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" ABSTRACT

This study was concerned with (i) experiential factors ’
which affect thg develépment of tfﬁst and suspi@ion; and
(ii) theveffects of trust and suéﬁicion upon bérgainigg”and,
negotiations. Essentially, -the eXperiméht consisfed of an
ofthogonal 2 x 2 x 3 faCtorial deéign wiﬁh_one éontrél
group. Altogether, 112 male.uqdergraduétés compfiééd:the:J
" final sample.

Particular emphasis was placed upon:deVeldEing an
“approach that couid,overcomé:some of the méth9do1ogic&1
‘problems that have been inherenf'in previous‘attemptsftO‘
study trust and suspicion. “To this ehd,lthe'experiméﬁt
was designed to allow (on #ﬁe basi§ of the obsérVaﬁiohvof
the subjeéfs' responses) valid inferen&e§ about”trustwahd s
suspicion. Fof'eﬁample, subjedtivé'truét and sﬁspicidh”
were distinguished from manifeSt'trust,aﬁd éuspicion;“ 
and were measured on the basié'of’réspOnsesbrelated ta a
one—t?ial sequentiallpriayed game. :Moreover,“the game
involved a payoff matrix thét was'meaningfulltéfthe_.
subjects insofér as it waS‘péssibiézfor the subjects io
incur real losses of their own moﬁéy abpérenfiyﬁés alfesult"; 
of the untrustworthy beha&iof of 6ne 6f'£he othér subjédts;

. With fespect +to the developmeht,of truSt‘andlsuspicion Q
as a functioﬁ of previous experience, it_Was found . that: |

(1) previous trustworthiness engendered trust whereas



previous untrustworthiness generated suspiciOn; (2)_suspioion
was established more easily than_trust;'howeVer, (3) where
previously the incentive to‘betray hadfbeen nigh;:trust was
greater_eSPecially if the other person‘(glihad resisted the
lucrative temptation to betray.: of methodological interest
was a related finding that the tendency to manlfest trust or’
suspicion was closely related to the underlylng (subjectlve)
state of trust orvsusp1c1on. The nature of this relatlonshlp
in terﬁs of certainty and uncertainty was,-howeyer;'moreA
clear-cut .for those who manifested'suspicion?than_for those -
~who manifested trust. While'the‘formet wereyoertain‘thatigv
-would be untrustworthy, the latter manifestedytrust;toward

0 even though they were uncertainvasvto whetner o would be

trustworthy or not

In the second pert of the study, both trust and susp1c1on N

were found to be. 1mportant in 1nfluen01ng bargalnlng and

negotiations in a number of respeqts.-_Wlth regardfto the
bduration of bargaining, the trust group required less time
to reach agreements than did the,susPioion group Several
reasbns for this finding wereyeuident;f First, subjects in
‘the suspicion group made initialtoffers'thatAwere more =
extremevthan the initial offers made by‘the subjects in the
trust. .group. Secondly( subjeots'in‘the suspicion gfoupf

‘appeared to be more concerned with the objective;of“modify-

ing each other's utilities. This was reflected in the



finding that fhe communications-of the suspiciph groﬁp
-(cpmpared with the trust group) were chéracterized more
by iies, éhreats, and ultimatuﬁé,iand less by genuine and
sincere attempts to exchangeqinfoémation; also,:subjéqts

in the sﬁspicion groﬁp made‘more‘checks on each other and
made more refusals to bargain that did the subjéctsfin thei
trust group. o ’

. In rélation tgﬁthe_natufef(ldcatibn) of the Soiﬁtion,” 
trust and suspicion appeared to'hgvelho Qverali effeét upon -
_whether‘settlements were made at equality or équity;g'Theré”v
" was, however, a»prevaleﬁce;of seftleménfs:a£r¢Qﬁality
(regardless of whether trust orbsuspicidﬁ'was 6pefating).
The interesting feature about this résult was that;the’
equality that was obtaihéd in a context of suspicion was
hard-earned bver a prolongéd-périod of fime, wheréas_the
equality thét was agreed upon in the context ofgtruég;was u”
relatively easily achieved..'It was,fheréforé Eonclﬁded‘
that even if the nature of the'sOlutidn‘Were n§tlafféctedi
by suspicion, bargaining under a gertain'amount of'pfust
wbuld be preferable to bargaiping“uhderfa high degree of
suspicion; for'undér extreme Suspiéion;ftask—ériente&'
behavior becomes easily diSrupted_énd réduéedﬁto'timei

e

consuming conflict.
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THE DEVELOPMENT, AND THE EFFECTS

UPON BARGAINING, OF TRUST AND SUSPICION

. Trust and suspicion, heoause they appear to underlie
many social interactions, occupy an importaht”role.in many
efforts to explain_or describe various human relation-
ships. Knowledge ahoutAthe nature of7these cohcepts'
remains, hoWever, at a speculative and relatiVely_.
primitive level because of a lack of.theoretical and
methodological development.‘ Not only have some releVanté
variables been inadequately investigated or;eVeh oompletely
" neglected, but also the egperimehtal techniques employed3'v
have often been inappropriately{appiieaﬂ This paper‘is |
‘therefore devoted to a systematlc examlnatlon of trust
and suspicion. It will 1nvolve two related objectlves'

(if to attempt to overcome‘some(ofkthe methodologlcal
difficulties in studying trust.ahd sﬁspicioﬁ, and;(ii)‘to‘
obtain some theoreticall&%importantpempirioal emidehce ‘
about both the development and'theteffects of\trast and
suspicion.. } | |

This dissertation will be oréahizedvihto eight
_chapters. 1In the first four chapters;'the conceptual
framework for the hypotheses and the methodologlcal bas1s
for the experlment to test these hypotheses will be o
presented. Then, in the next three chapters (Chapters FiVe,A

Six, and Seven), the experiment_itself“will be reported -



and'discussed.i Finally, in Chapter Eight, the majbr

~conclusions of the study will be outlined inhthe'céntektf

of a resumé of the results.



CHAPTER ONE: GENERAL INTRODUCTI’ON

A. Defining and Concgptualizing Trust"aﬁd-suépiciOh:

Explicit definitions of trust ahd'suébicion are, on
one;hand, conspicuously scarce. On‘éhe other hand, a
diverée variety of terms is freduenfiy uséa Syndhymously
with trust and suspicion._ Cdbperation, faith, confidéncé;’
are often used synonymoﬁély withvtrﬁSt, while coﬁpetitibn,_
resistance, defensiveness, aré’SOmetimes used ihéer—
chahgeably with suspicion. Existing defihitidﬁsuof truét
and'suspiéion are rather limited aﬁd almogt peduliar to
. particular studies. This is]pndersﬁandable if one
considers‘some of the probieﬁs in defining trust ‘and
suSpicion. |

Popular notions -- however vague of ﬁnSpecified‘—— énd B
mofé sophisticated notions offtrUStfand shspicion seem to
enter into a gamut of relationships rangihé_from'the
intra-personal to the interpérsoha1¢1and from primitivé*
inter-tribal relationships totcontemqua£y intef?natiohal
contexts. However, thé preéiSe»conﬂotatidns impliéd wﬁen
the terms trust and suspicionﬁare employéd in theée'”
various instances are not ideﬁtical from'6£e instance to .-
the next. For example, a mother is said tﬁ‘"truét" the
baby-sitter just as a pariéhioner is_éaid to "trust" the
priest during confession. Similarlj, the Akka pygmigsibf

Africa may be said to "trust" thetne§thoring agricultural



" tribes in their silent t?ade‘relationships jusf as Britain

" may usﬁally be said to "trust" the ﬁnited States in their
political'aﬁd economicvrélé;ionships;y Yet, the éXact,
notion of trust involved %n ea¢h‘of.these examples is
different. If there is éomé thread of comﬁunélity running
through the range of such diverse applications, then it is
necessary that adequatefdefinitiéns attempt;tovektracf Qr‘“
specify the common dimeﬁsions or elémepﬁs‘that chéracﬁéfize'
trust and suspicion in thosé di&erselépplications.

Another problém inlﬁefining truét and.éuspidibn'
concerns, to a certain extent,;the p;qblemﬂbf howjtruét“i
and suspicion are concepﬁualized. 'fof example,’isvbnlyil
one dimension involved in which trusﬁ;and $hspicidh
represent the extremes of a continuuﬁ?'~Aﬁd is diStrustj‘
the‘"opposite" of trust, or aré.distrust andlsuspiCion”in
fact the same? | |

It is temptiné to regard»trustiaﬁd,SUSéicion astpolar
opposites;‘bﬁt in terms of fqhétibn, thié ié’hot SO easily
thé‘case. Ordinarily, trust is regarded aéthaving poéifive;<d”
desirable consequences, while‘guSpicion is depicted és_
having disruptive,;dysfunctionélxéff;cts._'quevér, ektremé 
trust -- what Deutsch calls "péthological,frust,"7énd_
characterized by such terms as,fQulliLlef(and “crédulouS“
(Deutsch, 1958, p. 278) -- may also be dysfunctional just

as extreme suspicion -- a sort of paranoid state -- may be



dysfunctional.i On the other'hand, Deutsch does not
~acknowledge the possibility'that a slight amount of
suspicion (however that is.determihed) -- a_kind;of alert
but not distracting guardedness”4— nay bevfaoilitativer"
It is evident that trust and suspicion'are.complex
concepts which probably-require‘a cousiderable:aﬁount of
qualificationr | |

In order to facilitate theddefinltion of trust and
suspicion, those features which: distinguish some 51tua—
tions from others as involving trust and suspic1oo w111
first be identified. In the sihplest'and perhapsuthe:
most common case, a trust 51tuatlon 1nvolve° two parties
that are to a certain extent 1nterdependent with respect B
to the outcomes defined by the1r_301nt choices, and;one_f
of the parties (P) is confronted withfthe;choice betweeuf‘ﬁi
trusting or not trusting the other‘(g). If P's ohoicedis
to manifest trust toward O, thehlo, in-turn,.has the'
choice of being either trustworthy or untrustworthy
However, P' s choice not to manifest trust toward O will
preclude betrayval, leaving O usually_wlth_novfurther‘¥
option with respect to the’particularfsituation}'”It isii
important to note that both P and O are cogﬁﬁzaut:of the
risk to which P exposes.himself invhistdecisiou tOjtrustii
0. ("Risk" here refers to the possibility that:g’éan ——L

but not that he necessarily will -- betray P's trust.)



That is, P knows Q‘can beﬁray him and O knows that E has
- extended his (P's) trust>eyén.in.the face of tﬁat risk.
‘Théfefore; even where the risk is perceived to be negli-
gible, the situation_stili invoilves truSt; aé“loﬁg.as the -
poésibility of bet:aial by O exists. |

So far, statementé about trust and-shspicion"have'
referred to manifest_behéviqrs but not to the underlying
theoretical states. -This‘diStincéion,’rarely madé ekplicif‘
in other studies, is extremely importantlfor'tWO reasons,
both of which relate tolfhelfaCt'that observed‘choice be-
" havior in the Prisoner's Dilemma Game.(PDG)lhaS beenfalmost-
the only means by which trust andnsuspicion have beenfinféfi
red, defined, and measured..'Firsﬁ; thexchoicé behavior in
the simultaneous-play PDG is not SOlelyvéttributable:to the
concepts of trust and Suspiéion; bﬁt.is“subjecf to other =
interpretations that do not'neceséarily'involvé,truét and
-guspicion, Secondly, the dichotomous choice behavior
presently utilized is not sensitive to:tﬁeoretically:b
important variations in the‘Subjeéfive state.  Whi1e'both'of'
these assertions will be dévéiobedﬁﬁore;éxténsfvely_inltth'
next chapter, the nature and~the'rdie of the underlying N
states will now be specified in'grééter'detaii‘iq:the
process of defining trust and suspicion; 

Subjective trust and suspicion can be definéd in terms

of P's certainty or uncertainty about O's trustworthiness.



Certainty might be measured, forMéxamplé,bby P's subjeCtiVe
fprqbability that giwill'beftruStﬁbrthy.br untiuStwdtthy,
_ given that P has alréady méde a trustiné éhoice. The
greater P's certainty that O will be trustworﬁhy, i{e.,
the more P trusts Q, the greater the likelihood that g will
commit himself to the act of trusting 0; the greater g's .
certainty that O will be untrustworthy, i,e.,vthe’mbre'g
suspects O, the greater the iikéiihood‘thaf E,Will choose
not to trust O. |

This analysis raises the péésibility théﬁ_theré”is a,
~ point or threshold at which subjéctivé trust_li;é;,fﬁhe
degree to which P is certain‘thaﬁ.g'will be tfustwo;thY)
becomes manifest as an act'of trust. :it woulaﬂbe‘iﬁter—
esting to determine the factors that influendérthe_leyelA“
of this threshold -- for egampléi whether or not'thévw 1
threshold varies in a consistéhtfwaylbé£ween individuélsg;
or if it varies according to situational faqtorSjsﬁch'as
incentive. This sort of ihformation W6uld.ob§iously be
inaccessible without a measuré’bf'the‘ﬁhaerlYing'constructs;

The way in which trust and éﬁspi¢iéh‘aréﬁbasicélly"
conceptualized is depicted in Fijﬁré 1. It is'sugééétédkée
that iﬁ addition to the factors ééso@iafed with'p:evious
ekperience (correspondiné to (a)fof Figure 1) most of ‘the
independent variables can be gro@ped7into two;other'broad;w'

categories: structural and situational factors (corresponding



Independent Variables Hypothetical

(b)

STRUCTURAL and
SITUATIONAL
FACTORS

- incentive

- power

- communication

- characteristics

of O \\\.'

PERCEPTION OF
+ O0's MOTIVES. —

and/or

COMPETENCE

(d)

(a) /

PREVIOUS .
EXPERIENCE

(c)
DISPOSITIONAL
FACTORS ~ = =
- motivational

orientation
- personality
factors
- attitudes

Figure 1. Basic conceptuélizatioﬁﬂof trust and suspicion.

. SUBJECTIVE

Intervening States

(e) (£)
- BEHAVIORAL
TRUST or ——+ TRUST or
SUSPICION SUSPICION
(i.e., sub- ‘
jective
probability or-
certainty about
O's trustworthi-
ness)

1

(The factors represented

- above pertain to P's trust or suspicion vis-a-vis 0.)



to (b) of Figure 1) and disPositional‘faCtorst(correezgl
'spoadiﬁg to (c) of Figure l);;vIt {s‘important to note
that in‘addition to acting directlylto_influencehg's'
perception of O's motives ana/or coﬁpetence (Corfesponaing
to (d) of Figure-l),.previous”experience itselffcan-'
influence the structural and dlspos1tlonal factors.

Each of the three classes of 1ndependent varlables'
may act directly to 1nfluence P's perception of g_s '
motives aﬁd/or competence. Then, depending on ﬁow'g~'
does perceive Q's motives and/oxr competeﬁCe,fg Will
| experience some corresponding.degiee of sﬁbjectivehtrUSt
(or suspicion) which may or'may not be manifest as .trust
(or suspicion). Esseatially}“the effeCts of such
observable "inputs" as incentive and power upon the
observable "output" of manlfest trust or ‘suspi cion are 
therefore mediated by two hypothettcal states - flrst,
P's perception of 0O's motlves and/or competence and ‘
secondly P's certainty or uncertalntyMabout Q'sduntrusté'
worthiness. 1In the next two chapte;s, it will become -
evident that this conceptualiZatiohsof trast ané |
suspicion has certain importaht metﬁodologicalJ$;

implications.
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B. The Method Trac1tlonally Employed o Study Ttust and

Su=91c1on:l

Before reviewing some of the‘relevant literatufe;‘a}
description of the.methodology generally emploYedAindmost'
of the experiments on trust and suspicion willdfirSt be
presented. A more detailed oritiQue'0f7this methodology
will be reserved for the next chabter. |

Most studies of trust and suspiciongare”characteyf
ized by.the use of a replicated, simultaneously—played;

2 as the means by'which'trUStd-

dichotomous choice PDG
and suspicion are manipulated:or-measured. A‘typioal
PDG payoff matrix is illustrated ihnFigufe Z,Q}Thereﬁ
are usually two players (P and 0) with two choicesveach'
(pl or p2 and 01 or 0,) and four. resultlng ch01ce—
combinations that 1ndlcate the p0551b1e payoffs for eaﬂh
player. The choices p; andMolbare usually labelled as
being "cooperative" choices.while Py ahd,o2 are usually
‘1abe11ed‘as'being."competitiVe". The Outcomesf(choiCe¥
combinations) are such thatfif bothfseiect their second
lror the remalnder of this paper, P and O will refer,_-»
in the general case to the members of a dyad In T
addltlon, P and O will also.refer. to tne two players
in a Prisoner's Dilemma Game.. =
2It is acknowledged that because the game is. repllcated
the designation 'Prisoner's’ Dllemma ‘no- longer truly .
applies. Nevertheless, the terms will be used in this

study more as a matter of convention than of appropri-
ateness. -
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0
.°1» 2
Py 3,3 0,5
5 :
P, 5, 0 1,1 |

Subject P chooses between the rows p1 and .-
P, and subject O chooses between the’
columns oy and o The payoffs for P

are indicated by the first number in: each
cell while O's payoffs are 1nd1cated by

the second number in each cell

Fiéure 2. Payoff matrix of a typlcal Pvlsoner S ;
Dilemma Game.
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‘alternative (p2, 02), i.e., if both ¢ompete, both receive
only the small payoff indicated in thé.lQWerﬂriéht quadraﬁt.f
of‘Figure 2. On the‘other hand, if both‘sglect»the'first
alternative (pyr ©01), i.e., if bbth cooperate; both

receive the relatively largef, but;nevérthelesslmoderate'
amount indicated in the-upper.léft,qﬁadrant of Figure 2.
However, whére one competes_Whilevthe other cooperates,

the one who competes receiVes the‘iargest payoff while the
one who cooperates receives the sméllest,'as'is»evideﬁt'in
either the ﬁpper right or the ldwef left,éuadréhts in 
Figure 2. There may be, then, a temptation to éhdose
competitively in the hope that the'othéf:will choose co-
operatively.

In a 6ne—tria1 simultaneous-play game, thejpreSc{ibed o
solution (vide Luce & Raiffa1'1957, p.,96) is'fOr,both
players to choose competiEiVélY_in_érde;‘to'minimizef?“
potential loss. The dilemma“lies in avnﬁmber‘df”¢onsid—
erations: First, mutual cooperatiéﬁ (i.e},‘bdth'choo§é
cooperatively5 seems to be-the mdétqreaséﬁable‘éoiutién
since it is obvious that botﬁ plaYérs caQnot‘reéeivé:the )
maximum payoff»on a given trial;’_ﬁut{ in_choosing co-
operatively, the way is 1ef£'open'fof theuother;playef”to
choose competitively. Henéé?hsinCé thefe"is only one 
triél, both players are "forced" into a paradoxically.

self-defeating outcomebfor~wﬁich;thé paydff is lower than
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if both had cooperated. In the WOfds,of Messé and Sawyer
(1966) , "reasonable men must choose in a wayfthatlnfoduces
an gnreasonable outcome" (Messé &"SaWYer,'l966, p.'l);
- In an iterated game with simultaneous play, mutual
cooperatlon, being to. the advantage and beneflt of both
" players in the long run, 1s the solutlon usually prescrlbed
(vide Luce & Raiffa, 1957,‘p._101); -However; 1t is
pos51ble to argue that thé selection of the compet1t1ve¢”
ch01ce is "rational" (in one's own best 1nterest) on the-
last few trials or the last trial itself*(Luce &,Raiffa,:'“
1957, p. 100). Such a consideration'rendershthe'mntually
cooperative state, if it occurs,?unstable; ile;, subject
to defection and a consequent escalatlon of confllct,
especially if the players do not: know the exact number. of -
trials in the game or if they'"pre—empt" by competing too’
early in the game. For-this reasonf'the "Nash solntion"
of mutual comoet:tlon in an iterated game 1s also‘f
plaus1ble (v1de Rap0port, 1959 “p. 58).
To account for the underlying motiVation to'cooperate,
Deutsch postulates the notion of trust}
The essential psychologlcal feature of the
game . 'is that there is no p0551b111ty for . .
"rational" individual behavior in it unless the o
conditions for mutual trust ex1st.: If each . _
player chooses to obtain either maximum . ga1n or
minimum loss for himself, each will .lose. = But.
it makes no sense to choose the.other alterna—-
tive, which could result in. maxlmum 1oss, unless

one can trust the other player. 'If ore cannot
trust, it is, of course, safer to choose SO as
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to suffer minimum rather than maximum loss,
but it is even better not to play the game.
- If one cannot avoid playing the game and if
‘one cannot trust, there may be no reasonable
alternative except to choose "the lesser of .
two evils" and/or attempt to develop the
conditions that will permit mutual trust
(Deutsch, 1962, P 309\ ; .

In effect, Deutsch is inferring trust;and suspicion from
the obserﬁatioh of coopgratibh and,éémpetigion, respedti§ely;
in the PDG. However, the validity Qf'suchfan approach_is
‘quite tenuous. The reasons for this objection_will be

considered in the next chapte;}
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CHAPTER TWO: ~ METHODOLOGI’CAL’I CONSTDERATIONS -

Earlier, it was noted that most attempts tolinveétigate'
trust and suspicion have employed a replicated, simultane-
- ously-played, dichotomous choice PDG. However, there are
a number of important réasonS¥why such abuse of the PDG or
most other non-zero sum gamés, is not entirely‘satisfaétory..'
Since these objections have.importanf implicatibné for the
sorts of inferences which might bevmadé abﬁut‘trust and
sﬁspicion from observing gamefbehavior, a'caréful
éxaminatiop of certéin'methodolbgi¢a1 questions. ic highly
warranted. This examinationlwili_ééncern’three method-
ological questions in particularilA(A) MeaningfulneSS-df
vIncenﬁives and Payoffs, (B).VAIidify of Iﬁferences, anaJ'

(C) Defining and Measuring Trust and Suspicion.’

A. Meaningfulness of Incentives and Payoffs:

One of the distinguishing aspeéts'of;real—iife'sifu—'
ations involving trust and éﬁspicidn'is_fhét there is f'
something at stake,'a;d in many”cases, théfstakesgare'
incalculable. Yet, most of £he iabbratori-studiés thét"
‘have. purportedly deélt Withvﬁfust and sdspicipn‘have'”
employed points or imaginary money és'the paydff unité;
It is possible, however, that real and more meahingfully
lafge amounts of money might have Yielded_different

results. As Messé and Sawyer (1966) reasoh,_
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When rewards are smaller, and their.
motivating ability less, other motivations
more easily enter . . . . Small rewards

" “do no't make behavior unlawful, of course;

they simply multiply the potential causes, °

making it more difficult to verify theories -

based upon responses to the rewards them-

selves (and hence more dlfflcult to under—

stand altogether).

(Messé & Sawyer, 1966, p. 16).

Evidence for this position has been found in recent studies -
by Gallo (1966),‘Knox and Douglas (1968), McClintook and
McNeel (1966), Messé and Sawyer (1966), and Oskamp and
Perlman (1965).

Although these studies are not conclu31ve, they do
leave many of the existing conclu31ons about cooperatlon
and trust (e.g., Deutsch' s) open to criticism. The .
pr1nc1pa1 concern here is not so much with the strlctlj
monetary aspacts of the larger payoffs, but with the'
fact that we are interested in behavior (in this caoe;_the”
behavior which trust and suspicion underlie) in which the
stakes, whether materially'larqé'or small, are-meaningful;
As Deutsch himself notes, "There:have_been féw,stﬁdies where
1arge amounts of money have been uSed"‘(Deutsch, 1966,'

p. 47). -Essentially, the problém of meaningfulnessfreduces
to a problem of utilities, and in this respect, implies
that perhaps other sorts of»utility units}_e,g,, prestige,

might be studied. It is difficult, however, to scale other

possible units. Nevertheless, it might be profitable to :
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explore other possibiiities, even if the manipdlatione are
rather gross and can only be_placed on an ordinal scale:

As an alternative to monetary payoffs, Sheck might,be‘
used. Unfertunately, the.results from'the'iSOIated_»
attempts to employ shock (Bixenstine & OfReilly, 1966,e
and Douglas, 1967) have-not been very different from the
results of studiee using monetary'payoffs. Another |
alternative is suggested by)the'ﬁact that in true—life'
situations inVolving trust and suspicion, meaningfulness
is usually derived from a considerable amount of pereonal

investment and 1nvolvement on the part of the participants-V\

If subjects could for example, be made to perceive that

‘they were actually losing their own money (and if such a
procedure were ethical), then the situation would be more

apt to take on a different and more meaningful perspective.

B. Validity of Inferences: .

Validity is one of the‘most iﬁpbrtant'coneiderations
of any experimental undertaking. Here, it deais with5the”'
question of Qhether er notvthe PbG can be used to'stndy
trust and suspicion. If the PDG is a- valid tool for the
study of these concepts, then 1deally, it ought to be
possible to make reasonably unambiguousﬁinferences‘about
trust and suspicion on the basie.df.behaVidr observed in
the PDG. For all intents and purposes,.Deutschiand_others =

equate the observation of cooperation with trust and the
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observation of competition with the occhrence'pf sﬁspicion.
But as will be e?ident from the remainder of this seCtion;
a strong case mayvbe'mounted against 'such an équatidn.

Theré are two related questions which éxpress
possible approaches to this particﬁlar problem of Validity;
First, in what important respects.does the PDG failkto
represent real-life trust situations?  Secondly, cah:othér
faqtors-(in addition to trust and suspicioh)nbe inferred |
from the observation of coopération and competition in
the PDG? | |

A moment's reflection upbn-thé temporal aséects of
acts involving trust and suspiéion suggésts'that the -
majority of those situations are éharacﬁerized by a‘
sequence of events. The party that mahifesté:trust or
wants to demonstrate trust‘mékeéfhis mQVe'fifét and in
effect places his own faté, to the extent tﬁqt’he.trusts,
squarely in the hands of the other. E;Ain the act of
trusting O, leaves himself Qulnefable to Q,‘and both are ;_.‘
usually aware of this vulnerability.'there g suspecfs.“ L
0, i.e., P has a strong exbectatibn of an undesirablér'l
outcome that results from O's choice,'thenfgbﬁoves'firsth
so as to preclude or at leést reduce the poséibility of |
the negative outcome. The'contentibﬁ here then ié that 3
acté involving trust and sdspicion_areVusua;ly sequential

in nature.
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If this analysis is accurate~and fairly general,
'then it would be necessary that the elément of sequen-
tiainessbbe represented in én experimeﬁtal sitﬁatioh
designed td study trust ahd suspicion. There is, how-
ever, another reason for asserting that the notion of
sequentialness is important, and this reason relate;
directly to the game_situationsiused to study trust,and
suspicioh.

When P makes a competitive Choice.in a condition of
| simultaneous play, it is difficult‘to know if his choice
arises out of.suspicion; i.e., an aftempt’to_guardiy
against the worst.outcbme, or if he is in fact trying
to maximize his own payoff in the event that O chbosés
cooperatively. Although_the;ébse;ved choice is the
same, the underlying reasons are difﬁerentb":In a |
sequential play situation,'the méximiZation eXplanation
is ruled out and it is more likely, but not necessary, .
that P's choice can be attributéd to the con¢ept,of
suspicion.

With regard to a cooperati&é choice in this discussibn
of sequential ?ersus simultaheousvplay, the fbcus4shifts
to é's‘selection when O isbeiﬁher'certain or uncért$in
about P's choice. 1In simultaneous play, he is uncertain;_
while in sequential play, he is certain, In-Séqueﬁtial
play, there is no doubt thét when P is first and chooses

cooperatively, O may be characterized as being either
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trustworthy, if he also chooses coopératively knowing that
P is vulnerable, or untfﬁstworthy, if‘he chooses‘competi_
tively and takes advantage of P's Vulhe;ability. In
‘contrast, such imputatioﬁs about 0's behavior in the
simultaneous play situation are more ambiguous.

This discussion of simultaneity has anticiéated
somewhat the question as to whether-Other motives might
underlie‘manifest cooperative-énd competiﬁiVe choices.
_‘According to McClintock and others, there are at least -
three motives that influence aAéubjeét's'fesponse in the
PDG: 1) Maximization of one's own gain (MOG) regardless
of the othér person's outcome}_which_ié mofe of less
equivalent to what Deutsch hasjcailedban‘individualistic
motivationél orientation,‘2) Maximiéation_éf joint:gainﬂ
(MJG), i.e., the total gain fbr;both'oneself and the
~ other, which is approximately'equivalent to a cooperative
orientation, and 3) Maximizatiénbof.the différénce»bétwéén
one's own gain and the other persdnfs outcome; (MD) which
is roughly equivalent to a competitive'orienﬁétion
(Becker & McClintock, 1967; McClintéCk & MCNeel, 1966;
McClintock & Meséick)~1967; and Minéé}»Scodél,‘Mérlbwe & 
Rawson, 1960). V |

There may, Of course, Ee other'ﬁotives; Forfekample;
a punishment or "vindictiveness" motive may be operating,

" wherein the subject wants to minimize the other person's
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payoff at any cost to himself. Or, there may also be a
motive to outwit the other person. This wouldfnot
invélve the pattern of solely.competitiVé.reSponses
observed fof a competitive orientation, but might consist
of a series of cooperative responses that would set the
stage for periodic or eventualvdefection.' Sﬁchla-mqtive
might be salient where, for éxample['the%esteem of a 
third ﬁarty or onlooker, such as a’prestigious experimentér,_
is §alued.

It has been argued in this section.fhat a:problem_
exists with réspect to the vélidity of inferencés which
might be made on the basis of‘théwﬁresent use of the PDG.
It is necessary to conclude that because subjects may
perceive and be motivated by‘factofs other than those -

" related to trust and suspicion, caﬁtion_mﬁst bé‘exércised.
in making inferences abou£ thése cbncépts on the basis of
observed cooperation'and competitiqn;b Thisviswnqt to say
that the PDG is invalid for the study of trust and
suspicion, but rather that a more refined and qualifiéd

application. of the PDG is necessary.

C. Defining and Measuring Trust and Suspicion:

Related to the question of inferences is the problem
of defining and measuring trust and suspicion."It'was

earlier postuléted that in situations that call for a
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'deéision to trust or not (heféin terméd "téstvéituatiohs“);,
. there is (1) an observed behaviof that is usually'df a
didﬁotomoﬁs nature -- P mahifests;frust-toward Qvor he
~doesn't ——'aﬁd (2) avhypothetical concomitant subjeétive' B
state of trust or suspicion that may be assumed to be of
a continuous nature. If this'is,ﬁhe case, then thé -
dependent variable measure éfforded by the dichotomoﬁs*"
choice gamé is not adequate for a particular test situa-
tion. Perhaps replicated PDG trials provide aﬁ expefi—
mental analogue only of replicated tést situatibng or
A bossibly‘of.the.steps that precedéva teSt‘situatiQn énd
db not allow for an estimate_or méasure'of g;s subjective'i
statee The subjective state (meaéured,'for examplé; by
P's subjecti&e pfobability that O Will_be trustworthy of(
untrustwofthy, given that P has already ﬁade a tfhsfing
choice) is important since it Would be of interest £§_knowv
at which point or threshold subjective trﬁst becomes .
manifest‘as behavioral trust, i.é}} to What extent E:must'
"feel" that he trusts O before he will in fact‘make:é~
trusting decision. What makes the deferminatién of such
a threshold even more intereétiﬂgJiS’that undoubtealyvﬁhe'
threshold will vary>with a Varietfiof éituational,
structural, and/or dispositiohai:factdrs;_e.g;}‘incéﬁtives'”

or P's own trustworthiness.
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It would therefore appeér that if the PDG or some
other non-zero game is to be uéed in the study of trust
and suspicion, it ought to be a sequentially—plaYedlgame
for meaninéful stakes and should?either itself'prdvide'or
be supplemented With, a continuous measure. With these
caveats in mind, it is;now possible to pfoceed with the
discussion of the specific indepehdent variableé with

which this study is primarily concerned.
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CHAPTER THREE: THE DEVELOPMENT OF TRUST AND SUSPICION

The specific research upon which this paper is focused
deals with two questions about the hatuge of frust and
suspicion; ‘This chapter is addressed to a discussion of
the first quéstion -- What are sbme of the factoré that

influence the development of trusf and Suspicion?_ The

second question, as to what some of the consequenées or
effects of trﬁSt and suspicion are upoﬁibehavior, will be
considered in the next chapter. ’In regard to the first
question, it is proposed that thebdéveldpment of trust and
suspicion is influenéed no£ only by factofs-operaﬁing in

the immediate situation, e.gl,‘structural and dispositional

factors, but also by‘relevant previOus'experienCe.lb
Previous experience is important Since i£ provides g-
with a basis on which to make -inferences about,g'é'frust—}'
worthiness. For example,'it is té a certain ekteﬁtbobvious
that an individual P may or may<h0t'tru§t anéﬁher individuéi
0, depending on whether O was truStworthy or untrustworthyh
on one or more previous occaéions;"HOWever, this somewhat
simplified view of the genésis @fltrustﬁand‘suspicion heéds
to be qualified considerably. .It would be impo:taﬁt, for ;
instance, to determine if trust and suspicion develop at
1a particular "previous exberiénéé ‘has, of course, usually

been subject to 51tuat10na1 and dlSpOSltlonal factors
itself. :
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similar or different rates as a functiOh of the number of 
-previous experiences. On one hand, it is intuitively
reééonablé that suspicion can be aroused on_the basis of -
a single and usually powerful or dramatic betrayal. Yet;
on the cher hand, it is rare when “complete trust" can.
be established on the basis of merely one pfevioué o
experience, depending, of course, upon'the'nafure'of the
previous experience. Rathér, it $eems more likely:thatn
the establishment of trust invol&es a_prdceés or processes
that are to some extént'more timé—demanding than the
- process or processes by which suspicion is aréused,'
Insofar as it is possible that all of theée'qbséfva-i
‘tions might be qualified by specifying'£he néture of the”ﬁ 
previous experience, it is alsoqussible'that a factor J
vlike the stakes assqciated with the choices (eépeciéllyﬁ’
to betray or not) is of considérable importanéé. It would
be worthwhile, for example, to'determinerif'spspicibn
might be greater or less wﬁere'previOUS_betféyal oééurredf
under high incentive to betray.“iWhilevbetrayal forfhigh 
incentives might be perceivedvtoibelmore_fjuétifiable“ and
therefore not result in the»aroﬁsal of suséicidn, it might
also provoke both resentment andkéuSPicion:;;On'thé oﬁher
‘hand, even greater resentment miéht occur when thev

incentives to betray are relatively low of~trivial;;
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Altogether, the foregoing observations provide a basis
for experimenfally—testéble propositions about the develop-
ment of trust and suspicion within the framework of a
factorial design involving three independent variables:

(n) O's trustwofthiness, (B) magnitude of the incentive
to betray, and (C) the number of exposures to trustworthy
or untrustworthy acts. But before making the hgpotheseé
explicit, a detailed discussion of the thrée factors will

first be presented.

A. O's Trustworthiness:

Althougﬁ it may at first seem obvious that O's trust-
ﬁorthiness will promote trust in P whereas his untrust-
worthiness will engender suspicion, it ié less apparent
as to whether as few as one o£ two trustworthy respcnses
“are sufficient to give rise to behaviéréi trust in a test
situation, i.e., in a sifuation where the risk of betrayal
is quite high. The importance of this factor (O0's trust-
worthiness) thérefore 1ies primarily in the possibility of
an interactive effect with the "number of exposures™
factor. ‘

The experimental manipulation of O's trustworthiness
is relatively straight-forward; but it can be effected

only if the éxperimental situation is structured sequen-

tially such that P must first trust O before O can
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demonétraté if he is‘trustwortﬁy or nbt. Yet, perhaps
" because of the seemingly obvious sorts of predictions
which might be made, few studies have‘attempted ﬁowestablish
the exact felationshié betweenlg's truétworthinéss and E's.
trust, and between O's untrust&ofthiness and g'sﬁsuspicipn.

Although there are.three_sfudies*that are reievant at
this point, only two (Swinth,.1967, and Messé & Sé@yer,.
1966) will be discussed now; the other; by Komorité and
Mechling'(1967); will be chsideredilater in édnjunction 
With the discussion of thé incéntive variable. _

In an interesting study, Swinth ki967)_utilized tﬁe.z
programmed choices of "O" to_eStablish trust.- Trust was.
defined in terms of coopérati&e‘choicé‘on a?"testﬂlmatrix
(see Figure 3). Swinth hypothesiZedvand foﬁnd thgt trust
could be established if O communicated'a-desire_to'establiéhf"
trust by exposing himself to the risk of"paybff réauction,
i.e., truéting, when choosing first, and'foregoing,personalv
gain, i.e., being trustworthy, Qhen second. '

This is an interesting finding wﬁich ought to be
explored further for a number of reasons. First, it is =
necessary to note that Swinth's study:involved a series -
of trials in which P (the reai‘éubjedt) and 0 (a matching
program) alternated with regard tQ who chpse»fifst; Thus
it was impoésible_to assess thé rélatiVe.contribution of

O's trust and O's trustworthiness to the induction of trust



A ' B ———— E

X 10, 10 | 8, 11 10, 10 6, 12 10, 10 0, 18
Y 11, 8 I 10, 10 12, 6 10, 10 18, 0 | 10, 10 -
T
75, 75 l -100, 100
100, -100 | 50, 50

Figure 3. Matrices employed by Swinth (1967).

NOTE: Matrices A, B...E are the sequentially-played "commitment"
matrices whereby O (the program) can communicate his desire to-
establish trust by risking progressively greater reductions in
payoffs, i.e., choosing row X when first, and by himself resisting
progressively greater temptations to betray, i.e., being trust-
worthy by choosing X when second provided that the subject
initially does trust O. Matrix T is the simultaneously-played
"test" matrix on which the dependent variable is measured.

- 8¢
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in P. Perhaps the most important reason is that there was
no demonstration of the nature df the relationship between
P's trust and O's trust and trustworthiness. Finally, the
development of suspicioﬁ was not~studied'by Swinth;;

Some indication of the nature of ﬁhe deyelopment of .
- suspicion is rendered in a study by Messé ana Sawyer (1966),
which dealt with the resolution:of experimentally-induééd 
conflict. What makes their study interestiﬁg in relation
to this paper is the.mannér in which cbnflict was'generated.
Paired subjects (actﬁally a subject pairedAwith 0, a
qonfederate) were given a task -- essentially a continuous
choice PDG -- iﬁ which bargaining between tﬁe,subject and
O about the final outcome (payoffS) precéded“the actual

1 and communication was

choices. Moves were simultaneous
accomplished by means of a'numbef of standard messages.
Thus, it was possiblé to create conflict by havingfg move -
in a deliberately.treacherousbmanﬁér, i.e., in such a
direction as to attempt to betray the subject,‘rather than -
in the direction he (0) originally indicated during |
bérgaihing.‘ Over the spah.of ten ﬁriais{ such bétrayals_'
were effective in reducing thé-ﬁércéhféée 6f”codperétion.
from above 50% to about 25%. VHQWéVer, it is noteworthy = -

lpor the sake of simplicity, a méfe‘elaborate procedure }
actually used by Messé and Sawyer is not described here.
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that even in the face of such flagrant“untrustworthiness,'
the various modes of resolutién, i.e;,vmatching,'initiating,
or natural strategies on the part of 9; subsequently

produced a relatively rapid recovery of cooperation.

B. Magnitude of Incentive to Betray:

There are two aspects to this variable. The one with
which this study is. concerned is how B'S subjéctive'
probability of being betrayed in a given situation is
affected by previous expefiences in which g,zuhder a higﬁf
(or a low)‘incentive to betray, Was trhstwo:thy (or untrust-
worthy). The other aspect -- perhapsgthe most commén'—-
relates to how the incentivé_(to betray) in»the‘immediéteﬁ
situation affects the probability of beﬁrayal in ﬁhat samé'
situation. Although these twovaspects are related, it.ié
theoretically and experimentaily possible to differentiate
between their effects.

Studies of the incentive Variable‘havé typi§ally been
concerned with the latter'aspectvand have séught to determine
the effects of the manipulation-df the’parametér Y:(See‘f ‘.
Figure 4) upon the level of cdoperatiQn"in a simultaneous
‘game. | | |

The consistent result has béen-that coopératidh
.decreases with increases in Y (Bixenstine &xBlunde;l, 1966;

Lave, 1965; Rapoport & Chammah, 1965). Consideration of the
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o

"cooperate” - “compete"
"cooperate" W, W X, Y
b
"compete" ol Y, X %, %

Figure 4. A qonera] matrix comprised of four para-
meters W, X, Y, and Z. The matrix is a
PDG when the following constralnto hold:
’ (i) Y>W>Z>X
(11) 2W>X+Y
(Rapoport and Chammah, 1965; p. 34)
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results of these studies ﬁust, of course, be tempe£ed by‘
the arguments advanced earlief, that in simultaneoﬁs gamés,v
the competi£ive or suspicious choice by-either sﬁbjedt may
actually bé é function of theidifferencé'between the'vaiués
of thé parameters X and Y. Thﬁs, increased "suspicion"
(i.e., increased selecfion oflfhé éompetitivé response) in
simultaneous games may in effect be a function of'tﬁei
incfease in the difference between X and Y rétherzthan a
function of only the increase in v,

In contrast to the findings juét cited, it is'possible-
that different results mightibe found where the effects of
previous experience are concerned. Td repeat the éxamplé
used earlier, we might ask whatﬁdegreq of suépicidh is -
generated by betrayal undef lowvincentive; It is possible
that the amouht'of suspicion is greatér'than invthe{
condition of betrayal under high,incénfive‘since betrayal -
may seem to be lggivjustifiable ﬁnder éonditioﬁs of low
incentive.

Komorita and Mechling'(19675 madéféreciégly thafw
predictioﬂ in their study of betrayalféna reconciliatioﬁ.

In order to vary experience, théy manipulatéd three'factdrs;‘
(i) temptation to defect (i.e.;°Y=6 or 9), (ii)'loss incurred
when betrayed (i.e., X=0 or fS),?and (iii) éxpectaﬁion'of'aﬁ
cooperative response (i.e., either‘4‘of 10 cooperative trials

from the program before betrayal). Subjecté['in fact playing
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against the experimenter, were more erless instrﬁcted tg
respond cooperatively in the dichofomous Chéice‘PDG.'
Following the 4 or 10 trials of'coopetation by Which’
subjects were led to believe that a state of mutual co-
operation had been achieyed with o (the experimenﬁer); 94
made two successive‘coﬁpetitive choices. Althdugh'the.‘
game was played with simultaneous chqices, the tWo“
competitive responses by O were défined as "betrayal";
(Suéh;a definition would have been justified oniy if the
instructions and the initial trials of coopération were"
effective in creating the belief~in Subjécts that a state
of mutual cooperation had actually been aéhievedl)

The dependent variable measufe'bf the effects of the
vafious conditions of betrayal,(e,g§, betfa§al under‘high
or low temptation, etc.) was the number of trials to
reconciliation. Reconciliation was defined as five
consecutive cooperative respoﬁégs by a.subjéct éﬁbsequehﬁ
to betrayal. It was predicted that for reconciliétion,fo'
occur, more trials would be reduired‘in the”fbilowing»
conditions: (1) when temptatioﬁ was Small"ratherfthénw-,
large, (2) the greater the harm experienced when betrayed,
~and (3) the greater a subject's expeétation.of a éQOperatiVe'
response from O. Each of.the main_éffeéts was siénificant."
However, the direction of the differénce for‘bothrtemptétion'.

and the expectation factors was counter to the prediction.
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Although the direction of the difference for the
temptatibn factor was the reversé of what had been,pr¢4f
dicted, it was neverthelesé éonsistent'with the results
.of some of the studies plPVlOUDlY mentioned (Bixenstine &
Blundell, 1966; Lave, 1965; Rapoport & Chammah, 1963).

This suggests that perhaps Komofita and Mechling sucdeeded
only in replicating the‘reSults éf thosg‘other studiesiand
‘did not provide a real test of their own hypothesis. They
assumed that it was sﬁfficient simply to Vary'Y and that
the betrayéd'subjects wdﬁld percéive»the high‘vélue of Y

as actually béina high or the loa_ value of Y as belng ]ow.
But the subjects xefe given no sténda3d bj ‘which they
could‘assess or gauge the payoff of nlnelp01nts as being
"high" (or at least highef than Oik) or the payoff>6f six
a$‘being "low" (or at least 1over Lhan nLnr) .In faét,
there was 1itt]e reason why the sanegts should not have’
pfrcelvod the nine points as bang low. ' One way of
circumventing this difficulty would be to demonstrate
independently.that the subjécté dG perceive'the'inceﬁtive'
levels appropriately. A more satisfactory method, however,
would be to ewploy both the high and low Y matrices in
order to draw to the ationtlon of the SUbjCCLS the reldtlve'
meaning of the different Y valuesf - The plOC@dULe Lha will

be adopted in this study follows the second alternative.
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C. Number of Exposures:

An important theoretical problem resides in the nature
of the relationship between the number of times a person has
experienced trustworthiness or betrayal and .the develop-

ment of subjective and behavioral<trust or suspicion.‘ An

development of trust and suspidion as a function of the
number of éxposures is also.of primary interest. in'this
respect, certain observations suggést.a possible p#edictién.
On one hand, it is piausible thatlvery few experiences of
betréyalv-— possibly only one —4‘are sﬁfficient toiarouse.’
suspicion (and perhaps this‘might”depend ﬁpon'the'ma§nitude'
of incentive to betray). On the.dther'hand; there is also
evidence that the establishment.df trust involves a more
prolonged process (Swinth, 1967). It wéuld therefore be
predicted that the rate of increaée ofAtrﬁst or suSéiéion
as a funcfion of the number of preﬁious exposures is
greater for suspicion than for trust.

Two studies are peripherally‘relevant, althOugh"as”is 
generally the case, no studfes have actually'attemptéd to
investigate the variable of,huhbef'of exposures. In their
study of betrayal and reconciliation, Komorité and
Mechling (1967) utilized twb programs that aiffered'Only
in the number of initial cooperafi&e réSponses during
simultaneous plays of a number of PDGs. 'These programs are

outlined in Table 1. The most interesting results in rela-



Table 1.

INTENDED EFFECT
OF MANIPULATION
"expectation"

"betrayal"

(dependent variable
measure: trials to
criterion)

Programs used_byVKomorita and Méchling (1967) .

. PROGRAM 1

-4 cooperative trials
-2 competitive trials
-3 cooperative trials

1

conditional cooperation

- PROGRAM 2

10 cooperative trials
2 competitive trials’

3 cooperative trials

~conditional cooperation

9¢-
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tion to this part of the discussion are the mean pro-

.portions of cooperative choices immediately after'the

first

level

first

after

to be

of the two consecutive "bétrayals". Although the
of cooperation is still quité high after the
"betrayal", it_drops precipitously from .76 t§>.36,
the second "betrayal”. The effect does not seém

very durable, however, since recovery is rapid and

a mean of only ten trials is needed to reinstate co-

operation.

With the exception of the initial cooperative trials,

the Komorita and Mechling programs'(z éompetitive then 3

cooperative responses and finally-conditiohal_cooperation)'

are much like the "reformed sinner" program used by Harford

and Solomon (1967) . (See Table 2.) As in the Komorita and

‘Table 2. “"Reformed sinner" pfogram‘used-by-Haerrd

- and Solomon (1967) .

INTENDED EFFECT A ~1‘PROGRAMMED CHOICES (in

OF MANIPULATION : - a simultaneous PDG)
"Sinner" "~ '3 competitive trials
"Reform" 3 cooperative trials

(dependent measure: - ‘cdnditional cooperation

proportion of co- » - for the remainder o

operative choices in ‘ ~ the trials. - ‘

a fixed number of
trials)
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Mechling study, theblevel ef cOoperation dropped from .4

to 0 within the two trials immediatelydafter the first
betrayal.l However, it is somewhat puzzling to note'that

- on the fourth trial, i.e., immediately following the'threef
consecutive competitive re5ponses; the level of eooperation
rose to almost .20. Thereafter,.recovery was rapidhand the
succeeding levels of cooperation eVentualiy ekCeeded the

initial level.

D. Hypotheses Pertaining to the Development of Trust and

Suspicion:
To conclude this chapter, the explicit hypotheses

‘related to the foregoing will now'he presented" The basic
prop051tlon underlying these three hypotheses is that the
development of both trust and susplclon is a functlon of
previous experlence. More‘spec1f1cally; it is hypothe51zed,
that: “

(1) P is more 11kely to trust o where O was prev1ously
trustworthy. On the other hand P Wlll not trust O, 1.e,,
will be suspicious of 0, where 9 was prev1ously untrust— o
worthy. |

(2) Suspicion is more easii§ established than trnst.
Here, "established" will referbteha’significant difference'

llt is 1nterest1ng that the. extent of the declines was

similar in both studies evén though the-initial levels
were different; the initial dlfference in level of co—-~
operation is probably accounted for by’ the series of
cooperative trials with Wthh Komorlta and Mechllng S
programs began. :
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'in the amount of trustvor suspicion between a group that is
exposed to either a trustworthy or an untrustworthy O and a
group (a control group) that is not exposed to either a‘
trustworthy or an untruétworthybg._ Relative easev(i{ef;}
"more easily") will refer to a'oomparison)of trust- and
suspicion-indvced groups with respect to the number of
exposures required to establish truet and suspicion;'

(3) The development of trust is influenced by the.
magnltude of the incentive (to betray) under whlch O was
nevertheless trustworthy. Also, the development of
‘suspicion is influenced by»theymagnitude‘of incentive.
under which O was untrustworthy. |

The experimental test of these hypotheses comprisee
‘only the first half of the research to be‘reported in
thie thesis. A discussion of the remaininthYpOtheseS'h”
and the background for those hypotheses wili be presented

in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER FOUR: BARGAINING AND NEGOTI'ATI_[ONS

. Bargaining and negotlatlons'are means by which .con-
flict is often resolved. To a large extent, thelr
importance resides in the fact that they occur almoét
universally as aspects of felatibnships not ohly between. ~
individuals, but also betwéen groups and‘befwéén'nétions{

It is not surérising tﬂen, that a considerablea
amount of attention has been directed to thé_topic of
bargaining and negotiatioﬁs‘in the‘form'of;eﬁtensivé
discussions of proposed models and reviews ofyfeséérch'
(Fouraker.& Siegel, 1963; McGrath, 1966; Sawyér & Gﬁetégowy
1965; Siegel & Fouraker, 1960; Stevens, 1963; and Walton &
McKersie, 1965). Spec1f1c studies- have: 1nvest1gated such
relevant yariables as role,behavior (Bass,-1966; Druckman;'
1967; and McGrath & Vidmar;:1966)}7commﬁnication (Déﬁtsch{?
1966; Deutsch & Krauss, 1962),)£hreat_(Deﬁtscﬁ'& Kréuss,.
1960 and 1962; Kelley, 19655,fpréhegotiatiohyexperiénce
and personality (Druckman, 1967),’varlous klnds of
attitudes (Krauss, 1966; Morgan & Sawyer, 1967), level of;y
aSplratlon and amount of 1nformat10n (Fouraker«& Slegel,
1963; Siegel & Fouraker,.l960), and bthéf aspeétsfof
bargaining and negofiations»(Keliey, 1966).. |

Of interest here are the effects of expefimentaily
induced trust-ahd suspicionpupop'Baréainingyaﬁd negdtiations.

Their relevance has recently been speculated upon ihyartiCIes
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- by Kelley (1966), Hoedeﬁaker.(l9685, and Waiton and
McKersie il965); but more cohmonly;-thé'importance of:
trust and suépicion in inflnencing‘bargaining and negoti-
ations has been emphasized almost daily in theyvaripue
mass media by many informed pbservers..;The validity of
their observations has.hardly beentirrefutably eStablished;
however, since their observatiOns.about the effects df
trust and suspicion have been made primatily en a casnal
basis. ?recisely what are the effects f;_if any -- ef
trust and suspicion upon bargaining and negotiationé?'
‘This chapter is devoted to a COnsideration of two
possible types of effects of trust and enspicien upon
bargaining and negotiations}"One'concerns the_peesible
-effects upon the process of bargaining.Y;Aepects-of'tne'
bargaining.process would inciude, for example;-the degree
or the type of communication that occurs. during bargaining.i
The other concerns the effects of'trust and suspiclon upon
the nature of the outcome. This would involve;:for__
example, the Qualitative nature efithe final settlement.
In order to cast the hypOtheses infhore'specific_terms,
the bargaining concepts'that‘Will;be extensiveiy employed

will be discnssed first.

A, Process-Related‘CénceptSE Minimum dispositiOn,'bargaining

range, initial offer:

Many of the basic features of bargaining and negotiatienS'

have been incorporated into the model of political negbtia—*


http://will.be
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tion proposed by Ik1é and L'eites'(l962).l In their.analysis,_
which provides part of the initial framework of thisr
section, an issue is represented by an ordering'of_all of -
the possible outcomes. It is assumed that each outcome
~has a certain utility for each negotiator at afgiven timeh
~and that on this basis; an ordering'of preferences for»
each side is possible. That conflict e#ists is represented
by the Qrdering of one side's preferences in:the'eXaet
reverse of the other side's preferences (see Figure-S).
What is most preferred by.the ene‘sideh(g)fis least
preferred by O. |

The actual minimum diSpositionvis a pointz_whieh‘

d1v1des the range of preferences for any one. 51de into two' '
groups of outcomes: (a) those that are acceptable

(ranging from being minimally acceptable to. being highly'
preferred), and (b) those that are unaceeptable; The
relative positioning of the actual minimum.diSposition-

for each side is important. On dne hand, anJQverlappingl
1The analyses of Kelley (1966), Stevens (1963), Walton and
‘McKersie (1965), and others-are also relevant for this

.~ discussion. However, in the interest of ‘conciseness, :
reference will be made only to Ik1lé and Leites: (1962) since -
all of these analyses utlllze essentlally the same sorts of

concepts.

2For the sake of 51mp11c1ty, it will be assumed that the'
minimum disposition is a point rather than an interval.
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Figure 5. Representation of a bargaining situation (adépted from
Ik1é and Leites, 1962).
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of the ranges of unacceptabie‘outcomes might pxeclude’any
‘possibility of settlement. On,fhe‘other hand, an over-
lapping of the rangesvof aéceptable-butcémés would apéear
to define é regién of viable contfécts within which the
~final agreement is quite likely to £a1l. Ik1é and Leites

(1962) call this the actual bargainingrrande and it is

represented in Figure 5 by the interval ¢ - h.

Knowledge abéut O's minimUm‘disPositibn is'important
since it allows P to "drive a.harder‘bargain“, providing;
of course, that O does not in return khow P's minimum
'dispdsition. However, such precise informétion, not oﬁly
about the other's minimum disposition, but more generally
about his entire range of qtiliﬁies,'is raﬁely pOéSeséea
by either side at the outset of negotiations. Thus, one
of the major functions of bargaining is td‘gg;iggﬁg what
the other side's utilifies and preferehceé.are fOr'certéin
outcomes (especially his minimum'disposftidn)} in addition
~ to estimation, bargaining has‘at least»two other'relatéd
functions. One is to inform O about one's own utilities.
The other is to attempt to modif& eitherbg's utilitie$ and
preferences or O's perception'df'ohé}s own utiliﬁiés and
preferences; Iklé and Leites (1962),have dealt”aiﬁbst
exclusively with this latter function of modification in

their analysis of political negotiations.. -
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Bargéining tactics refer to ﬁeans by Which'negotiators_
often éttempt to modify each'other's utilities. Included |
are sﬁch devices as strikes, threats, coﬁcessioné, ektreme'
demands or offers, ahd’lies. The role of such tactics is
apparent at the commencement of negotiations, when the
initial offer br demand is made. For example, a negotiator
might adopt the general strategy or style of beginning with 
a spuriously high demand (orllow offer) in4ordér'to_allOW'

a lafitude‘for what will in fact’be falsé conééssioné; An
inflated'initial demand is in fact préSéribed in a number
of discussions'of bargaining'éﬁrategy (e,g.; Kelley, 1966;‘f
and Stevens, 1963). However,'if\éenerally practiced, suchi
‘a prescription would merely seem ﬁo’bring the probiem,
around "full circle” to a costly‘énd time—consﬁming situa~-
tion where both negotiators mus£ begin withjektremeland
deceptive demands, knowing that thé other will do the same;
. Our interest lies in the‘poSsibility,that t;uét and_suspiciéh
influence the use of tactics. It would be intereéting to
determine if, for example,vtfuét or suspicion affects the
extremity of the initial pqsition,POr if_more_lieS'are'

communicated where suspicion is operating.

B. Outcome-Related Concepts: éqhality:and éqhity£4 

In an informal sense, equality and eguifz refer to two_'

ways in which settlements can be interpreted as being "fair".
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More formally, equality and equity'refer'to twowof the
possible set of solutions to a bargéining‘pfobleﬁ in

which the payoffs are asymmetric. ‘Asymmetry Caﬁ‘be'
repreéented where the utilityrfuncinn (Or,-assuﬁing that
the utility of money is linear with monej,’theifange'of
payoffs) of one of thé bargainérs ié ihcreaéed of decreased
in a linear transformation. Thus,vas indicated in Figﬁre‘G;_
one side's payoff potential,li.e.) the most he can get; is
greater than the other sidé's.payoff potential (lSO_Qérsus
30).

'Egualitz ("£" in Figure;G) occurs when the alternative
agreed upon ﬁy both sides yields\exactly'the‘same'paydff.
for both. On the other hand, equity ("d" in Figure 6) .
occurs when the unequal payoff‘poﬁeﬁtial is taken into
account. While the side with the higher‘payoff potential
receives an amount that is iﬁiabsolﬁte téfms more thanvthe
absolute amount received by the othér Side, i.e;,_?S:versué'
15, each side, relative to its_ownbpaYOff potential,
receives proportionally the same,'ife};'i%%“=f15; At'Fth
point of equity, the product of'theiutilities-(fs timQS‘lS)
is maximized. g | |

Reference to such notions of féirness as equality and
equity is quite common, evenfin théfiarger'conteXt apért
from bargaining and negotiétiéns}_.lt is noteworthy that

equality seems to be preferred or demanded in some cases |
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Fignre 6. Illustratlon of equity and equallty in a bargalnvng problem
(from Morgan and Sawyer, 1967)
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whereasbequity’iS'preferréd in others. Such differential
preferences bring up the important queStion aé to what
conditions influence the chbice of one over the other.
Our interests lie, of course, in the Variables'of‘tfust
and suspicion. However, prédictibns as to whét_thé'exact'
effects might be are not immediately apparent.' | |
AUnder the assumptions that bargainers are rational
andiihgt'they have complete information about each other's -
utility functions, many game thebrists, e.g.,‘Nash;"Zeufheﬁ;
and in some cases, Raiffa (all cited in Bishop,jl963y pre-—
scribe settlement at equity. But descriptiveiy, the
.solutibn of equality might also be expected since in many
circumstances, other factors may dperate to supércedé or
detract from considerations of raﬁionaiity.‘cMérgan’and
Sawyer (1967), for example, hypbthesizéd that knowledge'ofd
the othef's bargaining range (i.eff”thé:interval~between ,
the most he expected and his minimum diSpositiom would
influence the nafure of the.outcome, dépehding upOh‘whether
or not the bargainers were fri¢nd§. Friehds;‘theY'
reasoned, would "conform lgssbto:thevﬁodei of ratioﬁal
bargainers" (Morgan & Sawyér,.l967; p..i40) than non-
friends. Thus they predicted.that with’knowlgage'of the -
other's bargaining range, nonfriehds wouid tend to reach"b_.
equitable solutions (as prescfibed for,pationél bargainefs
in game theory) whereas friends_wdﬁld-tend_moré to aéreefto)'

equality.
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Trust and friendshié are ofﬁen highly‘related, at
least insofar as frusf (both manifest.aﬁd subﬁedtive) is
more likely to exist between friénds than between non- .
friends. To the extent that trust gives rise to the
same reasons for non-rationality as does friendship.(ezg:;
in the case of extreme trust), so is it possible that trust
relationships might also be characterized by a tendgncy
toward sblutions of equality. HoweVer, it might also be
arQUed that trust promotes rationality (and therefore
equitable.outcomes), while'suSpiéion results in departures
from rationality (and thereforé iﬁ'noﬁ~équitabie;'bgt ndt
~necessarily equal, outcomes) . This latter coﬁtention_seeﬁs
intuitively more plausible.

This discussion has raised many'péésibilities,-making
it evident that many compléXities:are involved.in’making :
predictions about bargaining outddmés.  To a.Certaiﬁ'
extent, this will be reflected in the'remaining'seétiOﬁ,j:
in which the specific hypotheses’énd othér‘pdssible”'

experimental outcomes will be presented.

C. Hypotheses and Possible'Outcomes'Pértainiﬁg‘toithe Effects

of Trust and Suspicion Upoh éargaining and Nééotiaﬁions:

The examination of the effecEs ofﬁtruSt and suspicion
will be made in terms of (a) the’procesé and (b) the outcome

of bargaining and negotiations..'The'ihtention will be not’
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only to determine what the effects of trust andlsusPiciQn
rare upon'bargaining>and negotiaﬁions; but also to infer
poséible reasons as to yhzithe'effeéts do occur. For
example, it wili‘be hypotheSized that suspicion has a
detrimental effect upon bargaining insofar'as it will be
more difficult, i.e., more timeIWill'be required, to
arrive at mutually accepted solutions. But in addition‘
to time,'a number of other dependent variables wiil be
measured'and reéorded. Thus, if suspicion ig found to f
extend the time to solution, it will also be possible to-
"infer if this result is relafea, fqr instaﬁce, to more~
~extreme initial positibns, ortperhaés_to iﬁéreaseﬁ
tendencies to engage in false or threatening communication.
Before presentation of the hypoﬁheSes relaﬁéd to »f
bargainihg, two points require clarificatiop. First iﬁ.
will be assumed that.ﬁhe experimentai manipulatiéés will

be effective in (i) creating trust_and.Suspicion,'and-

(ii) influencing bargaining'and-negotiatiohs;:'EsSentially,_

this is expressed in thebpostulate_that the,relationship
between the experimental manipulationé ana the dependent
variable measures is mediated{by the”intervéning_¢onstruCES 
of trust and suspicion. 'Thus, it'will be possible to refef

to "the effects of trust and suspicion" (aélwe have been

doing) where we will be dealing, ostensibly, with only’ the

effects of the experimental'manipulétions;
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'Tﬁe seqond point_éf clarification concerns the'actuai
statement of the hypotheses. Although a numbér:of dependent
 variable measures will be rebdrded, formal hypotheseé will
be advanced oﬁly for a few of'them;. For thé other depéndent
variable measurés (which, as breviously stated, will be o
possible sources of information as to wh&_effects do oCcur);
the nature of the possible effects of trust and suspiéion

will be largely exploratory qﬁestioné and will therefore not

be cast in formal terms. .

The Hypotheses and Other Possible Outcomes:‘ It is

anticipated that there wili be at least three ways in which"
trust and susPiCion can influéncé bargaining‘and negotia-
tions. Accordingly, it is hypothesized that:

(1) Trust and suspicion will differentially influence
the nature of the final settlément.i However, Wﬁether truét
or suspicion promotes equaliﬁy Cf'équity is'laréély éh:‘
empiricai.questionf

(2) Trust facilitates, wﬁeredsfSu5pi§ion{impédesj'
bargaining and negotiatioﬁs iﬂéofar as'agreementé Willdbe“
more difficult to achieve,_i;él,-moré timé will be reqﬁiredA‘
to reach agreement, when suspicibn,';athér than frust;'is
operating. | |

(3a) Trust and suspicion wilivéffeéf’the """

communication.

(3b) Furthermore, both trust and suspicion willvaffectzn

the qualitative nature gg'cbmmuniCation dﬁring bargaining,
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especiallj those communicatiéhs concerﬁed with‘tacticsf
This will be evident in the frequency with which one‘or more -
of the following types of ¢ommunication'are employed:
(i) those éommunications that- are dbviously directed toward
the function of modification,\including threats,'refusals
toAbargain (analogous fo strikes and lockouts),'andftask—-
irrelevant, aggression-provoking statements (e;g;,\insultsy;_
(ii) those qommunications that are intendéd priharily to
inform orbto obtain information réthei than to modify,:‘
(iii) those communications that givé'false information (lies);
although lies might also be gfoupéd_;ﬁ the first ¢ateg6ry;
they are énalyzéd separately since they are less-obvious
‘means by which utilities can be modified. . J

Among the other possibilities‘that will be examined .
(but not formally advanced aé’hypbtﬁeses)'are'those
concerning the effects of ﬁrqu and Suépiéion upOnE.

(a) one's own actual inifial fahge, ie., thé'range“
_ between the higheét one really hépés.to gef and:his'acﬁual‘
minimum disposition at the-beginning'of bafgaining; |

(b) the extremity of thevinitidl offér (b6th in~v j
absolute terms and relative to the mid-point of the one's '
. own actual initial range); -
(c) the degree to which bargaining ranges will coﬁétrict

over the course of bargaining, i.e.,'the'differehce between
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the actual initial bargaining range and the final bargain-
- ing range; and
(d) interpersonal evaluation (as measured on seven

evaluative scales on the semantic differential).
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CHAPTER FIVE: METHOD

To test the hypotheses set forth at the conclusion of
Chapters Three and Four, a thfee—stage experiment was con-
ducted. Although the désign and eaeh of the'ﬁhrée stages’
will subsequently be described in complete detail, an 6ver—
view of the entire expefiment will first be préSented.  In -
the first stage -- the induction stage during which -
"previous experience" was manipulated -- the'independeht
variébles discussed in Chapter Three were combined in a
completely-crossed factorial design. ThUs;'in the first
stage, subjects were exposed 1, 3, bf'S times to either a
trustworthy or an untrustworthy O énd the level of thef'v
incentive for the 0 to have béen unfrﬁstwdrthy was éither

high or low. In the second or the measurement étagei_the

effects of the manipulations in the‘induction stage'uPon
two measures of trust and suspicion were recorded. In the
final stage, the effects of truStland suspicioh upon per-

formance in a bargaining and negotiation task were also

recorded.

In addition to fhe experimental gfoupSQIa ¢dntfol‘group
was conducted; this group was'given>the ihstructi§ns for
the induction stage, but prodéeded_airectly to ﬁhe second
and third stages without exposﬁre to any of the experiménta1 -
manipulations of stage I. 1In other_words;vthé only differ— _

ence between the control and the treatment groups was that
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the treatment groups experiencéd‘;rustworthiness or befrayal
on the part of O, whereas the confrol groﬁp did not have
any previoﬁs ekéerience with O during stage I. Essentially,
the control group provided basé—lihe behavior with which
the behavior of the treatment groﬁps could be compared.

In the measurement stage, this consisted of an estimate'of
the existing or pre-treatment level of trust and suspicion
in the pépulation from which the sample was dfawn. In the
‘ baréaining stage, the responses 0f thé control group
provided an indicatioh of the base-line’levels_of bo#h thé“

bargaining process and the outcomes of bargaining. -

A. Subjects and Design:

Altogether, there were 112Vvolﬁnteer subjects, 96 of
whom were in the experimental groupé and 16 in the control
groﬁp. Except for one oriental, all of the subjedté_were'
white, and all were malé university'students béionging to
or living in one of the campﬁs fraternitiés.

The basic design of the expefiment was a.completely
crossed 2 x 2 x 3 factorialfwith'eight subjects iﬁ each”éeil;
Each subject participated in‘oniy ohe.séssion}; A.seséion
usually lasted for two houfé and aiwaYs involvea a;gﬁoup of

four subjects, each one represeﬁting a different fraternityr

Special Considerations and the Recruitment of the
Subjects: 'For the first tw0~stagés,_the experimental tasks

were designed to make it possible for the subjects either to
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win or to lose money, apparently'depehding upoh whether the

. other group membefs were trustworthy or not. . All of the’
poﬁéntial'subjects were therefore'requésted to volunteer
under the complete understanding.that’eVén thqugh'they
could win up to $5;00, there was also a‘genuine_risk of
losing uﬁ to $2.5040f.their-own money. They were, in faCt;
required to bring $2.50 in cash before being allowed to
participate. . Any losses that were incurred during fhe
experiment were doubly reimbursed at the concluéioniof.the'
session although, of course, no one was info;med’of_this g
- beforehand. |
To facilitate recruitment, an arrangemenf was made Qith
the president of the Inter—Ffaternity Councilv(IFC);wheréby
the experiment could be conducted throqgh the;IFC under the
guise of an inter-fraternity competitioh. Af‘stakeJWas'a.'
substantial sum of money ($50.00). -ThéiWinning’fraternity
was determined by a formula combining (i) performange by’_.
the fraternity as a whole duringv;he experiment, and (ii)
the number (in proportion to the total membership) of
volunteers that participated. Thus, there was'an'incentivé'
for each fraternity to supp1y1v01ﬁﬁteers. 'Iﬁraddition;
there was, for each individual, ah'inceﬁtive'not only-ﬁo do
well for himself (or at léast,.ndf‘to iése'hisvown money),;
but also to do well for the sake.of earhing more poihtS'(Of

not losing them) toward the prize for the fraternity.
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B. Procedure:

All four of £he subjects were_seated‘at desksiin four
separate cubicles. The cubicles were arranged sb'£hat
during the induction stage and the instruction peripds;
eéch subject could see the eXpefimenter; but‘not the'othér
subjects. During.thevmeasurement'and the bafgaining stageS'
 however, portable opaque partitions ehébled'the'eépefimenter
to élose the'cubicles off entirely. Thus, even the experi-
menter could not be seen by the subjects. On each desk were:
a pencil; a dittoed outline of the instructions for the first
stage; two small signs, one witﬁ'"COOPERATE"'printed on both
sides, and one with "SELF" printed on both sides; and a
cardboard container for loose éhange.'

At the beginning of the session, éil sﬁbjects-were o
askéd to produce $2.50. While»this amoﬁnt was being chaﬁged
for quarters, the experimenter identified aioud eabh'partiti—
. pant by néme and fraternity. A brief'introductory_étatement
was then read instructing the éuﬁjécts to be neither completelyv
cooperative nor compietely compg%itive; It also reminded )
them that the better they did individualiy,_the better it
would be for the fraternity. |

In an effort to facilitate the transition from sta§é I
to stage II, and as well, té'maintainvthe iﬁterest‘of the
subjects, task instructions Were‘intexspersed wiﬁhﬁeither-

the tasks themselves or task-related activities. Mbreover,
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in the first two stéges, the tasks were not alWayé immedi-
ately precedediby_the related instructions;A

| The detailed procedure describéd herein will not follow
the exact chfonolOgical order of events garried out in the
experiment. Instead, each‘stage will be described‘as a unit;
as though the instructions and the related tasks’haa been
contiguous. The actual chronqlqgical’order of events will

be summgrized at the conclusion of the chapter.

STAGE I: INDUCTION:

. The purpose of this.sfage was_tofmanipulate'the-three'
factors (O's trustworthiness} inéentive.to betray, and
- number of exposures) discussed préviously»in Chaﬁter Thrée;
This was accomplished in the context of a 4fperson game'in
which each subject was confroﬁtea'with;the problem of
whefher or not to manifééf trust toward one of the other'
members of the group. All of’the'subjécts weretléd to
believe that they were interacting with each-cher; but in
fact, the responses of the "dthefé"_weré all-complétély
controlled by the experimeptef; ‘Thé géme'waé structﬁréd iﬁ;
such a way that each éubject Bercei&ed that‘he had é chcicé)
i.e., that his choice to trhstlgﬂér hot was entirely of his
own volition; but actualiy, the'éubjecfs werg-virtually
forced to trust "o" -- i.e., trﬁ;t the;expefimenter. Thus,

it was possible for the experimenter to manipulate not only
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"0's" trustworthiness, i.e., ptogramming'"g" either ta
. fulfill or betray the‘sﬁbjectsi truét, but also,the |
incentive to betray and the number of times truéf‘waS' 
either fulfilled or betrayed. |

Instructions and examples for,tﬁis stage were given
entirely by ﬁeans df én eight minuté'vidéotape'fedordipg:'
This technique was émployed in order to maintain fhe'strict
attention of the subjects, to faciliﬁate their cbmprehension
of the task, and £o make the subsequent manipulétidns'highly
credible. A dittoed outline supplementing fhese instrucfA
: tioﬁs was available at all times foﬁ éasy refer;nce.' |

N

The game, as presented to the subjects: By'méans,of a

draw, the subjects were numbered from one to four. Each one
knew only his own number, but not the numbers drawn by the ~
~other three. Each subject was required to ante 25¢ and then '

in succession according to the number drawn, each voted

either "self" or "cooperate" by pointing to one of theiSighSi'
, 6n the desk. The way in which each‘persoanoted was i |
immediately tallied on thé blackboard so fhaé'the entire
group could keep track of‘éach‘vote\as:itIWas'being'made;
Three outcomes were defined, and thé subjects wefe ¢omp1etely 
informed of each outcome and its SQcial‘impliCations: v(i) If
all vote "cooperate", then all receiﬁe 50¢;.i;e;} theif‘25¢
antes returned plus an additional 25¢. (ii) If 921Z'9E§f

_ votes "self", then all but that one individual losé th§ir
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antes. The one individual who votes "self" receives 50¢

"

(the amount he would have received if he had voted co-
operate") plus an additional 5¢ or 50¢ (depending on .
whether he is in a high or low incentive group); in

other words, he was getting either 5¢ or 50¢ more than if

he had voted "cooperate". (iii) Lastly, if’tWo‘gEimofeV
vote "self", then ali lose their 25¢ antes; in addition,
the first person to vote "self" loses another 75¢ making

his total loss $1.00.

Rationale: In the actual experiment,‘the draw for the
position numbers was riggedl so that all of the subjects
‘were assigned position 3. When the "vote" of each person
was apparehtly being tallied, the experimenter was in fact
"filling in" the votes for the non-existent numbers 1, 2,
and 4. In all groups, the votes for numbers 1 and 2 were
always "cooperate". Thus each subject (since all had the
number 3) was confronted with the decision of either voting .
"self", and inviting outcome (iii) on his own, or‘votihg '
"cooperate", and in effect being the last to allow number
1Elaborate precautions were adop£ed to ensure that subjeCtsf
would not detect the deception. These steps were Justified
by the assertion that anonymity (at least insofar as no one.
knew who had drawn the other numbers) would encourage less-
inhibited responding. For example, when the votes were
apparently being tallied, the experlmenter scanned all four
cubicles to prevent the subjects from detecting the person
upon whom he was focussing. Similar measures were adopted

when payoffs: were being made ‘or when penalties were being
collected.
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4 to determine.the outcome for himself and the rest of
the group. Almost invariably, tﬁé subjects voted to "co-
operate".l
By virtue of his position, nqmber 4 (the experimenter)
had a considerable amount of power. It was his vote which
ultimately decided if the rést of the group won or lost.
In essence, this constituted a “forced trust":situation
which reduced to the matrix*shownvin,Figure 7. The
impbrtant feature of this situation was that although
number 3 was virtually forced to trust number 4 by Véting
"cooperate", number 4 could nevérthelésé békcharacterized
as being trustworthy or  untrustworthy according tosﬁow he
chose. This was possible because_numbgf 4 had a'chéice and
could -- but did not necessarily have to -- exercise his

power to exploit the vulnetability of the others.

The manipulations: Ka) To‘induce trust, the'éXperi-
menter simply tallied number 41sv§ote as being the fourth
to "cooperate", i.e., number‘4_was trustworthy. " To induce 
suspicion, he tallied number 4's vote aa being'the only »

"self" vote, i.e., number 4 was untrustworthy; (b) The

lindividual subjects voted "self" in only. a few cases: once.

in a group in which trust was induced and four times in groups

in which suspicion was induced, always on the last trial of a
series of three or five trlals. In these cases, the experi-
menter could not and did not tally the vote for number 3 on
the board. .Instead, he explained that since number 4 had had
such an advantage, he (the experimenter) would now deprive
number 4 of the information of how number 3 had voted. The
experimenter then apparently took number 4's vote. '



Group (Numbers 1, 2, and 3)

Trusting Suspicious
Trustworthy 25¢. 25¢ -25¢ - =25¢%
Number 4 |
( 5¢
Untrustworthy 25¢+ ( -25¢ -25¢ -25¢**
(50¢
*except for the only one to vote "self" -- he receives 25¢
plus 5¢ or 50¢.
**except for the first one to vote "self" -- he loses $1.00
altogether.
FIGURE 7.

Matrix representation of the Induction game in which
number 4 chooses last. Number four's payoff is the
first entry in each cell. . The second entry is the
payoff for any one member of the group.

Z9
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manipulation of‘tﬁe incentive.factof has already been .
described. .Ih order to permit the comparisbn betﬁéen the
incentive levels and therefore to aliowifhé assumption

that the subjects perceived thé~incehtivé'levels as
intended,'the subjects‘were toid.that by means of another
draw, the "bonus" to the single individual who voted "Self"
would be one of two values, 5¢ or 50¢. Thisldraw-was'gggé‘
fide so that assignment}to the,incentive_conditidh was ..
random. (c) The number of trials (i.e., the number of
times the sﬁbjects made an ante and:voted)’cpnstituted the
number of exposures to either a trustworthy or an untrust-
, worthy other (number 4). In this experimeht,.tﬁe three
levels of the number ogﬁéxposures factor were_i, 3, and 5;
However, the subjects were never informed éf exactly th
many trials there would be, although a range'of from one

to twenty was mentioned if anyone asked.

Summary: In the c0ntext”of a four—pefson game; all:
subjects were confronted with the choice.of trusfing 9 or
not; trusting entailed risking-bne'éiowh.money;  Thebgaﬁef-
was structured so that each §ﬁbject.was_vittﬁally'forced to
make the trusting choice. IE'Was'therefore'péSSible'tof'
manipulate not only O's trustworthiness (Factor A), but -
also the incentive for O to be untruétworthy (Factor B), .

and the number of times O was“trustworthyVOr untrustworthy
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(Factor C); In the trust conditions (in which O was trust-
worthy) the sﬁbjects allrwoﬁ money; but in thefsﬁspiéion
conditions (in which O was: untrustworthy), the subjects‘
all lost their own money. As soon as the manipulations
were complete, the experimentér proceededvdirectly to the'
stage II tasks. These are described in the'followiﬁg

section.

STAGE IT: MEASUREMENT:

In this stage, two measurements were'takén of the
effecté of the stage I manipulatiqns. VThe'fiﬁét was simply
a response on the one-trial, sequéntial—choice PDvaatriX
shown in Figure 8. The second was é.measure'of subjective

J

+$0.50 +30.50 l -$1.00 +$1.00

+$1.00 -$1.00 o 0

FIGURE 8. PDG matrix used to measure trust and
suspicion in a one-trial, sequential-
play game. ‘

probability -- the extent to which a subject felt certain
that 0 would be trustworthy or unffustworthy,;given that

he (the subject) had already extended his trust to 0.

Preliminary instructions and the PDG taskferaftitiohs'
were set up to permit the experimenter'tb pass and collect‘

response sheets at ease without reVealing any of the'decep—~
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tions that were employed. PDG reSpdnée'sheets~designed to
facilitate comprehensionfwéré'then distributed,‘oné to each
subject. An example of one of these sheets is included in
Appendix A. ‘

Each group was informed that if would be érbitrarily
divided into pairs}_ While the subjects were led to belieVe"
that there was no special reason for the particular'pairings;_
it was ihtentionally arranged thatdsubject number 1 would
definitely be paired with nﬁmber 2 and ﬁumber 3 would
definitély'bé paired with number’4.v (It should be enipha--
sized that this was announced:before'thé subjects had_even
drawn their numbers.) Thevaéré fhen_told.that within each
pair, one would be designated "Red" and the other "Green",
and that these designations'would.be determined by cutting,
a deck of cards.

Red's task was simply to choose first by draW1ng a
horlzontal llne across elther the top or the bottom row of
the matrlx. The sheet was éhen»to be delivered to Green,
who would therefore know what Red had already'éhosen;»d
Green's task was simply to dfaw a_&ertical line down eithet
the left- or the right-hand column of the matrix to inter-
sect withrRed's line. |

Payoffs were to be deterﬁihed'by the intersection of
the lines drawn by Red and Green. Red's payoffs were

printed in red and Green's payoffs were printed in green to
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facilitate comprehension. Each of the outcomes was ca£e4
.fully‘explained and as well; the dilemma,.espeCiallyvfor
Red, was fully Verbalized.r.The subjects were informed that
there would be only one trial, and they were also reminded
that the payoff entries in_ﬁhe matrix represented real sums
of moneyvthet would be won or lost. No indicationvwaS’
giveh that there would be another task, i.e., the'measure

of subjective probability.

Rationale: Once again, the‘draw wes "fixed", this -
time so that each subject was designated Red.. In effeCt;
each'subject wee led to believe that: (a) he had drawn
the number 3 (stage I); (b) he was éaired with number 4
(who was previously trustwofthy or untrustwerthy, etc;)é'
(c) he was now designated Red and therefore had to choose
first in the one-trial sequentlal ch01ce PDG.V‘ As in the
first stage, subjects were in this stage confronted with

the choice of trusting O or not. This time, however, each

1As was mentioned previously (see Footnote 1, ‘page 60), a
number of precautions were taken to enhance credibility. 1In

. addition to the precautlonc outlined before, the experlmenter
directed specific instructions to 'Green' even though none of
the subjects had in fact been de51gnated as Green; further- =
more, the cards used in the draws were always shuffled
thoroughly while the subjects observed, and the subjects were
even allowed either to cut or to draw.the cards when the
numbers and colors were being de51gnated At the concluslpn
of the experiment, the success of these efforts was assessed
in an informal manner. In the debriefing period, the
experimenter told the subjects that others had found the
manipulations to be unconvincing and obviously contrived.

The intention was, of course, to encourage the subjects to :
verbalize any of their suspicions about the experiment. Only
two subjects did so, and therefore none of the data from either
of their groups was included in any part of this report.
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subject knew that there wonld be oniy one trial.v On the
other\hand, eech subject”wes now.truly free'to choose;
furthermore, he was able to base his choice upon previous
experience. Thus, the use of the eubjects' reSponSes“on
the PDG as one of the measures of trust and snspicion was -

justified.

Subjective probability: instructions and the task:

In this part of stage II, it was necessary for the experie
menter to distribute the subjective probability response
sheets and to administer the‘appropriate instructions, all
while meintaining the_subjects'_impression thet they were
still interacting with each otherL ‘After collecting the'?
PDG response sheets, - the experimenter announced that the
subjecte who were designated Red would receive yet another
type of response sheet. These were distributed presumably
as the two PDG response sheets.were being delivered from
the two Red subjects to the two Green subjects. »Acbrief
pause was allowed ostensibly to give the two Green eubjectS'
time to make their responseo} Adtually,‘the pause'waS'giVen
to permit the subjects to read the instructione on tbe'new~
forms. Then, the experimenter proceeded to explain the.
subjective probability reeponse-task.» |

Because the subjective probability response sheets were

largely self-explanatory, few instructions were required.
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An example of the response sheet is presented in Figure 9.
Subjects_désignated Red,-i.e;, all of the'subjeCts, were
asked to suppose that they did éhoose the top row regard-
less of what they actually chose. -That is, subjects were
to suppose they had trusted the other person, Their taskb
was to indicate the extent to‘thch théy‘felt_éertain thaf
the other person (number 4) would be trusﬁworthy or'untrﬁst—
worthy_éiven that they had already extehded their trust to
hiﬁ. Operationally, subjective probability, i.e., certainty
or uncertainty, was the extent to which a subject's'
response  (a mark on the scale'illuStfated in Figure é)
deviated from the mid-point of the scalei; Complete certainty
was indicated by a response at either of the extreme ends’
whereas maximum uncertainty'Was indicated by a response at
the;mid—point of the-scale. | |

As soon as all of the subjecté had made their reSponseg;_
the experimenter cbllected the sﬁeéts. The'parfitions were
then removed for a short coffee bréak. Queries regarding
the outcomes of stage”II were not, of éourse] answered at

this time.

Summary: During stage I; thrge Variables hypotheSiZed'
as being relevant to the developmeht of trust and suspicion
were sYstematically varied.  In‘stége II,;the effects of
these manipulations ﬁpoﬁ two)measures‘Of_trust and suépicion 

were determined. The first measure was the response made by



69

Figure 9. Response scale used to measure aubjectlve trust
and suspicion. , o



. SP_FORM for RED .

(1) Regardless of what you actually chose on fhe_PD'FoEmfjusf préviously, suppose fhéf you chose the Qgéf row;T| e.,

left . ~ _right

SUPpOSE YOU ChOSE — ey UPPEF +.$0.50 + $0.50 | - $1.00° + $1.00

lower . | +$1.00 - $1.00 | 0

(ii) Which column do you Th;nk the ofher person would choose I “you chose fhe upoer row, and how cerfain are you Thaf ‘he’ would make
- such a choice? -

(ANSWER BY MAKING uVLY ONE MARK ANYWHERE ON EITHER THE LEFT OR THE RIGHT HALF OF THE LINE BELOW TO THE EXTENT THAT YOU FEEL HE
WOULD MAKE SUCH A CHOICE:) , .

1008 S o0 T 3 o 10
— | — — — — |
| am abs>lutely o - S I.am uncertain - - . I R | am ébSOTUTéTyA
certain that he : _ ‘ ' as.to what. he - o v _ S : certain *hat he
would choose the e B would choose. . : '
column 00 The left. ) ‘ o ' - :

would 'choos:? the
column on the right.
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a subject on a one—trial dichetomousfchoice PDG. in which
the subject chose first.\ The second measure was a measure
of subjective probability -- the extent to which a}subjeetA
felt certain that O would;be trustworthy or untrustworthy
given that he (the subject) had already made a decision to

trust O.

STAGE III: BARGAINING AND NEGOTIATIONS:

Because all of the subjects thought that they were
Stlll palred with number 4 in this part of the experi-
ment, it was plausible that the effects,of trust and
suspicion upon a bargaining and negotiations task could
be determined in this stage;. There_wae, however, no
further deception by the experiﬁenter, and all bargaining.
was completely bona fide. Some of thenprincipal features
- of the experimental task aaoptedifor this_stage will be
outlined first. Subsequently;‘the precedural details will
be explained more fully. J

h Subjects were arbitrarily paired tor the baréaining.
task and given only their own scales (i.e., their_ewn side'
of the payoff schedule). The payoff schedule for the'
bargaining problem employed is presented in Flgure 10
It was emphasized to the subjects that the payoffs indicated
on the scales represented real. amounts of money that they

would receive (or have deducted) at the conclu51on of the

session. ‘Bargaining was conducted byvmeans ofvwrltten



Figure 10. Payoff schedules received by the'subjécts.
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communications only. Although printed standard messages

. were supplied; there wasNin_effeét~novrestri¢tion upon
either the guantity or the‘contehﬁ of the communication;--
Partitions prevented the subjects from seeing the person
to whom the messages were being deiivered. Time'was a
factor inasmuch as time bonuses. or penalties wére'added to
or subtracted from the final payoff. There was, hOweVer;
no specified timeAlimit given to the subjects although

bargaining was discontinued after thirty‘mihutes,

Initial instructions and thé‘paYoff'ScHédulé:' To

facilitate ﬁnderstanding'of the task, two handduts were
distributed. One was a detailed outline of the'prqceaure'u
and the rules of the bargaining task (see Appendix B) .

The other was an example sheet with payoff schedﬁles for
two different bargaiﬁihg-probiems (see Appendix C).

In order to gi?e the bargaining task a mOfe'familiar
frame of reference, a used car buyer;dealer analogy was -
employed. By this means, it was possible'to iilustrate
effectively the way ih which.payoff schedules wbuld,be‘ﬁsed:
to represent such aspects of bargaining situations aS the'
conflicting ordering of the preferences held_by:eéch side -
or the attempts by bargainers‘to,aiscovervand‘to_modify
each other's utilities or pfeferences. |

In the payoff schedule actually used (See'Figure:lo)

one side's scale ranged from - 7¢ to $3.36 overwtwenty—fourA



73

alternatives and increaséd by.multiples of 16, whereas the
other side's écale rangea from - 4¢ to 87¢ and increased
by multiplés of 4.l |

Except for the lowest payoff, no information was given
about the other side's scale Eeyond"the fgétifhét his "(the
other side's) payoffs were ordered in the oppOSite direction.
The lowest payoff was given in ordef to provide some standard
for the initial offer. 1In the abéeﬁce of such a standard,

the most extreme initial offer would have been somewhat

justified.

CommunicatiOn: Written messages constituted the only
medium of communication between the subjééts. Copieé of all
the differenf typés of note forms used can be found in
Appendix b. Different éolors maéé the distinction between
the various types easier. There were two types bf inter-
subject messages: first, there were "staﬁdard" messages
which were neither binding nor necessarily truthful. -

- Standard messages consisted of six item§,>any oné of which'
could be easily completéd by thé suﬁject:trThe nature of
these items ranged from purely informational sorts of

communications, e.g., "What do you get at - = 2", to

lRegularitieS'in the increments were disguised by adding
or subtracting 1 to or from each side's payoffs at some
of the alternatives. This was done in order to reduce
prominence of a solution based upon early detection of the

principle upon which the scales were constructed.
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communications in wihich one bafgainer could threaten the
other. A seventh compleiely open item was slso possible'
in which the subject could write‘any'message he»Wanted;
There was therefore virtually no restriction upon the
content of the messages. However, for the'purposes of
analysis, four content oategories were distinguished:

(1) messages geared strictly toward-the.exchange of infor-
mation; (2) messages geared obviously toward the function
of.modification, including, for examplé, threats( oltimatumsL
and.strikes; (3) messages which, in conveying faise.infor—
mation were 1ess obviously geared fohard modification; and
(4) messages which were pfimarily_concerned with time "and
payoff bonuses.. »The-subjects were told that thé standsrd
messages were more or less a substitute for vocal communi-
cation and could not be used tOffinsiizeicontracts..

On fhe other hand, the sécond:tyée'of form -- the
"decision"_message - was_binding, bot not necessarily'i
truthful. Decision messages wsre used primarily'in order
to arrive at final contracts or to mske définife_unilatéral'
commitments. Thus, while thréatsﬂcould be made snd offers
could be tentatively proposed on tﬁe Standafd messages;-
final actions were actually executed only'on the deoision
messages. The decision messages could also be oategofized
according to one of the four classifications previoosly

outlined.
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There was no restriction upon the number or the tvpe
- of messages sént or upon‘the duration 6f the interval
'beﬁﬁeen méssagés. (At timés,.however, there was either
some unintentional delay in delivery because of a sudden
influx, or an intentional delay to prevent the subjects
from knowing to whom a message was being delivered.’

It was mandatory that each message, whether standard_
or decision, be accompanied by é "statement". Statements
were.éeparate printed forms on which subjects wére:sﬁpposed
to have truthfully indicated their minimum and their
" maximum dispositions. These forms were, of céurse,,alwaYS'
retained by the experimentér, and the‘subjeéts weré assured
that iﬁformation ffom the statements would ﬁever be divu1§ed
to their partners. Without a corresponding sfatemént, no
message was delivered. Statemehfs provided the means by'
which the veracity of some of the messages (espedially the
informational ones) could be determined in the analysis.

In addition, measures of such intervals as the actual
initial bargaining range and one's 6wnvbargainingirange3': 

were obtained from the statements.

Time and strikes: A system of time bonuses and penalties -

was instituted to place, in effect, a kind of .a time limit
upon the duration of bargaining; A detailed description'of
this system is included in Appendix B. The principal

intention of this arrangement was to make time a salient
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consideration during bargéiniﬁg, as often occurs in}real—'
life situafioﬁs in which/ultimatumS'are‘given and "end-
gaming" is practiced. Furthermore, it provided a basis

for instituting the tactic of‘refuéal_to bargain, cdmparable
to a strike or a lock-out.: E's refusal fo bargain withfg
was tantamount to going on strike against O. ‘Whilebboth
sides were losing time, O, the party "stﬁuck", lost.at

twice the rate that P was lésing during the specified period.
" The reasoning involved in using this tactic:is somewhat
similar to that‘in a real strike: ﬁIf'S’hurting me,.but

it's costing you more than it's costing me."

Cheéking:. Checking was.a way_by.Which avbargainer
could determine precisely the_bthervperson's péyoff ét any
given altérnatiVe. In order to éheék, a bargainer had only
to submit a "check slip" ﬁolthe-experimeﬁéer.' This slip
indicated<the alternative that the bargainer wantedichéCked
and was returned with the requested;infofmatioﬁ by the
experimenter as soon as possible; Althéﬁgh thére was no
limit to the number of times one’could_qheck; é charge of
5% of one's maximum pcssible‘payoff was levied‘for'each
check. This»amountéd to aboﬁf 17—1/2¢ for the_péféon with
the higher scalé, and about 3¥1/2§¥for'thé person with‘the
lower scale. Using such highly disparate scales for the
bargaining problem probably'made the bargaining situation
more inheréntly conflictful. But és well, bargaining mightJ

consequently have become less meaningful because of the
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increased tendency either to lie to the other person or
to disbelieve him,

Thus, some means of Verifying’g's communications had
to be introduced. Not only could such a checking device
exert a stabilizing influence (so,that at least, bargain-
ing would not necessarily degeherate into a 1ying contest),

but also it provided an additional index of suspicion.

3

Semantic Differential: At the conclusion of bargain-

ing (i.e., when both dyads were finished bargaining),
sﬁbjects were asked to evaluate the person with whom they

. had been bargaining. Evaluatioﬁs were made on a seven item
Semantic Differential, (A copy of the response sheet is
included as Appendix E.) . Séorés from 1 to 7 could be'.
obtained on each item, with a hiéher score[indicatihg a
mofé positive evaluation. The tqtalVSCOreLon each evaluation
éould‘therefore range from 7 (completely négative) through.
28 (completely neutral) to 49:(completély'pOSitive).
Essenfially, the Semantic Differential provided'é'global
indication of the effect of the experimeﬁt as a whole.. It
was influenéed not only by the sfage‘I mahipﬁlations,‘but
also the events and the butcémés of baréaining and negotia-

tions.

Summary outline of stage iII”prOCedUre: Upon comple-

tion of the instructions, the scales for the'bargainingv
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problem were distributed. ?helsubjec£s were then reminded
- that they weré still paired, number 1 with number 2 and
number‘B'Qith number 4. After a brief pause in which the
subjects were given time to,study‘their scales, all subjects -
were required to éubmit a standard message (neither‘biﬁd—
ing nor necessarily truthful) éuggesting an'alternative'at
which they would éettle. These’messages, defined_aS’the‘
initial offers, were delivered éimultaneously. Erbm then
on, the only restriction imposed upon the messages

‘occurred where reference was made to the numbervorlcolor
-which one or the other of the bargainers had dfawn; e:g;;j
"You were number 4 last time . . .". Meésagés that
jeopardized the(ekpérimenfal deception were never deliveréd;
Agreement was reached when one side ﬁade a binding offer

on a decision message, and the other side accepted, also
on‘a binding decision messagé. _Finélly, with the bargain-
ing finished, the subjects'were-asked to évaluate’the

person with whom they had beenbbargaining on seven bipblér"

'scales from the semantic differential.

CHAPTER SUMMARY:

A three-stage experiment was conducted in»Oraer to test
the hypothesés advanced in Chaptefs Three and fourﬁ'vData
were obtained during two hour sessioﬁg.in which-subjedts
participated in groups of.four."Each‘spssidn involvedb

basically the same three-stage procedure. In the first
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stage, the following factors were manipulated in the
context of a four-person game: (a) O's trustworthineSs;
(b) incentive for O to betray, (c) number of expcsures to
either a trustworthy or an unttustworthy'g. In the'second
stage, the effects of the stage I'manipuletions upon two -
measures of trust and suspicicn were determined. These
measures were (i) choice behavicr in é one—trial;
sequential choice PDG in which the subjects chose first;
(ii) the subjective probebility-that'g.would be trust-
worthy or untrustworthy, given that-trust hed already been
extended to O. Findlly, in the third stage,'the effeCts'
of trust and suspicion (resulting frcm tne_stage'I manipu-
lations) upon a_bafgaining and negotiations task Qere |
determined. | |
| To facilitate transition between the stages and to

maintain the interest of the subjects, task instructionS'
were intetspersed with the tasks themselves and other
task-related activities.'uThe exact chronoiogical order
of events as they occurred in the ekéeriment,was-as follows:

(1) instructions for stage I on videotape;

(2) PDG instructions for. stage II, .

(3) draw for numbers, :

(4) stage I task,

(5) draw for colors,

(6) stage II task: PDG,
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(7) instructions for sgbjective'probability task

6f stage II, |

(8) stage II tésk: subjective probabilify,

(9) coffee break,

(10) instructions for étage'III,

(11) stage III task:  bafgaining and negotiétions;,and

-(12) evaluation of O on semantic differential.

At>the conclusion of the experiment, a completé‘eﬁplana—
tibn of the experiment itself and“of tﬁe'deceptions employed
was revealed to the subjects. A strong plea was made by the 
experimenter asking'the subjects not to'divulge informatioﬁ
about the experiment to any of their acquaintances. Informal
gueries as long asﬂtwo months after the experiment héd been
completed indicated that thé plea was highly successful and
that the integrity of the experimental manipulations‘was in

fact never endangered.
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CHAPTER SIX: RESULTS

In all of the analyses,,unless'otherwise noted;,the'
same basic statistical procedﬁres will be adopted. ‘Thére4.
foré, to expedite'presentation, a number of conventions |
will be observed. First, the térms."analysis of_variénce".
(ANOVA) will be used instead of a moré'cqmplete'dQSCription_
of the baéic analysis actually empléyed. In most 5f the |
cases, this will consist of a completely~cro$éed 2 x 2 % 3
ANOVA (fixed,éffects nodel) . Secondly, thé'usual tébieSf
summarizing these ANOVAs will not be‘prQSQﬁted in'the'tekt'
of this chapter, but will insteéd be included in Appéndix F;
Thirdly, a number of Statistical'méasures'to remove thrané—
ous sources of Variation.will be described. Howevér;
repeated’referenée to these steps will notvbe made, eVQn
though the variation due to.these.soﬁrce; Will be auto-
matically removed in as many of»the.analyses as possibié;
Finally, in many insfances, cémparisons between the control
grou@ and one or more:of.the cells from the factbrial design
will be made according to a method‘suggestéd by>Winer (1962;
p. 264). These comparisons'will-usually be made where a
significant difference or interaétion is obfained. However,
an explanation of the procedures involved will not be
presented each time a comparison is made. In the'anaiysis
of the data relevant to the dévelopment of trust and

suspicion (i.e.; the data obtained during the measurement
E \ S)
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stage), all of the control vs. treatment group comparisoné
will involve one-tailed tests of significance. 1In the
“analysis of the bargaining data,_howéver, the'éohtrol vs.
treatment group compariéons will involve two-tailed tests
since direcfional hypotheses have nbt been made with

respect to the control group.

A. The Development of Trust and Suspicidnias‘a FunCtion‘of

Previous Experience:

Although analyses were conducted on bo£h the subjective
probability and the PDG respénse measures of tfust ana
suspicion, the principal testé of the hfpotheses were made
on ‘the basis of the anaiyses of the subjective probability
measure; these were supplementéd by the analyseé of tﬁe'PDG
response measure. The selection of the sﬁbjective probability
measure for major emphasis was governed by two reasohs:
first, the subjective staté, which}has'direct éonsequéhceS‘
for the manifest behayior,‘is more sensitive to vériations-
in the independent variables; secondly,'the subjectiVe
probability measure is émenablevto more powerful parametric»
analyses whereas the PDG respoﬁse'measure is not. AccOrdingiy;
in the ensuing presentation 6f the resﬁlts, references_to
the hypotheses and the relation of the results to the
hypotheses will pertain primarily £0'thé subjedtive‘prob—

ability measure.

~
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To reiterate, the three factors manipulated in the'
first stage were: (A) O's trustworthiness, (B) previods
incentive for O to betray, and (C) number of éxpcsures.
It was hypothesized that:

1. P is more likely to trust O where O was

previously trustworthy.. On the other
‘hand, P will not trust O, i.e. will be
suspicious of 0, where O was previously

untrustworthy.

2. Suspicion is more easily established than
trust.

3. The development of trust is influenced by
the magnitude of the incentive (to betray)
under which 0 was nevertheless trust- -
worthy. Also, the development of suspi-
cion is influenced by the magnitude of
incentive under which O was untrust-
worthy.
According to the first hypothesis, a main effect dif-
ference would be predicted for Factor A such that a trust-

worthy O would engender subjective trust whereas an untrust-

°

worthy O would engender subjectiVe suspicion. Subijects
indicated the extent of their sdbjective.trust or sﬁspicioﬁ
by making a mark across a 30’cm. line that waélverbally
-anchored at the mid~point_and at'both,of the'extreméé. .(Sée
Figure 9, p. 69). Sﬁbjecgive trﬁst and suspiCidn were
defined in terms of measuredAdefiationg (in centimeférs).

from the mid-point of the iine. _For the purpbses of'anaiysis;
the mid-point, representihg complete'uncertaihﬁy, had a

value cf zero. Deviations in the direction of extreme trust
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were recorded as positive values while deviations in the
. direction of extreme suspicion were recorded agwnegative'
values. Thus, the subjective probability scale fanged
from complete trust (+15.0 cm.) through complete uncer-
tainty (0 cm.) to complete suspicion (- 15.0 cm.).

Hypothesis Two requires a Comparison between the':
control group and each of the six cells constituting the
interaction between Q'o'trustworthiness and the number of
exposures.. Here, trust is defined as being established
when the difference between the cohtrol group and a
. particular trust group (at one of.the three levels of
exposure) is significant, and the mean of £he subjective
probability measure for the trust Q£oup‘is a positive"
numberi Analogously, suspicion is defined és being
established when the difference between the contfol group
and a particular suspicion éfoup ié.significaht and fhe mean
of the subjective probability measure.fof‘fhe suspicion
group is negative. On the baois of the second hYpothesis,
therefore, it is predicted that compared to the establish-
ment of trust, suspioion will be éstablisﬁed'at.a.smalier
~level of C (number of exposurés). That is, the eétablishJ
ment of suSpicion will iequiro‘fewer éxoosufes than will
the establishment of trust. |

According to the third-hypothesis,-trust and suspioion'-

will be influenced by the magqitude'of the incentive under
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which O was previdusly trustworthy or untrustworthy.
However, a directional prediction will not be advanéed.

On the basis of previous findingé, e.g., those of Komorita
and Mechling (1967), it could be predicted that the greater
the incentive when O was uﬁtrustworthy; the greater fhe'
éuspicion. However, a more intuitively satisfying predic-
tion (as proposed earlier) is that g will be more suspicious
where O was previously untrustworthy and thefincen£iVe'to
betray was low. Furthermore, P will be more likely to’frust
O where 0 was previously trustworthy even though'the'
incentiye to betray was high; however, B will be much less
certain about trusting é wheré 0 was trustworthy, but the
incentive to betray was lo&. “

Because the measures may have beeh affected in some
unique way from session to session, ng;jvthé partiéular
circumstances under which'a-group was run or-the'particular
composition of a certain group, the variation due to
"sessions" was removed from the«treatment variation.

With regard to 0O's trustworthinessi(Facth A), the
mean of the group that was exposed to tﬁe trﬁStwortﬁy g
was (on the subjective probabilitylmeasﬁre'of truét'ahd
suspicion) 6.13, whereas the mean of tﬁé group expdSed to¢.
the unt;ustworthy O was -9.43. These means were found to
be significantly different from each ofher in'thé ANOVA

(p <.0001); furthermore, in the individual comparisons of
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the control group with the treatment.groups,\the control

group mean of 0.16 was significantly different from the

\\/

means of both the trust group (p {.Oi) and théfsusﬁicion
‘'group (p <.0001). |

Similar results were obtained in the analysis of the
PDG response measure. In the trust group, 40 out of 48
subjects manifested trust toWard o whilé bnly'13fout‘of 48
subjects in the suspicion groupvmanifested trust in the
PDG. In the_control group, 10 out of 16 subjects manifested
trust toward O in the PDG. Tests of the differences'
between these proportions indicafed that the trust group
was significantly different»frbm_the suspiciQn group (z =
9.5, § <.0001) and that the cqntrol group was significantly
different from both the trust grbup (z =.2.7, p <.01) and
the suSpicioh group (z = 6.8, p <.0001).

In Table 3, the column tbtals‘fepresent the degrées
of subjective trust and suspicion elicited by the higﬂ'and
the low levels of incentive to.befray (Factor B). The dif-
ference between these means approachéd-significance (p #506)v
suggesting that there was a tendency for the high incentive '
- to engender greater trust than7the'1bw ihcentivé; HoWéVer,/
an ‘examination of the fduf A x ﬁ means (O's trustwérthineSS'
by incentive to betray) in Tablé:3 indicéted that'thi§ tend—5"
ency was atfributable_primari;y to.the'groups,where 0 was

trustworthy; That is, subjedts displayed subjective trust“
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g

Table 3. Degrees of trust, suspicion, or uncertainty
generated under various conditions of
previous experience.

Incentive
A High Low
Trustworthy O 8.0 , 4.3'
Untrustworthy O -8.4 -10.4
Column Totals -0.4 - 6.1

(In the above table, +15 represents complete
certainty that O will be trustworthy; whereas :.
-15 represents complete certainty that O will
be untrustworthy; 0 (zero) represents complete
uncertainty.) s o
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where O had previously been trustworthy even though there
had been a high inéentive for O to betrayf however, they
were less certain, though still‘somewhat trusting, where
O had been previouslyitrustworthy, but the'incentive to
betray had been low. On:the cher hand, it was ihteresting
that incentive had little effedt ﬁpon the degree of
suspicion that was Qenerated through_betrajal by O.

The interaction between g'sAtrustworthiness and the
number of exposures (A x C) was alsb significant (p <.02).
However, in relation to hYpothééis Two, the importance of
the means of the A x C interaction 1aj in the comparisons
of the means with the. control group. In Figure ii, the
treatment means that/wére significantiy different from the
control grdup are represented by asterisks,>with the nﬁﬁber
of asterisks indicating the significance of the:differeﬁce;
It is evident-that suspicion"ﬁés Qstablishéd with only one
exposure to betrayal whereas trust was not éstablishedi. |
until the subjects had expérienéed five exbosuréslto the
trustworthy 0.

Evidence from the PDG.responsefmeaéuré pertaining to
the establishment of trust and Suspicipn was not as clear-
cut as from the subjecti#e probability measure. .Table 4
presents the frequencies of the éubjects who chose to trust
O in the PDG. It is evident thar neither trust nor

. suspicion was established until the five expOsure"level of C
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Subjective trust and suspicion as a function of
the number of exposures to a trustworthy or an
untrustworthy O.



90

Table 4. Freguencies of subjects who chose
to trust O in the PDG. '

Number of Exposures

control 1 : 3 , 5
Trustworthy O 13 12 15
10 :
Untrustworthy O 6 6 l
(number of exposures). At the one exposure level of C,

the difference in frequencies’between the chtrol group
and the trust gfoups was 3, whereas the differénce between
the control group and the suspicion group was only 4;
moreover, at the three exposure level of C, neither manifest
trust nor manifest suspicionidevéloped any furtherfl
In addition to the foregoing ahalyseé, two other aspects

of the data were examined, First,_whether'or not there'was‘
a relationship between (a) the dichotomoﬁs choice PDG 
neasure, and (b) the continuousvmeasure of subjectiveab'
trust or suspicion, was determined by means of a'pbint—
biserial correlation.. Including. the control graup,.the‘rpb
for the entire sample of 112 subjects was .88 (p <.001),
indicating that the two measures were highly related.‘fThat'

, subjects who trusted O in the PﬁG'aiso tended to
lBecause the dependent_measuré wés dichotomous, it was diffi-
cult to apply an appropriate statistical technique that

would permit inferences about the establlohment of manifest -
trust and suspicion. :
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indicate subjective tiust, whereas, subjects who did not
trust O in the PDG indicated subjéctive suspicion. -
Related to.this finding was a second aspecfiqf the
data. This concerned the question of the nature of thé 
relationship between the two measuréé.' Figure'12 depicts
two frequency distributions over the range of the subjective
trust and suspicion scale:. one distribution for the 63
(out of 112) subjects who trusted O in the PDG and one for
the other 49 subjects who did not manifest this trust.
toward 0. It is evident from Figure 12 that these two
distributions are quite difféfent_from each'otherwin a
number of respects. |
For purposes of cémparison, the distributions Were'
considered in terms of certainty and uncertaintf, i.e., in
terms of absblute'deviations from the mid-point of the scale;
This.can perhaps be beﬁter conceptualized by imagining that;f
the scalevrepresented in Figure_lz is folded ovér‘at its
mid-point, yielding the distributionsl showh.in Figure 13.
.To test the difference between the fwo distfibutidns

A

with respect to central tendency, the Mann-Whitney U

1Six_subjects manifested trust in O even though.-they felt
that he was to some extent untrustworthy. However, their
scores were not actually. folded over. Instead, their
scores were classified in the "completely uncertain”
category since we were interested in the group of subjects .
who either (i) chose to trust O even in the face of un-
certainty about O's trustworthiness, cr (ii) chose to trust
O even though they expected O to be untrustworthy.
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Figure 12. Frequency distributions of subjects who trusted or did not trust O.
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statistic waslcalcﬁlated., The resulting z value of 5.14
was highly significant (p:<.0001). Inséectiéh of the |
distributions indicates that most of the subjects who aid
not trust O in the PDG were qﬁite certain that-he“(g)
would be untrustworthy. However, subjects whO'gig trust
O in the PDG often did so in the face of unéertainty,
‘about O's trustworthiness. In fact, in the 6 cases
mentioned previously»(éee Footnote 1, page 91), the '

subjects trusted O even though they were to some extent

certain that O would be untruétworthz,b These findings
séem to indiéate that for fhis gfoup of subjects at 1east;
£hefe is an approximate point (somewhere in the region
between -6 to -11.9 on’the’subjéctive probability scale)
at which subjective suspiéionvis likely to become manifeét
. as an act of suspicion (see Figure 12). However, such a
point does not seem to be'as éasily idenfifiable for ﬁhOSe
who chosevto trust O in the PDG since there does not seem
to be any simple and regular relatiohship bétween the
frequency of subjects who did'tfust’g‘in the:PDG aﬁd
subjective trust as it increases toward céftaiﬁ£y that 9 

will be trustworthy.

B. Effects of Trust and Suspicion Upon-the Outcomes of

Bargaining and Negotiations:

Nature of the final settlement: ”equality vs equity:.

For the purposes of analysis, numbers (1 to 24) were assigned
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to the ordered set of possible outcomes. Equity, where

each received proportionally the same relative to the
maximum payoff possible on his own scale, was located at

12. Equality, where the payoffs were absolutely equal,

was located at 18. 1In the eight cases in which the
bargainers failed fovreach'an agreement before the 30 ﬁihute'
- deadline, the mid-point of the interval between the'miniﬁum
dispositions of the bargainers‘at the 30 minute,mark was
takén to be the so}ution. In the ANOVA of'fhe numbers
_(corresponding to the solutions) from the 48 bargaining
dyads, only the interaction beétween g's_truétworthiqus
‘and number of exposures (A x C) was Signifiéanﬁ (p 4.04).

However, as is evident from Table 5, the nature of this

Table 5. Nature of the final settlement as a function
of 0's trustworthiness and the number of
exposures.

Number of Exposures

control 1 -3 : -
| 17.00 15.00 14.25 |Trustworthy O -
16.25 — L -
15.00 15.38 17.00 Untrustworthy O

(equity = 12.00; equality = 18.00)

interaction was extremely complex. With'only.one exposure
to the trustworthy O, settlements were made close to

equality. With the increased number of exposures to the
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trustworthy O (i.e., with increasing trust), the settle-
-ments became more equitable. On the other hénd; thé
suéﬁicion'group at the level of one exposure to the untrust-
~worthy O made_settlementsvthat.tended toward equity; and
with increased exposures'tb the'untruStworthY'gl(i.e;, with
increasing suspicion), the solutions approached equality.
The complexity of this interaction-wasvéveﬁ more pro-
nounced when the cohtrél group was taken into conéideration:
While the mean of the control group (which fell bétweén'the'
two cy means) was not itself significantly different from
E any of the six A x C means, the control grdup "efféét“
appeared to be similar to the effects of boﬁh one exéosure
to a tfustworthy o] andafive exposures to an Untrustworthf
0. (In addition, three expésures to a trustworthy Q |
appeared to'have the same efféct as oné»exposﬁre to an

untrustworthy 0.) It was therefore extremelyAdifficult

to offer an interpretation of these particular results.

Time to solution: Times ranged from 4 minUtes to
30 minutes, the latter being the.time aséigned when the
subjects failed to reach agreement. Of the eight dyads -
that did not reach a settlement, six were in the suspicion
condition, one was in the trust conditidh, and one'Was in
the control group. This was reflected in the ANOVA. Here,

as hypothesized, the suspicion group, with a mean time of
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19.5 minuies, requiréd significantly more time to arrive
at a sdlution than did the trust group, which had a mean
time of 14.3 minutes (p <.03). Because the inclusion of
the control group databincreased-the error variance, the
mean of the control group, 20.1 minutes, did not differ
significantly from either the trust or tha suspicion

group mean.

C. Effects of Trust and Suspicion Uponithe'Processibf

Bargaining and Negotiations:

Extremity of the initial offer: Two types of exfremity

were analyzed. Absolute extremity was taken to be the

number of alternatives\betweén the alterhativeAprOpbsed in
the initial offer and the most extreme aiternative'at the
"low" end of one's own payoff scale, i.e., where one's:
lowest payoff was located.

One possible source of variability in the initial
offers was in the scales themselves, e;g.,-thelrange or
the magnitude of the payoffs comprising the scales.l,.Thus,,
the variation due to scalesiwas removed:in addition'tq
removing the variation due' to sessions. ‘Because the "initial
offers wére made simultaneousiy and independently, it was
lIn the bargaining problem'emploYea, one side:feceiVed a
scale of payoffs that ranged from -7¢ to $3.36 while the

other side received a scale that ranged only from -4¢ to
87¢. . : '
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possible to analyze the extreﬁity scdres for ali of the
96 Subjects in the ANOVA. The mean of the absolute
extremity scores. of the initial offers from the trust
group, 16.5, was found to be significantly different from
the suspicion group mean of 18.4 (p_<301). (Mofe'extreme
offers haa higher scores.) The control.group mean (17.6)-
was not significantly different froﬁ eithér the trust or
the suspicion group meén. |

It was possible that a subject's offer would not
necessarily be absolutely extreme,”but'extreme'relatiVe'to
his own actual initial range, i.e., the range betweenbhiS'
initial minimum and his ihitial maximum diSpositidhs. In
such a case, an offer ét the'alternative whefe.oné hoped
to get the most (maximum dispositidn) would constiﬁuté'an

extreme offer. Therefore, relatiVe'extfemity was defihed

~as the number of alternatives between the initial offer
and the mid-point of a subject'sraCtual_initial range. As
in the~prévious anaiysis, it was found thét the mean of

the trust'group, 3.6, was significantly differeht from £he"
suspicion group mean of 5.2 (p <t03). 'The\contrél_gréup"
gfoup mean of 3.8 was not, hbWeverh‘significantly different
from_eithef the trust or the'suspiéion group-meén.: Con-
ceivably, the difference betwéen-the truéfvand'the
suséicion group might have been attributable méreiy to

existing differences between the mid-points of the actual
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initial ranges of the subjects. Howevery an ANOVA of the

-mid-points eliminated this as a possible eXplanatiOn.

Actual initial range: ThlS was defined as the number .

of alternatives between the actual minimum disposition and
the actual maximum disposition. These dispositions were |
indicated on the statement that accompanied the initial
offer. 1In the AﬁOVA of the range scores, only'thenmain
effect for the exposures factor (Factor C) was significant
(p <.05). The means of the actnai initial ranges of the
control group and-of each exposure level were: controi,
7.8; one exposure, 10.9; three exposures, 5.6; and five
exposures, 8.1. The implication of this result was, how-

ever, difficult to explain.

Communication: It was previously hypothesized that‘,

trust and suspicion would affect (a) the amount of communi-
cation, and (b) the qualitative nature of communication.
With regard to the amountbof communicétion, the,measure

used was the total number of messages sent per minute

1

within a dyad. In the ANOVA of this measure however,

neither main effect differences nor interactions were found.

lThe total number of messages alone could not be used as a
measure since the amount of communication would be con-
founded with the time reguired to reach an agreement.
Furthermore, because the messages sent’by one bargainer
were not independent of the messages sent by the other
bargainer, the totals for the dyad had to be used. Hence
the measures were the totals for the dyad divided by the
time taken by the dyad to reach a settlement.
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Concerning the qualitative nature of communication,
each message was classified into one of four categories:

(1) information messages -- geared strictly toward-the'

exchange of information; (2) modification messages =--
which included threats, ultimatums, and strikes; (3)

lies -- defined by any discrepancy between what was

communicated to the other bargainer and what was‘ih fact

the case, e.g., with respect to payoffs or minimum

dispositions; and (4) time-bonus messages -— concerned
primarily with either avoiding a penalty or obtaining a
bonus. The basic measure émployed was the total (for thé'
dyad) of the number of messagesrin each category. However,
two variations of this measure were analyzed in the ANOVA.
On one hand, each category total was divided by the time'
required by the group. to reach agreement. On the other
hand, each category total was téken'as a‘prdportion of fhe
total number of messages sent ddring bargaining,,i;e;,'éach”
.category total wasvdivided'by the total numbér of messages
sent during bargaining.

Table 6 summarizes thg effécts,'the associated signifi—
cance levels, and the directibhs_bf the effects obtaine@lfor

both variations of the measures. (No interactions were

1It is acknowledged that the analyses of the messages may

not be completely independent. However, since the two
variations convey a different meanlng, the analyses were
nevertheless conducted. '



Table 6. Summary of analyses of communications.

Category Total

Category”Total

Rate: , Time .Proportion: Total
............. f“'”'“'“'“'”'”'“'“"'”'”'”'“'”°”'”'”'"’”'”'“'“'”'“'”'”'Direction
Main Effects P Main Effects o)
Information A <.03 A .01 T > S*
Modification A ;09" A <.O2 S >T
Lies A .07 s>
Time-Bonus B .04 B <.04 Hi > Lo

*T = Trust
S = Suspicion
Hi = High
Lo = Low

10T
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found to be significant in any of these analyses.) It is
"evident that the effects are conéistent regardless of

which variation is employed. Groups in which'suspicion

‘was engendered tended to send (1) fewer infofmation -
messages, (2) more modification.messages, and (3) more‘lieéi
In addition, subjects who were previously in the high
incentive éroups_seeméd to be more concerned about payoffs
insofar as they sent more time-bonus meséages.i Coméarisons
were also made between control group means and the corre-

. sponding means of levéls that were found to bé'significantly
" or almost significantly different.“All of these means are"
presented in Table 7; the cases iﬁ:which’the control group

differs significantly from the treatment are indicated by

a line between the means.

Checks: In addition to the messages that were sent
during bargaining, subjects were able to submit "checks".
These enabled the subjects to determine eXactly.ﬁhe ééyoff'
that the other personbwould receive at a particular
alternative. An ANOVA of the number of checks indicéted
that there was a tendency for the'subjects.in.ché trust
group . to make fewer checks than the subﬂecté in the
suspicion group (p <.07). The.difference between the meani
of the control group (1.86) and the mean of either the
- trust group (0.92) or the suspicion groué (1.86) did not

approach conventional levels of significance.



Table 7. Control and treatment means corresponding to significant main effects
found in the analyses of the communications.

Category Total , Category Total
Rate: Time Proportion: Total
Control Treatment Control Treatment
Trust 1.16 Trust 1 0.73
Information 0.85 . 1 0.77
‘ ’ Suspicion 0.85 \\\\\~Suspicion 0.59
, : Trust 0.08 Trust 0.05
Modification - 0.07 ‘ ) 0.06
' Suspicion 0.13 _ Suspicion 0.10
| ) | CTrust  0.18
Lies N R 3 1 o0.07 - _ -
- ’ 1 \\\\\-Suspicion 0.26
High g 0.09 ' '~ High 0.06
Time Bonus - 0.10 , - 0.10 , : . '
. , \\\\\’LOW"v,' 0.04 7T Low 0.03

€0T
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Changes in the bargaining range: One other aspect of

the bargaining data was the extent to Which‘a subject's
minimum disposition might change between the iﬁitial,offer
and the final agreement. In this case, the measure was
the difference between the initial bargaining range, i.e.,
the overlap between actual initial minimum dispositiéns,
and the final bargaining range. The final‘ranée was '
defined as the range just before settleﬁentisince many
subjects gave, in effect, no range at/the concluéion of
bargaining. For example, a subject wouid make a "final
offer" to settle at "Q" and indicate that'gggg_his
minimum and his maximum dispositions were also at "Q".

An ANOVA of the measure of change indicated that there
were ﬁo differences.or interdctions due to any of the

three treatment factors.

Interpersonal evaluation: the Semantic Differential:

In the ANOVA of the Semantic Differential scores; two

effects were significant. First, there was a main’effeCt
wherein the subjects in the trust group evaluated gnmore
favorably than_did the subjects in both the sUspicion.group

(p <.0001) énd the control group (p <.05). (Sée Tablé 8(a);)'
SeCondly; there was a significant interaction,(p <.02) between
O's trustworthiness and incentive to betray (A x B); the

means comprising this interaction are presented in Table 8(b).
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Table 8(a). Means of the Semantic Differential
evaluations made by the control and
treatment groups. (A completely
neutral evaluation = 28.00.)

GROUPS CONTROL TRUST  SUSPICION
MEANS 32.8 35.1 27.9
8(b). Means comprising the significant

A X B interaction.

Incentive

High Low
Trust - 32.6 37.6
Suspicion 29.3 | 26.4

It is evident from Table 8(a) that the subjects in the trust
group generally evaluated g'qﬁite positively; however,
relative to the‘control group, this effect appears to be
primarily attributable to the low incentive group

(Table 8(b)).

D. Summary:

| Primarily by means of a 2 'x 2 x>3 ANOVAVWith one control
group, hypothéses abQut the deveiopment and the effects of
trust and suspicion were éxaminéd. 'To summarize the results
of the analyses, Table 9 is pfesented; indicating‘(i) the

depéndent variable analyzed, (ii) the significant differeﬁces‘



Table 9. Summary of results from the principal analyses. (See Appendix F for
detailed ANOVA tables). ’ ‘

Dependent Variable (Method
of analysis: ANOVA except
where indicated)

l.(a) subjective trust
and suspicion

(comparisons with
the control group)

(b) . subjective probability

Significant
Factor or
Statistic

A

pb= .88

and choice behavior in

PDG (point-biserial)

(c) subjective probability
and choice behavior in
PDG (Mann-Whitney)

z= 5,14

.0001

<07

.02

.001

.0001

Description or Interpretation

a previously trustworthy O
engendered trust; a previously
untrustworthy O engendered
suspicion.

greater trust where incentive
to betray was high, especially
where O was trustworthy.

‘suSpicion is established more
readily than trust.

a person'S'tendency to manifest
trust or suspicion was highly

‘related to the reported sub-

jective state.

those who did not trust O in
the PDG were certain that he
would be untrustworthy. How-
ever, those who did trust O
were uncertain that he would
be trustworthy.

(®)9oT1



Table 9 continued.

Dependent Variable (Method
of analysis: ANOVA except
where indicated)

- location of the
settlement

2.(a)

(b) time to_agreemént

3.(a) (i) absolute extremity
e (ii) relative extremity

(b) actual initial range

(c) (i) amount of communi-
cation.

(ii) nature of communi-
' cation

(d) number of checks

Significant
Factor or _
Statistic p<
A x C .04
A .03
A .01
A .03
C .05

{
N

"(See Table 6)-

.07

Description or Interpretation

the greater the number of
exposures to a trustworthy
0, the greater the tendency
to a more equitable solu-
tion; the greater the number
of exposures to an untrust-
worthy O, the greater the
tendency to equality.

trust groups required less

. time than the suspicion

groups to reach an agreement.

initial offers made by the-

suspicion group were more extreme.

tendency for the suspicion group

to check more.

(qa)90T



Table 9 continued.

Dependent Variable (Method Significant
of analysis: ANOVA except Factor or _
where indicated) Statistic - p<

(e) constriction of - -
bargaining range ’

(f) evaluation of O on the A .0001

Semantic Differential

Description or Interpretation

- trust group evaluated O

positively whereas suspicion
group gave a neutral evalua-
tion of O. ' -

the most favorable evaluations
were made where O had been
trustworthy despite a low
incentive to betray. The
lowest evaluations were made
where O betrayed P for a low
incentive.

(2) 90T
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or interactions that were found, (iii)‘the corresponding
level of significance, and (iv) a brief description of
the nature of the interaction or the'direCtiOn'of the

difference.
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- CHAPTER SEVEN: ' DISCUSSION

A. Factors Affecting the Develqpment'of»Trust and‘Suspicioh:

Interpersonal trust is influenced by a variety of
factors. This study was concerned with factors that relate

to previous experience. In other words, this study was

concerned with the way in which the nature pf a previous
encounter affects an individual's trust or suSpicién in
the present situation. Specifically, three independent
variables were of interest: (A) O's trustworthiness, (B)
incentive to betray, and (C) number of exposufes. These
variables were combined in a fabtoriai design to determine
their effects upon two measures of trust and suspicion.

Both trust and suspicion were foﬁnd to be functions.
of previous experience. _Fulfilled trus£ (where an_indi—>
1vidﬁal trusted another person who, in furn, was trust-
worthy) engendered both subjective and manifést trﬁst on
subsequent occasions. - Betrayed!trust (wheré the other
person Was untrustworthy) gave rise to‘both»subjeCtive'and
manifest suspicion on subsequent occasions.

The incentive conditions under which an:individual
experienced previous trustworthiness or untrustworthiness
were also impoftant in influencing the'deveiopment dfltrust
and suspicion. 1In this experiment, greater frust was found

to occur where, in the previous situation, the incentive
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to be untrustworthy was high; however, it was ébserved
- that this effect.was‘primarily attributable to groups in
whiéh truét had been inducéd, i.e., where'g_was trust-
worthy. . In the suSpiciontinduced groups where O was un-
trustworthy, the effect of the previous incentive condi-
tions was small. (As a matter of convenience, Table 10
reproduces the four A x B means presented previously in
- Table 3.) |

These results, for the most part, are consistent not
only with the intuitive interpretation advanced.earlier
(p. 85), but also with Heidér's'aﬁalysis of power relations
that involve benefit and harm'(Heider, 1958, pp. 258-263).
In a sequential-situation such as that employed in‘bOth the -
induction and the measurement Staée, it can be said'thét the
person. who chooses last (during ihductidn, this was subject
number 4) has power if the peréon who éhboses;first makes a
trusting choice. That is, the peréon who has extended his
trust is>vulnerable, and the person to whom trust has been
extended is in a position of power insofar as he can beneflt’
or harm the trusting person by being trustworthy or untrust-
worthy. According to Heider, |

. . . the power of 0 is an important determinant

of P's general evaluation and reaction to an act

of harm or benefit. Not only will P's perception

of who is responsible for the act be influenced,

but also his understanding of tha reasons moti-
vating the act. :
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 Table 10. Degrees of trust, suspicion, or un-
certainty generated under various -
conditions of previous experience.

Incentive
High Low
Trustworthy O 8.0 4.3
| Untrustworthy O - -8.4 | ‘ -10.4

Column totals -0.4 ‘ - 6.1

(In the above table, +15 represents complete
certainty that O will be trustworthy; whereas *
~-15 represents complete certainty that 0 will
be untrustworthy; 0 (zero) represents complete
uncertainty.) ; . :
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. . . Power relations also play a part in still

deeper levels of attribution, levels that answer

the question why O wanted to harm or benefit P.

In this way power relations are an important

determinant of P's acceptance or rejection of the

?SZider,-1958L pp. 259-260). |
Heider's observations lead to an interprefation of the
effects of incentive similar to the interpretation adyanced
earlier. |

Essentialiy, the intuifive interpretation ‘proposed
eariier supposes that trust and suspiciongare products of
- an inferential;evaluative~proce$s_and tﬁat'the criticél
information required for the process is dérived in parﬁ from
previous experience. Incentive in this scheme is impor-
tant insofar as it influenceslthe'degree of trust or
suépicionvthat is generated.

- For example, whether a high degree or a low degree'of
trust is elicited by O's previous tfustﬁofthineSS wouldv
seem to depend upon the'level of the incentive that was for-
gone by O. Under a condition of low incentive, there is
sﬁill room for doubt or uncertainty to oééur dﬁfing the
process in which P makes inferénées"abouﬁ,vand QValﬁates,
0's motives. O may have been trustworthy not because he
was genuinely so, but simply because hé had little to_géin
by being untrustworthy. In contrést, truétwofthiness |

despite a high incentive leaves less room for doubt,

communicatiﬁg a relatively greater degree of trustworthiness,
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especially if O's decision is perceivedlas being a stead-
fast refusal to betray.

Conceivably, the evaluation of previous'ggtrust4
worthiness is also differentially affected‘by the level
of incentive. Here, the condition of low incentive is
likely to elicit a relatively greater degree'of sﬁspicion'
(i.e., less trust). This happens because betrayal for a
low incentive is likely to be perceived as being less
juStifieble (at least on monetary.grounds) than betrayal
for a high incentive. Whereas  the highiincentive'is‘itseif
a tangible reason for O's untrdstworthiness, the low
incentive does not provide sufficient basis for rationalizing
the previous betrayal.

One of the more important findingé was that the way
in which subjective trust developed as e functioh of,.
previous experience was different from.tﬂe way in which
subjective suspicion developed Among the groups in which
trust was induced, only the group ‘that was exposed five
times to a trustworthy O ;ndlcated significantly 1noreased
subjective trust. In contrast, all of the groﬁps in which
suspicion was induced indicated significantly iﬁcreased
subjectlve suspicion, even where there was only one exposure'
to an untrustworthy 0. It was therefore apparent that
subjective trust was more difficult to establish than

subjective suspicion. This difference, however, was not
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clearly reflected in fhe PDG responses. That'is; for any:
- one level of C, the tendeﬁcy of the suspicion-induced
grddps to.manifest suspicibn-was not substantially greater
- than the tendency of the trust—induced'groupé to manifest
trust. This seemed to indicate that manifest trusf'was
somewhat, but not much more, difficult to establish’than

manifest suspicion. However, it is possible that the

results obtained represent an overestimate of manifest -

trust. Without such an overestimation the results'would
be consistent with those obtainéd for the measures of
subjective trust and suspicion, indicating that both mani—'
fest and subjective trust are more difficult to establish '
than manifest and subjective sus?iéion; N

Two reasons can be presented to sﬁpport this interpre-
tétion. The first is based upon the finding-that-maﬁy
subjects decided to trust O in the PDG des?ité theif own
uncertainty and lack of subjective trust._ Since thiS‘out—
come was intuitively unexpected, the questioh hatﬁrally
arises as to why these subjects would'make such a choice.
It can be argued that in a given sitﬁation, mémbérswqf a

cohesive in-group, compared with complete strangers, are

more likely to give each other‘“the benefit of the doubt"
in the anticipation of post—expefimental interaction. In
other words, in-group members (like the members of the

highly selected fraternity population from which the sample
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was drawn) expect to encounter each other outsideithe'
experiment. Thus, they are probably mdré willing to
accept the risk of extending their trust even if.theybdo
not subjectivély trust O, as loﬁg as 0 is also a member of.
the in-group. Complete sfrangers, on the other hand, with 
little chance that they would have to interéct with O out-
-side of the experimental situation, would probably be quite
unwilling to undertake suéh a riék, given the same degree
of uncertainty in.the same situation. What this ultimately
implies is that the relationship between the meaSufes’of
the manifest and the subjective states of in-group members
expecting interaction is different from the‘relatiénship
for complgté strangers who have little reason to expect
extra-experimental interaction. Such:a comparison would
in fact be a worthwhile focus for future résearch. 

This line of reasoning would be consistent with other
previous findings. Lieberman (1964), on thé basis of |
results from a.negotiable 3-person coalitionrgame,‘con—'
cluded that trustvand_trustworthiness derive from self-
interest -- a long term interest based upon fhe aﬁticipation
of future interaction and directed towards the preservation
of the stability of the coalition. Similarly, Marlowe,
Gergen, and Doob (1966), although not'directly concerned -
with the problem of trust, did find thét given the expeCtation
of future social_interaction with the other person, subjects

made more cooperative choices.
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There is a second reason why'thé results obtained
represent an overestimation of manifest trust. For each
trial in which O (numbef 4) waé trustworthy during stage I,
the subjects received 25¢. That is, they received 25¢;
75¢, or $1.25 depending on the number of exposures to the
trustworthy O. Consequently, during measureﬁent,_the"
.subjects nay havé.reasoned that since they were alréady
"ahead" (by 25¢, 75¢, or $1.25), they could afford to take
a dhance even though subjecti&ely,ithey may not have been
very convinced of O's trustworthiness. Under other circum-
stances, without the benefit of previous payoffs, they may
‘have been more reluctant to risk a net loss of their own
_money.

To summarize up to this point, the discussion has been
primarily concerned with the hypothesis that truét is_more
difficult to establish than”suspicibn. Thé‘measuresvof
subjective trust and susPicioﬁ'furniShed'strong'support‘
for this hypothesis. However, fhe'médSures of manifest trué£
>and suspicion were not‘as clear—cut.ﬂ To aécount>for the
latter result, it was argued that the frequency of subjects
who manifested trust was inflafed, the conseqﬁence'of'this
being to decrease the difference between theifrequency of
subjects who manifested trust and.the freqﬁency 6f subjects
who manifested susPicion; wa.reasons were offefed in |

support of this explanation. First, the fact that the
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subjects were all members wifhin a well—defined group iaiééd
-thé possibility that being in-group members, they had an
expéctatién of post—experimental»interaction, and a greatér
tendency to give each other "the benefit of the doubtﬁ.
Secondly, because of the payoffsithat were received by the
subjects during the induction of trust, it was possible

that the degree of manifest trust obfained was én arEifaét
of the methodology. Thus, the tendency of the subjects in
this experiment to manifest trust‘éven in the face of un-

certainty may not have been typical, especially under

- other circumstances.

B. Effects of Trust and Suspicidn'Upon Bargaining and

Negotiations:

This part of the study (the bargaining stage) was
designed not only to determine the effects of trﬁst and
suspicion upon bargaining outcomes; but also to'pérmit
inferences about why those 6utcomes occurred. For this}
reason, the findings Concerning the processes of bargain-
ing were assigned largely to the role of qualifying the
results concerning the outcomes of bargaihiné,v In'tﬁis'i
respect, the emphasis of thisidiscussion will lie in
relating and integrating the findings as meaningfully as
possibie rather than accountingifdr eachfresulﬁ individually.

Two indices of outcome were analyzed. One measﬁre'was-

the time required to reach settlement; the other was the locus
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or natute of the settlement, e.g., if agreements tended

to be equal or more equitable. Of the two measures, the
former is generally regarded.aS‘being less,impqrfant.

That is, whether the duration of bargaining is protracted
or abbreviated usually is not, itself, 6f céntral interestl
(especially if the settlement is objectively in the best
long-range inferests of both parties). Knowledgeiof‘dura—
tion, however, can be useful if it is also possible to
determine why and under what conditions a pafticular period
of time has been required to échié§e an agreemenf. For
example, if a bargaining session has been prolonged, it
would be worthwhile to determine if the time has been
occupied by irrelevant bickering or if some constructive
ends ﬁave been accomplished..

In the.analysis of the time measure; a significant
main effect was found, with the trust—indﬁced groups
requiring less time than thevsuspicion—induced groups to
reach an agreement. Taking the control group ihéo_adqount 
made it difficult, however, to specify precisely what the.
effects of trust and suspicion were dpon the duration 6f
bargaining. Thé»graphic representation of the means of
1Exceptions occur, of course, in the extreme cases. Where
bargaining is, for example, concluded quickly, the agreement
might be regarded as being overly hasty and ill-considered;
or, if bargaining is prcceeding slowly, the constituents ’

might become impatient and disgruntled; or, if a strike is
in effect, the delay in production might be extremely costly.
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the control group, the trust group, and the suspicion group
(see Figure 14, ?. 119), gave the impression that trust had
the effect of decreasing duration, whereas suspicion had no
appreciable effect. However,'comparisons of the control
group mean with the means of the trusf and the suspicion
 groups detfacted from the plausibiiity of thie interpreta-
tion insofar as no significant differences were found.
Although the effects of trust and suspicion upon
duration could not be unequivocally specified, it‘ygi clear
that the trust group did requi;e'less time than the
suspicion group to reach a solution. An exaﬁination of the
more specific aspects of the bargaining process suggeSted
a number of possible explanations for. this difference.
For example, it was found that the subjects in the suspicion
group made initial offers that were mefe extreme than the
initial offers made by the subjects in the trust group.
Their offers were both absolﬁﬁely'extfeme'and extfeme'
relative to their own actual bargaining ra_nges.l (HoweVef,l
their own actual bargaining ranges Wereiunaffeeted.by'trust
and suspicion.) The discrepancy between. the initial offers
was therefore greater for the suspicion group than fer,the"
trust group. In effect, this meant that»the subjeCts.invthe'
suspicion grcup had to bargain over an initially greater
1A subject's own actual balgalnlng range was defined es the

range between his actual minimum dlSpOSltlon and his actual
maximum disposition.
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Figure 14. Graphic representation of the times réqhired
to reach agreement. . '
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range of alternatives; and in érder to reach an agreement;
they eventually had to make a greatef number of concessions;
. Thus, the ultimate consequencé was probébly that the
subjects in the trust group, relative to the suspicion
group, found bargaining easier, as wés reflected in their
ability to arrive at settlementé more quickly.

Analyses of_the gqualitative nature of the COmmunicationS‘
also reflected the differences between the trust and the
suspicion groups. Proportionally more of the messages sent
by the subjects in suspicion.groups_were directed toward the
modification of each others'_uﬁilities. Not only did they’
send more lies, but they also made ﬁore checks and sent
more threats, ultimatums, and refusals to bargain (strikes)
than did the subjects in the trusﬁ groups. On the other
hand, they (the subjects in the suspicion-groups) sent
pfoportionally fewer informational messages. Along with '
the other results, this seems to indicate that thefsubjéCts
in the suspicion group were not so much seeking solution
through the exchange of ihformation.as-attemptiﬁg to obtain
higher payoffs by means that_were‘highly conflictful. This
latter observati¢n relates, in fact, to the interpretation
of the results for the other measure of oﬁtcome'-— the
nature of the final settlement. |

Wﬁether a dyad settled at equality or in a moré~équitable"

direction appeared to depend upon the degree of trust or
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suspicion that had been induced in the first stage of the
experiment. This resuit,vrepresented statisticélly as an
interaction, is difficult to explain because of the nature
of the interaction (see Figure 15, p. 122).'-On-one hand;
the settlements of the trust group at the lowest leVel‘of
C, the number of exposures factor, tended toward equality}
- at higher levels of C, i.é., as trust was presumably
increasing, the»tendeﬁcy was to settle in a more equitable
difection. On the other hand, the suspicion group at the
lowest level of C began with more equitable settlements
and, as suspicion increacsed, tended foward equality.

Of the 56 dyads (including the control group dyads),
18 -- almost a third -- séttled at equality, This was twice
the number of dyads that settled at the next most frequently
occurring alternative (which was exactly midWay between |
equity and equality). Figure 16 presehts the frequency
distribution for the entire rangé of élternatives.. Clearly, .
equality was highly preferred. - ) |

This result raises two queétibns.  First, hdw”does thiS‘
result relate to the.obtained'interaction? SeCondly, th
is_equality so attractive?

With regard to the first question; a more detailed )
inspection of the data indicatea that out of the'18'dyads
that settled at equality, 7 weré in the trust-inducéd

group, 7 were in the suspicion-induced group, and 4 were in
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the control group. In other words, the experimental t?eat—
- ments had no aEparent'effect upon the preferehce for
eqﬁélity.' However, an examination of the times required
by thesé dyads revealed an interesting finding: that the
7 ayads in the trust condition settled'relativelquuickly,
whereas the 7 dyadé in the suspicion condition settied
relatively slowly.l It appears, therefore, that the reasohs'
underlying the solution of equélity were quiﬁe different.
The trust dyads that settled at equality preferred and/or -
accepted the solution with relative ease, whereas the
suspicion dyads capitulated or unwillingly'yielded to
‘equality only after a considerable amount ofnconflict and
hard bargaining. |

In this context, the interaction obtained (from the
data peftaining to the nature ofithe solution) is more
easily understoéd; Although it appears from the inter-
action that the "low trust” group’and the "high sdspicion"v
group are similar insofar as théy both tend to settle
toward‘equality, this interpretation suggests that the
settlements by these groups at'equality'have different
implications.
1The means for the 7 trust dyads»and the.? suSpicioﬁ dyéds
were 15.6 minutes and 22.9 minutes respectively, the dif-
ference being 7.3 minutes. A test of this difference was
significant (p <.05), but, of course, was not independent

of the over-all F test that had prevzously been found to
be significant.
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The question remains as to why so many settlements
were located at equality. Morgan and Sawyer (1967) compared
friends with non-friends and also foundlequality.fo be
equally highly attractive in both'groups.l Thisigccurred
evén though asymmétry (where one person reéeivéd a more
generous scale of payoffs) was‘legitimated between non-
friends, i.é;, why one person received the higher scale
was plausibly justified within the eXperimental'situation:
To account for their findings, Morgan and Sawyer argued.that‘
in effect,»asymmetry was virtually disregarded by.the e~
subjects and that a‘number of factors promoted symmetry;
Thus, with essentially symmetrical outcomes, equaiity became
highly prominent. 1In the present experimént,fasymmetry was -
not 1egitiﬁated in any way. It is therefore possible:that
the subjects, like the subjects in the Morgan andﬂSawyer‘
study, also imposed symmetry over asymmetf&. Howeﬁer;,it
was inforﬁally observed in many cases that once ésymmetry
became evident, it was acéeptéd and 6ften taken into aécoUnt
during'bargaining.

Equality may haye been pfominent'for 6thér reasons.
To a limited extent, the payoff schedules were'disguiséd;
1Morgan and Sawyer also compar;d the effects of having
information about 0O's expectations with not having infor-
mation. The result discussed here pertains. only to the _
"have information" condition since this condition resembles

.more closely the way in which the present study was
conducted.
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however, the values at the point of équality were among
those that were not altered.  Thus, discovery either
through the exchange of information or by means of a check,
often résulted in equality becoming the focal point of
subsequent bargaining.

Exact equity, on the other hand, could not be made
obvious as in some experimenﬁs where the payoff schedules
are cpmpletely revealed to both sides. 1In Sawyer's
Bafgaining Board, for example,_Ehﬁgg nickels were qutéposed_
with three quarters at the point of equity, making the
point prominent if for no‘othér reason than the fact that
the number of coins was identical (Morgan & Sawyer, 1967).
Reference not so much to the point of equity as to a‘gégév
equitable settlement was nevertheless quite justified in
the present study. Fdr-although ﬁhé subjects had no
knowledge éf the range’and magnitude of the othef person's
scale at the outset of bargaihing,”élmost all became aware
of the disparate nature of the scaies during the course of
bargaining.' In fact, subjects frequently referred to some -
notion of equity (but not the specific point of equity) when
they argued in favor of more eQuitaBlé soiutions. '

In this part of the discussion, an attempt was maae to
present an‘integréted interpretation.of the results frbm
the bargaining stage. Two measures of outcome were discussed

and then qualified in terms of several process-related
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findings. With respéct to the measure of time to agreément,
. it was found that the trust group required less time than
the suspicion group to reach a settlement. In the context
of several aspects of the bargaining”proceSs, the reasons
why the suspicion group required reiatively longer to come
to an agreement beéame evident. Not only did the SuSpicion
group make initiai offers that Were more QXt:eme;.but they
also made more checks, sent proportionallyvfewer informa-
tion messages, more lies, and more threats, ultimatums, and
refuéals té bargain. » |

‘This highly conflictful tenor which éhéracterized the
bargaining in the SQSpicion groupvfacilitated the explanation
of the results that pertained to the natﬁre or 1ocation of
the final settlement. Eésentially, it was found that with
greater trust, there was a gréater tendency toward more
equitable solutiohs; but with greaterAsuspicion, there was
a greater tendency toward equality. Tt was observed that
equality was a modal solution; in fact, it accounted for
almost 1/3 of the solutions. Furthermore, equality occurred
with the same frequency in botﬁ the trust and thevsuspicion
groups. It was discovered»thaticompaiéd,with the'suspicion
groups, the trust groups required léss time to reach"
settlement at equality. Thus, arriving at the sblution_of
equality had different impliéations; depending on whether

trust or suspicion was apparently operating. For the trust



128

groups, equality was a solution that wasvrelatively amicably
agreed upon; however, for the‘suspiCion groups, it was a
settlement reluétantly arrived at through a great deal of

conflict.
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CHAPTER EIGHT: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The principal purpose of this chapter is to suggest
some of the more general implications of this'study aﬁd.in
so doing, to present a summary of the major results.

At the beginning of the first chapter, two related
objectives were set fo}th. To reiterate, the‘objectives
were: (1) to attempt to overcome some of the methodological
difficulties in studying trust and suspicion, and (ii) to
obtain some theoretically—imporfaﬁt empiricalbevidence |
about both the development and the effects of trust and
suspicion. Obviously, the successful accomplishmen£ of
the methodological objectives was'prerequisite to the
successful achievement of the empirical objectives. There-
fore, aithough the experiment was ostensibly directed toward
the latter (empirical) objectives, it should be'emphasized
that the methodological aspects were équally (perhaps‘more)
important. For this reason it would be worthwhile to assess
briefly somebof the methodological implications of thé study.

Among the various approaches to the laboratory study of
trust and sﬁspicion,'the method of experimental induction was
selected.l An experimental ;ifuation was_then:developed in
which trust and suspicion could be generated and measured
in a manner that permitted (1) valid’inferenceé about trust
lanother approach would be; for example, to compare sampleé

drawn from populations that are for some reason considered
to be different with respect to trust and suspicion.
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and suspicion; and (2) observation of the effects upon some
"dependent variables. The conditions outlined in Chépter Two
as being necessary for valid inferences were incbrporated as

extensively as possible. For example, in both the iﬁduction

and the measurement stages, the experimehtal situations -

consisted of sequential events that were easily comprehended,

and involved moderately sizable amounts of real money that
could be won or lost. Furthermore; the measurement of trust
_and suspicion took into account the'differehtiation between
manifest trust and suspicion on one hand and_subjective

' trust and suspicion on the other hand.

Adopting these steps did not, of course,’guarantée'

- that effects would necessafily be ébserved; HoWever, the
results that have been reported do furnish some evidence of
the effectiveness of the procedures. More’specifically,_a
number of reasons suggest that the'methodology Waé both |
valid and effective. For example, the observed effecfs of
the stage I manipulations were genérally‘consisfeht in the
subsequent stages. That is, the strongest effeét measured

in the second stage (i.e., Factor A} which acéounted for

approximately 85% of the treatméntvvariatiom, was also the

strongest effect in the bargaining stage. Furthermore, the |

effects that occurred within the bargaining stage were
usually consistent with each other; this‘permitted'a more

general and inclusive interpretation of the results.

o,
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Fihally, despite the fact that the Semantic Differentieli;
was administered at the Very conclusion of'the'experiment;
it nevertheless reflected effects initiated in the'first_ |
stage. On the basis of the foregoingiconsiderations, it
seems reasonable to conclude that the methodological
objective setvforth‘at the beginning of this thesis was -
accomplished. The remainder of this chapter will now be
devoted to reviewing the empirical findings.

The results concerning the development cf trust and
euspicion as a function of previous experience have at
least three important implications. "First, the conceptu—
alization of trust and suspicion does not consistvcf simply
. stating one set of relations for trust and merely Stating
the opposiﬁe set of relations for suspicion. Tﬁis is o
apparent insofar as trust and suspicion deveioP at different
rates, with trust being more difficult to establish than
suspicion; The degree of trust mcreover, is appreciablx
influenced by the incentive conditions under which O was -
previoUsly.trustworthy; in contrast, the degree_of suspicion
is not influenced to the same extent by the inceﬁtive'
conditions that were operafing‘when:g was previously untruSt—
worthy.

Apart from this conceptual implicetion, the aforementicned,
‘results are important for an addifional reason. This reason

relates to the long-range interest ofadetermihing means of
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foétering trust where suspicion is unjustified and/or has
costly énd disruptive effects upon efforts to arrive at
solutions to problems. That»trust'is often difficult to
establish is not, of course, an entirely novel finding
since others (e.qg., Osgood,.l962; Pilisuk, Skolnick, Thomas,
& Chapman, 1967; and Schelling, 1960) have made similar |
observations. But it is important to recognize that a
relatively greater degree of tfust can be engendered by an
individual who has been trustworthy despite the temptation
'of a high incentive to betray. Trustworthiness while fore- -
going a low incentive does not appear to be as effective in
encouraging trust. |

Another implication is that it is important to distin-
guish between the manifestafion of trust and suspicion and
the underlying‘subjective states. The importance of making
this distinction lies in determinihg'the nature of the
relationship between the subjective and the manifest_states
and thereby being able to ascertaiﬁ the thresﬁolds at which
subjective trust and suspicion become expressedias overt
behavior. From the results:of this study, it appears that
the nature of the relationsﬁip between the manifest‘and the
subjective states may vary, depending, for example, ﬁpon:'“
such factors as the populationﬁfroﬁ which the'sample has
been drawn. Accordingly, a threshold, if idenﬁifiable, may

also vary. It is in this re5pect that future research can



133

be directed since'a.knowledge efvthresholds_would be
~valuable in attempting to generate more behavibral'ﬁrust.

. With'regard.to the data from the bafgaining stége( it
is necessary to acknowledge that the generality of the
interpretations may be somewhat limited. For in asseSsing
and combining the data in a post-hoc analysis such,aé this,
a certain number of alternative intefpretations were
sacrificed in the interest‘of integration. Nevertheless,
a limited number of implications caﬁ tentatively be proposed.
'Perhaps the most importent implication of'thereffects of
. trust and suspicion upon bargaining is that trust tends to
facilitate, whereas suspicion tends to'impede'ahd in some’
cases disrﬁpt the bargaining process. Not only did suepicion
have the effect of making fhe initial effers more extreme, ‘
but it also led to a period of bargaining cheracterized by>
. conflict. Subjects in suepicion—induced grogps'sent |
proportionally fewer informatienal'meseages,tmore lies, and -
made more outright attempts to medify the other pefsons'
utilities by making more threate, ultimatums and refusals
to bargain. It is not surprising; then, that trust gfoups‘
were found to require less.time‘te reach a settlement.‘ |

It would therefore appear that even if the nature of

the solution were not effeéted‘by suspicion, bargaining
under a certain amount of trust would be prefefable to

bargaining under a high degree of suspicion. For where
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extreme suspicion is operating, there appears to be a
greater tendency to become'distracted'frbm fask—oriented
behavior and instead to engage in behavior that is not |
only irrelevant to the solution of the problem, but often

conducive only to the intensification of conflict.
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APPENDIX A: EXAMPLE OF THE PDG RESPONSE SHEET -




ED_FoRM

Instructions:
RED ' GREEN
(1) Carefully sxamine the table bLelow. ' (1) Carefully examine the table below,
(11) Rewember that this form goes to the ! (i1) Note the choice that has already
other peram who, kacwing what you ' beenn made by the other person,
have already chosen, will then make
his choice, ) '
i4i) Wow chooss either the upper row of " (411) Now make your cwn choice between
‘ the lower row by drawing 2 horizon- ' the column on the left or the
tal 1lins through the entire row ' column on the right by drewing a
chosen vertical line through the chosen
y column ., &
i
IMPORTANT: THE AMOUNT OF MONEY YOU RECEIVE WILL BE
DETERMINED BY THE INTERSECTION OF THE
LINES DRAWN BY YOU AND THE OTHER PERSON.
Green chooses either
laft right

upper + 80.50 + $0,%0 - $1.00 + $1.00

Red chooses either

lmmyr e 31,00 -~ $1.00 (4] 0




PD FORM

Instructions:
(1) Carefully examine the table below, . (1) Carefully examine the table below.
(i1) Rerember that this form goes to ths : {1i) Note the choice that has already
other person who, knowing what you ' been made by the other person,
have already chosen, will then maike
his choies, '
1ﬁ)ﬂwehooana£thertheuppnrwwor ' (111) Now make your own choice between
the lower row by drawing a hordizon- ! the columm on the left or the
%2l line through the entive rur ' column on the right by drawing a

chossn , vertical line through the chosen

IMPORTANT: THE AMOUNT OF MONEY YOU RECEIVE WILL BE
DETERMINED BY THE INTERSECTION OF THE
LINES DRAWN BY YOU AND THE OTHER PERSON,

Green chooses eithay

734 right

uppey + 80,50 + $0.%0 - $1.00 + 81,00

Red chuoszes either

lower e $1.00 -~ $1.00 0 0
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APPENDIX B: PROCEDURE AND RULES OF BARGAINING

PART III: BARGAINING.

A. . Objective: '
Agreement by both sides upon one. of the alternatlves.

B. Procedural Details: _ : '
1. A statement (on yellow slips) must accompany each
message. o

2. Agreement occurs when one side sends a decision
message (pink slips) indicating commitment, and the
other side decides to accept.

C. Rules and Other Factors to Consider:

1. Time: The quicker you reach an agreement, the more
money you will receive. HOWEVER, too hasty an agree-
ment may not be wise since the other side may be
deceiving you, leaving you with a relatively low payoff.

Determination of the time bonus or penalty:

Time Bonus -
1 Maximum bohus for settlement in
2 25% 1st. 3 minutes.
3
4 244
5 23]
. ]
L ] I
. o Bonus decreases by 1% every minute.
! .
11 175
12 16}
13 15+
14 124
15 9! :
- 16 6} Bonus decreases by 3% every minute.
17 31
18 0+
Penalty
19 -1% -
20 -2% Penalty of 1% every minute.

———————

.
»



141

2. Deception: This might yield a better outcome,
BUT, if detected, i.e., checked, it might either
delay or eliminate the possibility of agreement.

Checking the  truth of the other person's claims
costs approximately 5% of your maximum payoff.

3. Refusal to bargain: Here, no messages are allowed
for the time specified. Bonus decrements .and '

penalties are still in effect, only the other -
person's decrements and penalties are doubled.
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'APPENDIX C: FEXAMPLES OF BARGAINING PROBLEMS -

. The problems on the following page were intended to
contrast with each other so that the subjects would not
be as likely to have sets about the similarities or
differences between one side's scale and the other side's
scale with respect to the range of the payoffs and the.
payoff increments. In pilot studies, it had been found
that subjects frequently assumed either that the other
person's payoff schedule was similar to their own, or when
only one example problem was given, that the experimental
problem was in some specific way similar to the example
problem. o '



OBJECTIVE OF BARGAINING: MUTUAL AGREEMENT UPON ONE OF THE ALTERNATIVES.

Examgle 1
One side gets 50 31 25 19 17 17 16 16 16 15 14 13 9
Alternatives A B c D E F ¢ H I J K L M
Other side gets -3 =3 =2 -1 0 1 1 3 4 7 15 29 30
Examgle 2.
One side gets 1 4 6 7 10 13 14 15 22 26 27 29 34
Alternatives A B ¢ D E F G H I J K L M
Other side gets 138 121 109 87 73 51 45 44 21 2 =10 =31 =36 -58

1A
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APPENDIX D: | STANDARD FORMS USED DURING BARGAINING -

The three forms that were used by the subjects are
presented in the following pages. Colors were used to
facilitate the distinctions among the forms.- The first
two (the blue standard message and the pink decision
message) were the means by which the subjects communicated.
The third form, which had to be submitted along witﬁ each‘
message, was not a communication,_but a statement of the
subject's actual minimum and maximum dispositions at the

time of sending.
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STANDARD MESSAGE #

(NOT RINDING and NOT NECESSARILY TRUTHFUL)

Comniete only one of the following:

(i) At alternative , | get .

(11) What do you get at ?

(iii) 1 cannot possibly go any lower than

(iv) 1f you aren't going to budqe,'i will submit
a decision to refuse bargaining for the
next _ minute(s).

(v) My next offer will be final; | will go to

but no lower.

(vi) | suggest that we settle at around

(vii) Other:

Time remainina




DECISION MESSAGE#

(ALL DECISIONS COMMUNICATED BY THIS MESSAGE ARE
BINDING.)

146

JENCL

| offdF Fto.commit myself to settle at ,
where | will get .(Binding, but not
necessarily fruthful)

| accept your offer to settle at .

I reject your offer .

I refuse to bargain for the next minute(s).

Time remaining

STATEMENT

Corresponding to: The initial offer
: Standard message #
: Decision message #

(THIS STATEMENT DOES NOT GO TO THE OTHER PERSON,
BUT 1S RETAINED BY THE MONITOR.
BOTH ENTRIES HERE MUST BE TRUTHFUL.)

" Complete both of the following:

(1) The lowest alternative to which | will go is

(2) The highest | think I can get is



APPENDIX E: SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL

Name: . :
Assigned #: 1 2 3 4 (circle one)

ON EACH OF THE SCALES BELOW, INDICATE AS ACCURATELY AS
POSSIBLE, YOUR FEELING TOWARD THE PERSON WITH WHOM YOU
HAVE BEEN BARGAINING. (Remember that #1 has been bargain-
ing with #2 and #3 has been bargaining with #4.) :

DO THIS BY MARKING AN 'X' IN ONE OF THE 7 SPACES BETWEEN
THE WORDS THAT LIE AT THE ENDS OF EACH SCALE. '

good : : : : : : bad
cruel : : ¢ : : : kind
dishonest : : : : : : honest
clean : : ¢ : : : dirty
unpleasant : : : : 3 pléasant
nice : : : : : : awful
f unfair : : : : : : fair
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APPENDIX F: ANOVA TABLES

In the presentation of these tables, the following
conventions have been adopted: ‘

(a)

(b)

(c)

The dependent measures. analyzed have been .
indicated by means of the numbered sub-
headings which precede each summary table.

Page numbers have been placed in the square
brackets next to each subheading to refer
to the location in the text where the par-
ticular result has been presented. ‘

Where possible, extraneous sources of
variation have been removed from the treat-
ment variation. The variation due to a
particular session in which a group was run
has been indicated in the Source column by
the word 'Sessions'.  The variation due to
either of the different scales received by
the bargainers . has been indicated by the
word 'Scales'.

1. SUBJECTIVE PROBABILITY MEASURES OF TRUST'AND'SUSPICION».

[pages 85-88]:

Mean
Source af Squares F P
A (0's trustworthiness) 1 5809.50 104.04 <.0001
B (Incentive) 1 - 195.51 3.50 .06
C (Exposures) 2 26.98 <1
A B 1 17.17 <1
AC 2 269.67 4.83 " <.02
B C 2 51.08 <1
ABC -2 86.07 1.54
Sessions 12 - 39.40
Error 72 55.84
95

Total



2. NATURE OF THE FINAL SETTLEMENT

‘[pages 94-96]:

Source

(0's trustworthiness)
(Tncentive)
(Exposures)

B

C

C

B C

Sessions

Error

Total

oagivolil e Ne vl

3. TIME TO SOLUTION
[pages 96-97]:

Source

(0's trustworthiness)
(Incentive)
(Exposures)

B .

C

C

B C

Sessions

Error

Total

oo B o W B

Mean

Sguares

1.69
1.69
2.65.

.19
22.56
.06
.81
5.60

- 5.60

Mean

Squares

331.28
©80.34
'22.83

13.76

149.99

4.84

- 1.66
- 83.25

. 62.46

|+

<]l
<1
<1
<1

4.03

<1
<1

{

5.30
1.29
<1
<1
2.40
<1
<1

149

<.03

.11



-4, ABSOLUTE EXTREMITY
[pages 97-98]:

Source

(O's trustworthiness)
(Incentive)
(Exposures)
B .

(o

C

B C
Sessions
Scales

Error

Total

PR 0w

5. RELATIVE EXTREMITY
[page 981:

Source

(0's trustworthiness)
(Incentive)
(Exposures)
B

C

C

B C
Sessions
Scales

Exrror

Total

ool o B o i

Mean
Squares

92.04

8.17
23.95
3.37
15.82

14.89 -

.59
19.60
14.44
11.72

‘Mean
Sguares

60.96
9.07
3.54
6.77

19.60

.80

24.07

14.10

14.29

11.42

|+

7.85
<l

2.04
<1

1.35

1.27
<]

i

'5.34

<1
<1
<1

. 1.72

<1
2.11
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<,03

<.19_

<.13



6. MID-POINTS OF ACTUAL

INITIAL RANGES

[pages 98-99]:

~ Source -

(0's trustworthiness) -
(Incentive)
(Exposures)

B

C

C

B C

Sessions

Error

Total

smE 0wy

7. ACTUAL INITIAL RANGE

" [page 99]:

Source

(0's trustworthiness)
(Incentive)
(Exposures)

B

C

C

B C

Sessions

Error

Total

Dmy oW

Q
th

ol
N NN N et Im

Mean

Squares -
. 8.34-

.75
5.51

.19

.22
5.45

- 7.61
2.51
9.64

Mean

" Sguares

~1.33

40.33

©115.65

4.08
14.77
56.02

. 6.40
18.79
©31.96

- <1

151

|
o

<1l
<1
<1l
<1
<l
<1l
<l

|
o .

<1l
1.26
3.62
<1

<.05

1.75 .19
<1
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8. AMOUNT OF COMMUNICATION. (TOTAL NUMBER OF MESSAGES
DIVIDED BY TIME TO SOLUTION)

[page 99]:
Mean :

Source af - Squares - F P
A (0O's trustworthiness) 1 ©.3271 1.13
B (Incentive) 1 .0361 - <1
C (Exposures) 2  .6083 2.09
A B o .5015 1.73
AC : 2 .4082 1.40
B C 2 .2550 <1l
ABC 2 .3889 1.34
Sessions 12 .2752
Error 24 .2904
Total 47
9(a). INFORMATION MESSAGES (RATE)

" [pages 100-103]:
Mean .

Source af Squares F P
A (0's trustworthiness) 1 1.1794 5.36 <.03
B (Incentive) 1 7..0251 <1 _
C (Exposures) 2 - .5206 2.37 .11
A B 1 .0000 <1
AC 2 .0034 <1l
B C 2 .0085 <1
A B C 2 0717 <]
Sessions , 12 - .2206
Error : 24 .2200

Total 47
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9(b). INFORMATION MESSAGES (PROPORTION)
[pages 100-103]:

. } Mean .
Source df  Squares - E P
A (0's trustworthiness) 1 .2377 °  7.48 .01
B (Incentive) 1 .0002 <1
C (Exposures) 2 .0105 = <1
A B - 1 .0108 <1
AC 2 .0221 <1
B C 2 .0042 = <1
ABC _ 2 .0010 <1
Sessions : 12 .0273
Exror 24 ~.0318

Total ' ' 47

10(a) . MODIFICATION MESSAGES (RATE)
[pages 100-103]:

- Mean

Source af Squares F P
A (0's trustworthiness) 1 .0410 3.03 .09
B (Incentive) 1 - .0022 <1 :
C (Exposures) 2 . .0065 <1
A B 1 .0004 <]
AC 2 .0078 <1
B C 2 .0081. <1
A BZC C 2 .0149 1.10
Sessions 12 .0207

Error 24 .0136
Total 47 ' '
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10(b). MODIFICATION MESSAGES (PROPORTION)
~ [pages 100-103]: .

Mean

Source. af - Squares F P
A (O's trustworthiness) 1 . .0263 - 6.46. <.02
B (Incentive) 1 .0000 <1
C (Exposures) "2 ©.0025 <1
A B ' 1 .0000 <1l
AC A 2 ©.0041 . <1
‘B C 2 .0008 <1
A BC . 2 .0034 <1
Sessions 12 .0096
Error : 24  .0041
Total ' 47
11(a). LIES (RATE)

[pages 100-103]:

Mean -

Source af Squares F P
A (0's trustworthiness): 1 0673 <1
B (Incentive) 1 . .0642 <1
C (Exposures) 2 . .1897 2.33  <,12
A B 1 .0037 <1 :
AC 2 .1172 1.44
B C 2 .0316 <1
A BZC . 2 0015 <1
Sessions 12 L0767

Erxror » 24 ..0816
Total 47



155

11(b). . LIES (PROPORTION)
[pages 100-103]:

Mean :
Source - df Squares F P
A (0's trustworthiness) 1 .0834 3.49 .07
B (Incentive) 1 .0126 <1
C (Exposures) 2 - .0243 1.02
A B 1 .0009 <1
A C -2 .0227 <1
B C 2 .0070 <1
A BC 2 .0010 o<1
Sessions 12 .0155
Error - 24 .0239
Total _ - 47
12(a). TIME-BONUS MESSAGES (RATE)
' [pages 100-103]:
x Mean -
Source df  Squares F P -
A (0's trustworthiness) 1 .0027 <1 S
B (Incentive) 1 .0304 4.59 .04
C (Exposures) 2 - .,0048 <1 :
A B ~ 1 .0158 2.38 .13
AC 2 - .0049 <l -
B C 2 .0005 <1
ABC ‘ 2 .0057 <1
Sessions ’ ' - 12 - .0026
Error 24 .0066

Total : 47



12(b) . TIME-BONUS MESSAGES (PROPORTION)

[pages 100-103]:

- Source

(O's trustworthiness)
(Incentive)
(Exposures)

B

C

C

B C

Sessions

Error

Total

R e ks

13. CHECKS
' [page 102]:

Source

(0's trustworthiness)
(Incentive)
(Exposures)

B

C

C

B C

Sessions

Error

Total

Swy 0w

Mean
Sguares

-,0013
.0145
.0020
.0061
.0027
.0011
.0037
.0014
.0029

Mean
" Sqguares

11.02

.52
.02
6.02
3.52
.65
5.15

1.73

2.94

=

<1
4,95

<]l
2.10

<1

<1
1.27

3.75
<1
<1
2.05
1.20
<1l
1.75
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<.04

<.16

<.07
.16

.19



14. CHANGES IN THE BARGAINING RANGE

[page 104]:

Source as
A (0's trustworthiness) 1
B (Incentive) 1l
C (Exposures) 2
A B 1
A C 2
B C 2
A BC 2
Sessions : 12
Error 24
Total 47

15. SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL
Tpages 104-1057:

Source

af
(O's trustworthiness) 1
(Incentive) 1
(Exposures) -2
B 1
C 2
C 2
B C 2

P awy

Sessions 12

Scales 12
Error 60

Total , »95

Mean

Squares

42.19
17.52

+ 58.15
15.19
123.69
51.40
27.44
32.02
28.40

Mean

SgUares

1254. 30

25,01 .

39,78
380.01
41.70
83.95

1.32

.58.16
-56.28
65.67

I

1.49
<l
2.05
<1l
<1

1.81

><1

|*d

19.10

<1

<1
5.79

<1
1.28

<1
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