustee more of a reason to behave in a trustworthy manner than before, and directly relates to the patron-client trust model. (Pettit, 2004, p. 111) In addition, Pettit provides an additional trust mechanism that parallels the one identified above, which identifies two forms of trust. 

1. Traditional trustworthiness – People are disposed to behave as trustworthy, to behave in the manner expected.

2. Alternate trustworthiness – People will tell the truth or similar action due to the overt display of trust we show to them, and they desire others to have a good opinion of them. 
(Pettit, 2004, p. 112)
To follow up on this point, Pettit argues for two conditions necessary for trust that are related to the two forms of trust:

1. People whom I trust must know I am trusting them, and

2. Revealing the fact that I trust them will provide additional motivation for them to act in a trustworthy manner. (Pettit, 2004, p. 110)
All this put together allows us to conclude that people are both naturally trustworthy, and those that are not will still be driven by a desire to be perceived as trustworthy. However, Pettit also points out that while one’s desire of others to have a good opinion of us may keep us trustworthy, those who overtly seek the trust of others may find themselves left in the dark. Pettit states that “For whereas it may be a compliment to be thought loyal of virtuous or prudent, it is no complement to be thought to want the good opinion of others. The general axiom in this domain is that nothing is so unimpressive as behavior designed to impress.” (Pettit, 1995, p. 222)
Interpersonal Trust Models Comparison

In this section I addressed four different trust models, listed below: 

1. Eisenstadt’s Patron-Client Trust Models

2. Giddens’ Pure Relationship

3. Luhmann’s Trust, Confidence, Familiarity

4. Pettit’s Trust Mechanism
Each trust model has unique characteristics that make it distinct from other models, and may support or retract from the strength of various theories. All four of these trust models focus around interpersonal trust, established between no more than two people in a social exchange, though ancillary people may oversee, overlook, or observe. Though these other people may influence trust behavior, I will ignore that influence for this discussion.
Eisenstadt’s Patron-Client relationship exists between a master and servant, or lord and peasant, clearly two relationships that exist in inequality. This strongly contrasts to Giddens’ Pure Relationship, which is just as strongly based in equality and recognition between the two parties. Eisenstadt’s models exist for the betterment of one or both individuals, but they are clearly in a trust relationship so each may extract some form of value from the other. Gidden on the other hand discusses how the relationship exists for its own merit, regardless of other exterior benefits. These two sharply contrasted trust relationships both provide strong arguments for the existence of a trust relationship. This is a good example to demonstrate that trust may exist though a wide variety of relationships, from unequal and profiteering to equal and transparent. 
While the distinction between these two is clear, a finer distinction is drawn between Eisenstadt’s Patron-Client Trust Model and Luhmann’s Trust, Confidence, and Familiarity model. Luhmann describes the differences between Trust, Confidence, and Familiarity, and all may be factors that contribute to trust in the Patron-Client model. For example, patrons and clients will certainly be familiar with each other, based on actor’s proximity and interaction. This relative closeness in proximity can not be relied on as a mechanism for describing Patron-Client trust, as indentured servants may be forced to be in close proximity against their will. However, confidence is a factor that may result in disappointment, and is applicable to the Patron-Client relationship, as a failure by either half to live up to their side of the agreement will result in a loss of confidence. However, we can not confuse the confidence between a patron and their client with the trust established between a patron and a client. This is a distinct characteristic, as Luhmann points out, and is supported in Eisenstadt’s model.
The Patron-Client trust model clearly makes use of Pettit’s trust mechanisms, there is a humanistic desire to trust and to be trusted. Specific to the Patron-Client model, patrons are entrusted with the caretaking and well-being of their clients, such as in the case of godfathers and godchildren or masters and apprentices. This expectation of guidance and trust, combined with an innate helplessness of the client, uses the Pettit’s trust mechanisms to build a trust relationship. 
When comparing trust for altruistic purposes vs. trust for personal gain, I need to compare the Giddens’ Pure Relationship model to Luhmann’s Trust, Confidence, and Familiarity model. In the Giddens’ model the relationship exists for its own benefit, and hence the trust relationship spawns from that openness and altruistic relationship. This is contrasted to Luhmann’s model, which is based on a relationship scale sliding from familiarity to confidence to trust, which exists to establish a bond. Familiarity and Confidence can create a relationship that exists without trust, and may exist without a Pure Relationship. 
I must mention Pettit’s Trust Mechanism model also looks to establish a relationship for ulterior motives or personal gain, rather than the existence of Giddens’ “Pure Relationship”. In addition, Pettit’s Trust Mechanisms can be used to establish trust relationships following Luhmann’s model. The question in these two situations is can one spot a relationship created based on false pretenses and false communication, using false trust mechanisms? Giddens addresses this issue in that trust relationships created for the purpose of gaining trust will often result in a greater alienation when discovered.

Team Trust

Team Trust Models


Leadership in a team environment is one of the most common ways we think of leadership. The brave captain who steps up to lead his men, and the visionary business leader who pilots his company through troubled economic waters. These are the visions we keep of team leaders, who inherently require trust of their followers to accomplish their mission. But the question remains, how do these leaders establish a trust relationship with their followers, and how do they grow that relationship?  As it applies to this KAM, if I can establish trust between a person and multiple people, such as a team environment, perhaps I am one step closer to establishing trust between a person and intangible object, such as an information system.
Dirk’s & Ferrin Framework for Trust in leadership

There are a number of leadership models that relate to trust, and build trust through various mechanisms. While this KAM focuses on trust, the component of leadership and leadership theories can not be overlooked. Dirk’s and Ferrin addressed this issue with a study of meta-data from various trust and leadership papers over four decades, and identified which leadership traits most strongly created a feeling of trust. 

The central part of this paper focuses on two different types of leaders – organizational leaders and direct leaders. Organizational leaders are those in executive positions, focusing on strategic decisions to define direction for an organization, visioning, and leading a team of other leaders. Direct leaders are those that interface directly with their subordinates to accomplish tasks. These leaders may be shift leaders, foreman, team leaders, or others with direct operational responsibility. Usually direct leaders will report up to an organizational leader. (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002) 

In addition, Dirks and Ferrin identified and discussed two categories of leadership characteristics, Character-based leadership perspectives and Relationship-based leadership perspectives. These perspectives are held by the follower in a leader-follower role, not traits of the actual relationship. Relationship-based leadership perspectives have an emphasis on relational issues, such as the nature of a leader-follower relationship. In this case, trust in leadership is operating according to a social exchange theory, whereby followers see thee relationship with their leader as something beyond a standard economic contract. Issues of care and concern are central to the relationship-based leadership perspective. (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002) This is contrasted to the Character-based leadership perspective, which focuses on a leader’s character and how it influences a follower’s sense of vulnerability. The leader may have control over important decisions that affect the follower, such as pay, promotion, and work assignments. This perspective requires followers to draw inferences about a leader’s character, such as integrity, dependability, and fairness. Because these are the perspectives and perceptions followers apply towards their leaders, they affect how the trust relationship is built between the leader and the follower. (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002) 
For Dirks and Ferrin, trust exists in two definitions of interpersonal traits - cognitive and affective trust, and a combined overall level of trust. Traits that build cognitive trust include reliability, integrity, honesty, and fairness. Traits that build affective trust include a genuine concern about one’s welfare. (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002) Their studies demonstrate the difference in trust between various leaders and leadership styles, but the common thread is that trust is a multifaceted trait that builds over time with multiple inputs.

Throughout the rest of the paper, Dirks and Ferrin discuss Leader Actions and Practices, which merges leadership activities with the mechanism to establish and build trust. They identify several leadership styles and activities which I could also address as leadership theories. I will mention them here briefly, though leadership theory is not the main focus of this KAM. 
Transformational leadership is a leadership concept where the leader paints a vision for their followers, and through pure enthusiasm of the leader, they convince their followers to believe in them, in effect to trust them. This is an example of a social exchange, much like the patron-client relationship. This is why it is no surprise that transformational leadership has the highest correlation to trust, where r=.72. Next highest is Perceived Organizational Support at r=.69, which is an exchange relationship between an individual and an organization, where the individual believes the organization cares about their well-being. (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002, p. 619) 
On the other hand, Transactional Leadership scored poorer for correlation with trust, where r=.59. Transactional Leadership is based on a reward and punishment system contingent on performance. Trust applies to Transactional Leadership as employees are fairly rewarded or punished for fulfillment of the work contract. Even more interesting was a lack of correlation to the length of the relationship, r= -.01, which implies that trust can be established very quickly using these other factors. In addition, trust earned quickly can also be lost quickly, where a breech of unmet expectations has a destructive correlation to trust of r= -.40. (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002, p. 619) 
Dirks and Ferrin bring all their hypothesis together into a graphical model. (Figure 1) What Figure 1 demonstrates is the interrelated cycle of trust in a leader, and the foundation on multiple facets of information processing by the follower. This demonstrates that trust between a follower and a leader, or between two entities, is based on more than just a singular trait, such as what earlier theorists believed. It is more than just a desire to look out for a follower’s best interest, but includes a level of fairness, justice, inclusion, guidance, and character. 
Specifically, look at Leader Actions and Practices, which captures a number of different leadership styles, theories, and activities, as we move from left to right. These styles combine with follower and relationship attributes, such as if the follower will trust the leader, and the length of time of the relationship. These factors influence trust in a leader by allowing followers to draw inferences about the relationship and the character of the leader. The trust relationship may exist in several forms, that of affective trust, or how does a follower feel about the leader, cognitive trust, or what does the follower think about the leader, and an overall trust that combines both. This applies to both direct leaders and organizational leaders. This trust relationship builds the bond between the follower and leader, where both care about the relationship, and the follower has confidence in the leader. Finally, the trust relationship results in expected behavioral outcomes, such as job performance, behavior, and job attributes. This final component is outside of the scope of this KAM discussion. (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002, p. 613)
Robbins’ Trust and Leadership Model
How does a leader actively build trust in a leadership situation?  This is the question Stephen Robbins addresses in his book “Essentials of Organizational Behavior”. In his book he reviews common leadership theories, both transactional and transformational. Transactional leaders rely on trait and contingency leadership theories, while transformational leaders rely on charismatic leadership theories. Robbins provides an overview of leadership information to build towards the relationship of trust and leadership, the focus of this KAM. (Robbins, 2005)
Robbins broadly defines trust in a leader as an expectation that the leader will not act opportunistically. This term refers to the inherent risk in a trust relationship, that one or both parties could take advantage of the vulnerable situation. “This willingness to take risks is common to all trust situations.” (Robbins, 2005, p. 171) Due to this inherent risk, we see why it takes time to build trust, and recognize there are certain traits and stages of the trust process, which I will discuss below. First, Robbins identifies five key concepts that establish a foundation to build trust. These include:

1. Integrity - Honesty and truthfulness seems to be the most critical of the five trust concepts. Trust is based on an understanding of others moral character. 
2. Competence – Technical and interpersonal skills are necessary to establish confidence, and to build trust in your knowledge of a subject or skill.
3. Consistency - Predictability and good judgment when handling situations is necessary to maintain trust. A leader who does not practice what they preach will quickly be discredited.
4. Loyalty – The willingness to help and save face of another person, and to not act opportunistically if the relationship presents itself.
5. Openness – “Can you rely on the other person to give you the full truth?” 
(Robbins, 2005)
From these five key concepts of trust in leadership, Robbins discusses the evolution of trust as a relationship grows, and describes three different types of trust. Each of these occurs in an evolutionary stage, building on each other. First is “Deterrence-Based Trust”, the most fragile of trust relationships, as one violation can destroy the trust relationship. It is relatively easy to establish this type of trust, but also just as easy to destroy this type of trust. This is the first stage of a trust relationship, and it is established to keep oneself protected. Second is “Knowledge-Based Trust”, the most common trust model, which is based on behavior and predictability in varying situations. Predictability enhances trust, even if the predictable behavior is untrustworthy, because the direct management can plan accordingly knowing that the other will always violate the trust. Even if behavior is inconsistent, if the other party can explain the variation in behavior, a trust relationship may still remain. This is also discussed in Pettit’s trust model, where even when dealing with an untrustworthy individual we can still trust their actions because we can predict if they will operate in a consistent manner. (Pettit, 1995, p. 203) Most manager-employee trust relationships are a knowledge-based. Finally, “Identification-Based Trust” is the highest level of trust. This exists when there is an emotional connection between the parties, such as in a romantic relationship. This relationship contains unquestioned loyalty, as all members trust that the other people are looking out for their best interest. This is an ideal relationship for an employee and manager, but hard to achieve. (Robbins, 2005)

Robbins provides a guide for how leaders can establish trust relationships with their employees, including traits and characteristics of trust. Leadership trust is necessary to connect with and develop an employee, and help them through the discovery process in unfamiliar territory. Information systems and online trust is unfamiliar territory for many users, and leadership through these new waters will be necessary for user adoption. Next Ken Blanchard provides a guide for leading employees and users through new, unfamiliar water, while establishing trust relationships.
Blanchard’s Situational Leadership model
Trust is a critical component to successful leadership, and one that has been studied in depth. In order to translate the trust given to a person and apply trust to an information system, one must look at the foundational components of trust and leadership. Motivational speaker and leadership coach, Ken Blanchard, identifies several core components of leadership, management, and trust. He identifies an evolutionary track every individual passes through as they learn new skills. He identifies this as the “Development Continuum”, which includes the four phases below, and is represented in Figure 2: (Figure 2)
· D1 – Excited Beginner – Low Competence, High Commitment

· D2 – Disillusioned Learner – Low competence, Low Commitment

· D3 – Capable but cautious performer – Medium Competence, Medium commitment

· D4 – High Achiever – High competence, High commitment

(Blanchard, Fowler, & Hawkins, 2005) 

The leader walks their follower through each of these four development stages, with the follower’s continuing successes building their confidence. Continuing successes and taking this journey together build the trust bond between leader and follower. Blanchard also moves his students through four phases of leadership, which match the four phases of development. These are listed below, and also identified in Figure 2.

· S1 – Directing – High Directive, Low Supportive behavior

· S2 – Coaching – High Directive, High Supportive behavior

· S3 – Supporting – Low Directive, High Supportive behavior

· S4 – Delegating – Low Directive, Low Supportive behavior 
Taking a journey together, leader and student, builds the trust bonds between them and strengthens the relationship. This sense of accomplishment also increases individuals’ self confidence, building their trust. Blanchard captures both leadership stages and skill development in this model, when both D1-D4 and S1-S4 are combined to walk the leader and learner through a growth path. As I discussed with Robbins, the trust has varying stages that grow over time and through experiences, deepening the trust relationship. Building this trust relationship can also happen between people and an organization, to build organizational trust, our next topic. 
Shaw’s Building trust in an organization
In this final section on Team Trust I look at trust in between an individual and an organization. This differs from trust between two individuals, as the party being trusted is not one of flesh and blood, but the embodiment of an organization made up of multiple people, resulting in a complex interaction of personalities. Robert Shaw describes a mechanism to establish trust through leadership in an organizational setting. Shaw identifies three core activities necessary to building trust in an organizational setting. Each of these will be addressed below. 

1. Achieving Business Results

2. Acting with Integrity

3. Demonstrating Concern

(Shaw, 1997, p. 34)
Achieving business results is what Shaw identifies as the core issue of reliability in this chapter – to say what you do and do what you say. Business leaders set goals, and then set out to achieve those goals. Goals must be clear and ambitious, but achievable, and the execution of those goals must be excellent. This also includes holding individuals accountable for their successes and failures, and letting them go if necessary. This section is applicable to information systems as users have an expectation to what will happen with their data, and hold organizations accountable to their promises.
Acting with integrity was also discussed with Dirks & Ferrin, where they looked at two types of trust, organizational trust and direct trust. As it applies to integrity, organizations must establish a set of values and practices that affirm the rights of the customers, and organizational leaders must develop a consistent and cohesive approach to management operations. (Shaw, 1997, p. 61) Shaw demonstrates how consistency is a form of integrity, and reliable, predictable actions build a level of trust. Shaw discusses four points of consistency that demonstrate integrity. 

1. What we reveal to others reflects what we know

2. What we say is aligned with how we behave

3. Our behavior is consistent across situations

4. Our behavior is consistent over time

Jack Welch used the issue of quality as a way to repeatedly drill his point home, to demonstrate consistency, and as a result build integrity. General Electric employees knew that in every speech and in every discussion with Jack Welch he would focus on quality. They came to expect that from him, and predict his reactions in issues of quality. “This includes alignment between words and actions, and across situations. Treat people the same, stick to your moral values and guns. Even the unpopular decisions, when shown to be made fairly over time, will win the integrity.” (Shaw, 1997, p. 65) Shaw identifies four steps to building consistency and establishing integrity. 

1. Define a purpose - Articulate and reinforce this purpose over time with a clear strategic vision, performance targets, and a set of operating principles.
2. Confront reality - Be open to sharing and receiving essential information related to the current and probable future status of business.

3. Have open agendas - Deal with others in a straightforward manner that reveals the true motives and desired outcomes.

4. Follow through - Honor commitments. Deal with tough decisions in an equitable manner.
Relating this to information systems, organizations should set expectations up front, to be open, frank, and honest about what they can and can not provide. This is “walking the walk”, to build organizational integrity and confront the reality, without the smoke and mirrors of marketing or empty promises. (Shaw, 1997, p. 68)
Finally, Shaw discusses the importance of demonstrating concern for others. Though building one vision, leaders creates cohesiveness under one company umbrella. This gives a sense of purpose, a common direction, and reduces the need to status through symbols and titles. Put another way, if you show people they are cared for and the team is heading in the same direction, they feel less like they need to look out for themselves. Demonstrating concern is also performed on a personal level, though establishing familiarity and comfortable dialogue. This can be done through arranging formal and informal situations to ensure people have sufficient contact with each other to build relationships. Recognizing contributions also allows individuals or the organization to demonstrate concern. (Shaw, 1997)
Shaw combines these three traits to build trust into a guideline for creating trust-based organizations. Shaw identifies three components to building trust-based organizations, which are building trust through leadership, organizational architecture, and organizational culture. Many of these are implementations of the three core activities necessary to build trust in an organization.

Team Trust Model Comparison
This section on trust reviewed how trust is established and developed in a group setting on a one-to-many relationship basis. The most common scenario is a leader and the trust they establish with their team of one or more followers. Theories surrounding team trust establishment are well established, and this section attempted to provide a brief overview of only a subset of current theory. The similarity between team trust and individual trust emerges in the complexity of the relationship. Individual trust relies on simple relationships such as the patron-client model, which have been established for over a thousand years and stood the test of time, team leadership models are relatively new.

Dirks and Ferrin provide a framework to create trust in a leadership situation, providing an evaluation of current leadership models and their ability to establish trust in a team environment. They specifically address organizational and direct leaders, while the patron-client model does not take organizational leadership into account. In addition, organizational leadership is a perspective not directly addressed by the other leadership models, though it is addressed peripherally in Robbins’ discussion of S1-S4 leadership stages. Dirks and Ferrin also discuss the follower’s viewpoint, through character and relationship based perspectives, which is a unique perspective not addressed by any of the other models.
There were also quite a few similarities between the various models, specifically on how to establish trust in the team environment, and the various types of trust. Robbins and Blanchard address progressing stages of trust and the intensity of that trust. Robbins identifies three stages of trust, deterrence based, knowledge based, and identity based trust. Blanchard relates to this by discussing stages of leadership, which deepen the trust relationship, including directing, coaching, supporting and delegating. Finally, Dirks and Ferrin discuss Cognitive, Affective, and overall forms of trust, identifying the difference between logical and emotional trust.
Finally all leadership models discuss how to build stronger trust bonds in a leadership role. This is one of the most relevant sections to this KAM topic, as the goal is to increase overall trust levels. Dirks and Ferrin discuss increasing overall trust levels with specific Leadership Actions and Practices, with data revealing trust effectiveness based on their meta-analysis study. In this study, transformational leadership established the strongest trust bond. Robbins provided five key traits to increase the overall level of trust, including integrity, competence, consistency, loyalty, and openness. Shaw’s model focuses on how to build trust using results, integrity, and concern for others. Across all these models we can see how consistency, predictability, integrity, competence, and concern for others are some of the most common methods for building trust in a team environment, many of which also apply to trust building in an individual environment. Next this KAM will address trust in a societal setting, with a many-to-many trust relationship.
Societal Trust

Societal Trust Models


Up to this point I have examined interpersonal trust and leadership trust, successively increasing the scope of the trust boundary. This section will examine societal trust, addressing trust on a macro scale throughout a society or between multiple large groups. This section builds on the previous two sections, as trust built between societies or large groups is founded in interpersonal and leadership trust. Particularly applicable to this KAM is a review of trust between consumers and an abstract system, such as an information system.

The first section is a review of society and trust models, including economics and the variations between high and low trust societies. The final three sections of societal trust will review theory as trust applies to abstract systems, specifically Gibson’s theory of trust while operating in a virtual team, Seligman’s theory of establishing trust with an abstract system, and Urban’s theory of trust based marketing.
Fukuyama’s Trust Economics in High and Low trust societies
First I look at the social theory of Francis Fukuyama and his descriptions of high and low trust societies. Fukuyama provides a new perspective on the economic success of various societies, and argues that high-trust societies are naturally more prone to success than lower trust societies. Fukuyama claims that neoclassical economics constitutes for only an 80% explanation of economic success. The remaining 20% is due to human behavior, and affected by high and low trust societies. He states that a significant portion of economic growth is related to personal relationships, including establishing trust. (Fukuyama, 1995)
Low trust societies, such as China, France, Italy, and Korea, emphasize family ties and hinders what Fukuyama calls “spontaneous sociability”, or the ability and desire to quickly establish trust relationships with members outside their trust boundary. These societies value family relationship very high, and are distrustful of members outside their family, outside of their trust circle, and even with complete strangers. For them, their trust boundary is at the family border, and they will usually have small, family based companies. As a result they are less prone to socializing and establishing trust relationships outside of their circle. In addition, low trust societies tend to have a strong central government with many layers of bureaucracy. This hinders a societies’ ability to exchange in free market commerce without the hindrance of government. (Fukuyama, 1995)
High trust societies, such as the Japan and Germany, have lower transaction costs when forming large private business. These societies have more “spontaneous sociability”, which allows them to increase what Fukuyama refers to as “Social Capital”, or the intrinsic value of a high trust society. High trust societies will often expand trust beyond their family circle, and create large companies with non-family members in high management positions. Strong bonds are created between group members and throughout the society, while the government takes less of an active role in managing transactions. (Fukuyama, 1995)
Fukuyama argues that high trust societies tend to have greater economic success than low trust societies. They tend to have lower administrative costs, higher institutional reliability, and larger organizations that are more efficient due to economies of scale. In contrast, lower trust organizations tend to have higher levels of corruption in government or institutions, and smaller, less efficient organizations. (Fukuyama, 1995) 
Critics accuse Fukuyama of oversimplifying these issues. They cite the heavily litigious atmosphere and the lack of trust in some of the largest, and successful, American corporations. Wolf asks how can these “high trust” organizations have such low levels of perceived consumer trust? (Wolf, 1995) However, regardless of these criticisms, Fukuyama’s societal trust theory establishes a foundation for us to view trust as a larger institution. Understanding how various societies differ in their understanding of trust allows us to explore the various interactions that will occur between those societies and information systems. Will a low trust society be less likely to trust an information system?  Will they be more likely if the information system is affiliated with someone they trust?  Does the intrinsic trust of a high trust society make it more likely to trick a member of a high trust society into using a fictitious information system?  These are the questions I will address in the KAM depth section.
Gibson’s Virtual Team Trust Model
Next I look at methods to build trust in a virtual environment, such as a virtual team located in remote locations, or virtual trust between users and an information system. Virtual teams establish trust through several common factors, based around interaction traits. Gibson cites research that provides examples to create a supportive, trusting environment. Characteristics of this environment include proactive information exchange, regular and predictable communication, and explicit verbalization of commitment, excitement, and optimism. (Gibson, 2003) These traits are common for both virtual and real-world teams, but not virtual environments that are limited in their trust building activities. For example, proactive information exchange includes taking initiative and reaching out to provide information to others in the virtual environment. In addition, Gibson cites a demonstration of energy, commitment and excitement for a topic or cause as a method to demonstrate support for a cause, which generates a community of trust between virtual team members to move in a single direction.
Finally, both real world and virtual teams can build trust by maintaining predictable and regular communication. Due to the virtual environment, regular communication and an expression of commitment are more important than in the real-world team. (Gibson, 2003) Interestingly this trait for trust building is similar to Pettit’s trust theory, where we build trust even if the person is known to consistently be untrustworthy, because we know they will operate in a consistent manner. (Pettit, 1995, p. 203) This is also supported in Robbin’s trust model, where inconsistent activity can be forgiven if the action can be reasonably explained. (Robbins, 2005) It’s interesting to note that Gibson, Pettit, and Robbins all agree that regular communication is essential to generating trust in a team, and consistent communication can even overcome a variation in that regular communications. 

Related to Gibson and trust in virtual environments, Tyran makes a reference to additional studies that continue to support trust building traits as already seen in other studies. These traits emerge to distinguish more trusted individuals in virtual teams. Team members with these traits are more likely to be rated higher in regards to trust by their peers than the rest of the group. These team members are usually described with the following characteristics:
1. Competency - Both in the topic and with their skills and abilities.

2. Altruism - Will the individual do the right thing, for the good of the team?

3. Friendship - Will they establish friendship with other members of the team, and build long term relationships?
(Tyran, 2003)
It is interesting to note this is similar to the three traits of trustworthy leaders cited by Shaw, where achieving business results is similar to competency, acting with integrity is similar to altruism, and demonstrating concern is similar to friendship. (Shaw, 1997, p. 34) The next section addresses trust specifically in abstract systems, and how system owners can increase their user’s trust level, specifically through establishing confidence in a system.
Seligman’s Trust in Abstract Systems
Adam Seligman provides an overview and comparison of three variations of trust: Trust in persons, Trust in institutionalized personal ties, and trust in abstract systems. (Seligman, 1997, p. 17)  In regards to this section, I am specifically interested in trust in abstract systems, however Seligman’s discussion of personal trust directly relates to Anthony Giddens and his “Pure Relationship”. (Giddens, 1991) Seligman cites Giddens, stating “Trust in persons ‘is built upon mutuality of response and involvement: faith in the integrity of another is a prime source of feeling of integrity and authenticity of the self. Trust in abstract systems provides for the security of day-to-day reliability, but by its very nature cannot supply either the mutuality or the intimacy which personal trust relations offer.” (Seligman, 1997, p. 17) 

The citation used by Seligman demonstrates both Giddens and Seligman agree on interpersonal trust concepts. Personal trust relies on response and involvement, in integrity of the person being trusted. However Seligman and Giddens do not agree on trust in abstract systems, where Giddens does not differentiate between trust in institutionalized personal ties and trust in abstract systems. Seligman states “For Giddens does not really define analytically the difference between institutionalized personal ties and the abstract systems of contemporary life.” Seligman claims that institutionalized personal ties, such as tribal systems or kinship affinity are abstract in nature. Seligman also argues that abstract systems are in their nature generalized modes of exchange, and in a way a form of institutionalized personal relations. (Seligman, 1997, p. 18)
The question of trust in abstract systems continues, as Seligman cites Niklas Luhmann, stating “Trust remains vital in interpersonal relations, but participation in functional systems like the economy or politics is no longer a matter of personal relations. It requires confidence, but not trust.” In this statement, Seligman demonstrates that trust in abstract systems does not require the same type of trust as interpersonal relationships, but rather confidence in the abstract system. This relates directly to Luhmann’s discussion of trust, confidence, and familiarity, and the interrelationship between all three. Seligman continues, “Distinct from this, however, is confidence in the proper operation of a system which is, in essence, reliance on the proper workings of general media of communication (trust, love, power, money). The proliferation of these general media with the heightened differentiation of systems in modernity makes of trust something ‘privatized and psychologized.’ In modern societies, these forms of relations are replaced on the general societal level with ‘system trust,’ i.e., predictions based on expert knowledge.” (Seligman, 1997, p. 17)
Seligman identifies that as media and technology have progressed, modernity has evolved, and that abstract trust has shifted to a form of “system trust” or “confidence” in a system, and specifically cites expert systems as one that requires confidence as trust. Seligman states “…with the development of abstract systems, trust in impersonal principles, as well as in anonymous others, becomes indispensable to social existence.” (Seligman, 1997, p. 17) This reveals a vital component to our understanding of trust in abstract systems, such as information systems. 
What I previously defined as trust, Seligman argues that specifically for abstract systems we can also use a definition of confidence in our systems. Therefore, to measure trust individuals may have in an information system, we can also ask what level of confidence they may have in the information system.

Urban’s Trust-Based Marketing
Finally, Glen Urban provides a basis for establishing trust in an online marketing strategy, coined “Trust Based Marketing”. This is the foundational concept behind the trust imperative for online resources, and leads directly to the depth KAM. Urban discusses the shift in traditional push marketing to trust-based marketing, based on increased buyer education and market awareness. The foundation of this shift is the internet as an enabler for increased information exchange and consumer power. In the end, increased trust in an organization will drive consumers to become customers, while untrusted organizations will drive them away. (G. L. Urban, 2003) 

Urban identifies eight steps companies should follow to establish and maintain trust with their customers, following a trust-based marketing approach. These steps relate to the same mechanisms and activities used to establish trust in an organization, as discussed by Shaw, Pettit, and Robbins, such as altruism, doing competent work, and showing personal concern, in this case for the customer.
1. Strive for transparency

2. Realign to be on the customer's side

3. Help customers help themselves

4. Put the customers to work

5. Build outstanding products and services

6. Compare your products to your competitor’s

7. Create a trust-based supply chain

8. Make trust transcend all functions of the firm.

(G. L. Urban, 2003)
These eight steps capture Urban’s assumption theory about customers, which Urban shows is analogous to McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y about new and old assumptions of employees. Urban proposes Theory P (Push) and Theory T (Trust). In short, the old Push theory made assumptions about customers, such as they avoid decision making, they are passive and must be coerced, they have difficulty learning, and they have little imagination. Under Urban’s Trust theory, new customer assumptions include decision making as a natural activity, active customers who want to control the buying process, who prefer to make an informed decision, and acknowledging that customers have creativity, imagination, and ingenuity. (G. L. Urban, 2003, p. 13)
Urban specifically provides the example of “Truck Town” as a website created to instill trust in consumers through a recommender system. (Figure 3) Truck Town identifies three main techniques for online marketing, including the traditional “Hard Sell”, a method of “Full Trust” which includes full disclosure and the loss of any hidden “spin” or competitive edge, and “Collaboration” between the consumer and provider, which turns out to be the most effective method. (G. L. Urban, Fareena, S., Qualls, W., 2001) The emphasis on collaboration demonstrates a successful trust relationship between the consumer and the recommender system, which is an example of the way trust can be established between a user and an information system. This is an implementation of an information system that requires a trust relationship between the user and the abstract system. This also relates back to Pettit’s trust transference, that as the Truck Town website trusts the mechanic, and the users trust the mechanic, that the users should trust the advice from the Truck Town website. (Pettit, 1995, p. 215) In addition, the mechanic desires the users to trust their advice, and will act in a trustworthy manner, as Pettit described in his trust transference principles. Using Pettit’s trust principles, we expect the mechanic to behave in a trustworthy manner as an independent third party with whom we expect to be trustworthy. This is demonstrated in the quote by the Truck Town mechanic in Figure 3. “MIT Trucktown pays me a monthly salary for providing expert advice. I want to stress the fact that I do not receive any money from truck manufacturers. I became a shopping expert to help people find the right truck, not to promote a specific brand or model.” 
Urban also makes reference to the use of trust as capital or currency, which can be bought, sold, earned and lost, all through customer interaction. As Urban states: “In our opinion, trust will soon become the currency of the internet. One need only to read the daily business press - replete with stories of security breakdowns, fulfillment debacles, and the misuse of customer information - to realize that trust, or the lack of it, has already become an issue requiring the attention of senior managers.” (G. L. Urban, Fareena, S., Qualls, W., 2001, p. 173) This is an interesting economic argument, that trust, or confidence in a system, is a valuable commodity that will grow in importance as the internet becomes more pervasive through consumer’s decision making processes.
Societal Trust Model Comparison
In this section I compared three trust models that relate to trust on a macro scale, trust and society. In this section I reviewed Fukuyama’s trust model for high and low trust based societies, Gibson’s virtual team trust model, Seligman’s trust and abstract systems, and Urban’s trust based marketing. Throughout each of these trust models I related them back to personal and leadership trust models. 
One of the strongest points of this section relates Urban’s trust based marketing to Pettit’s trust principles, whereby we can see transference of an established trust theory to an online information system, in this case the Truck Town recommender system. This relationship is one that will remain foundational for the KAM Depth section. 

In addition, Fukuyama demonstrates that high trust societies have a greater economic benefit for commerce than low trust societies. This directly relates to Urban’s discussion of trust as a commodity, and how a level of trust can be measured as an economic benefit. This relates to both high trust societies and companies considering trust based marketing, but it especially applies to companies with a trust based marketing plan, in high trust societies. The combination of both these factors greatly increases the value of the trust relationship established between consumers and the corporation.
Also consider that a company engaged in a trust-based marketing program, regardless of a high or low trust society, will gain benefit from considering the principles in establishing trust in an abstract system. The principles Seligman discusses for establishing trust in an abstract system should be integrated to any trust-based marketing program.
Conclusion

The purpose of this Breadth KAM was to examine the foundational issues of trust from a socialistic viewpoint, then to evaluate trust from a team standpoint, and finally to evaluate trust as it enables commerce and exchange. This KAM breaks the topic into three main sections, each growing in scope, from interpersonal trust, to team trust, to organizational and societal trust. As the scope of each section increases, this KAM relates back from to previous models. Organizational and societal trust models discuss trust between multiple people and abstract systems, but still relate to team trust and interpersonal trust. 
Interpersonal trust models demonstrated the origin of trust, evolved from of various roles such as the patron-client trust model. I discussed various types of relationships, from Giddens’ Pure Relationship to Luhmann’s discussion of trust, confidence, and familiarity. In addition, Pettit’s trust models and trust transference introduced a direct relationship to Urban’s trust with the Truck Town recommender system.

Team trust models expand the scope, using the relationships described in interpersonal relationships as a mechanism to build personal relationship trust in a team setting, mostly through leadership. Regardless if a leader has only one report, or a multi-national corporation, the trust model still comes down to relationships, just on a larger scale. This section also captures development and growth as they relate to establishing a trust bond, such as Blanchard’s leadership discussion.
Societal trust captures the macro aspect of organizational leadership and team leadership, bringing together the application of trust in abstract systems and providing an argument for an economic justification. The application of trust in a societal model provides the foundation for the KAM depth section, which will focus specifically on trust in information systems, asking the question of how and why consumers choose to trust some information systems and not others, and the current threats evolving due to this fact, such as phishing attacks. 
References

Blanchard, K. H., Fowler, S., & Hawkins, L. (2005). Self-leadership and the one minute manager: discover the magic of no excuses!: increasing effectiveness through situational self leadership (1st ed.). New York: W. Morrow.

Dirks, K. T., & Ferrin, D. L. (2002). Trust in Leadership: Meta-Analytic Findings and Implications for Research and Practice. Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 87(No. 4), 611–628.

Eisenstadt, S. N., & Roniger, L. (1984). Patrons, clients, and friends : interpersonal relations and the structure of trust in society. Cambridge Cambridgeshire ; New York: Cambridge University Press.

Fukuyama, F. (1995). Trust : the social virtues and the creation of prosperity. New York: Free Press.

Gibson, C. a. M., Jennifer. (2003). Building Trust - Effective Multicultural Communication Processes in Virtual Teams. In C. B. Gibson & S. G. Cohen (Eds.), Virtual teams that work: creating conditions for virtual team effectiveness (1st ed., pp. xxviii, 436 p.). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Giddens, A. (1991). Modernity and self-identity : self and society in the late modern age. Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press.

Luhmann, N. (1979). Trust and Power: Two Works by Niklas Luhmann: Chichester: John Wiley & Sons.

Luhmann, N. (1988). Familiarity, Confidence, Trust: Problems and Alternatives. In D. Gambetta (Ed.), Trust : making and breaking cooperative relations (pp. 246 p.). New York, NY: B. Blackwell.

Pettit, P. (1995). The Cunning of Trust. Philosophy and Public Affairs, Vol. 23(No. 3), pp. 202-225.

Pettit, P. (2004). Trust, Reliance and the Internet. Analyse und Kritik, Vol. 26, pp. 108-121.

Robbins, S. P. (2005). Essentials of organizational behavior (8th ed.). Upper Saddle River, N.J.: Pearson/Prentice Hall.

Seligman, A. (1997). The problem of trust. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.

Shaw, R. B. (1997). Trust in the balance : building successful organizations on results, integrity, and concern (1st. ed.). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Tyran, L. T., CK. Shepherd, M. (2003). Exploring Emerging Leadership in Virtual Teams. In C. B. Gibson & S. G. Cohen (Eds.), Virtual teams that work: creating conditions for virtual team effectiveness (1st ed., pp. xxviii, 436 p.). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Urban, G. L. (2003). The trust imperative. [Cambridge, Mass.]: MIT Sloan School of Management.

Urban, G. L., Fareena, S., Qualls, W. (2001). Placing Trust at the Center of your Internet Strategy. In E. Brynjolfsson & G. L. Urban (Eds.), Strategies for e-business success (1st ed., pp. xii, 334 p.). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Wolf, C. (1995, September 22, 1995). Trust: The Social Virtues and the Creation of Prosperity. (book reviews). The National Interest.



List of Figures

[image: image1.png]Leader Actions and Practices
“Transformational leadership
+Perceived organizetional support
“Interactional justice.

*Procedural justice

“Participative decision making
*Transactional leadership
“Distributive justice:

+Unmet expectations (-)

Follower Attributes

Relationship Attributes
Length of relationship

Drawing inferences about
basis of relationship

AN

N

Draving inferences about
character of leader

Trustin Leader

“direct leader

“organizational
leadership

affective
definition

overall
definition

cognitive
definition

Reciprocation of care and
concern in relationship

TN

77

Confidence in character
of leader

| and Performance

Outcomes
“0CBs.

“Job performance.

ob Attitudes and Intentions
*lob satisfaction

“Organizational commitment
“lntent to quit (-)

“Goal commitment

*Belief in information

*Leader-member exchange





Figure 1.

Framework for trust in leadership. Concepts in italics represent processes and concepts that are parts of the theoretical model but were not examined empirically because of insufficient data. A minus sign indicates a negative relationship with trust. (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002)
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Figure 2.

The Blanchard leadership model, showing the four phases of development and the four styles of leadership. (Blanchard, Fowler, & Hawkins, 2005)
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Figure 3.

Truck Town creates a recommender system based on personal trust rather than a "hard sell". Users are educated through their decision making process. (G. L. Urban, Fareena, S., Qualls, W., 2001)
























































































































