


Can groups be trusted? An experimental study of
trust in coliective entities
Bill McEvilv, Roberto A. Webet, Cristina Bicchieri and
Yiolet T. Ho

lntroduction
Trusl is th€ toprc of aconsiderable amount of recent research in the social sciences' This

trend is pafiicularly notewo hy in the economics, organizational and stralegy literatures,

where trust is considered extremely important fo( many kinds of interaction For instancq

several economists argue that trust is an essenlial 'lubricanl' without which even the sim'

plest forms of economic exchange can not occur (A ow 1974).' Trusl incrcases the

ifficiency of exchange by reducing the expectation of opportunistic behavior and conse-
quently iowering associated transaction cosis (Bromilev and Curnmings 1 99 5; John 1934;

McEvily and Zaheer, chapter 16, this volume). Sifategv researchers suggest that trust ls a

strategi; resource rhat has ihe potential to provide a source of sustained competjtive

advanrag€ (Barney and Hansen 1995), whil€ other organizational r€searchers conceptu-

alize trust as a governance form ihat provides a framework to guide and direct th€ orga-

nization and coordination of economic activily (Bradach and Eccles 1989; McEvily er al'

2003;Powell 1990).
lncorporating the conc€pt of trust into economic, strategic and organizational theolies

clearly holds the potential of producing far-reaching implications for our understanding

of exchange, comp€tition and behaviorin economic and organizational settings By lbcus-

ing on the motives and jntentions of economic aclors, this line of research promrses to

explicitiy investigate and sharper the core assumptions upon which theory is based Ai

th€ same time, however integraling rhe concept of trusl into €xisling theory poses a

number of challenges" Chief among th€se is the question of how to ext€nd - or whethel

it is reasonable to extend an individuallevel construct such as lrust to more aggr€gate

levels of analysis.
To a largeextenl placing trust in individuals and placing trust incollectiv€ entitjes (e g'

groups, organizations, indusrries, instituiions, etc.) are used inierchangeably in tl1e lirera_

iure and without specific consideration for whether dilierences in the object of trusl are

meaningful or appropiate. For example, transaction costs economics proposcs that
'human agents are given to opportunism' (Williamson 1985' p 64), but thatr/'nr musr

safeguard their transactions against tle threal of such unirustworthy behavior. As a result

there is ambiguity about the object of irust lhat is most relevant to minimizing lmnsac-

tion costs of exchangc the individual agenl or the parlner organization This raises

several questions. Firsl and forelnost. does irusl exist at difler€nt levels of analysis (indi-

lidual v;$us collective)? lf so, is trustacross levels related and does trust at one level influ-

ence trust at another? Forinstance. jf on€ trusts the individual ageni with whom one deals,

then is one nec€ssarily more incliDed to trust that persor's organization? Oris it even pos-

sible to trust a collective entity, independent of the trusl one has lbr its iDdividual
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perhaps most importantly, does trust ar differ€nt levels of analysis affect
iols in dillerent ways?

, these fundamental questions have received relaiively little research atter-
the widespread application of trust to economic and oqanizational relation-

assumptions. and thereby lower the inherent risk of irusting a counterpart
2001; 2001). Simjlar to our notion of trust in collective eniities, system and

collective entities. A relat€d slream of research in sociolosv focus€s on
1979; Giddens 1990) and 'institutional'based' (Zucker 1986) trust

oftluslreferto abstract structures thai shape expeciations through general-
of behavior. Systen and inslitutional,based trust create commonlv accepted

that the individual is involved in a direct r€lationshiD aeconomic exchanse in this

tlusl arc 'impersonal' lbrms of trust ihat are not based on familiarity
inc individual. At the same time, our view of trust in a collective entity pre-

the colleclive entiiy. whereas system and insiitutional,bascd trust primarily

the work on system and institutional-based hust is conceptually related io

€conomic framework \\rithin which the relationshiD is embedded. For instance.

ies, third-party brokers, etc.

of buy€r supplier inlerfirm exchanges, trust in a collective endry would be
itrg manager'.s trust in the buyer organization while system and institutional-

would focus on, for example, the legal system of contracl enforcementj regu-

that explores, lsing survey responses of boundary-spanning agents in buyer
interfirm exchanges. the relalionship beiween trust in a specific individuai dealt
trust in that individual's organization, referred to as interpersonal and inter-
ional t st respeclively. Zaheer et al. (1998) find that interpersonal and inter-

trusl are related, but distinct; economic agents discriminate between the

on trust in a collective entity, there is virtuaily no empirical work validating the
of trust in colleclive entities. A notable exception is a study by Zaheer er al.

ol trust, but also view trust at different levels of analysis as strongly related.
their study provjdes evidence consistent with rhe concepr of trust in a collec-

that is not specifically tied to trust in individuals and ruises the question of
there is some aspect of trust in a collective endry that exists apat from trust in

ity, it does not definitivcly rule out the possibility that trust in a colleclive entity
ir-organizational trust) is mercly an artifact oftrustin theindividual members of

ive entity (i.e. interpersonal trust). ID parricular it may be rhe case that trust
i \e enl i ry i .  ,  mpl)  Jr tunclron of Lr rrr  rn i rs indi \  id.rd I  nremberc. l f  so, l rurL in

ive entity is reducible to trust in individuals and does not exist as a separate
. This suggests that validating the existence of trust in a colleclive entity requires

members of a collective entily.
p r r D o s e  o i  r f i c  c h d p  e -  i ' , o  c r p l o r e  t h e  r c h t i o n s h i p  b e t $ e e n  t r u . t  n i n d , \ r d ( r a l r

1flrst in collective entities. and thc relalionship of thes€ two types of trust to econornic
We argue that trust can be meaningfully applied to economic transactions

ing both individual and collective entiiies, and that trust at these lwo levels is
We propose thd I  econonr(  acLois torm percepr ion,  abour rhe r -J . r$o| |h.nesr  of

ive eniities based on exchanges conducted wirh individual members of the collec!-
This trust in the collective then becomes transferabie to other individuals withhthe

se es as a proxy tbr individual tmst wher€ derail€d knowledge of
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l l ld i \ '1 i lL l l | l  mcDb.rs o l  thc cnl lc .1 i \ i1 ]  is  l l ln i ted , : , f  r rbs.nr  ( l \1cE\ i l l  c l  x l .  l0 l ) l :  Sterd
l 0 0 l ) . I b i s i r r [ . . \ c n \ l ] . r l l r c f c i s 1 r o f e r s o n 1 o b c l i c \ c r h r r t h c s c o l h . r i r . l i ! i l u i l h r l t
l ike l r  Io  e\h ib i t  s i In i l r t l  t ru i l  rc l rLcd pfo l re l I ies. - l  hLr- (  l fur l  in  rht  co l lccr i \c  cr r r l ly  rs  used
as . r  l icLr f is l ic  fb f  t fLrs l  Ln i rd i \  idur l \  nr . l  i !  c icnded lo l f rnsrc l ion!  $ i th  o l l r . f  d)cmbe$
ol  lhc col lec l i l i t ! .  e \ !  r  l i rosc thxr  arc unkno$ |  .1 l rd xboLrt  r l f i ich lhc ic  is  l i t t lc  o!  no i r r lor -
m r i i o n i b f d c l c r n r i n i n ! L r u s t \ \ o r r h i | c s s l n l h i s \ i r ) ' . n r c n r b c f s h i I i t r c o l l c c r N i l ) o f g f o L r p
cr i  bc luk.n to s i lnr l  t r  rL\1$or1hi l r .ss (Krrnref  c l  I l  l9r )6) .  \ iLh.ut  crch l r ]enrbef  ha\ in-s
ro. rh iLr i r  hrJor  hcr  1r ! !1$or lh i l ressdi rec l l )  tou l lo thcr  t ! r r ics i r l  r r )  ecouonr ic  erc l range.

Brscd on thc xbo! .  iL t . rs .  { .  xddfe is  the laLld\  i tg  rcscxr  ch qucst ion:  ̂ d ,  t r i f  n1Ltr l r

t ) (n. t ) tn  o l  t  t . f i t t t \L  t  t  tn ts t roth lnst  r t l r (u l  hr  t l t  out t t t r l tL l  t  n t t , r t )o.nt i  i t t  t t

Stat l )  u i r l  h \ '  l l r r  t ! t \ t  t1 t  l i t )n ,  t ) l  r lhut  t ,  t fu1 ! . r ! )  ( t .1 t  i t t  |  \ i tn t t i .n  I  h  I t  Dtr r t l \ r i l t i )
i t  t fu  Ltot I )  t . t r r \ ' \  t i t )  Dt . ! | i t t ! lu l  . t l . t "x11kr t  t l t r t t  l t t \ t r r )1ht i r , \ \ : )

lb  e\p lofc  lh i !  qucsr ior  \ \c  c( [ . l rcrc . l  x  l rbofr to |y  e) ip . f i i ]cnL wh.r .  rb.  outco csol
ecouo.r lc  c \churgcs ncrc i r l lu . l )ced b]  Ihe degfee 1o which subiccL\  l r  u \1c.1 rhei f  coun-
r . rpnrLs rnd Lhc c\ lcn l  1o r l ic l t  those coLrnl . r t r rLs lc lur l l t  u thc ld the I l rs i  thr r t  was

f l t c . d r n L h . m . O u r r c s . r f . | b L r i l d s o n f f e l L o n i . \ p . ! i n c n r s u i n g l l r c  r l u n  ( o r - l r r e s t -

InenL )  gunrc (c  g.  l lc rg c l  !1 .  1995).  We er lerd lh i \  pr |1rdrgnr  by r rc ludi l rg . r  l fer l  re l r l  r r
rh ich i \c  cmbcd cxchrngc \ ! i l ] r i l r  1 l r .  conle\ l  o l  nr i r i  r l l r  dc l i r .d  cdlcct i ! . .nr111cs.  ln
th is  t fer t r rcr l .  l l Inr iLct rors r r ror ]g i l r f i \ i , : lu l l  econoln ic  r rc lofs  iLr .  to  lor rg. r  iso lx led
elents.  LrLr t  mthcr  ur .  l in l icr l  througl r  i rc l i ! i . lLrx ls  l l renrbetship ln  to l lcc l r r . .nnr i .s .

Corccpnhlirirg trust ir N collectile e tit!
Tr ! \ r  rs  $ inhcrcnLl r -  corr fb\  corcet l  {Cofuz/ lnr  I9 l l )  thr r  l ) . rs  bccn s lu. l ie . l  f to ln r
rLrnrbcf  o l  d i l l i r . r r  d isc ip l j l r r fy  |e fspecl i !c !  As r r  rcsul t .  r  sr t t ' ra l icr \  o f . le f in i l iors
e\ in .  Dclp iLc rh.  b. l . rogcl rc i l ]  in  conce| ILul izr l iors.  rh. rc  d.  r  rurrbcr 'o l  co l r tnor
e lerrents unlJ- \ ing rh.  m!r)  d i l lc re|1 us lges o l  t lLrs l  In  prr r l icu l r t r  thcrc is  s t r icspferd
rgreelnel r l  r l r r r  t1r ! / l1  / / , | | i l ! i t , ! t t t \ ! r l ) r t t ! ln( r l fu lnd. t t  t l t t  t t ) \ i i t t t \ t1 t t td t inro l
t tu  i t lur l in \  t ) )  h t l t t l t i . r  , /  , /h , : '  (Nl r le f  er  x l  l9 t5r  RoorscrLr  c l  r l  l9r ) l ) .  i \ {o f .o\er
lb f  t lusr  ro r r isc.  i r  tcr  r l .  |cndt |c .  a l rd uuce u iJr l )  r rc  t .c .ss! r \  concl l ions.  ln le l -
dete rd.ncc Dcans th!1 1h.  i r lc fcs l  o l_ ofe pr |1!  .a  rnot  b.  J i r lJ i l lc . t  $  i thor  I  rch.rnce on
r  ro lhcr  p i fL l .  l r ! rccr  ra i r l ]  rD.r Is  thr l  Ihc possib i l i r f  , ) l  . \p . r icn. ing ncgxl i \c  oulcolxes
br  fe l ) in-g on rnorhcr  rxr l )  fcq '  i fes I rk in!  r t  lcup o l  Ju i lh  t l - . \ r i i  rc l  \ lc igr f l  l915)  l f
r ro lhcr 's  rn lcn l ions coulc l  bc rsc.nx ineiL \ \ i1h conrplc lc . . rL! in1\ .  1r !s t  $or l . l  I ro l  be
recdcd.  Ac.( i rd in! l ] .  l r  ust  is  r l rc  choicc rLr  mrke on.s. l l  \ ,Lr l fuubl t  undcr  thc corrd i l lo |s
ot  r lc  . l )crdcrc.  x .d orccr la i l ] l t .

Cbfs i ! r . r l  $ , i th  Lhc brorJ. r  l i lc fx l ! fc  oI  l f rLn we fe lcr  lo  thc c\ lc f l  lo  n hrch onc indr
\  i ( lur l  l ru \L\  r ro l Icr  i rd j r i ! l rLr l  l  i lh  \horr  nrc dcr  s  us ,1/ ! r  t r  , , i  ,L / i  r / r ! r .  

- l l rc  
dcgNe

to \ !h ic |  r  \ r l . \  r l r f rcn 'n l r l i \e  lnrs ls  thc st )cc i l i .  f l r .hxs i rg m!rrg. r  { i1 |  $hourshefe l ls
i \ r n . r x r n f l c o l  l f r i s l  i n  r n  i r d r \ ' l d L n l .  I r . o n r r r s r . , 1 / ! / t r , i r , , 1 / . ! / a . . / r / i l i  r c f r c s e n l s
Lhc c\ l . i r l  o l  1r  u i l  lhr1 i r I  | l ld i ! idLnl  f I rc . i  Ln r  co l l .c l i r  iL t  \ ! i th  r !h ic I  sh.  fcr ls .  l  fus l  in
r  co l lccrnc cr) r i t )  cr is ls  bcrr \ .c1r  rn i rd i \  dnr  on thc onc hrnLl  r r ( t  !  .o l lcc l i ,u  o l  nr . l i
! idu! ls  or i  1 |c  o1L. f . , \  s . r l .s  rc | fcre l r l r l i \ ! \  l ru !L l i r r  lh .  bu\cr  orgdr i /a l ior )  l l r r l  she
nr.sxcts s i lh  is  r l r  c ! r1r t )1e o l  l fLrs l  ln  r  co lLccLi \ r  cr l i l \  Th.  r l is t r rcuor  b.1\ccI  l r rLrr
i . ! n i ! r ! l i ! i f u r l x l r ( l 1 f ' s l i n r c o l l c c l i l c . r l i L t i \ b r \ c d o f r h c o b j c c l o l  l r u s l .  \ \ ' l r I r c r L s l h c
{ ) u r c c o l  r r  u s l  f c s i . l e s  i n  i n l i v r i l L u l !  l i r  b o l h . l h . o b j c . t o l  n u s t d i L l i r i . l { x r l r c r l l u r r l ) c i l r g
. l i r .crcd.r I . r  s t - .ec i f ic  ind i \ i ( lLn l .  thc r . lcrcnl  o l  Lr iL i l r i r rco l l . . l i \ .cn l r l ) r \un.rggr ._!u le
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raiher than a specific individuat, is consisrenr with detinirions of trust rhat empha,
)nndence in or reliance on some quatity or attribule of a le$on or thing, @;ford
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syslem compnsing a number of individuals. The placing ol trusi jn a collecrive

,ictordry, emphasis added).2

O! oncmayfeelthatagroup is rruslworthy because of famil;ritv wirh a of
.  of  .he g.oup dnd t l -ei f  l rusrsofrhine$. \ \e argue rhar rhc.e are nor in.r"rr  c,

the conceptual distinction between trust inan individual and trusl in acollecrive
tu fairly well established, empirical €vidence subsrantiating the distinction is largely
t.Asnoted previously. in order ro disringuish rhe two forms of trust it is imooriani
rate the trusr an individrai places in acollective entiry fronl rhe trust rhat anindi-
place. jn Indir  rdual mcmbem of rhe co tecr jre e i ry.  For in{an.e. in i  di \  idual
m 10 trusi a certain organizaiion. but may only be referring to rhe lrustwodhi,
specific individuals in the orga zation or of rhe general population lrom which

ron draws its membership. Similarly, one may generally believe that peopl€
hy. and therefore most oryanizations comprising ordinary people aie aiso

a collective entity. since there is no separate atribution of trustworthiness to
ion as an enrrr l  in i r .c l I  lncreJd. se ,ugfesr ,har rru\r  in a co ec. i \ r  enr i t i' ieanl)  di . r ingurshea ' rom rru,r  in indi ,  rd Jats by.rLd) i rg a bchar.orat mrn_

of trust thaa is clearly separable across, and distinctly attribulable to. the two
trust.

tangle trust in individuals and Inrst in collective entities. we desisned a
e \ p e r i n e n r  r " r  a l l o $ e d  L r r o d i r e c r l )  e \ p l o r e  l h e  p o * r b i t r L )  r h a r  r r u , r  m a y

for Eoups, independent of the rrust for rhc indivicluals in rhose srouDs. In th;
i m e n t s . u e c - c a r e d a r e r y  b a s i c t o r - o t c o , l e c r  v e u . i n p a v a f i u n t o  l . * . t t - t n o " n
rul group paradigm' (Tajfel er al_ 1971). Research on njnimal groups shows rhat
is a discontiDuity berween individuat and group behavior: peoplc tend ro behave

when confronting anotherindividual or a group. or when they themselves act
,up members. What is even more striking is thar rhis disconrinuity occuN even
th€ group is created on the basis of an inconsequenriat criterion, and group mem_

Lrp rs anonyrous- We lhus expected to find a difference in behavior when subjecrs
faced with'unlabeled' individuals as opposed ro members of a designated group.
iabsence of prcvious jnteracrions with a specilicmember of a group. we were-intei_
in exploringwhether an initial expedence with an anonymous member of the same
translaies rnto a srereotypical judgmenr of the whole group, on some chosen

pafticular, we €xplored the extenl ro which subjects werc likely to exhibit trust in
rer subj€cl based on experience with a previous member of tha! subjectt group.

! participants in our expedment played the rrust game twice. Our focui is on
the actions of the first counterpart atTected decisions when playing ihe game wirh the

counterparl. We are especially interested in whether membership ofthe twocoun_
; n tl1e same 'minimal group'makes this eft'ect stronger. We find a modesr ellect.

both magnitude and significance. Howeve! ihe presence of a posirive result is com_
L even given the modest significance, since we used rhe weakest possible form of
identityin ourexperiments Mofegenerally, thefindingis impofia;t becauseilpro_

aclear and carelully con trolled demonstrarion that lends supporrlo the exisrence of
in collective entities.
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As 'ls..t'nc sugges(s. lhe trust game creates a sillralion rvhcfc onc plaler nrst decide
whclhcr b l.ust another and ihis other rnusr drcn dccidc rvhcthcf b honof or abuse this
Lru$l. Spccilically. Phlef I isgiven some inilial r! calth .rllocauoD oI$iich shemust decide
ho$, muoh to ir st to l)laler:. Play.r 2 c.rn bc lhought of as an rgeni ol l,laler I who
h. ts  thc rb i l i ly  !o  turn th is  rnrsted amounl  i t ] toan c lcn grcxtcfsum. Therefore iheimonnl
rccerled lry Plar-cr 2 is so'ne muliiple of the amount rruncd 10 Pl.Nc.2 by Playef 1. After
rccelving this .rnrounl. Plxvcr 2 lnust decide how much. if .tn!. of thc tolal nrnount
recei\'ed 1() rclun L{) Pla}cr l.

Ihis ga c niodcl! $evcral situations in rihich ihe arlrrcri\c.css to one pariy of a
$,elfarc ;ncrcalnrg in\'€srment hinges on the rrun\rorthincss ol nroiher. For insrance.
considcr I silualiolr \4here the olvnef of a snall li.ln ha$ 10 dccide how much rrrxrlng io
prolidcan cmplo,"-cc. This lraidng is costly for lhc owncr ol th€ ljrn, burcan yield greater
proflls lbr borh thc cmployee and ihe firm. pro\ided thc cnrplo,"-cc I cnrairs wirh the fiftr1
altef ihe training. ODcc thc owncf decjdes howmuch to connnil to lraining.rnd rhe rftir-
ing actually takes placc, thc crnplor-ee ihen decides hor lorg 1() rcnrain $jtb rhe lirm.
Assuming lhal the employcc can rcxlize greaief pfofit b) lealiDg ro go to nnorher lifnr
once the trainlng is rcccivcd. lhc problem is exactl)'. thc onc nrodclcd br the tfusr game.
Player I llhe owDcr) dccdes how much of sone allocation Lo comnit to Player 2 (rhe
emplolee). who Lhcn dccides whether io ho|or this Lrusl (rcnrain lvith ihe firm, h \r'hich
case boil cnrploycc and o\\ner receive a beitef payo U lhan i1 !| cre had been no n xinhg)
or rbxse this lrusl (lcavc rirc lirm immediriel,! nfter training. yi.lding lhe highest pa,lof
to ihe employee but lhe lo\lcsL Lo Lhc o$,ner).

The game car also be describcd lbr m allr. In ihe conrlnu ous versnn o1 lh c ganc Pla)€l
I rs glren sone anounl irr--0. u4rich sle can dilide betwcer onc anrount $e keeps foL
hefself rnd one shc rrusLs lo Pl.Lyer 2. Label ihe amount shc trun! 10 Playef 2 as -r, with
0= f= lJ ' , ,  T lc  a ount- r is thcnmLr l r ip l iedb) ' ' .aconqranl . f> l .sothat thesecondplayer
recelves fie grcatcr anrount,-\-. Player 2 must then decidc what proporiion, i, of rr to
retxfn to Pla lcr  l . lccpnrglhe rest ,  ( l - / i ) r ,  for  hnnscl i  Assuming !ha!  l , lavef  2 a lso
receiles so e6xcd sun.(u4rich mighr bezefo). ihe follolving arc thc p.Lyoll s lbr the gr me:

l ,ayof f  1( ]  P laycr  l :  r r= ( r /  r )  + r , *  = a + ( /o l l . r
I ,ayof f Io  Playc,  l ,  r r=. r  (1 l ) r \

Player 2 nolcs s.cond and the choice of /i does ro1 afcct .r. $,lrich has alr rd) bee
deter  ined.  Thcrc ib.c .  tL !  long as Pl : r )er  2 ls  naxin i /nrg l is  monetary payol l .  he $ i l l
se lec i Iequ.r l10zercand kccp thcent i reamouni f  r .  Kno, ingth is .  Playcf  1 shouldatways
keep the erilre anloxnt It and scl r ectuai to zero. lhus 1rr rhc uDiqu. subganle-perfeci
Nash equilibrium to the ganc. -r = /r = 0 Tr = ,| and ,, = ..

I l - ( - J r  , .  i , e r . , i  . .  l o r r . r  b . . -  r . c  r . . o r  , l ' ; . d , r , r P . , \ .  l . J n  e . . J r o " . l
outcome lhrt Pareto do rialcs (i c. is nofe eflicient thar) ilis cquilibriunl. This is t|xe
for ar) outcome nr which -r is grcatcr than zero and /u is grcalcr than ore. rne<rning that
Playef I lnvesls a positivc anount and |eceives rnore than thal aDounl back lionl I,lalef2

Sevefrl laborarory crtcrinrcnts studied dre trusr gane. In rhc lirs! c\ample of such a
slud)'. Befg el :1. ( 1995) uscd thc Lrust g.Lme to determine wherhcr or no! lrusting behav-
ior lan be found Nhen social cnli)rc.mcnt i! not possible. ln their eifcrincn!s subjecrs
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the game in an environment where the usual self-interested motivatioDs assumed
isls to lead to trusting behavior were eliminated. Subjects played lhe game only

undef complere (doJble-blDd) "non) mrr).  ln rprte of thrs anonyruO and ldcl
ition, only two of the 32 subjects in the role of Player I sent $0. On the other hand,
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i€cts s€nt the entire amount of $10. The average amount sent was $5.16 and the
amount retumed was $4.66, indicating that sending money led to slightlosses on
for Player Lr
together, the experinents by Berg et a]. and olhcrs using dillercnl variations of
game with varying payoffs and parameten show some consislent rcsults, even

cultues (e.g. Van Huyck et al. 1995; Ciith et a]. 1997t Snijde$ and Keren 1998:
el  J.  rn prcss: Ashfrf  et  al .  2005).  f  r | ' t .  Ihe rubgame-perfect equrhb. rum predrc-

is rarcly obsefled. Most subjects in the role of Player 1 send a posilive amount to
2. On ihe oth€r hand, most subjects who sent money as Player I did not send the

r. A second main findins is that while many subjects in the role of Player 2
a positive amount to Player l, the retums tended to be slightly less than the ori

, in our expeiiments, which use a variation of the trusl game, we expect a
amount of trusting behavior. However our atteniion is primarity on whether

behavior is influenced by past experience with counterparts who belong to the

previous study explored the cornection between group boundaries and trust,
s i r h  a n  e n r r e l )  J r H e r e r t  l o c u r  t h a n  o u r , .  B L . h a n  e r  a l .  r ' 0 0 ' )  u s e d  r a n d o m

!o divide subjecls into two groups (Proposers and Responders) and then used
lusl  game ro mea\uie lhc eirenl  lo $ l ' ich rubjccr.  i1 rhe f i  r r l  group c\hibired l ru. l

investment on average. Thereforc, while subjectsjn general exhibited trustingbehav-
l rusr $ai  of ten rcpdid. bul  J.ualb nol .Jmci, .nr ly ro prcvenr r ,  f iom being co. l ly.

'ects inthe second group. The treatmen! vaiable was the nalure of the relationship

itions revealed significant amoun* of trust and reciprocation, though both of these

Proposers rnd RerpondeE In a Drrccl  (onJrt ion. a Proporcr *r) t  mone, lo a
who then sent money back to the same Proposer. In a Croup conditioD,

ser A sent money to Responder A while Proposer B sent morey to Responder B,
Responder A then sent money back 1(:) Proposer B wlile Responder B senl money
lo Pr opo'er A. In rhl .  co id| |  ion. recrprocr.y wds indr-e, L bul lwo Proposers rnd r\  o

were mulually linked by lheir aclions- Finally, in a Sociely condition,
A sent money to Responder B, who senl money back to a randomly selected
C. In this conditior! reciprocity was indirect and links belween Proposers and

were much more distant than in the GrouD condilion. The results in all three

a'  rhe in temclron beLueen Proporr '  rnJ Re.porJer '  became leL.  d le(r .
ei al.'s experiments demonstrate th.t hust exists evcn when i1 involves indirecl
l ion bel$eer mcmbeh o[ ,"1donly derermired Foupc. bur rhar rhi .  ru. l

by the amount senl by Proposen) js less lhe more indirect lbe relationship.
The nudy b) Buchan el  al .  rs relerant lor our erpe imenl s incr ' r  .hows that sLrbject:

it trusting behavior even when the object of this trust is not direclly responsible for
ing r t .  One intefpretaUon of lhel  rerul .  r '  har.  e\e. {  r lh group. dclcrmined

an entirely random proc€ss, subjects are willing to trust counterpa(s when someone
I n  r h r s  c o u n r e f p a r l  r  g f o u p  m u s l  i e c i p r o c d l e  l h i s  l - J . l  I n l h r s c a s e l h e o b j e c l o I r r u . l

to be the group ralher than a specific jndividual.a Wllile the experimenls do not



our ex'€riments differ from lhose of Buchan et al- in that we dileall' explore trust m

collective eniity. In particulat we focus on whelher a subject's past history of dealingwir
one member of a gloup influences that subjecl\ propensity to trust another member
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constitute a direct t€st of trust in a colleclive entity, the rcsuits are consistent with

notion that subjects can trust a group rather thar an iDdividual

the same group, beyond the information that such history provides about the

\rorthiness of the second individrlal.

Experimental d€sign
Our experiment tests whether subjects assig1led minimal group labels use these 1abe13

draw inferences about the trustworthiness of other individual$ In our expedment,
jects play the trust game twice against lwo subjects rardomly selected liom th€ pop

tion of other participants. Our treatment variable is the relationship belween these

olher subi€cts. In the Control condilion, they are simply referred to as two other su
of the opposite role (Player I or Player 2). which was randornlv detennined at the beg
ning ofthe experiment.ln the Group condition, these two other subjects are membe$

are particula y interested in how subjects respond to the outcome of the first game, wl
playing the second game. Our hypothesis is that subjects in the Group condition wil

more influenced by what their first counterpart did than those in the Control.
our exp€rimenl is primarily intended to test whether perceptions of trustworthiness
rran. lernd more -eadi l r  

"cross 
indi tr , lual '  $ho are rn lhe'ame group than across i

the same 'minimal group' lhat was delermined by responses to an unrelated question.

viduals with no such group label.
Subjects in our experiment played two rounds of the following discr€t€ version of

trust game:

54,-r€ {S0,$2,$4},/:4,r:$0,andtre {0, l}  Therefore' the pavoffs to Plaver I
Player 2, resp€ctively, were:

Player I to send $0 and for Player 2 to reiurn $0 for any amount recejved' leaving

Each of the sessions in our exp€rimentconsisted of 10 20 subjects recruited from a

tribution list of students at Carnegie Mellon and the Univ€rsitv of Pittsburgh At
beginning ofthe session, subjects were divided into two Foups (explained in more

Player I was gilen an allocation ol $4 at the beginning of the game.

Player I then chose an amouni !o send to Player 2 This amount was $0, $2 or
Player 2 received an amount equal lo four times the amount sent by Player I
Player 2 then decided whether lo r€turn to Player I either $0 or half of the an

Notc that this is the same as the trust game discussed in the previous section, with tr

r, = 4 + (41- l)ir
o , :  ( 1  k )  4 - r .

As inother versions of lhe trust gamq the unique subgame-perfeci Nash equilibrium is

with $4 and Player 2 with $0. However, thjs equilib um outcome is Pareto-dominated by

outcome in which Player I sends $4 and Player 2 returns half, leaving both plavers with

below). Each subject then played the game twice, in the same role, with two
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subjects from tbe other group. Subjecrs did nor know the idenrity of rhe other
with whom they were playing the gam€.

play of the gamg acrions were made and recorded using a choice sheet. At the
of the game, Player 1 circled on the choic€ sheet how much he or she wanted

to Player 2- The sheet was then collected. the chojce recorded, and the sheet was
a Player 2. This Player 2 then circled his orherchoice of how much ro send back
| 1.5 The sheers were then collecred, the choices recorded, and the sheet was given
Player 1 who could obse e the ourcome of the game. players also had r;-cord

on which they recorded what happened in each of the two qames.
onl)  di f fe 'ence betueen the r$o rrealmenrc \  er i . l  ho$ rhe g;oUps $ erc delermrned
the labels used to refer to the two roles.

lIn the Control condition, subj€crs were randomly assigned participant nunbers ar
lhe beginning of the experiment. They were ihen rotd thar oild pafi;ciDant numbers
corre.ponded ro r ie fole ot Ptale'  |  

"nd 
'haL e\en parr ic,p;nr number, core,_

ponded to the role of Player 2. Subsequenrly, the two roles were referred to as'Player 1'and 'Plaver 2'.
In the Group condition, subjects were also raDdomly assigned participant numbers,
but these wel€ no1 used todetermjne the rcles.Insteaa, subjects were asrca to mate
a guess about the number of days il would rain the foilowingyearin SanFrancisco.
Amedian splir of thes€ guesses was ihenusedto divide the sub.jects into two groups:
HighGuessers and Low cuessers. High cuessers played therole of player i, white
Low Guessers played the role of Player 2. Subsequently, all reference to tte rwo
roles was made using the terms'High Guessers, and ,Low cuessers'.

that this is a very weak group manipulation.In one condition. the rcles are simDlv
red by a gue..  abour .omerhing unrclareLt lo rhr grme. lhere *r ,  no o,t . i

between the lwo trearments. ln both treatments, subjects who were in the rote
I were seated on one side of the room while subjects in rhe role of ptaver 2 were

ontheother Subjects wererisibleto each orher during the expeimenr, but did not
with whom they were marched.6 At rhe end of the experimeni, subjects compleled

ues, iornai re med,ur iFg lhei r  geneml propensi t )  ro l ruct  {Rol ler  iqb-r .
We conducrea I  'sescion5 r, i r  in rhe Conrrotconi i rron and .rr  in r t-e croup condir ,on,.

a lotal of 174 Camegie Mellon and University of pittsburgh graduare and unriei_
, tLdenls {80 ;n Conrrol  and s4 in Croupr 5Jb ecl .  sere recfuired trom d tarye

ol porenr,dl ly Inre.esred Di l ic ipdnr.  v ja rn e. nartar nouncencnr rhar pro, rded trr i ie
ion on the details of rhe experiment. The sessions were conduct,"a between

2000 ard May 2001

main hypothesis is rhat the interacrion between experience (what happens in ihe
round) and cxperimental rrealment affects the amounr sent in the second round by

yer l. Specifically, rhe prcsence of trusr in a coliective enrily implies that subjecrs in th;
)up condition will be mol€ influenced by experience than subjecrs in the C;ntrol. We

gm our analysis by exploring rhe aggregate data for other patterns of behavior related
the group manipulation.T
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Table 3.1 prcscnls rhe total .llnounts scn! b) sLrbjects i. the role ol Plalcr I b)' condilioll

Thc aggfegatc choices b) subjccts do noL difel greatlr by condition. There rrre slightlv

no.c Playef ls who seni $4 in the Corirol (an) percent) lhan 1ll the Cro'rp condilion

(48 pcrccnr). but !his differeDcc is not significanr. Moreo!c': .rhnosi i$rcc as nauv sub

jecrs nr rhe GrorLp conclirion (12 pcrceni) thtn $ lhe Conlfol(18 percenr) nritiallJ- sent$2

ln lrc1. $,hile aboul lio percent ol subject! in Lhe lole ol Plaler I irl both co ditlons scnl

somc anron lrt o I nr ore-v- in th c ln st rourd. n l.rrger pfoporlion ,/ //rrr( 1r,l; ng sottt( '!'t tr

sent $.1ir the Control condiijon (25 of 32. 78 perceni) thai ir the Group condirion (22 of

37. 59 pcrceri). This dillercncc in anount scnl anong thosc $'ho sent mo ev rs marg'n'

alLy signillcant in a Fisher Eltct Lcsr (p = 0 08) Hor'ever !his pattefD is rc\'ersed butis

nots igDi l jcani  \ {hcn$clookat thcchoicesiDRound2 Spcci f ica l l ) "  in  thc second ro lnd

$e see ih:rL a smaller Pr ol:orrtor ol tlta\e sctllitlg \,,P,rrn(r'scnt 54 in !hc Controlcon

dition (21 ot 19. 79 Frcent) than the GfouP condiiiot (21 of 18. 8l p'rceni) i Notc

aho thal in bolh trcatrnents rhe frequencl of pla,vers scrcling S0 incrcased bc[vccn

Ror.ds I an.l 2. nnd thni ihis increase w.ls gr.ater in lhc Group cordilion (ffonl 2l 1(]'10

pefocnl) than in lnc Contfol condition (fio 10 Io 28 pcrccnt) Overall. among subiccts

rn ihe rol. of ljlayer l. thefe arc slight diflercnccs in behavior bet$een thc L$'o conditions

when looking at the rggregrie dat.r. In pafticular of thosc scnd;ng somc nlone), the drs

tribuiions of amounts sent dife. b.Lseen thc trc.rrment and conlfol condilions

Table 1.2 repo|ts lh. beha\'ior of subiects in thc role of Plavcr 2 b) conditior and round

EtLcb cnlry iD thc Lable gives for each possible anounl sent wh'rl prDpofircn ol

Playcr 2s reiurncd one-half ol lhe amounr received. rcsulting in an imprcvenlcnl iof

Plal,cr I over thc initia l alloctlbn. I he r cmaining subj ccls rll fel urncd S0, resultng in a

1'lttuI I hcttu!tuilsol untuu|l\s lt'tlt b\: Plot)tt l

Anonn i  sen t  Rornd I RouDd l

8 (10! i l
1 ( r 8 r n )

t5 (6r, t i , )
10 (21'r.1,)
r 5 ( l l I )
22 (1..1|  )

11 (28, t1
6 ( l 5 l i )

: l 1 5 8 U  l
t9 (.10,f,)
5 ( I l  )1 ,1

2l  (19 r '

l9 (24f)
ll (r 6 r'i,)
.+8 (60'11)
29 (l1':t)
20 111 r1,1
45 r.13'f l

$0
S2
S4
$0
$l
S4

fitbk' I 2 P(ruitusu ol Plltlr ^ rct t ins hall b| oi.r

Gro!p

.lr- (57')i,)
lv25 (5r  t1)
l l /12151' . t i )
l /  l5  (20 'N )

l l /12 (50, t1,1
1.1/3r (l8 r/i,)

1/6 ( I l'rli )
l t l21{52f l , )
[ / ]9  (15f l )

l/j (60,)r.)
12/2r (5r'ri,l
t5 /23 (5411,)

5 / l l  ( i E r l )
l5/.1E (5211)
10/61(491,i,
6/10 (30e1,1

2l /45 (51r , )
29t65 (45"1i

sl
s.1

Torrl
$2
S4
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2 received $0 medn, rhe rc wd5 no subsequen, choicc

33 Ch.)i.es in Round 2 br pta),er I contingent an autuomes in Round 1

$,{affi'gge*1litifr1$f**n$*T":tuffi
*r#il##i[lffirtr**t$*t1
rual behu o and n ut n t c,,ltccrtrc entit I
:ffi:":Jff ::1".'',1":l"i:1.' fit:rt,TI',' "' $4 ,o . pia)cr ' ,he oLrcome ,s

{litt:ti,,;,.'', i,.l:,,':*l,u*$iil't j"fl iift i',.iii ffiluli:i jif i:.#,..:,]l,i,liirn"#i j;;*illt*{::, ;
ff :tr3:til{:: **i, =L,, * *: 1 il:$:.:l* s,i+,;;;j: [r
ll**ff i*[l*i* *' n* lli*i- ilgl -itr* +ffi ',:'#:iT:rffi::**:*t,'t"n*xi#iittil,,sTfi 

f i.,ff *

Round i -Serrt In Conrrol Group

S0/$8 Trust abused

l;4/$8 Tru$ horored

N/A $0
s2
$4
$0
s2
$4
$0
$2
$,1
$0
$2
$4
$0
$2
s4

$0/$16

$8/$ r6

s (rlyo)
3 (8y")
o loyl
3 (:8y,)
0 (0y,)
0 (0/,)
0 (0yt
r (\yl
3 (8ilo)
3 (8"/")
0 (!yl
9 (23%)
0 (0%)
2 (5"/r)

| | (28oA
10

7 (15rA
1 (2't)
2 (4't)
8 07"1)
2 Gvl
2 (vl
0 (0%o)
a rc%)
3 (6'r)
4 (:9'/,)
2@n
5 (11".o
0 (070)
0 (070)

| (23'X)
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Table 3.1presents, for all possibl€ outcomes of Round 1, the subsequent Round 2 choices
of subjects in the role of Player 1 in each condition. The fiIst two columns in the table
presenl the possible outcomes in the lirst round, The next column classilies these outcomes
into three possible categories frcm Player I's point of view: no iDformation (if $0 was sent
and no action of Player 2 was obs€rved), trust abused (if either $2 or $4 was sent and $0
wasretumed), and trust honored (if either $2 orMwas sent and one-half of the multipli€d
amount was rclumed). The fourth column prcsents the possible amounts senl in Round 2
by a Player 1, and the lasi two columns give the number of subjects in each condition who
sent that amount after obseffing the outcome described in the first three columns.

The resulis in the table reveal greater sensitivity to prior outcomes in the croup condi"
tion than in tle Control condition. For instance, of those subjects in the role of Player I
who sent $4 in Round I and received back $0 (i.e. trust was abused), 9 of 12 subjects (75
percent) in the Contrcl condition again sent $4. In the Group trcaunenl, however, only 5
of l1 such subjects (45 percent) again sent $4. Similarly, of the subjects who sent $4 in
Round I and received $8 back (i.e. trust was honored), all of the 11 subjects in the croup
condition again sent $4, but a smaller ftaction (9 of 11; 85 percent) did so in the Control
group. Howevet neither of these diflerences alone is significant in a Fisher Exact test.
Still, these results suggest a greater sensitivity to first-round rcsults on the part of subjects
in the crcup condition than the Control condition.

A direct test of our hypothesis involves looking at how subjects in the role of Player 1
reacl when their initial trust is either abLrsed or honored, To demonstrate the existence of
trust in a collective entity, we need to show that subjects in the croup condition whose

Irrusr is abu'ed (honored) in Round I  are l ikel)  ro send less rmo'e) in Round 2, han sub-
jectsin the Control condition whose trustis abused (honored). Table 3.4 presents the rel-
evant result$ Specifically, the Round 2 choices of subjects in the role of Player I arc given,
by condition and outcome in Round 1. Using Table 3.4, we can see whether behavior in
the two conditions differs in the way we predicted, and in a way consistent wiih subjects

Table 3.4 Choices of Plawt I i Round 2 b, Round 1 outcomes and condition

Round 2
Trur! honored in Round I

Group Total

0
3

28
3 l

$0
$2
$4
Total

0 (07")
3 087")

t4$2n
t'7

0 (0v")
0 (07")

l4(1007")

Round 2
Trust abused in Round 1

Group Total

1 8

t 6
3E

$0
$2
$4
Total

6GIn
0 (07")
9 (60"/")

t 5

t2 (52v1
4 (r1%)
7 Gon

23
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trust in a collective enlity. even with theminjnal lorm of groups created in our

ects is insuficient to produce a significant differenc€.

whose trusl was honored subsequently sent $4, while in the Control 14 of l7 sub-
percent) did so and the other 3 only sent $2 (18 percent). wlile the direclion of

iop part of Table 3.4 indicates, in lhe Group condilion, all 14 subjects (100

thai subjects in ihe Group condition whose lrust is honored are slighily
to send $4 in the next round is consisteDt with our hypoihesis, deviations by

and mor€ conpelljng, dlrect support for our hypothesis can be found ln ihe
parl of Table 3.4. Here, we explore the behavior of subjects in the role of Player I
theii lrust abused in the first round (they sent some amouni ofmoney and recelved

). There is a clear diiTer€nce in lhe pattern of choices beiween the two conditions
Control, a majority of subjects (60 percent) whose trusl was abused still sent $4 in the

In tle Group condition, howevet only 30 percentofsuch subjects did so, and a
ity of subjects (52percent) sent S0. Thedifference between thedistributions ol actions
two conditions is signiRcant at ihe p<0.1 level in a chi-square tesl (X12)=4.78).'y

we see a significant djflerence in behavior consisteni wiih ourhypothesis of trust
entity:subjects in the Group condition whose truslis abused in Round I were

more likely to rcact negalively in Round 2 than lhose in the Control.ru
can also explore our hypothesis using regression analysis to determine the elTecl of

experience on behavior in thesecond round. Specifically, we used ordered loglr
to explore how the amount sent in Round 2 is affect€d by the expcrimental

variable. Round t history. and an intemction beiw€en treatment and history "
results of this estimation arc reported in Table 3.5.''z The first three independent

3.5 O iercd logit rcgtession of atnaunt sent tu Round 2

( l l (2) (1), (5)"

abused (Rd l) -  1 . 5 1 8 "  L l 5 0 '
(0.827) (0.884)
0.955 1.055

(1.21r) (1.221)
1.901' -2.206'

(1.385) 1r.422)
0.419

(0.565)
0.594

(0.624)

69 69
-50.55 ,19.89

0.182 0.192

0.644*
(0.395)

-0.533
(0.432)
E7

-81.76
0.027

69
4E.88
0 . 1 8 5

-2.670' '
(0.696)
0.266
(0.576)

(0.729)
- 0 . 1 l 5
(0.598)

0 . 1 5 4
(0.579)
0.141

(0.630)

48.83
0 . 1 8 6

Standad eros aie in parentncses.
'Value of ohe obseruatioD of dependent vlriablc chaDsed Ge note I 2)
lp<0. t i  +*  p  <005 j . r * !<  0 .0 l ia11  one- ta i led .
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ldrjablcs are bir.r|)- \'rriablc! indicaling whethef tflrst $as abuscd i ltound l. whcltcr

thc liccl $as in the Crou! condiliou. alld the irleruclion bclween the nvo. To tcst

fobu\tDcss. $e .rlso lnclL e a gcndcr dunrlny r.rfiable and a condrucl iion qnestionnrirc

fespol ]sc:J mcasur i rg an indi rduxl \  gcncra l  pfopensi t t  1o l fust .
As tbc fcsults indicate, if trust \\'rL! nbtrscd. strbjects senr sig licnn!1," lcsc than if irwas

not. llowc!cr the regative efle!t ol Lr ust bcing abused on unloun! scnl iD lhe subsequent

rcund is.ve| stfonger lin strbrccrs nr the Group cordjlio. (al lcasl 1$ice as big). Thc
cocl ic ientor theinterucr ionLernr(p. - :0.09lnmodel ,1andf ' :0 .06inmodel5.oncl rL i lcd)
is starislically signiiicxrt providnlg furrher support ld ouf hytoLhcsis.

Cotrclusion
The abolc cxircfrnent .rnd .lnal)sis rivcal elidence of trusi nr a coll.cli!c elrllty Subjects

m lhc Croup condition show.L grcalcr rcrction to prc\'ious expcrcncc. parliculafll rvhen
Lhis cxt.rience is negtrti\,e. \vhiic rhc cllccl is nol small, it js only {cakly slxlislicall,! sig-
nillcanl. This is probabl] duc lo sdveral features of ouf f.sca.ch d.sign. first. ereD though
$e used 174 subjecls in thc cxpcrnnents, the rnalysis lbcuscs olr o|1) ihose sxbjects m lhc
role of Phyer 1. reducing our sanple size b) one-haU: Thc srmtlc size is flrfiher feduced
since we arc interested in !hos. subiects $4ro had eithcr a positi!c or neg.rrile erpeleDc,
ii Lh. 1ls1 found. elinrrntnrg !hosc '!ho senl S0 ir rhe first round. Whilc usirg deception
would hale allowed Lrs to coll.ct much noi: daIa, $e feLi dral i! wns inrporrant 1(] lely or

a silualion $'hefe subjecis \\'cfc acltrally rralched whh two olhcr pcoplc in rlre fooln and
rnrs ivas r fanspr fenr .

A second reason lin nor obsefling a lafgef eficct mr,"' halc Lo do $'i1h the subtlet) oi
oxf Gfoup treatmcn!. In our cxpefitnent. tflrsl ir a collcctivc cntily is bllsed solely on.rn
indnidxal :  l i ln i ted cxpcr i .ncc \ { i rh  rnernbers of  a noDi . r l  group.  By contrast .  u  an
orgarizariolr I ciuter ! indi\iduals lypicall) hrve fepeated c\pcricncc \ri1h long-srandxrg
gro upc tb at st fongly infi ucncc th.ir ne1llbe |s lives. ln such cn cum slances. it is felsorable
1.) cxpecl unifofmii) i. bch^ll{n b) group rnetnbers. In our cxpcrinrcnls, holteler the
'group $rs mndomly d.Lcfn incct  b l  a  edian spl i t  o f  ind iv iduals r .sPonses 1 l r  an i r fe le-
vant r nd tfivir I grLcss Th cr cfolc. i1 is striking ihai \!e obscrvcd d,r' c1l.ct wirh such a sligh I
gfoup identir) mrnipulallon and we uo ld erpccl xn c\cn l.trgcreH-ect in sitlrations rvhcrc
the group or org.tnirational ideriity is srrongcr.

The rcsulLs.rc  c lcn norecompel l ing when one cont idcrs Lh.r l  oufgfoup ident i$ mani t
ularior also likcly crcrrcd .rn ou1-gronp bir s. which would clc! rl) '!ork .rg.r mst our hypoth-
esis Individuah tcnd ro !jc$ oot'gfoups as less coopcrrli!o. honcn. ard rfustwofthy. and
terd to eripecl lcls posilirc bcl avior ionr o Lr t-gr o Lr p nlenbct! ( Br.\!cf I t)79) Conseq I entll
subjecl! intcucrin-s with counlefprtu c tegofiTed as m..rbcrs ol .|r oul'groLrp \rould be
biascd toward lic$mg theif cou|ierpats l].\ untruslllorLhl. Therelbrc. $,e expeci that
hul i .g  l , jcc l \  i l l  f ie  Group cord i l ion j f tcrac!  r iLh lwo nenbefs of  the same grouf
lv j thou!  i !  bc i .g  a connte l  pr f t  to  thei r  o$n grcuf  mighl  fmduce mofe snik ing resdl ! .

Thcsc linitalbns nol\rilhstandir!. \\c bcliclc !111 this study nrkes r nLrmber of
importa. t  contr ibul iorq to feserLfch on t fus l  in  thc ccononics.  s t fategy lnd ofganlza
r iora l  l i tc f r tur .s .  Nios l  i rnponant ly .  the fe l l l l ts  o l  o ln .xFr im.nl  re i r force. . rnd ! i l idxte

ir a morc crrclirllr- corlfolle,:l setring. ihe iirdlng bI Zahccr cL al. (1993) th.rt rrnst in indi
l iduxls  an. l  1)  u11 i r  co l lec l i le  ent i t ies urc rc l .L tcd but  d is t i ic t .  This  suggests rot  iu ly  that
iL  is  m.ani rgf ' r i  to  conceprual ize thc p lac ing o1 l r 'usr  i r  a  col lec l ive er t i r ) , .  but  a lso thaL
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lrust may influence economic aclivity over and above individual trusr. Consequentiy,tnportant to carejully consider whjch level of uarysrs ls nosr relevant when the-about therote of rrust in the organizarion and coordin"r;o" .f ."ono.i"-o"ilu]iy.
::T:g1i:i,lh:] "i:i 

tn a co ectivc enriry has a oasrs ln sroup rdentificationet al. 1996) is essenrial.

li!ffi .:ifi : "", ";":if;t figfi::i:l"il#* lilff i:ffii'ffi .lr,jlll;tru$ in collective enriries. The evidence reporred he* ir."^;."* *;ii ifr" ia"",fr"i
to**^T1i:lu*"1't 

'n a colectjviry as a heu.ir,i" e., a"ell1li"i,rg,r," ou.i_iness ofmembers wirh who- trr"y rru". n" p,i.. rn..","ir"., 
"i",rii,",*lfi,iI rs stdking because it suggests that the;flects of an ;itial *p.'.i*""-*iifr'lrcpresentalive of a couecriviry exrend beyond ,rr" ."r"it"""ir"',"'_i".."iii'rl

:::::::.::1'::l*"":riectivitv New rcdrionshio' *a;.,".""1""" *i''r' p.""llunknolvn members of a collectiviry do not start fio. ;;;;;;;;;;;"':;;_

^through 
the lens of shared group idenriry wjrh trr*" *i f, *fr". i""i". p-.;or

il,ii!?"id;TftiJ;Ji:'""*:ril:*fi'il?t,,T,:JJt"'ijt',"lti,lj;ffi :we are able to broaden the application of the lrusr game to a wider and more
,..::,,:l l::1:-,:." 

th".^re^more closely reiatea ro acruar economic orsarizarjons

il"i'J,i*:j:: :j:f: fi #; il,!il;,;i,v,,1 ffi1T1,"",' a.".'' "r".."'"i*i' iJ"'-
While this srudy advances our 'nderstanding of the ..fationsfrip t"tr"e"rriru"r in inai
ly'.::j":.:t: :.lg* enriries, it arso ra-is€s a n"-t* oi ii.,p_,u't qu",io.',io.research. In 

.particular, 
understanding the condilions tf,^i **f".it", 

"G-".. Ine process through which trust rransfers between inaiviauats ana coitectiviriestsa fruitful area of inquiry. Forinstance, in ar organrzarronal context, do cerlain

:*:::::::1.1T:ll,ll:,.fundamentaly alrer the desree to whichindi;iduai;;;t:iti,llj.llilil+iiiu';f;1r::,'itffJfi ::i:.r;ilff ;"'*,;,j;::,'},.,:l:rcpresents a useful and e|lcient heuristic verlus an enoneous and costly bias_ To the
ll,::: _*:::j:,T_"T.ll :'..:umstances can-be idenrin.a, *" **ra 

"i* 
'tv",, 

i" e,ln
#lr,lJJ::;X"'n* *-,0 identity as a basis for t'u;i;;;.* ;;;;""*J;';H,"."1;

1"": l l .^I.  : . . :*: l  ", lporr.rhe 
idei ,hxr ..u5, in I co ecn\ e enrj,y r. re,Jred ro, bur

3:::::,::T;,j1:l l" it1i,i.r,,;a,,r,.''u.,. oi,;;i;;i;;;,r,;li;:;;;r,:i:,ii#:
sj,e,,, w,h'he \ ic$,h.,r e.onomic a.or. de;.;;;;;;;,,;;;; i l : ; l-,: i#il]-
:is.::.::ll.:ll::ljl:f. lased on exchanges conoucled with jndividuar members of the, ,  _  . - , . . . . , - . u q a v v i i ! \ ! , , J  t s r \ c o  u u c r e o w  n . n( o r r e c ' r \ r l )  l h r r l r u \ r i n  l h e c o l l e c l i r e c n r i t )  r r h . n s e r \ e s d r d hheuistic for trust in indi-qd.r i l ,  sh(re pf ior hi . roly or knouledge i f  memU"^ 

"f  
, f , .  * f r" . , i , , ,y i .  f , rn, , j -o,
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L

For  inn l . r . .9 !  .n ls  l i  so . i .Lo- ! !  s .cCr . ro ,e l1 . r  (1985) rnd  Mn0ru ie r  (L r6 l )
Whil! \e n.Ln.$l.d!. drllcrcnccs irr 1lt .bi.s .f ! un. lk rlo nol con$dc. dlllrctr..s in drc oignr ol
L i t rsL .  s fc . i l i c r l  ] .  .o lL .c t i vc  cn t i r ie i  D l .c in r l  !us t  iD  ( . . !  g r . t rpso .or lN i l zd .ns t r r { ing l in { l i r  t r r l so i
orher.oll..tir. c.(iri.\ r be!o.d rh. icopc ol this chnrler (lo' r lh.rghiful di\cu$r.n fl ar i$uc s.c
,cs .x f .h  b r  a rn l l . rd  ' f kN i  ah !p l . f  ! : l  (h r \ !o lL rne :  l !01)
l lowcvc l rhe$erxgd, t t r r i s io rscndngS5rna$ l l ) r . , c51 l r rn { lS l0 . l0 . r . ! |ec l r ! . l r_B. ,gc t r l  i+uc
Lhd 1h .  h iehc f  rc lu rns  l (  lLe !e  L \N r t l ru .6  D lx t  rcd .c l  socrn l ru r ' s . .n . . , i iD- !  bchrLor  toq . rdsF r )es
wh.  scn l  h r l l  o r  Lheenr r rc  t .$L l tc  xnuLnt .
Aphr rb le l i t !nc t r t i .Do l  t lns  ! ra rpe le . r  i s t l [ l !us t in !bchn l io r isnond l ' \ . .n r thc \ .n \c rh l l i t i s
p ! r l .  rsd i t r thx t i s r i i i ncd [1hr . rJ r . rn f .n tx ]s i tu ! r ion . l l  rnb l lngbehd i . r  spr i . rca . r le i l lbe t i lher
nr.ns t !. 10 tb..l).cL oi 1, !\r. h. it r stc.i6c rurqr ol n grorl .nrbcr
In  th .cvcr r  r l r r l  f l r yc '  h rds .n t$ t l  l ' l avc . ld  ro l  f red  l .  mxk .  !  .ho i . . .  L r r l  r .  s l r l l  . . .Lur i !d  lhon
rocirclc N.hdcu od th. sh!.t !r it rorlf not Lrcrpfireil tr[o hxd tuccLr.d $| lioni Llen lai]urci. cnaL

Si.cc rve 'r.rrn!d n.m.1o lr.se u.ireriLrds il.liLstudcnl popuLrlron\ li1)1r| rn.l 160(r0l xDd |onr n hrse
l i s r . f  to i .D t i i l  sub tcc ls .  in , \ r t rn l . i t rn tsd id  no t  knor  e rch .Lhs  Am. . !d rc fc* th r (nDFc. red lo r ! r
osnizc sor.onc in rhe 'r.ni. it lrxs 1.r! rnlLk.l.y Lhnr rhe! \$Dld b. n rchcf sLlh LLe fe.ui rIcl. hnc{
The gcf(l.r ..ntosilion dni noL airle. isnili.rntl! b.trr.ct thc ConLirl (.r! !e,..nr f.DrxL.l !ml Croup
( r9  tc r . .n l  f cDt lc )conar l r fN  N l . rc .v . r .d rc r . . rcno !ender ( l i l i , .nc .s inh .w inuchtheJn\LF l ryersc t r l
to  thc  s .con. lp l . r_er  i r i  R . t rDd I  lh . rc lo rc .  se  o f r l  lun IerdDr l rsn . i  gcn{ lc r
Tb..hlns. n l trghr rb.ut b! an Ncrexsc ln thc (nouf c.ndLlion ol are proroili.d .l tLDsc scn{liir!
nonef  l l rd : .nd  S l  lnarca .n l ro l .onr l l l l on t | . f ro t . f t id lo l lho lcsendn ig  .n .y lh r ts .ndSl rn r ins

\I. D xh. urc Goodnrrn\ (196.1) 1.{.f I r I r I corri.sencJ ulJl.! o L.ok lor ori hypotheri/ed ..lr
rnnnhrD Lrc.rcer .ntuunl iftr iD R.rDd :. hisroir rna c.niltllt Lookln! otl! n( derniorj 1. leDd 54
rc i ! r !  I  $nr l l c r  rnh t r r t  lD  th .  i c .ond ro ! fd  (u i r i rh  l s  n r lu rx l  ! i r cn  lb .  nexr  50  j1 )  r lnn  o f  l i s t  round
!hor t !s t r \ i | ! { r .h . ! t ceor i .9 . \ !e f i r l lh r lu . l t r rcc t rh .n r l lh r_ !oLhes i \x t r ' : ( ) l lhGisc ! .Dr l roLgh
$c.hrDgc oic vlhLe ol 0 L. I ir o'dcr i. pci fo.n lbtr re{..1,kni! Lhc {.sl nro.c co.ser !.r've
Our r.$lL5 \r!!e{ in xffrrnt liJ_nnnelrr in Lhrl 1lr.r !!c {rone.r $hen Lntrr n rlrhcd thdi whor 11 is
hnro . r ( l . i t ra i .x t l t re th r l ro fnn l t r l l5n , t r ) , . r . t to .o l l c .h rc .n1r l resnnt ! r lo rg ly$hc t r rn rcmb. r !d t r r !s
llicii trrrt llo$cvci: tlrer rr! ii l.r{ 11..thcr fo*rblc erPhnill.ii lor {Lclr rn xs!nnne.I Firn. rl'n.st
.\tr!onc rho LntrLs tu rh! nrt rofnd rnd htrs Lhen lrun |onorcd. lrir lgri. u the !!!ord round
Thoc ln i t . \h i le1r ]e , . . rqL .xd i l r . rc . . . i i rLhepo l1e .s i l ! to tu r t rRou.d lbe tLreer  r i . . t s i r thcCror !
x .dConLr . l . .n ( l in rDs$cnr i - !h rno lobvr !e l r ld l l i c {dx ta r luc losuchr ' . c , l  gc lT . . fS .cond.qorkon
L$5 x rs .n r r  ( . !  ( rhDcn nxraT\e f rL r l9 i9 l ind ic l tc i rh rLou lconrd i r I r l l x l lhc lo$r r . l iu0e leve l
.r ! nlorc \!cigh1 artrn tho\c llhl c{r..d it liolLowor ll o.r th$. oi. nrleht c\n.ct tlul l u.s lrud ibNd
lxndo in !up \ rLhr ' l . s )n r ieh lhxv . r i r ! . !e re l l l t r1 r [ iha insnhonor . { ] l rndend i r r lu f r i t i r r .e r rn l .
Th .  re iu l rs  r r .  s t rbs tan tnc ly  u . rh . rg !d  l l  { .  usc . rd i l l r r  l c ln  squres  rn { rxd . l . rd . r .d  lo - !n
\ll ll blccls ur (hcCroLLlr rr.r..cnl\rho hrd (iun hofo,t(liri R.uDd I scnl S'lii Rorfd I (sdc Txhl.
l4 l .  ThcreJo ic .  behr \ l . r  in  thn  ccL l  i s  per lccL l r  n le . t ln .d  ln  thc  sccond regre$ l .n  ln  hb l .  l5
Consequer r \ ' .u . .n rDg.don.s rchobser r t r t l . ruS l lnor l . i l ocordrc l lhEc{nnx l io rs I . r thc fo t r rh
.n l  l i l i l r . rdck  i r ' l !b lc  I5  Th is . l ra rg . ronsrernr to t r rhypo lh6 is . . rdknr ! tb . rcnrhrnrorecof5 i
ra ln ' .  lhc  r . ih r  lb r  the  lou , lh  rnod. l  I . . l ! c l l r  rhe  r l r te  ro r i . r - . l  d ]c  l ' 1 ]a lucs  wecor l f  0hr ig t  l r
..ltrnm j. trc iepon 1l,e rejtrlrs ol thc F!rc*ion uirs Lh'!lrxt!. dlxl pFrfuccf the Lren Ji1(liLgliesli]g_
Likclihoofr Hore\ci. rlr. subiLmtirc r.!r 1s .r un.In.g!d nrr anr' 01 lhe 11 po$,ble .rDng.s (i.. the
cocliicienLi in t|. lirl nnd rlnRl indeferd.il \xrixbl.s irc ll$rrs sst,lic..r ar | : 01. {hilc the
roe ll.l.rs lnf I r..lhci auce iffeFerd.rl l'rrixblc\ !rc t.!.r s(11r!Li.,llt s gnin.rDtl
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