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Praise for The Decision to Trust



“This book provides an invaluable perspective on what organizational trust really is all about and how it can be influenced by individuals, teams, and leadership systems. Dr. Hurley's research is both comprehensive and compelling. More important, it offers the reader practical guidelines and tools.”

—Jon R. Katzenbach, coauthor, Leading Outside the Lines, and senior vice president, Booz & Company

“For executives and managers who aspire to create high-trust organizations, Robert Hurley's The Decision to Trust is the book to read. The framework he proposes is eminently sensible and powerful. The Decision to Trust will help leaders reap the myriad benefits of trust within their own organizations.”

—Roderick M. Kramer, William R. Kimball Professor of Organizational Behavior, Graduate School of Business, Stanford University

“Nothing much happens within an organization unless there is a foundation of trust between its members. Robert Hurley makes building that fundamental trust very actionable. For a leader who is attempting to build a team, this model is invaluable. We've seen a lot of books on trust, but none come close to examining the issue of trust in working relationships with the rigor that Dr. Hurley has provided.”

—Doug Lennick and Fred Kiel, coauthors, Moral Intelligence

“This well-researched book provides valuable information for individuals, as well as for leaders of organizations, on how they can increase the trust that others have of them.”

—Morton Deutsch, E. L. Thorndike Professor Emeritus of Psychology and Director Emeritus of the International Center for Cooperation and Conflict Resolution, Teachers College, Columbia University

“Dr. Hurley's deep experience in research and in the trenches of organizational practice allows him to offer some powerful ideas on how to manage trust. The Decision to Trust is full of useful insights and should be required reading for leaders and anyone seeking to earn and keep others' trust.”

—Chester Cadieux, chairman and CEO retired, Quiktrip Corporation

“In these times, when working with organizational executives, the issue that constantly tops the list is trust—that is, the lack thereof. Mistrust is pervasive, cutting across all kinds of organizations, and is highly stable, whereas trust is delicate and can be destroyed in a nanosecond. Trust, therefore, can never be taken for granted, as Hurley makes abundantly clear in this excellent book. His invaluable contribution has been to provide a model for (a) how to understand the nature of trust and (b) what the key criteria are in deciding whether to trust in the first place. Hurley has addressed one of the most important issues in human relationships today.”

—W. Warner Burke, Edward Lee Thorndike Professor of Psychology and Education, Teachers College, Columbia University
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This book is dedicated to the two people who have affected my life in the most profound ways.



To my wife, Kathleen Conway Hurley, whom I have been blessed to call my wife and trusted partner for over thirty years. No one lives the ideas concerning trustworthiness found in these pages better than you.



To my father, Francis Joseph Hurley, who in life's brief moments, between baseball games and at the dinner table, somehow instilled in me self-trust and an interest in the world of ideas.





Introduction

Having helped business leaders solve problems for more than thirty years, I have seen as both a researcher and a practitioner that organizational life has changed in fundamental ways. One of the most profound changes has been the loss of loyalty and trust, both of which have declined globally in nearly all industrialized democracies over the past three decades. If we define loyalty as a sense of duty and support among parties in a relationship, we are safe in saying that in most organizations today, loyalty is largely contingent on favorable economics and that this foundation is increasingly unstable and uncertain. The decline of loyalty in organizations may be the irreversible consequence of globalization, the growth of market-based economies, and the dynamics of creative destruction and innovation.1 In fact, many would argue that organizations that must be agile to respond to rapidly changing markets can operate more effectively with less loyalty. But what happens when trust is lost? To what degree can an organization continue to be agile and effective when feelings of trust among employees, customers, investors, or other stakeholders have been replaced by distrust or suspicion?

Trust is the degree of confidence you have that another party can be relied on to fulfill commitments, be fair, be transparent, and not take advantage of your vulnerability. A simple thought experiment shows the consequences when trust is lost. Ask yourself, in the absence of force or coercion, how sustainable and vigilant would your commitment be to a partner who you thought would take advantage of you if given the opportunity? What about your commitment to a company where you believed that the CEO was exclusively concerned with his own income? Would you be willing to give up some resource (money, energy, water) to another party (person, organization, nation) if you felt that others would take advantage, squander your donation, and never reciprocate? Of course, the answer is that distrust reduces your willingness to cooperate, and therein lies the danger of a loss of trust. When we lose trust, we lose cooperation. Without trust, organizations and societies begin to break down. The loss of trust is much more dangerous than the loss of loyalty because it is an essential element to all effective relationships.

This book is the result of decades of working to apply research on trust with individuals, teams, and organizations. It is the product of a commitment to understand what trust really is and how it can be influenced in the variety of environments that we vulnerable humans must navigate. Most important, this book explains why some people, groups, organizations, and institutions have been able to defy the overall trend of declining trust—how they have created trust even in environments where change, uncertainty, and risk exist.

The essence of this book is the Decision to Trust Model (DTM), which can be used to make better trust decisions and to help diagnose and build trust. The development of the DTM involved going back and forth from research to practice to create a model that was grounded in the science of trust but also useable with leaders, teams, and organizations. I examined much of the vast theoretical and empirical research on trust, then tested the model in practice with many individuals, teams, and organizations over a twenty-year period. Beginning in 1990, I used the model in sessions on trust in an ongoing Columbia Business School executive program called High Impact Leadership and in Executive MBA classes at the Fordham Graduate School of Business. In these sessions, executives were asked to talk about how they made decisions to trust or distrust, and we covered trust at multiple levels: trust in a person, group, and organization. Each time, we used the latest iteration of the trust model to help them diagnose a trust relationship. Each year, I refined the model, balancing the goals of making it both thorough and practicable.

In 2006, a version of the model was published in the Harvard Business Review.2 Many people and companies found the model useful; this led to more experience applying the model with executives, teams, and in some cases entire organizations, helping train leaders about what trust is and how it can be managed. The DTM has been used by over a thousand executives in Asia, Europe, and North America to understand, diagnose, and build trust relations. These experiences led to further refinement of the model and to the development of a variety of tools and techniques to diagnose and build trust. All of these tools and techniques for diagnosing and building trust are presented in this book.

The model uses ten specific factors that have a bearing on whether people will be comfortable trusting. The ten factors are risk tolerance, adjustment, power, situational security, similarities, interests, benevolent concern, capability, predictability and integrity, and communication. Each of these factors will be reviewed in detail in this book, but for now what is important to know is that this list of ten items is both comprehensive and useful for addressing a variety of trust issues at the individual, group, and organizational levels. The DTM enables a clear diagnosis of why trust is high or low and, perhaps more important, aids in pinpointing areas for interventions and designing concrete actions to improve trust.

Using the DTM to make trust more understandable and manageable enables us to


	Make better decisions concerning whom to trust, so as to avoid harm and to increase pressure on untrustworthy agents to reform themselves

	Allocate our trust-building energy better by appreciating how different people approach the trust decision

	Identify the root cause of trust issues

	Offer concrete interventions and reforms that can enhance trust

	Distinguish situations in which building and repairing trust can work from those where it may not work

	Enhance trust at different levels: with a person, within teams, across teams, across national cultures, within organizations, and in leadership



This book is organized as follows. Chapter One, The Decision to Trust, explores trust as a decision-making process, reviews the trends of declining trust, and offers some explanation for the loss of trust. Chapter Two, The Decision to Trust Model, reviews the inputs to the trust decision and outlines the DTM, which can be used to understand and diagnose situations requiring a decision to trust. Through real examples and common trust scenarios, the model shows how to determine which of the ten factors are most trust deficient and what steps can be taken to improve the prospects for a successful trusting exchange.

Chapter Three, How We Differ in Trusting, focuses on the three DTM factors that measure one's personal proclivity to trust: risk tolerance, adjustment, and power. We will witness the toll that compulsive mistrust—commonly called micromanagement—can take on a company's or division's bottom line.

Chapter Four, Situational Factors in the Building of Trust, examines situational and relationship issues between parties that build or destroy trust. Special attention is paid to the seven DTM factors that affect relationships, such as the alignment of interests, predictability, integrity, and benevolence. Chapter Five, Tools for Diagnosing, Building, and Repairing Trust, explains how to use DTM analysis to remedy and repair areas of trust where needed, drawing on the trust workshops I have held across Asia, Europe, and North America in recent years.

Chapter Six, Trust in Leadership and Management, offers some concrete ideas on how to lead with trust, and discusses how leaders at any level can take active steps toward making their companies high-trust organizations. Chapter Seven, Trust in Organizations, examines the process of embedding a high-trust culture; it profiles examples of companies that have defied the trend of declining trust. Chapter Eight, Building Trust Within Teams, covers how trust can be developed within groups and teams. How to create a unifying identity and common goals is a key focus. Chapter Nine, Building Trust Across Groups and National Cultures, addresses how trust and trust building operate across functional, geographic, company, and national cultural partitions. The book concludes with Chapter Ten, Hope for the Future of Trust, which offers three major paradigm shifts that will be necessary to restore trust in our more cynical age.

My hope is that after reading this book, you will never think about trust and trustworthiness the same way. You will know why you trust or distrust, you will be better able to repair trust, and, most important, you will understand how to build trustworthiness in yourself, your teams, and your organization. In doing so, you will ensure more sustainable progress and eliminate a great deal of angst in your life and in the lives of those around you.





Chapter One

The Decision to Trust

Trust is central to human existence. Like all social animals, human beings have an instinctive need to cooperate and rely on each other in order to satisfy their most basic emotional, psychological, and material needs. Without trust, we are not only less happy as individuals but also less productive in groups. Research has linked the virtues and benefits of trust to economic prosperity, societal stability, and even human survival.1 The powerful effect of trust is that it enables cooperative behavior without costly and cumbersome monitoring and contracting. In short, trust is a form of social capital that enhances performance between individuals, within and among groups, and in larger collectives (for example, organizations, institutions, and nations).

Yet even though the decision to trust is so important, most of us can provide only rudimentary explanations of why we choose to trust certain people, groups, and institutions and not others. Trust, like love and happiness, is difficult for people to explain in clear, rational terms. This often makes us very bad trustors (a person deciding to trust or distrust). It also can create problems for us in life. We extend trust with only a vague sense of our reasons for trusting, and we unknowingly create an incentive and a market for untrustworthy opportunists who rely on a steady supply of naïve trustors. In not understanding trust, we may also fail to grasp why someone might be wary of giving us his or her trust. Worst of all, we may sometimes act unintentionally in ways that erode others' trust in us.

We make different kinds of trust errors. Sometimes we choose to trust people, groups, and organizations that do not warrant that trust. Other times, we choose not to trust even though trust is warranted, and we miss out on opportunities as a result. For example, studies have shown that many people underestimate the trustworthiness of others and that this induces these others not only to be less trusting but also less generous.2 Emotions and gut feelings can often outweigh data. There are even people who err by adopting a default decision of distrust in order to protect themselves from the pain of betrayal and disappointment. They might be happier on the whole if they chose to trust more often and to endure some betrayal as a necessary price in the pursuit of happiness.3

By trusting, you make yourself vulnerable to loss. Questions of whom to trust, how far to extend that trust, and how to avoid betrayal of trust extend into all our important relationships, including those with our employers, the government, and other large institutions. The choices we make in answering these questions can have profound effects on the course of our lives, which is why so many classics of world literature are suffused with themes of trust and betrayal. From The Odyssey to Hamlet, all the way through to such modern classics as The Brothers Karamazov and Catcher in the Rye, the question of how much one can trust—whether it be a loved one, authority figure, or government—has plagued literature's heroes.

Distrust can be healthy and advisable, but when present in the extreme and in the wrong situations, it corrodes the cooperative instinct. It turns collaborative exchange into a slow and anxious mess of protective maneuvers.4 We know from research that our beliefs and judgments about trustworthiness affect our intentions and behaviors toward others in fundamental ways. Consider the consequences that research shows are related to high or low trust (illustrated in Figure 1.1).5


Figure 1.1 The Distrust-Trust Continuum
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Without trust, people are more anxious and less happy; leaders without trust have slower and more cautious followers; organizations without trust struggle to be productive; governments without trust lose essential civic cooperation; and societies without trust deteriorate. In short, if we cannot generate adequate and reasonable perceptions of trust, through agents acting in a trustworthy manner, our lives will be more problematic and less prosperous.

A Deeper Look into the Decision to Trust

Researchers have studied trust as a decision process and identified the inputs we typically consider in making this decision.6 We will consider the inputs to the trust decision in the next chapter, but for now we will concentrate on the trust decision process. As Figure 1.2 shows, every decision to trust is made within a situational context. You decide to trust person B in matter X, and this will be influenced by the situational factors represented by C. For example, you may trust your spouse with home repair (matter X), but not with your home finances. You would never trust a total stranger with your expensive digital camera—unless the stranger is standing a few feet away and you've asked him to snap a vacation picture of you and your companion at the Grand Canyon (situation C).


Figure 1.2 The Decision to Trust
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The decision to trust presents itself when both uncertainty and vulnerability are at hand. When things are totally predictable, the question of trust does not arise. But when you hand that stranger your camera at the Grand Canyon, you can't be absolutely certain that he won't either drop it or run off with it. Your decision to trust—your confident reliance that he will return the camera to you unharmed—is partly based on your choice to accept some uncertainty in the situation. But even in an uncertain situation, if you don't feel any true vulnerability, then trust is really not an issue. If you were to lend a cheap pen to that same stranger at the Grand Canyon and you have three others in your pocket, you haven't made a substantive decision to trust because whether or not you get your pen back is not of any real concern to you. Trust is most helpful when we are faced with risk and uncertainty and the possibility of injury. In important matters, when we decide to distrust, a relationship usually ends or continues under duress unless it can be repaired.

Consider the following scenarios that involve the decision to trust:


	You and your spouse are about to purchase a house. You are torn about how much to rely on your real estate agent, who has told you that the price is fair, the schools are great, and the neighbors are wonderful. It is the biggest decision you and your spouse have made since marrying.

	Your company has just announced that it is merging with another firm. Your boss tells you that your position is safe. How much of your energy do you put into making the merger work versus actively seeking other job opportunities?

	You have just taken over as CEO of a firm, and you realize that your direct reports and the functions they lead do not trust each other or share information, and your customers and profits are suffering. You are leading a collection of groups that are not integrated and not performing, and you know that you will lose your job if you cannot repair this sinking ship.



You may ruminate more in some scenarios, and you may have more options in certain cases, but in each situation you will come to some judgment about how comfortable you are relying on a trustee (a person, group, organization, or institution to whom something is entrusted). Research shows that this trust judgment is related to your disposition to trust and your perceptions of the trustworthiness of the trustee.7 You assess attributes of trustworthiness and the situation in making a trust judgment. The judgment you make influences your behavior toward the trustee—for example, whether you share information or the degree to which you take protective measures with this trustee in this situation.

Interdependence is an inescapable fact of life, and we cannot predict the future with certainty, but we can understand the set of factors that go into making a good trust decision. Trust errors often occur when we fail to consider one or more of these key trust factors. If you familiarize yourself with the mental calculations involved in the decision to trust, if you understand the underlying causes of trust, it stands to reason that you will make wiser, better-informed decisions. Furthermore, if you are able to predict the conditions under which people will trust, then you should be able to manage trust and earn the trust of others.

The State of Trust over Time

One way to understand the trust decision is to examine it over time. Fortunately, social scientists have been measuring the degree to which we trust or distrust for a long time. The findings show a disturbing trend of declining trust in major social institutions, including government, in nearly all advanced industrialized democracies.8 In the United States, trust has been in gradual decline since the early 1970s, following a dramatic drop in the 1960s. In the 1960s, surveys indicated that about 59 percent of people agreed with the statement “Most people can be trusted.” Figure 1.3 presents this generalized trust data from the General Social Survey beginning in 1987, when they began to be collected regularly. The data represent face-to-face in-person interviews in the United States with a randomly selected sample of adults.9 The survey results indicate a steady decline, with the most recent scores showing that only about one-third of respondents agree that most people can be trusted.


Figure 1.3 Percentage of People Who Say That “Most People Can Be Trusted”
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Because trust is often defined as “confident reliance,” many surveys measure confidence rather than asking directly about trust. As illustrated in Figure 1.4, Harris Poll data on confidence in the U.S. Congress shows the bleakest trend. Except for 1985, when the Congress protected Social Security from cuts under Reagan, and the extended period of economic growth leading up to the dot-com crash in 2000, the public's confidence in Congress has been in steady decline. In the most recent data, less than 10 percent of people said they had a great deal of confidence in Congress.


Figure 1.4 Percentage of People Who Have a Great Deal of Confidence in Congress
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Given the low generalized trust scores and low scores on trust in Congress, we would hope that people can at least trust where they get their information, the press. Unfortunately, according to the Harris Poll, the long-term U.S. trend for confidence in the press also shows declines (see Figure 1.5).10 Trust has declined since 1966, with the exception of two periods when there was a positive bounce: coverage of Watergate in the mid-1970s and of the Iran hostage crisis in the late 1970s into 1980. In 2009, a Pew Research Center survey that asked directly about bias and accuracy showed rising perceptions that the media is biased in its reporting.11


Figure 1.5 Percentage of People Who Have a Great Deal of Confidence in the Press
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Data on trust in business are even bleaker. The Harris Poll data on confidence in business in the United States is shown in Figure 1.6. Starting at a high of 55 percent in 1966, scores since 2008 are trending at or below 15 percent of people who have a great deal of confidence in business. The only periods when scores increased were from 1992 to 2000, when there were eight years of above-average GDP growth, and during the mania leading up to the dot-com bust, 2000 to 2002. The 2009 Edelman Trust Barometer, which is a global measure, showed that trust in business declined across the globe after the financial crisis. Across twenty countries, 62 percent of respondents trusted business less than the year before.12 In another Edelman survey of more than four thousand people, only 30 to 40 percent of respondents in the United States, the United Kingdom, France, and Germany felt that business could be “trusted to do what is right.”13


Figure 1.6 Percentage of People Who Have a Great Deal of Confidence in Business
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A deeper look at the loss of trust in business during the global financial crisis reveals poor decision making and a failure of trustworthiness across the individual, organizational, and governmental levels, with disastrous effects. The Financial Trust Index showed that between September and December of 2008, 52 percent of Americans lost trust in the banks. Similarly, 65 percent lost trust in the stock market.14 Although many articles and books have been written about the global financial crisis, none have properly analyzed this betrayal from a trust perspective. Preceding this massive loss of trust was a systematic erosion of the foundational elements of trustworthiness.

Financial institutions were changing their business models to grow, but they were not increasing their capability to systematically understand and manage these new products (derivatives, credit default swaps, mortgage-backed securities).15 There was also a fundamental misalignment of interests and incentives in the system. Politicians leading financial regulation in Congress (for example, Barney Frank and Chris Dodd) were receiving millions of dollars from the industry they were regulating. The government was not only reducing regulation and enforcement but also contributing to inflation in home prices by keeping interest rates artificially low and forcing Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac to buy mortgages and take the default risk from banks whose mortgage brokers received bigger commissions to sell mortgages with a higher likelihood of default.

Adding to this list of perverse incentives, the investment bank CEOs were receiving large bonuses that were based on questionable earnings growth and at odds with risk-adjusted long-term shareholder value. These incentives also turned out to be at odds with Main Street's desire for a healthy financial system to achieve some stability in retirement savings and employment. There were also major lapses in ethics and integrity as CEOs assured the markets that their firms were in great shape—just prior to their failures. The failure of proper disclosure and transparent communication between investment banks and their own clients was noted in a number of fines levied by the Securities Exchange Commission (SEC). Finally, there was a major failure of boards of directors to hold management accountable; and in firm after firm, co-optation replaced rigorous stewardship of shareholders' and citizens' best interests. The story of the global financial crisis that is just beginning to be written is a story of trust and eventual betrayal in a system that was inherently untrustworthy. It is a story of poor trust decision making that led to trillions of dollars of wealth destruction and immensely painful job losses on a global scale.

Making Sense of the Decline in Trust

How did we reach this poor state of affairs concerning trust in business, government, and the media? Why is trust such an issue today? Was it a problem for previous generations? Although different types of trust (of government, leaders, Congress, and people in general) may have some specific reasons for decline, larger themes and some answers for the decline of trust emerge from research.

Change, Complexity, and Inflated Expectations of Trustees

Some of the failures noted earlier on the part of business and government leaders were due to misguided decisions made in the face of great change and complexity. When matters grow beyond the capability of the trustee, distrust is a logical posture. In his book Trust, Russell Hardin makes the point that trust in government began to decline with the advent of Lyndon Johnson's Great Society program and the expanding scope of government, which tried to solve issues concerning poverty and crime, with generally poor results.16 Surveys of trust in government often cite waste and inefficiency (incompetence) as one of the major reasons that citizens lack confidence and trust in government.17 There is also evidence that trust in business leaders has declined because employees do not feel confidence that their leaders know how to handle the challenges confronting them. A survey by the European Leadership Program of one thousand midlevel executives in U.K. companies showed that just 53 percent felt confident that their leaders could manage their companies through challenges.18 In this sense, the decline in trust is simply good judgment in the face of more challenging times and less dependable trustees.

Compounding the limited ability to deal with change and complexity is the problem of inflated expectations. Expectations have increased along with a sense of entitlement, so trustors are more frequently disappointed. Often our reaction to disappointment is to decry the trustee without asking ourselves whether our expectations were fair or reasonable. It is more comforting to blame loss or failure on a flawed trustee (scapegoat) because it offers us the hope that success is achievable, even in dealing with the most challenging problems, if only we have the right president or CEO. It is more troubling to admit that sometimes situations are beyond our control and that there is no all-knowing authority figure who can change this. There is evidence that these inflated expectations explain some of the loss of trust in government.19

An excessive entitlement mentality can lead to a feeling of betrayal even when the trustee has been trustworthy by all objective assessments. This is not meant to take leaders off the hook for acting in good faith, but merely to recognize that it is hard to maintain high trust when we project unreasonable expectations onto trustees.

Radical Change in Interdependence and Social Networks

Simply put, the world used to be a much smaller place for most of us. In a small village, people depended on direct face-to-face exchanges with people they knew. Violating norms of trust and of reciprocity would result in sure and quick punishment by the community. Today in our larger, more fragmented social networks, we are forced to depend on many more people and groups that we do not know well. This increases the chances that we will be betrayed and lose trust.20 It also is harder to locate and penalize violations of trust. Many social networks comprise fragmented, shallow connections based on online interaction rather than personal relationships. This changed dynamic makes it harder to regulate distrust and presents more opportunities for betrayal.

Widening of Income Disparity, Prevalence of a Sense of Unfairness, and Decrease of Optimism

Studies have shown that lower levels of trust are found in nations with greater income disparities.21 The explanation given for why low trust tends to be associated with more income disparity is that trust is connected with people's sense of optimism and hope for a better life, both of which suffer when there is great variance in wealth. When we feel hopeful that we can have a better life, we tend to be more trusting. In contrast, if we feel despair and that others have advantages that are not available to us (lack of fairness), we tend to be suspicious. Low trust tends to be the result when there are many “have nots” looking at the “haves.” Some argue that redistributing wealth robs people of the chance to build self-esteem through hard work, and creates incentives for sloth and disincentives for entrepreneurship. Although this may be true in certain circumstances, these arguments do not change the empirical fact that trust goes hand in hand with higher levels of income equality. If a nation values a high level of societal trust as a goal, it is clear that fairness in the ability to earn income and some mechanism for avoiding excessive extremes in income distribution must exist.

The ability to increase one's standard of living is connected with a more general issue of generational optimism and pessimism. Each generation views its environment and adopts a mind-set that falls somewhere along a continuum of optimism and pessimism; this mind-set colors how trusting the people in that generation are likely to be. In an analysis of trust data, Uslaner found that optimistic people were 36 percent more likely to trust others than the most pessimistic people.22 Increasing life spans, affluence, and technological progress have not made younger generations more optimistic. A world leadership survey by the Center for Creative Leadership indicates that only 30 percent of employees ages twenty-five to thirty-five trust the people they work with “a lot,” versus 45 percent for employees ages thirty-six to sixty-five. The survey was conducted in January 2009 and surveyed 1,750 people, covering the Americas, Asia Pacific, Europe, Middle East, and Africa. The data suggest that across the world, younger generations are increasingly less trusting; this has major implications for retaining talent and building effective organizations.23

Decline in Civic Mindedness and Increase in Isolation

When we come together and prevail in a crisis, we feel better about human nature and our ability to count on those around us. Putnam and Uslaner makes a convincing arguments that the generation that came together to overcome the challenges of the Great Depression and World War II—food and material shortages, deaths of loved ones in combat, and the threat of an expansionist aggressor—embedded a belief in the power of a civic-minded community to prevail by looking out for each other. They refer to the people born from 1910 to 1940 as the “long civic generation.” Generations since have all shown some decline in civic mindedness, the willingness to sacrifice for the common good and trust in others.24 Other research suggests that the advent of television increased isolation and reduced community building, which led to a decline in trust.25 The math is very simple. As of the twenty-first century, no one under the age of fifty can remember a time when a majority of the public trusted government, social institutions, and major corporations. Everyone ages sixty or younger has spent his or her entire working life in a world characterized by eroding trust and growing suspicion.

Extreme Capitalism and an Age of Opportunism

It is clear that the global financial crisis and the opportunistic behavior of banks, ratings agencies, and mortgage brokers, as well as some boards of directors and senior managers, contributed to a near depression and an erosion of trust. In the United States, data from the Edelman Trust Barometer showed major declines in trust in business among the public during the 2008 to 2009 time period of the financial crisis.26 But this trend is not a recent or isolated one. Increased competition and globalization have contributed to the evolution of a more economically driven and less social and humanistic model of capitalism.27 Consider the difference between IBM as a blue-chip company in the 1960s, where employees could largely assume lifetime employment, versus the leaner and arguably more agile and meaner 2010 version, where jobs move to countries based on economics, and workforce reductions are made more regularly.28 More competition, more stress, and less slack in the system increase risk and make trust more difficult.

Deutsch's research established that a competitive, winner-take-all orientation promotes suspicion, not trust.29 Creating types of competition in specific areas of business and society can be associated with progress through innovation and creative destruction of poorly performing firms and non-value-adding industries.30 The problem comes when capitalism becomes an unbridled race to profit without concern for ethics, morality, and the interests of all stakeholders in the social and economic system. Organization theories have contributed to this problem. For example, the transaction cost theory of organization starts with the assumption that people will act opportunistically with guile, which some have argued has induced this very behavior.31 Shareholder maximization theories have elevated shareholders over other stakeholders and led to conflicts rather than to integration of interests.32

The general lack of integration of ethical, moral, and stakeholder theories into business models and organizations has contributed to what I refer to as extreme capitalism.33 For example, we sometimes hear the expression “This is a business” or “I am running a business” to justify, on economic grounds, what we feel may be questionable from a moral or ethical perspective. Edward Freeman, one of the leading stakeholder theorists, referred to this as the “separatist principle,” whereby we separate business from ethics, morality, and humanism. For this reason, as a means of restoring trust, Freeman and other scholars advocate new forms of governance and incentives to correct some dysfunctions of our current form of capitalism.34 Capitalism has proven to be an incredible vehicle for the allocation of human and financial capital to increase prosperity, but, like all systems, it needs to be occasionally changed and reformed.35

Increased Negative Content and Tales of Betrayal in the Media

Survey data indicate that 72 percent of Americans get their impression of government from the media rather than from personal experience (18 percent) or friends and family (8 percent).36 There is also evidence that after the 1950s, which is when trust scores began their long decline, the media transitioned from being a simple carrier of the politician's message to active critic of the politician.37 Estimates suggest that negative accounts in TV, newspapers, and magazines increased from about 25 percent of stories to 60 percent during the 1970s and 1980s.38 In modern elections in the United States, some of the most frequent government bashing in the media comes from politicians themselves using pejorative terms like “government is broken,” “beltway bandit,” and “Washington elite.”

The vast increase in the volume of media also hurts trust in some ways. Contrast the Kennedy White House years with the Clinton era. For weeks if not months, the American public heard about President Clinton's betrayal with Monica Lewinski. Similarly with Richard Nixon and Watergate. Unfortunately, tales of the noble politician seem rare and are drowned out by the stories of investigations and indictments. Senator Bill Bradley once said of media coverage, “If it bleeds it leads; if it thinks it stinks.”39 Beyond the news, nearly all of the reality TV shows and many of the talk shows supply a steady diet of stories of betrayal, with what seems like a preference for the most uncivil and outrageous.

The Implications of the Decline in Trust

But what do a decline of trust and perceptions of trustworthiness mean at a more granular level? At the individual level, it means that people feel that they must protect their interests because they believe others will not. At the organizational level, it means that one department is reluctant to cooperate or share with another, or is resistant to doing so. At the system level, an atmosphere of distrust ensures that more and more energy and attention are devoted to cautious self-protection rather than to productive exchange, whether that be in an economic or a political system. The result can be disorder, chaos, and, in the case of the 2008 financial crisis, $4.1 trillion of wealth destruction on a global scale.40

The defining characteristics of successful institutions, societies, and organizations are interdependence, cooperation, and coordination, all of which are enabled by trust. Followers depend on leaders, leaders depend on followers, the marketing group depends on manufacturing, and so on. Group life requires the development of “dependable” working relationships with others who affect outcomes and our futures. Without trust, we move from dependable working relationship to stressful adventure as we try to make things work with those on whom we must rely.

If there is any good news at all to be found here, it's that a worldwide scarcity of trust means that trust has never been so precious and so valuable. In an atmosphere of general distrust, those leaders with a good grasp of trust—who know how to judge it, build it, and rely on it—have an enormous edge over their competitors. Those who can succeed in the task of building high-trust relationships and high-trust organizations are more likely to be rewarded, because research shows that people instinctively gravitate toward individuals and organizations who are trustworthy and who manage trust well.41

Research in economics suggests that on a global scale, investment as a share of GDP increases 1 percent for every 7 percent increase in trust, and the average economic growth rate increases 1 percent for every 15 percent increase in a country's level of trust.42 Research in organizations shows that trust improves the internal effectiveness of groups and organizations; there is lower turnover, higher commitment, and better mutual adjustment. There is also evidence that trust improves external performance through increased goal attainment, better completion time, more positive impact on stakeholders, and higher return on investment.43 In high-trust collectives, people and groups are invited to move beyond their narrow self-interests and commit to common goals. They aren't excessively distracted by the need to protect themselves from others' self-promoting agendas. It is for this reason that trust is the primary measure that Fortune magazine uses to select its annual list Fortune 100 Best Companies to Work For. In these companies, employees acknowledge that change brings inevitable uncertainties, but that they nonetheless have a sense of comfort that they are acting in concert with their coworkers, pulling together toward a common goal.

Too few environments match this description of high-trust organizations today. To move from a low-trust to a high-trust environment requires effort, but above all, as we'll see in the next chapter, it takes a more thorough understanding of what we really mean when we use the word “trust.”





Chapter Two

The Decision to Trust Model

What is trust? In the most general terms, trusting means feeling comfortable with how a party will act in a situation in which you could be hurt. In terms of one-on-one relationships, it's been described as a willingness to make yourself vulnerable to someone else, based on positive expectations that the other person will either serve your interests or at least not hinder them.1

Drawing on prior research, I define trust as having “confident reliance” in another party whenever an uncertain situation entails some vulnerability or risk.2 This notion of confident reliance allows room for discussing both “relational trust” from an interpersonal perspective as well as “organizational trust” and “system trust” from a more impersonal perspective. Your decision to trust involves your degree of confident reliance in a wide spectrum of possible trustees in your life—a person (your spouse, your colleague), group (your department, your tennis team), organization (your company), institution (the federal government, the Catholic Church), system (air traffic control, the financial system).

This wide spectrum of trustees presented the first challenge to developing the Decision to Trust Model (DTM)—how to make the model robust enough that it could be used with individuals, teams, and organizations without making it unwieldy. I decided to focus on the factors that could explain the major proportion of trustworthiness across multiple levels of trustees. The model is thus very effective in assessing basic trust in people, teams, and organizations, but it ignores some nuances in trust at each level that a more complicated model would cover.

Another challenge was making the vast research and diverse perspectives on trust practicable. I chose to follow Deutsch's and other scholars' lead in framing trust as a judgment that the trustor (the one deciding to trust or distrust) makes concerning the trustworthiness of another (the trustee).3 The trust decision is an “all things considered” overall belief about the degree of confidence we have in relying on the trustee where there is uncertainty and possible injury. In making this judgment, we may uncover reasons to both trust and distrust, and we weigh and balance them to take an overall trust stance regarding the trustee.4 This stance, or orientation, affects our intentions and behavior toward the trustee. When we trust, our stance is characterized by sharing and cooperation; when we distrust, we tend to be more cautious or reluctant to share or cooperate.

Having framed trust as a decision that derives from our assessment of the trustworthiness of another, my next key question became: What are the inputs to the trust decision? Fortunately, there are thousands of studies in economics, psychology, and sociology that answer this question quite well. The challenge was to integrate related concepts into a limited but useful model for managing trust. This research proved invaluable, and the findings and integration are summarized in Appendix  A , Research on the Antecedents to Trust. The ten factors in the model cover those that research has shown are the antecedents to trust. In some cases, I chose broader labels to connect related constructs and limit the number of factors to one that would be both powerful and practical in managing trust. For example, the term similarity was used to cover value congruence and social identity, and benevolence includes elements of caring, altruism, and goodwill. These labels were tested for understanding and usability among executives as the model was being developed.

Because researchers had suggested that in any relationship there may be reasons both to trust and to distrust someone, the model was framed as a balancing or “compensatory” process whereby the decision maker weighs the various factors in coming up with an overall judgment.5 I deliberately chose not to weigh the relative importance of factors; this would have made the model unreliable for use across different situations and cultures, which research shows affect the relative importance of various factors of trust.6 In fact, how the parties in the trust relationship weigh the factors can be uncovered as part of the process of using the model as a diagnostic tool to assess and build trust.

Finally, researchers have suggested that the trust judgment involves both emotions and cognition, and that they interact.7 I trust you because I have a good feeling (emotion) about you; or, perhaps, I trust you because I believe (cognition) that you manifest trustworthy characteristics. The model takes the perspective that the trustor's thoughts and beliefs (cognitions) about himself or herself and about the trustworthiness of the trustee are generally the most powerful factors influencing trust. Because the goal of this book is to help manage trust, this focus on cognitions rather than emotions is also practical, because there is much research supporting the notion that changing beliefs can, over time, lead to changes in emotion.8

Ten Essential Elements of Trust

The ten factors included in the DTM are divided into two categories, as illustrated in Figure 2.1. In the first category are the three trustor factors, which assess the general disposition of the decision maker to choose to trust or distrust. The second category comprises seven situational factors that define the antecedents to trust as they relate to the situation and the relationship with the trustee. The research that underpins the DTM was discussed in Chapter  One  and will be touched on again in Chapters  Three  and  Four . The focus in this chapter is to offer a straightforward review of the model and describe how it is used in practice.


Figure 2.1 The Decision to Trust Model
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The Three Trustor Factors

Most of us know some people who trust nearly everyone and other people who seem to trust no one. Three factors help explain differences in people's disposition to trust: risk tolerance, adjustment, and power. These intrapersonal aspects of trust describe an individual trustor's generalized tendency to trust—regardless of the other party (the trustee). They are the result of a complex mix of personality, culture, and experience and account for the fact that building trust takes more time and effort for some people than it does for others. More important, we can use these three factors to predict which people will tend to be more or less trusting.

Risk Tolerance

Some people are natural risk takers; others are innately cautious. How tolerant people are of risk has a big impact on their willingness to trust—regardless of who the trustee is. Psychologists have measures of “mischievousness” to assess risk seeking and “cautiousness” for those for whom risk is more uncomfortable. Risk seekers don't spend much time calculating what might go wrong in a given situation. In the absence of any glaring problems, they tend to have faith that things will work out. Risk avoiders, however, often need to feel in control before they place their trust in someone. They tend to want more assurances before they will trust, regardless of the situation. They can be reluctant to act without approval, because some risk avoiders don't even trust themselves.

Psychological Adjustment

Psychologists have shown that individuals vary widely in how well adjusted they are. Like risk tolerance, this aspect of personality affects the amount of time people need to build trust. Well-adjusted people are comfortable with themselves and see the world as a generally benign place. Their high level of confidence often makes them quick to trust, because they believe nothing bad will happen to them. People who are poorly adjusted, which is commonly called neuroticism, tend to see many threats in the world, so they carry more anxiety into every situation. These people take longer to get to a position of comfort and trust, regardless of who the trustee is.

Relative Power

Trustors in positions of authority are more likely to have confident reliance in the actions of people subordinate to them because they have the power to punish betrayal. In contrast, subordinates with little authority, and thus no recourse, feel more vulnerable to those with power. They are less comfortable trusting. A corporate culture that is characterized by powerlessness, and therefore nurtures distrust, is one of the central impediments to building a high-performance, high-trust organization.

The Seven Situational Factors

The remaining seven factors in the DTM concern aspects of the situation and of the relationship between the parties. These are the seven factors that trustees can most effectively address and influence in order to gain the trust—the confident reliance—of trustors.

Security

In looking at the three trustor factors, we examined risk tolerance as an internal dispositional factor of the trustor. Here we look at the opposite of risk—security—as it relates to a given situation. A general rule to remember: the higher the stakes, the less likely people are to trust. Distrust follows naturally from risk. An employee of mine might not need much assurance to trust me to gain approval to fund his attendance at an expensive training program, but he might need a lot if I am deciding who the survivors will be in a reduction in force. With global competition and rapidly changing markets and competitive dynamics, there is greater situational risk and uncertainty for most people and organizations today.

Similarities

Social identity theory suggests that we are at heart still quite tribal, which is why people tend to more easily trust those who appear similar to them. For some cultures, “in-group” status is key to trust. Similarities that can prime trust may include common values (such as a strong work ethic), membership in a defined group (such as the manufacturing, editorial department, a local church, or gender), and shared personality traits (extroversion, for instance, or ambition). In deciding how much to trust someone, people often begin by tallying up their similarities and differences. Often this leads them to make foolish choices based on trivial similarities. Most Ponzi schemes, for instance, begin by relying on existing networks of people who trust each other on the sometimes weak basis of social, ethnic, or religious affiliations.

Alignment of Interests

Before we place our trust in someone else, we weigh the question How likely is this person to serve my interests? When the trustor's and trustee's interests are well aligned, it's much easier for both parties to trust. When we board a plane, we trust the airline pilot in part because we assume that he has as much interest in getting to our destination safely as we do. Used car dealers, in contrast, are typically considered untrustworthy because buyers assume that the dealer's self-interested goal—getting a higher price by concealing a car's faults and defects—is directly at odds with the buyer's goal of obtaining a safe and inexpensive car.

Benevolent Concern

We tend to trust and feel positive affection for those who are willing to put our interests above their own—to demonstrate benevolent concern for us. By contrast, a trustee who appears self-centered inspires distrust. We have all known managers, for instance, who aren't trusted by their employees because those employees don't believe that the manager will stick up for them or fight for them. The result is that those employees probably wouldn't advocate for the manager's goals on their own—that is, when performance is not subject to coercive control. Therein lies the tremendous cost that burdens low-trust organizations. When trust is absent, so is real effort and concern for the enterprise.

Capability

Because trust involves an assessment of how comfortable we are in relying on someone, judgments of simple competence can be paramount. We are only trustworthy to the extent that we can capably fulfill a given responsibility. Some trustors make the mistake of relying on other factors, such as similarities and benevolent concern, to make up for a lack of evident capability. They hire friends and family under the assumption that caring is a substitute for capability, and soon find out otherwise. Michael Brown, the head of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), which did such a disastrous job in emergency relief after Hurricane Katrina in 2005, was a friend of then President Bush. FEMA, under Brown, was described as a glaring example of incompetence due to cronyism.9

Predictability and Integrity

At some point in the trust decision, the trustor asks, “How certain am I about my prediction as to how the trustee will act?” For example, managers who are excessively passionate and not detail or process oriented often overpromise and underdeliver. Their enthusiasm leads them to commit to deliverables that they have not yet figured out how to produce. Inevitably, promises cannot be fulfilled once the details and methods are understood. These managers may be hardworking and have good intentions, but they are not trusted because their track records of delivery are poor.

Communication

Because trust is largely a relational concept, communication is critical to each of the other six relational factors in the DTM. On the one hand, frequent and open communication can lead to trusting relationships even when other relational factors are low in trust. On the other hand, poor communication almost always leads to a tendency not to trust. Spirals of distrust often begin with miscommunication, leading to perceived betrayal that causes further impoverishment of communication and eventually ending in a state of chronic distrust (see Figure 2.2). By the same token, trustees who excel at communication and are able to create emotional bonds with trustors can set off a virtuous cycle of trust, in which their openness induces others to open up and reciprocate with feelings of confident reliance.


Figure 2.2 Miscommunication and Distrust
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The DTM is broad enough to be used with different types of trustees and in different situations. When we are trustors at the organizational or system level, the signals we use to judge trust are more impersonal than when we are looking at an individual or group. This alters the trust judgment because some trust factors become more important (capability and predictability) and others less important (for example, similarities and benevolence). The judgment also changes to some degree depending on the type of trust situation. Situations can vary in terms of the amount of uncertainty and risk, the length of the relationship, the number of alternative options we have, and the amount of experience and information available in assessing the trustee. These situational variables affect the amount of time we invest in assessing trust and how deeply we might get into assessing some of the dimensions of trust. For example, I am likely to invest more time and probe deeper to assess the competence of a direct report than I would to assess the trustworthiness of the global conglomerate that owns my company. Why? I might conclude that the larger organization will not affect me directly in a major way, that I do not have any other options but to trust, or that I simply cannot know enough to make an accurate assessment.

Testing the DTM

The DTM is a deliberately broad diagnostic tool that can be used to capture the nuances of many different types of trustor-trustee situations. Used properly to think through the trust decision, the DTM helps us match the degree of trust with the actual trustworthiness of the trustee. As shown in Figure 2.3, the model helps us avoid the errors in the upper left and lower right quadrants while locating caution and appropriate reliance where they belong. The DTM also enables us to diagnose which variables are most critical to trust in a given situation and then focus on enhancing those factors to maintain, build, or repair trust.


Figure 2.3 Aligning Trust and Trustworthiness
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Let's return to the three trust scenarios posed in Chapter  One  to see how the DTM can be used to confront a potentially negative, distrustful situation and create a result that benefits both parties.


1. In the case of the real estate agent who is influencing your decision to buy a house, the DTM helps us focus on some key questions. Is the agent more apt to say and do things that protect her interests (commission) or that protect your family? How does she balance benevolence (concern for you) with her self-interest? Is she candid about key issues (integrity and open communication)? Also, how risk tolerant are you? Do you have any recourse if she lies to you? How competent is she? Does she really know schools, pricing, and the neighbors? Is she able to discern “good” and “bad” in these areas? Considering these factors of the DTM can prevent you from blindly trusting or blindly distrusting and making a mistake. It may also cause you to get another agent because you really need someone whom you trust to help you make the best, most informed decision. You need to trust an expert.

2. What about our fellow whose company has merged and whose boss says he is safe? The DTM helps him make a better trust decision by encouraging him to ask, How much situational risk is there? Are my skills in great demand? If so, no problem; if he betrays me, I will move on. If not, maybe I would like to reduce my situational risk with a contract or at least an agreement for extended severance. If this is not an option, I really do need to assess my boss's benevolence toward me and his competence (Is he really in the know?), and I need to assess the interests not only of my boss but of the company we are merging with, especially because there are really very few “mergers of equals,” despite the frequent use of this term.

3. What about our CEO who has inherited a distrustful top team and is now captain of a sinking ship? He needs to figure out how to eradicate the poisonous, distrustful culture. How much trust is needed for the company to succeed? Are the staff members team players who can go beyond self-interest to be benevolent with their peers? Has trust eroded because of lack of competence among a few players? What values and goals need to be embedded in the organization to foster trust and cooperation? What forms of communication can keep people on the same page and transmit the new values?



The model helps you think through the factors that come into play in making good trust decisions and in figuring out how to build trust and trustworthiness. Now let's try a more strenuous test of the DTM by considering a new, more complicated scenario. A young manager, Sue, had been selected by her boss, Steve, to take over a department at their Fortune 500 company. She accepted the position knowing that Steve would be exerting significant pressure on her to improve the unit's financial performance. From Sue's perspective, the challenge was to make some aggressive personnel moves without destroying the trust among members of the department as a whole. First on her list of challenges was Joe, an employee who was three years short of his retirement date. He was a chronic underperformer, and previous department heads had identified him as someone who needed to be moved out.

Joe was unsure of how much he could trust Sue when she took over the department. Using the DTM in Figure 2.4, we can analyze this trust situation. Joe's self-confident personality (high adjustment) helped him see clearly that he was poorly suited for his current job. But his overall trustor factors entering the situation were low. He felt that he had little or no power, and, with just three years left before retirement, his tolerance for risk was extremely low. So although he would have liked to request a transfer to another job, Joe was too afraid of being terminated to share this desire openly with Sue.


Figure 2.4 Trust Analysis: Joe and Sue
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Because Joe didn't know Sue very well, the DTM's seven relationship factors in Joe's decision to trust also trended low. He had little to no situational security. Sue was a woman several years younger than he, which reduced their similarities. It was not self-evident to Joe that their interests were aligned; Sue might prefer to fire him rather than transfer him. Joe was unaware also of whether Sue was capable of showing him benevolent concern, and although he was aware that she had a reputation for integrity and capability, he could not be sure that she was the actual decision maker in his fate, so those two factors were low as well. The communication between the two was extremely low up to this point.

Sue's overwhelming power in this situation made it incumbent upon her to take the lead in building trust. Her goal was to remove Joe from this position, but not in a way that would damage his self-respect or her reputation for integrity and capability. Figure 2.5 maps the situation across the DTM. The first step was for Sue to acknowledge the reality that there was little that could be done to lower the risk to Joe. So Sue began by having a very candid but supportive conversation with Joe in which she introduced the idea of Joe's going through a self-evaluation self-discovery process with an outside consultant.


Figure 2.5 Trust Interventions: Joe and Sue
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By having Joe meet with the consultant, Sue was able to demonstrate her benevolent concern for Joe, while also assuring him that it was possible that their interests were aligned. This step led Joe to come back to Sue requesting a transfer to a position for which he was better suited. Sue also decided that she should adopt a clear influence strategy with her boss, Steve, to ensure that she would gain approval for some alternative options for Joe (increase capability and predictability). Sue communicated frequently and openly with Joe about his options in the organization (increase communication) and expressed her empathy about how his career uncertainty would affect Joe and his family, which increased her demonstrated benevolent concern for Joe as he arrived at this difficult choice. It took some work and a lot of open communication, but Joe was eventually moved into another job—one with less authority and lower pay, but for which he was better suited. This was by any measure a demotion, but Joe felt very positive about it, and he expressed his positive feelings about the process to those of his colleagues who remained in the department. The result was that Sue's reputation was burnished by her deft handling of the relationship. Her level of trust increased among her employees, despite this risky situation.

The story of Sue and Joe provides a direct case study of how the DTM can be used to turn a thorny personnel problem into a valuable trust-building exercise with a win-win resolution. This is not how situations of this kind often end. In some organizations, poorly performing veteran managers are allowed to run out their years, for fear of engendering bad feelings in the process of getting rid of them. That can lead to a pervasive malaise of distrust: if the department head is willing to accommodate obvious incompetence, why should I knock myself out? But if Sue had demoted Joe without engaging him in a manner that built trust, even those colleagues who knew that Joe deserved to be demoted would have had cause to fear and distrust Sue. Employees will generally get behind even a negative decision if they perceive the process for arriving at the decision as fair.10 Conversely, they will distrust a manager who makes good decisions in a way that seems heedless and unnecessarily painful.

As was the case with Joe's decision to trust Sue, simple and direct interpersonal interventions can be very effective in building trust in a speedy and fairly reliable way. When we approach such matters as developing group trust, however, there are more people involved, so trust decisions must be made in ways that go beyond one-on-one conversations (while still including them). At the organizational and system levels, the building of trust becomes far more complex and challenging, because the signals we rely on to judge trust are “noisier” and filled with ambiguities and inconsistencies. Most large corporations, for instance, are made up of so many divisions and departments that it is impossible to assess trust with the same level of certainty you have in determining whether to trust your boss.

Trust and Ethics

Now that we have covered the DTM and how it is applied, we can focus on an important question that should be addressed early in this book: What is the relationship between trust and ethics? Organizations often spend a good deal of time on ethics policies and programs but often fail to properly relate them to trust. As we shall see, ethical people and companies are not always trustworthy.

To address this question, let's consider an example. Imagine that there is a natural disaster on an island, and the water supply is contaminated. You are the CEO of the only bottled water company within a thousand miles. Rational principles of economics suggest that you raise the price to the point where demand will be lowered to meet the supply, and you will earn handsome profits. One group of observers might call this good economics. Another group might call it price gouging. But does raising the price to an extremely high level feel right? Research on social reciprocity and ethics indicates that most people would think it is not “right” because it seems to be an extreme case of taking advantage of misfortune and maximizing self-interest in a socially inappropriate way. That is, most human beings will expect you not to act based solely on the laws of economics in this situation. There is a definition of trustworthiness that relates to ethics and explains why it feels wrong: “A trustworthy party is one that will not unfairly exploit the vulnerabilities of the other party in the relationship.”11

In most codes of morality, ethics, and virtue there is a concept of fairness. We expect members of a society to treat one another fairly just as they themselves would want to be treated. With regard to trust, fairness expectations are situation dependent and must be defined among the parties within a specific context. For example, if the context is a price negotiation at a used car dealership or a job interview, we would not consider it a betrayal of trust if the other party was not completely transparent. What parent would suggest to one of their children going to a job interview that he should be sure to offer that company all relevant negative information about himself? In contrast, we would have less tolerance for material deception by a businessperson of an elderly counterparty whose lack of awareness or knowledge may put her life savings at risk. This is where communication and establishing mutual expectations among parties become central to manifesting both ethics and trust.

Certain factors in the DTM could be said to demonstrate aspects of a moral, ethical, or virtuous character. Research indicates that we can relate ethics to the DTM as follows:


	Alignment of interests—ethical principles of fairness, respecting others, and self-interest constrained by not infringing on others' rights12

	Benevolence—virtue and ethical principles of courtesy, reciprocity, and justice, especially for the disadvantaged13

	Integrity—moral and ethical principles of living up to your word and of truthfulness14



People of good moral and ethical character will tend to be more trustworthy, but it does not follow that they should always be trusted. Why? Because there are some elements to the trust decision that have nothing to do with ethics (situational risk, competence, trustor disposition). For example, an ethical trustee may be untrustworthy because he lacks competence or the ability to control events. This makes his betrayal of trust excusable on moral grounds (if he has not misled) but not on practical grounds (you are still hurt). The ethical behavior of the trustee is only a component in gauging trustworthiness. Although the selection and training of ethical people increases trustworthiness and trust, we still need the DTM to make more robust assessments of trustworthiness when there is risk and vulnerability. To further expand our understanding of trust and its elements, we will explore the ten DTM factors more deeply, beginning with a closer look at the three decision maker or trustor factors in the next chapter.
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