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ExecutiveSummary
Purpose

Mutual trust between leaders and their followers, called vertical trust, is important for all
organizations. However, due to the increasing complexity of the operational environment and
continued implementation of Mission Command, verticakt will be especially critical for the
Army of 2025 and beyond (F2025B). In order to effectively design and implement measures to
increase vertical trust throughauhe institution, the Army needs to

1 Gain an understanding of how vertical trust relatshiips are developed and
maintained, specifically in the types of operational settings anticipated for F2025B,

1 Gain an accurate understanding of the existing levels of vertical trust throughout the
Army,

1 Identify where trustislow and what specific conditions and factors are causiiegtrust
deficiencies, and

1 Design and implement measures to address the identified concerns.

To assist in this effort, this paper 1) reviews relevant and foundational trust literature, 2)
reviews ongoing trust initiatives, both internal and external to the Army, and 3) makes
recommendations regarding the way ahead.

What We Know About Trust

Trust occurs when one person willingly makes himself vulnerable to the actions of another
baseduponasu2 SOGA PGS FaasSaavySyid 2F GKS 20KSNJ LISNA
is both dynamic and contextual. Although people tend to differ in the degree to which they

initially trust or distrust new people, it is generally believed that trust emerges awer. t

Trust increases as the trustor accepts increasing amounts of risk as long as the trustee
O2yiliAydzsSa G2 YSSi (GKS GNzaiG2NRa LRairAGAodS SEL
or eliminated should the trustee fail to meet the positive expectatiohsubordinate leader
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actions, might not trust him in the future. Additionally, a leader might completely trust a
subordinate to perform one task without supervisi@uch as preparing slides for a high

level brief, while still not trusting that same subordinate to perform a different task such as
operating independently and making tactical decisions. This situational dependence
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in a given situation can be influenced by a wide range of variables, including those relating to:

1 The trustor. People tend to differ in the degree to which they view others as generally
trustworthy. This propensity to trust appears to be formed thrbugeir early life
experiences and is thought to be generally stable by the time one reaches adulthood.

1 The trustee. When deciding whether or not to trust, a person typically assesses the
20KSNJ LISNE2YQa FoAfAdGez oSyit&rdaveryioes | yR A
relative importance that they place upon each of these characteristics. Additionally, the
same person might weight the individual characteristics differently in different
situations.

1 The relationship between them. For vertical truttis relationship is of leader and
follower.

1 The situation. Although the decision to trust involves the dyad of trustor and trustee, in
organizational settings these two people are not isolated but rather part of a complex
institutional and social sysm.

For the purposes of trust in Army settings, trust has a belief component (the belief that the

other party is trustworthy in the specific context), and a behavior component (the intention to
take some action based upon that belief). The belief that theogarty is trustworthy,

normally based upon the assessment of their ABI, is a necessary but not sufficient ingredient for
the development of trust. For instance, a leader might believe a subordinate to be trustworthy,
but still refrain from taking a veety of specific actions based on that belief due to perceived

risk (to mission ocareer).

What We Know About Current Vertical Trust in the Army

The Center for Army Leadership (CAL) continues to lead the effort in the assessment of vertical
trust in theArmy. The 2013 edition of their Annual Survey of Army Leadership (GASAdgd

an increasedocus ontrust. The survey showelthat 68% of respondents reported having

ohighe or avery higle levels of tust in their immediate supeors. In all rankcategories, the
respondents reported levels of trust for their subordinates that were equal or within a few
percentage points of their trust for their immediate superiors. Accordingly, at the macro level, it
appears that the Army has very strong verticakt throughout its ranks. However, there

remain a number of significant unknowns that warrant exploration and additional analysis.

1. The CASAL data reflect a pattéyrwhich junior leaders tend to trust less, and be
trusted less, than do senior leader§his pattern appears in the data for both enlisted
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and officer ranks. We currently do not know what causes this pattBatential
explanations for this phenomenon includg) Satistical anomaly, 2) Army leaders are
more trusting of those with greater perience (or who have indicated their intention to
make the Army their career), 3)dior leaders are ma candid on the survey, and 4)
There are generational differences in the way leaders view trust.

If junior Army leaderQrust levels are impact significantly by theirxgerience, it could
be expected that their levels of trust will follow an upward trajectory as they gain
experience and maturity. Howevertlife difference between their trust levels and
those of more senior leaders is the resol generational differenceghe junior officers
might carry a problematic ledsusting perspective with them as they grow into senior
ranks in F2025B.

. We do not know how the responses to the CASAL were distributediginout the
Army, pecifically tle approximately 3%0f the respondentshat reported having only
moderate, low, or very low levels of trust in their immediate supeiliwre to the need
to protect the anonymity of the respondents, the CASAL does not collect unit data.
Potential distribuions include:

a. A generally uniform distribution throughout the Army with each unit having
approximately equal percentages of trusting and distrusting leaders. The within
unit differences could potentially be caused by individual differences in
situations/ experiences or individual differences in propensity to trust

b. A nonuniform distribution in which leadensavingonly moderate, low, or very
low levels of trust in their immediate superior are grouped in particular units.

c. A nortuniform distribution inwhich those leaderkavingonly moderate, low, or
very low levels of trust in their immediate superior are grouped in particular
typesof unitsor occupational fields

d. A nonuniform distribution in which those leadebsavingonly moderate, low, or
very low levels of trust in their immediate superior are disproportionately
represented by some demographic category.



Recommendations

General Recommendations

1. The Armyshouldcontinue to invesin effortsrequired to develop a more idepth
understanding of trustandhow it is develope@dnd maintained in Army unitdt is
important that, in the current environment characterized by budget reductions, these
efforts remain prioritized and resourced.

2. Estalish a process for inteorganizational coordination diuman DimensionrHD)
initiatives in order to achieve unity of effort throughout the Army assessment,
education, training, research, and experimentation efforts.

Specificecommendations

Immediate

1. Enhance the command climate survey program by adtfiedollowing items to the
DEOCS to enable analysis of trust, aggregated by unit:
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2. Incorporate the following new essential elements of analysis into learning demand
no. 7 of Army Warfighting Challenge #9:
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3. Have theHDCapabilitiesDevelopmentTaskForce coordinate with the University of

Foreign Military and Cultural Studies (UFMCS) in order to collect qualitative data

regarding vertical trust fronthe participantsof their SolariumsThe combined
quantitativedata from the CASAL G K S camiduialitativiedata from Solariums
0 0KS wanli @gravide Army leadership a much moredepth understanding of
the status of trust in the Army.

Near Term

1. Contracttohaveane®NIi 2NJ 4SIY 2F SELISNI A& Ay

seminar aimed at:
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of trust existing within their unitsand
1 Designing actions to increase trust.

The seminar shoulde taught to Army leaders and key staff and faculty at organizations
such as the Mission Command Training Program, and the School of Command
Preparation. Three potential providers for this seminar are:

Organization Strengths

N.C. State GEN H. Hug
Shelton Leadership
Center, Poole College 0
Management

Expertise Has Dr. Rogdvlayeron their team, who ismong the
most widely published forengt experts on trust

Experience with military Has already provided support to Joint
Special Operations Conamd (JSOC)

Sweeney Leadership
Development Group

Expertise Led by COL (ret) Patrick Sweeney, who designed,
conducted, and published results from studies of trust conduc
with Army units deployed to Irag.

Experience with military Retired Army colonetiesigned
research and instruction into trust for Army while stationedts
United States Military Academy (USMA)

The Consortium for
Trustworthy
Organizations

Expertise Led by Dr. Bob Hurlewho has conductedxensive
research into trustantl dzi K2 NER (KS 06221 =2
Trust: How LEADERS Create Higihiza & h NB I y AT |

Fresh ApproachSpecialty has been working with businesses.
New perspectives might serve useful.

Applicability /Utility : Has developed a tool that leaders can us¢
to assess which factors in their organization are currently
facilitating trust, and which are inhibiting trust.

2.al 1S &.dzAf RAy3 adzidzrf ¢NMzAG o0SG6SSy
upcoming HD workshqpvith representatives from the Human Ensue that
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leaders from various levels of Army operational units and experts in trusiathe
present. The purposes of the workshop would include:

1 Gaining a better understanding of the variables impacting trust between
Army leaders and followerspecifically during prioritized anticipated
missions of F2025B

1 Design a sustainable process for measuring trust between leader and
follower and te variables impacting the same; and

1 Design the organizational process for measuring, tracking, and takilgsct
to influence the variables identified as critical to the development of leader
follower trust in specific Army operational contexts.

The results of this workshop should be presented to the Army Human Dimension
Council (AHDC).

. Form a research partnengp with Dr. Sabrina Salamon, professor at York University
in Toronto, in order to design and conduct a study of Army units similar to her study.
Her study found causal relationships between the degree to which employees felt
trusted by their managers, aggpated at the store level, and the degree to which

the employees felt responsible for organizational outcomes, which consequently led
to higher performance. The rough research questions for this study would include:

1 What specific leader behaviors lean $oldiers feeling trusted by the leader?

1 How varied or uniform are the perceptions of trust and feeling teds
throughout the members of Armynits?

1 What is the relationship between collective felt trust (CFT) in Army units and
the resmnsibility normsRN) of thedzy A 14 Q { 2f RA SNAK

1 What is the relationship between unit outcomes and the RN and CFT of the
dzy At Qa {2f RASNAK

The study with Army units should build upon her study design with a few additional
aspects:

1 Add a qualitative component designed toptare Sotlier perspectives
regarding thespecific leader behaviothat made them feel that their
leaders trusted theng and in what contexts.

1 Collect data with regard to the degree that Leaders report that they trust
their subordinates. This would enlabanalysis to identify if there is
agreemat between how much leaders repattiey trust their subordinates
and how muclhthe subordinatesactually fdt trusted by their leaders.



The results of the study could, by identifying specific leader behaviatddd to CFT

in operational settings, inform refinements to the MSAF 360 assessment questions
and the assessment cards being developed for use by observers at the Combat
Training Centerduring coaching and mentoring 8fmy leaders.

4. A followron whitepaper should build upon this white paper, and address specifically
the crosscultural aspects of trust. As the literature makes clear, the nature of trust
Ad KAIKEe& adzoe2aSO0APS>E yR 2ySQa OdzZ (dz2NB |
assessment ahe trustworthiness of otherd? Coupled with the increasing
requirement for our F2025B units to be capable of effectively partnering with forces
from other nations and cultures it becomes critical that our leaderdarstand how
people from countriesiew trust and make trust judgments. This paper would
address the following essential elements of analysis (EEA) for the Team Building
learning demand of Army Warfighting Challenge #9:

1 What does the Army require to strengthen relationships with partners i
order to gain access, integrate capabilities, and enhance cooperation
required to conduct security operations?

1 What methods are effective for fostering shared understanding and
cohesive, collaborative environments among a diverse modular army design
andJIM team?

1 What does the Army require to train and educate strategists with regional
expertise to successfully collaborate with unified action partners at the
operational and strategic levels of warfare?

WLy 58t KSe& yR [/ KNR&GAI Y 2 St -rrGst Growd BegoyidSINNIEE dill) Ayoditizae (INDHZS G Y
Values Researchno.3 (2012): 552.

2 P R2Yy 3 [ dz2 T iriCrodeh 6zR& ¢zR) © NHAGE I 6 2NI GA2y aY do@maloNR | / 2y (A
Management28, no. 5 (2002): 669.
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General Martin Dempsey, USA

Introduction

This papeexplores the concept of trust between leaders and followers in otdénform

Institutional Army Warfighting Assessments anwhtribute to Army efforts to optimizéuman

performance After over a decade of war in Iraq and Afghanistan, the Army is now conducting
organizational reflection, assessment, research, analysis, and experimentation in &fforts

makepolicy and resource decisions that will ensure the Army of 202bbeyondF2@5B)is

fully preparedto accomplish all assigned missionalthoughtechnology and weaponry has

always beepand alwayswillbeA YLI2 NI Fy i (2 GKS g NFAIKGAYy3T STTF
SYLKI aia 2y KS signélsarmewrioriRzZatiorSof |&aing/ahd implementing

tools, methods, and processes that will facilitate human performance optimizgtas

individuals and as team§.

Due to the realitythat Soldiers deploy and fight not as individuals, but in units, the Army has
designatedidzy RSNE G yYRAY 3 YR SyKFyOAy3a ! Ny¥e fSIRSNA
effective teams as one of the focal points of their human dimension efférf$ e Army Human

Dimension Capability Development Task Force (HDCDTF) further articulatsd@sorting

f SFNYAYy3 RSYFYR o6[50X al2g OlFly (GKS ! Nyeé o0Sai
that promote mutual trust, shared understanding, disciplined initiative, prudent risk taking, and
F2AGSN) O2KS&aA@S IyR 62ttt 02N 0ADBS SYy@ANRYYSYl

This papersupportsthat learningdemandby exploring the construct of trust with a focus on

the mutualtrust between leaders and their followerélthough there are other dimensions of
trust that are important to the Army, such as the trust that tAmerican people have in the
Army as in institution, this paper focuses on the mutual trust between leaders and followers,
oftenOl f £ SR & @STNE pap@inténdsitaNatadide a review of the concept of trust and
how it is developed and maintainediscuss its relevance to the US Army, identify examples of
GKS 1 { !I'N¥eQa 2y3I2Ay3 STFF2NIa YR AYyAGAlFIGAGSa
trust, and suggest recommendations for next steps. Most impolyatite purpose of this

paper is to seve as a common point of departure to stimulate discussion among the members
of the HD community of practice in order to nurture a systematic and sustained exploration of
how the US Army can enhance operational effectiveness through the developmenticalert
trust between Soldiers and leaders. It is noteworthy that due to time constraints this paper is
preliminary in nature.

3Raymond T. Odierno and John M. McHUgtrce 2025 and BeyomdSETTING THE COURSBuly 2014.
http://www.arcic.army.mil/Home/index.aspxaccessed 2 November 2014.
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The paper is organized into four sections, starting with an exploration of the context and why
0NHza G Aa ONIR G Addinfectibl. nite Secand\Seadian the papesviaws the
trust literature to develop an understanding of the nature of vertical trust and the individual,
organizational, and situational variables that impact its development.

In the third section, thgaper examines some of the existing initiatives, in the Army and in the
professional sector, which are aimed at understanding, measuring, and enhancing vertical trust.
In the final section, recommendatioiar future steps forwardare provided regarding

enhancing vertical trust in Army units.

The personal pronouns "he,"” "him," or "his" are utilized throughout this paper for sake of
consistency and ease of reading, and shall be construed as neutral in gender.

Context

GhdzNJ LINP FSaaAzy ONa 2ofdHistNdiziad yiessageShaen&at Ry
Odierno, the38" and currentChief of Stafbf the Armydeliveredto the audience athe 2012
Association of the United States Army Annual Meeting and Exposition in Washibg@n,
During his speecihe emphasizethow important it is forArmy leadesto earn the trust of their
subordinates, peers, and seniordaking a point that will be addressed throughout this paper,
he addedthat trust is not rankoriented.® And dthough the need fomilitary leaders to be
trusted by their followerss notnew,? it will be especially critical to the Army of 2025 and
beyond (F2025B).

The increasing importance of trust to the Army is partly the result of the evolving nature of the
2LISNF A2yl f SY@ANRBYYSY(d o6h90x odzi Yz2ailte (GKS
Mission CommandThe global fiscal situation, competition oviamited resourcesrapid

advancesn technology, the emergence of instantaneous wesldie personalcommunications

through social mediagnd ethnic and religious animosities all interexigenerde an

4United States Army Combined Arms Centére Human Dimension White Paper: A Framework for Optimizing

Human Performance-ort Leavenworth, KS. 9 October, 2014.

5 United States Army Training and Doctrine Commdadice 2025 and Beyond Unified Land Operations: Win in a

Complex WorldFort Eustis, VA, October, 2014.

6 Human Dimension Capability Development Task Force, Mission Command Capability Development mtegratio
Directorate, Learning demand&rmy Warfighting Challenge 9 Integrated Learning Plan FramewWarklovember,

2014.

B5FPAR TSy FYR ¢2Y 2Afazys G+SNIAOITf ¢ Migrdafionadd a A & (G NHza i
Journal of Information Margement23 (2003): 223.

Swl @ Y2YR Wd® t ALISNI a/{!Y ¢NHzZAG L& .SRNRO] 2F ! N¥eé tNBFSa
October 26, 2012, accessed December 4, 281td;//w ww.army.mil/article/89904/

9 Lance KurkThe Wisdom of Alexander the Great: Enduring Leadership Lessons from the Man Who Created an
Empire(New York: AMACOM Div American Mgmt Assn, 2004), 118.
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increasingly complex arghpredictable environment® The wide rangeof threats to US

national interests and security objectives range from emerging national powers seeking to
increase global influence to nestate actorssuch assiolent extremist to transnational criminal
organizations:! Additionally, he UniS R { didcal stdatidrhas necessitatedignificant cuts

in Department of Defense and Arrspending Adversaries, both real and potential, have
certainly noticed this substantial shift and, as a result, may be emboldened to take aggressive
action aganst US interests.

As a result of this comple2E the Army must prepare to perforrmancreasinglyliverse set of
missions, in a equallybroadrange ofsettings, and do so with less fundify.

Army Warfighting Challenge # 9:

“Improve Soldier, Leader, and Team Performance”

Learning Demand:

Team Building. How can the Army best facilitate positive
team dynamics at all echelons that promote mutual trust,
shared understanding, disciplined initiative, prudent risk
taking, and foster cohesive and collaborative environments?

Figurel. Army Warfighting Challenge # 9 with Associated Learning Demand

These factors have led the Armygarsue, instill, and practice missioaromand Mission

O2YYIl yR A& the®@adhcyodrRilitaky ®derations through decentralized execution

with subadinate leaders at all levels using professional judgment and exercising disciplined
initiative.£31415Toeffectivdy utilize thisapproach to command ancbntrol, the unit leader,

whois ultimateWNB a LI2yaAof S F2NJ GKS dzyAlGQa &adzGCsorfeda a 2 NJ
control. More accurately, the leader must not merely allow his subordinates to make decisions

and exercise initiative; he musften require it. This act ofelinquishingcontrol of something

that matters-- and in the process making oneself vulneratoléhe actions of another persoq

is the very crux of trust.

And it does not stop there. Theerticaltrust between leader and followanust be mutual.
Thus, it is not dicient for the commander to place trust in the subordinateetsubordinate,
whowould now be empowered and expected tiake the initiative makingtactical and

10 president of the United State$he National Security Strayg 2010, 34.

11 Training and Doctrine Command, TRADOC Par8828rmy Operating Concept/S Government Printing

Office, Fort Eustis, VA, 2014 -1D.

2 Secretary of the US Army and the United States Army Chief of S@&ff, 6

13 Chairman of the Joint CHieof Staff Mission Command White Pap@012, 3.

1 Department of the Army, ADR@ Mission CommandJS Government Printing Office, Washington DC, 2012, 1.
15 Department of the Army, FM-Q2, Operational Terms and Graphié¥ashington, DC, 2004;1P6.

11



operational decisions, and baagthe associatedurden'® musttrust his leader to respond
FILANI @ G2 (KS aThkeuboRikafelmisiiiEeliede $hitithd dosrdider has
communicated his intent andiven directions that araimed primarily on accomplishment of
the mission and welfare of the Soldigegher thani K S 02 Y Y lrs6raiSatiBngemeds
This relationship ofmutual trustbetween leaders and followeis a prerequisite for the
successful practice ofission command, and it iee intangible quality that enables the Army
to truly be adaptive’® As critical as trust is tthe Army, however, itamot be bought,
requisitioned, or ordered it must be earned?

Review of theTrustLiteratureand Ongoinglrustinitiatives

What is Trust?

While there is yeino consensugegarding thedefinition of trustin the literaturg2%! most
definitionsincludethe conceps of risk andvulnerability on the part of the trusté?, and the

concepts of fairness and predictability on the part of the trustéeor exampleBaierdefined

trustl &0 K0S F OOSLIJGI SR @dzt y S NI athdt éxpedted il il forya2kipK S ND &  LJs
322R g Af f 0% Nages DR ar®l $cBobenan defing NJHz& G Wilkngnask &a G

16 A vivid example of the psychological burden associated with making decisions in combat can be found in Carlo
509aiGSQaa8¢FR2ESNY (New Yorkf HerrySHeXrAd Jorparty, 2002). Struggling with the decision
to commence the amphibious laimdy at Normandy in WWII, General Eisenhower recorded in his journal,

Gt NPolkofe y2 2yS gK2 R2Sa y20 KIF@S G2 o0SFN GKS a
gKIFG (G2 R2 Ol&ly dzyRSNARGFIYR GKS AyidSyairide 2F GKSas$s
1" The January 2014 edition AfmyMagazineincludes a section in which the authors share the personal
narratives of company commanders serving in Afghanistan as they discuss situations in which their commanders

either earned or lost their trustArmy Magazine, How Trust Is Earned or Lost, January 2014, 57-61, accessed

November 12, 2014, http://cc.army.mil/pubs/armymagazine/docs/2014/CC_ARMY _ (Jan2014) Trust.pdf.

®Trust enables organizations to be adaptive by accelerating the decision process (Stephen M.RIHeoSpged

of Trust: The One Thing that Changes Everyifhiegv York: Free Press, 2006): 22B.) and enhancing the

morale, and therefore peridy  y OS> 2F GKS f26SNJ £ S@St ¢ SFRSNJ GKIFG Aa @
.AYRAY ¢KS LYLIOG 2F /2ftf SOGA @ Soudms bf ippletiByciolo@d/no.® NB | y AT |
(2008): 593.).

B US Army Training and Doctrine Commafuny Profession Campaign Annual Repagril 2, 2012, 7.

2w23SNI/ ® al@SNI YR WHYSa | & 51 @gAar a¢KS 9FFSOG 2F GKS
A Field Quasd E LIS NS éf Applied Psychologd no.1 (1999): 123.

2BlairH. SheJLJF NRX YR 5Fyl ad {KSNXIYyXZ a¢KS DNI Y YANcad@my2 F ¢ NHza
of Management Revie®3 no.3 (1998): 422.

20 yRNY /@ | dAKSazE / SOAfe alO/ 283 | yReuWRtegnsl @ W2Kyaidz2ys
/| KFftSy3asSa | yR Ay A Braceedingsld Qi2BieniayDEONI Eqial Gpportunity, Diversity, and

Culture ResearcBymposiumEdited by J. C. Scarpate & D. P. McDonald (Patrick AFB, FL: Defense Equal

Opportunity Managemeninstitute, 2009): 49-516.
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Cybersocietiesgdited byRino Falcone, Munindar Singh, and ¥a@ Tan (NY: Springer Science & Business Media,
2001) 36.

2 Annette B4 SNE & ¢ NHza (iEthicsgaR no! 2(19896)i 28803 ( = ¢
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party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the expectation that the other

will perform a particular aatin important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or

control that other partyé?®> Zaheer McEvily, and Perrongefined trust as the expectation that

an actor can be relied upon to fulfill obligations, will behave in a predictable manner, and will

act and negotiate fairly even when the possibility for opportunism or exploitation is présent.

In his book¢iThe Decision tdrustél dzZNX S& RSTAYSa GGNHza G a aiKS R
that another party can be relied on to fulfill commitments, be fair, be transparent, and not take
FRGIFYyGF3aS 27F @22 AW ddtuirie cdines tushsii KEe @d a4 a4 dzvBhR NBf A |
character, ability, strength, or truth of someone swmethingé?® 2° leavingthe vulnerability of

the trustor implied.

Trusthasboth a belief anda behavioral componenr Thus, trust requires more than just
accepting vulnerability or relying upon the other persdn.say thaPerson A trustd?erson B,
PersonA must:

1. Believe that BcanprotectAQ&d Ay i SNBadGaz

2. Believe that Bwill protectAQa Ay iSNBaidaz

3. Take some action or ircion, based upon these belief®y which heaccepts
vulnerability to B andhcurs risk!

So, ifby trusting, a person iaccepting risk anchaking themselves vulnerable by placing an

outcome thatisA YLIR2 NI F yi G2 GKSY Awhywiogldosedo/it3In fact, &S Qa 02y
trust strangers routinely. When driving, we trust that other drivers will obey stop signs and red

lights. When boarding an aircraft, we trust that the flight crew is trained and capable of flying

the plane safely to its destinationTherefore, peoplérust whenthey believe that theyhave

the possibilityof obtaininga better outcome by trusting than they do by not trustiffg.

It therefore follows, thatfor the Army to increase the levels of trust between leaders and
trusting yietls a more optimal result than does the act of distrusting. Further, the wbald
trusting party needs tdelieveit to be so Taking a hypothetical example that hafsen been

Bw23SNI / ®@ al@SNE WHEHYS&a | @ 5F@FA&X yR Co® 51 FAR { OK22NX)I )
¢ NHzAdademy of Management Revi@0, no. 3 (1995): 712.

26 Akbar Zaheer, Bill McEvily, and @iy T 2 t SNNRYy Ss 6528& ¢NMHzad al GGSNK 9ELJX :
LYGSNEBENBIYyATIFGAZ2YE | yR L Oig&NatihalBdey® ho. 20 Meiei April 2098):t S NJF 2 NJY' |
141-59.

2" Robert F. HurleyThe Decision to Trust: How Leaders Create-HightOrganization§San Francisco: Jossey

Bass, 2012): 1.

28 Department of the Army, ADPThe Army2012, 22.

2% Merriam ¢Websters Online Dictionariitp://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/trust, accessed 12

December, 2014.

ow2ed WP [ SHAO1TAZT 9RGFNR / & ¢2YfAyazy> IyR bAaAO2fS DAff S:
¢CKS2NBGAOFE ! LILINRI OKSA&X 9 Y LI Dalrdal of Maga@emirizyn0.$ ¥2006)y9R8. C dzii dzNB
MaOYYAIKEG FYR / KSNDFyes a¢NHzaG FyYR3B5AAGNHZAG 5STAYAGARZY:
#2DNF KFY 5AS8SGT FYR 5SIyyS bo 5SSy | | NFrgoAnEl Révie@106): 858 v 3 ¢ NHz
560.
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discussed from thé NJY" ée€eét operations, the delegation or withholding diet authority to
engage insurgents, it can be modeled in an admittedly oxa@rplified but informative manner
as a tweby-two matrix (See Table 1).

The Commander can trust his subordinates by delegdhiaguuthority to engage on their own
or distrust trem by requiring them to request approval prior to engagifige subordinate
leader, however, may or may not be well prepared to make the decision based upon factors
such as training, maturity, and state of mind. As Table 1 suggests, for the unit to hevadap
and operationally effective, theommander needs to trust hsubordinate leades, who
themselvegnust be capable.

Subordinate leader Trustworthiness

Subordinate Leader is

Trustworthy
Appropriately mature and
properly trained and motivated

Subordinate Leader is

Untrustworthy
Lacking requisite maturity, training
or motivation

Trust the
subordinate

leader
(delegateand
allow subordinate
to engage the
enemy without
requestingprior

Unit is highly adaptive with
increased operational
effectiveness

Unit mistakenly attacks and kills

innocent norcombatants.

Potential outcomes include:

1 loss of support from populace

9 loss of support from American
citizenry

9 increased recruiting by enemy

T GSNXYAYlLGAZY 27F

(require the
subordinate to
requestapproval
prior to engaginl

(deemed unnecessary by
Soldiers and American
citizenry)

9 Population and allies lose fait
in capabilities of US.

approval) career
Unit becomes less effective Unit is not adaptive, and
5 2 miét Potential outcomes include: operationally ineffective.
I Erosion of Soldier trust in i Followers lose confidence in
the : L ) :
. leadership and mission unit leadership.
subordinate 9 Adversaries evadend flourish| § Adversariegvadeand flourish
leader 1 Increasedriendly casualties | § Increasedriendly casualties

(deemed unnecessary by
Soldiers and Americatitizenry)

1 Population and allies lose faith
in capabilities of US.

Tablel. Potential Trust Decisions with Tactical, Operational, arate&}jicOutcomes

Although it appears that in most situations, most people perform this calculatian intuitive
manner rather than using a deliberate, analytical procesthey nevertheless arrive at the
decision to trust through sommeansof evaluatng and choosing from alternative optionghis
process and the various inputs to it will be discussed in depth in the following sections.
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Finally, the literature recognizes two additional aspects of trust. First, trust is context
dependent. A person camust another to do one specific action but not anoti¥#éFor

example, a commander might trust a subordinate leader to work independently and prepare
the slides for a senior level briefing but not trust that same leadenake tactical decisions in
an operational setting.

Second, theelationship between trust and perceived vulnerability is alemplicated. For

example,jf acommander shares some sensitiméormation with his executive officer (XO)

whom he trustsgreatly, the commander might not feeleryvulnerable. If hewere to sharethis

same information with a member of another unit who he does not trust as much, the

commander would likely feel more vulnerable, even if the negative repercussions to him would

be the same regardless of witompromised his trust and revealed the sensitive information

In this regardNicoleGillespie commen®> & X1 KS LI N} R2E Aa GKIFG @dzZ y
trust, yet the subjective experience of vulnerability typically @ases as the level of trust in

0KS NBf I GA 2 yandded,haking OighlirlistirSaacthér enables one to trust that

person without experiencing a great sense of vulnerability.

These points, together, illustrate why many scholars assert that brasttwo components, a

belief in the trustworthiness of another and an intention to take an action as a result of that

belief3®> For example, using the situation from Table 1, a commander might believe a

subordinate of his to be an honest and completelystiorthy individual, yet still require him

to request approval prior to engaging due to the anticipated severity of the negative
NELISNDdzaaA2ya G2 GKS YAA&aA Lehtainlybét?cOmpbrierBsRf ¢ A (i K
trust are important when viewecdithe context of enhancing Army operational effectiveness.
Therefore, lased upon its utility for facilitating analysis and the degree to which it has been
accepted in applied research drust, especiallyvithin the field of trust in the military® 373839

33 For a description of the potential for the simultaneausexistence of trust and distrust between two people see

w2eé Wo [SgAO01AT 5FyAsSt Wo alOl'ftAaiSNE FYR w20SNI Wo . A
Academy of Management Revi&8 no.3 (1998):43858.

3 NicoleD A f f Sviedslii§gdTustiin Working Relationships: The Behavioral Trust Invedtéry / | NI G2y X +A 00
Melbourne Business School, 2008p://www.mbs.edu/downloads/wp/WP_2003 14.pd8B.

$MelindaJ. MoyeandAlan® | Sy 1Ay G9ELI 2NAy3 | 8420A1GArA2ya 06SiG6SSy
LYGSNILISNE2Y Lt Thdbaardal ok Managdmgrt BeSehpniBtno.2 (2006): 10203.

BLYyYylL ¢d [/ AFLYyOA2ft2 SiG | { o Teust NMitary Tea/mseditdd DyiNedle AzStdnkon h LIS NI (i )
(Burlington VT: Ashgate Publishing): 90.

WSaaAOlF [ 2AfRYFY S Ffd aG¢NHzaG Ay {Tasmdigni I NDAy 3T | Ol
Teams ed. Neville A. Stanton (Burlington VT: Ashgate Publishing): 73.

B9t A&ALFOSGK 2d CAGT KAdZAKE w20SNI wod | 2FFYMysTin Mty WE Yy SG 9 «
Teams ed. Neville A. Stanton (Burlington VT: Ashgate Publishing): 200.

¥t FIGNRO] Woe {SSySesx a52 {2t RANNE2 wSSYWa H idallika8S NINHzAATY 3ASVE
Psychologp?, no. 1 (2010): S79888.
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401 this study adopts the Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman definition and considersatioest

¢the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the

expectation that the other will perform a particular action important tettrustor, irrespective

2T GUKS oAt AGe G2 Y2y XedieravoidsrasyakidtPwhen Sddiedi 2 G K
A is willing to be vulnerable to the actions of Soldier B based on the expectation that Soldier B

will perform an action importantd Soldier A without Soldier A closely monitoring or controlling

Soldier B. Note that in this definition Soldier A can be either the leader of or the subordinate to
Soldier B. Iin the next section, thipaperexploresthe variableghat impact the development

of verticaltrust between leaders and followers.

WhatAffects Trust Between Leaders aralléwers?

Trust has been studied by scholars in a wide variety of disciplines and fields, including

leadership, economics, sociology, anigational behavior among othet$?* As a result, there

are a number dmodels of how trust develop3hispaperreviewstwo such models of trust.

The first is a model published in 1995 by Roger C. Mayer, James H. Davis, and F. David
Schoormanwhichwas chosen due tias applicability to a broad range of organizations, and its

influence in the scholarly study of trust as evidenced by it being cited by over 10,000 scholarly
works®In order to keep their model generalizable to a broad range of org#oizs, the

authors limited the range of inputs to the trust process to those deemed relevant across many
domains. Thipaper thereforealsoreviews a model for the development of trugtublished by

Graham Dietz i2011 that includesdditionalcategoriesof variables that impact trust. Among

the features common between these two modes, and most published models of trust is the

basica Fft 26¢ 2F GKS LINRPOSaa || LISNB2YSX KSNBFFISNI N
deciding whether or nottotrustya2 G KSNJ LISNE 2y > KSNBF T3 SN NBTFSNNI
flow, from the perspective of the trustor includes:

1. Evaluating the trustworthiness of the trustee. If the trustee appears trustworthy, the
trustor then forms positive expectationsgarding thel NHz& 6§ SSQa o Sfal GA 2 NJ |

OYWwAGl DAfEX aS3aly ad ¢K2YLA2YX YyR !'y3Stl wod CS606NI NRX

¢NHza G FyR { (NI (r&d ik Ritary¥TeaMiedité] INavINEGAE Stakitgn (Burlington VT: Ashgate

Publishing), 107.

“1Ye /@ 9RY2YRaz2yI aGtadOKz2f23A0It { I TEaOSt¢ NIBSYBS £ AR [ ¢
and Distrust in Organizationedited by Roderick M. Kramer and Karen S. Cook {elu Russell Sage

Foundation): 242.

2al @SNE 51 @Aax YR {OK22NXI Y>> a!y LyGSaANIYGAGS az2RSt 27

BWF a2y ! ® [/ 2fljdzZAdds . NByd ' {02040 IyR WSFFSNE ! @ [ St )
Analytic Testof Theid | YA lj dz§8 wSft | GA2YyAKALA ¢ A (GXumalloBApplietir {Ay3 | yR W2
Psycholog®2, no. 4 (2007): 909.

“[ dz2 I &. dzA £ RA/YaEE (coeliEatid /A3t f/ INRBANT A2y aXé ccpd

BChd 5FPAR {OK22NXIFy>X w23ISN/ & al & SoiDrgdnigaRonaVFrustSRast,| @ 51 A ¢
t NBaSy sz Acidemy®ikMadaliant Revi@R no.2 (2007):344.
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willingness to be vulnable, and an intention to trust. This is the belief aspect of the
trust process.

2. Assessing the risk and other associated factors. If the ndknsately deemed
acceptable by the trustor, thehe will form an intention to demonstrate the trust
informed behavior This is thébehavioraspect of the trust process.

3. laaSaaAray3a FYyR fSFENYAy3a FTNRY GKS NBadzZ ta 27
fails to meet the positive expectations, tireistor will modify his assessment of the
0 NHza 6§ SSQa ( NHza i oThibliE tKeleyaBiatidn asp&a2theR istpibEedsd

For ease of understanding, ttpsperdescribes the decision proceassumingi K S NHza (i 2 NQ &
thought process is always conscious, analytical, rational, and deliberate. This of course is not
alwaysthe case, and most readers cprobablyrecall an instance of feeling that they could

GNHza i a2YS2ySs> 2NJ O2 dzeirybdhsciousi}Nalzara of theerdaSoBsffdd ¢ A 1 K
their feeling. A good discussion on the subconscious aspect of the decision to trust and other
AYUGSNILISNE2YFEf AYGSNI OlAzya OFly 6S F2dzyR Ay 51
Revolutionary New Scien@¥ | dzY 'y wS% | A2y aKA LA d€

The Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman Model of Trust

al@SNE 5F@Aas yR { Okg@aiwx2 WS 1IJBHT A ¢ KiGdhéreK Sy N db «
in Figure 27 The model portrays hovirust developsbetweentwo parties, of which one could

be a leader and the other a followerhis tust between two specific individuals has been called
interpersonal trusty some scholaféand dyadic trusby others*®

46 Daniel GolemarSocial Intelligence: The Revolutionary New Science of Human RelatigNghipgork: Bantam

Books) 2007,-B91.

47Mayer, Davis, and Boorman,a ! y Ly G4 S3INF 6A @S a2R2M1.2F hNBFYATFGA2yLE ¢
48 CynthiaJohnse®@ S2 NHS |yR 2 fGSNJ/ & {46 LI dGaSkadiNBYSyid 27F { LIS

+fARFGAR2Y 2F | { Ol £ S { 2ourhafich Bedscnality Alladial Psyclolo#d, jol6S OA FA O h (i |
(1982): 1306.
YW20SNI 9@ [ NI SEtSNB YR ¢SR [ 1 dAl2ySY a¢KS 58FRAO ¢ NI

I f2a8 wSt JoirdalbiMarkidge ZERami2, no. 3 (1980): 595
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Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman’s Model of Trust (1995)

Factors of Perceived
Trustworthiness

Ability Perceived Risk

N

Benevolence Trust —_—

7

Risk Taking Behavior —»‘ Outcomes —

¢

A
Integrity &

Trustor’s
Propensity

Roger C. Mayer, James H. Davis, & James H. Schoorman, “An Integrative Model of Organizational Trust,” The Academy of Management Review 20, no.3 (1995): 715.

Figure2. Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman's Model of Tra$95

Accading to ths model, the development of trust is impacted by characteristics and factors of

both the trustor and the trusteet SNK I LJAa (GKS Y2ald 20@A2dza T OG 2 NZ
decision to trust are what Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman calitel OG 2 N&E 2F t SNOSA G
¢ NHza (0 ¢ 2 RIAdCArding @ thebrivhen making the decision to trust, the trustor makes an
FaaSaaySyid 2F GKS (NHzaGSSQay

 Abilityca XGKIFG ANRdzL) 2F ajAftfas O2YLISGSyOASaz
have influencewith y &2 YS & LISIOMYFQAD IRSAXUIASEE | oA f A G A S
specific, trust is also doma#specific>!

1 Benevolencg X 1 KS SEGSYyld (2 6KAOK (KGS@ogioNtiehei SS A &
0 NHza % 2 NX ¢

1 Integritycd X i KS { NHza ( 2 NIetrudids atibefekio & 40f piinkiplds that
0KS GNHza (2N PAYyRa | OOSLIilI ot Soé

50 Mayer, Davis, and Schooam,d ! y LYy G S3INF 6A GBS a2RSM5 2F hNAIFIYATFGA2Y I ¢
51 1bid, 717.
52pbid, 718.
53|bid, 719.
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In addition to these factors regarding the trustee, the decision to trust is impactéaeby

0 NXzapiopaddiyito trust* Closely related to what some scholars have terraitder

GK2f AaB2aND dRXIZ DE SN § ALISYNE2 yIONHZAINRELISY A @ G2 (O NX:
willingness to trust other peopléayer, Davis, and Schoorman point out that there is no
202SO0GAGSsT oaz2fdziS YSI aaNblitybdevalda&and Ndza 1 SSQa
integrity. Rather, what matters to his decision to trust is th&\Xz& per2eNidrf the

0 NXza ch&a&terstics This is why thé NXz& prépéhEity ta trust is important, because it

serves as a kind oflans thatshapg G KS ¢l & GKI G GKS (NHzaG2NJ 620K
about the trustee and shapes the way that the trustor interprets the information perceived

about the trustee.

Propensity to trusis thought to be a relat®ly stable trait by the time a peos reaches
adulthood.>” Research has suggested that people with higher propensities to trust, in addition
to being more trusting of other people, tend t@lmore trustworthy in their action® In one
study, people with high propensities to trust tended tomk equally hard whether or not they
thought they were being observed by their supervisors, whereas people with lower
propensities to trust tended to work significantly less hard when they thought they were not
being watched?

So, proceeding with the model, based upon thé\diza prép&diEity ta trust and perceptions
2T 0KS GNMzAGSSQa loAftAdles o0SyS@g2ftSyO0Ss YR AY
0 NXza av&dallleval of trustworthiness. This assessmentisnol RA OK2{G2Y2dza a@&S:
determination, but rather an assessment along a continifdifhis assessmeuwleterminesthe
RSINBS (2 6KAOK U(GKS UGNHzZG2N) dGNHzaG&a¢é¢ GKS §NHza
distinction between the psychologicaks¢ of trusting, and the behavioral function of taking
FOUA2Y ® a4 GKS &aO0K2f | NAilidgghedsb bevdiriérdieldi.e.toa y 2 N
trust) but risk is inherent in thbehavioral manifestatio®@ ¥ (G KS gAf ft Ay3ay5aa (2
According to the model, oce the trust level has been determined (by the perceived
trustworthiness of the trustee and the propensity to trust of the trustor), a trustor will engage
in risk taking behavior that corresponds to the risk in the situafionstng and accepting risk

541bid, 714.

5/ @ aAOKIFSt t2¢Stt FYR YAN] /@ |1 SA20G§X G¢KS LYGSNrOdGAzy
LYy@SadAaalr iirgdsS owaldbNBdanBéHavdior em@FeiSdnaigno. 3 (2000): 387.

w2 RSNAO]T ad® YNIYSNE Ga¢NHzZAG yR 5A&0NHAG Ay AmdaBE yAT | GA:
Review of Psycholodpp (1999): 575.

7] 2t ljdzA GG = { O2 ( dmstworhiResy, &t WrystPEopedsityNAlxétadlytic Test of Their Unique
wStFiA2YAKALIA 6AGK wAa9lliel {Ay3I IyR W26 tSNF2N¥YIyOSsé
BWSNBYE .o . SNYSNIK FyR I & WFEO] 21f1SNE dlonMBIISYyaArdae G2
Leadership ath Organizational Studiekb, no. 3 (2009): 218.

SWdzt ALy . ® w2iGd§SNI aLy G SNLISNAE 2 yAnierican REzehdlcnisss notz{1980)2 NI KA v S
8 Mayer, Davis, Schoormaa,! ¥ Ly G4 S3aNI GA GBS az2RS®1L. 2F hNBFYATFGA2YLEE ¢
511bid, 724.
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are therefore context dependerdccording to this modellhisagain illustratesvhy the
jdzZSaiGA2y>X GR2 @2dz (NHza (G @&2dzNJ f SR RSNK¢ Ydzald o6S

Graham Dietz Trust Model

The next model of how trust is developbdtween people was published by Graham D{ste

Figure 3@ la OFly 068 aSSysx 5ASG1Qa Y2RSt Kla (KS 2
Schoorman model, progressing from inputs to an assessment of the trustworthiness of the

other person, and fronthere to a decision and ultimately an acti&hWhat Mayer, Davis, &
{OK22NXIyYy OFff G¢NUHAG2BHRNALRBRISZFIAGR: ¢BHAGEE: O
generally the same thing. Both models include a feedback loop through which the trustor can

learn from experience and increase the degree of trust and risk that he is willing to extend and
FOOSLIi NBALISOGAGSE & ¢ additignalSaméniéBEhat ark iBifioita@ta Y 2 RS f

DietQa UINBzGaa adl NIa 6AGK (KSHeindides iheSia@@d 60 SKIF GA
LISNOSLIiAZ2Y 2F GKS { NHza (béhévhléncelatiinfedrihfuksdoihe A G & G 2
proces that Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman listéAdditionally, he includes the nature of the
relationship between the trustee antthe trustor as an input to the process. Ewghenlimiting

our analysis to trust between leader and follower asduehere, the nature of the trustee

trustor relationship is in no way a constant. Dynamic situations, such as a new commander

takes over a sesoned unit, or a task fordeeingformed for a specific mission in the midst of
ongoingoperatiors, highlight the degree to which the nature of the trustioustee relationship

canvary and have significamhpacton the development of trust.

Dietzaddsi KS ¢ NHza G 2 ND&a OKIF NI} OGSNE Y2 (AT@isisiah2y a> | oA
important factor in the process, because in addition to having an overall propensity to trust, the

trustor might have specific motivations, beliefs, or biases that imibgethe decision to trust.

Kramer describes categoiy &8 SR (O Ndzad & (GN¥zaA G GaLINBRAOFGSR 2
membership in a social or organizational categpigformation which, when salient, often

dzy 1 y26Ay 3t & Ay Tt dzZ3yo@Sa 2AI0KKSS\NE A NHARIIB2IWIIKIEA v S & 4 ¢

Il RRAGAZ2Y I ff @Y -BWSOGA T A R RGE2 \o GeRMGF ditldg tristiproteyd? ( K S NJ
An example of this might be an Army unit operating alongside on of our Unified Action Partners
(UAP) and being unable by policy to share specific intelligence informakeen though the

62 pid, 729.
SDNJ} KF'Y 5AS8GT = aD2Ay3a .01 (2 K SJoGrmadeNTRuSt ReséaktBno. 22 t S2 LI ¢
(2011): 21819.

SDjetzaD2Ay 3 . O1 (2 tiXKSLI{ 2 deNIX3aYR19KIeO K 2h (| KSNK X ¢
8 Kramer,d ¢ NHza G YR 5A80GNHZAG Ay hNBIFYAT | AR aprTt 9 SNHAY 3 t SN
67 |bid, 219.

4528017 FYyR 58Sy 1 FNIi235 daSladaNAy3 ¢NHzadG LyYyaiARS hNBFyATI
|.
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act of withholding information is a major cause of distréidhe leader might have no

alternative 5A SGT |t a2 AyOf dzZRS& dzy RSNJ daAddzr GA2y L E A
reputation. The institution and reputation can have significant impacts upon the development

of trust ®° especially in the military?

CAylftex 5ASi4G1 KrFra AyOftdzRRSR Iy AylLdzi (42 GKS
G§O2yaSljdzSy0Sa o60Se2yR (GUKS NBfliA2yaKALDPE C2NJ
and perform a trusting action even though his analysis indicated tfatrustee was not

completely trustworthy if the need to demonstrate that trust was important for another goal of

the trustor.

(N

Dietz’s Trust Process

Input Process Output
Trustor’s Pre-
Disposition to Trust 1]
Trustworthiness: Trust: Trust-Informed
Trustor’s Character, The Beliefs The Decision Actions
—» Motives, Abilities, | 5l . —>
Behaviors “Confident, “A Willingness “Risk-Taking Acts”
Positive to Render
Nature of the Trustor- Expectations” VOIneseIf
—  Trustee relationship ] ulnerable
Ability
Benevolence *
Situational Influences Integrity, etc
—»  [Institutions, culture,
roles, and reputations] Consequences
beyond the
Domain-Specific relationship?
™ Concerns B
Feedback based upon the experience of ‘trusting”

Graham Dietz, “Going back to the source: Why do people trusteach other?”, journalof Trust Research1,no.2 (2011): 219.
Figure3. Dietz's Trust Process, 2011.
YySe (2 5ASGT Qa LINRPOSaa AMa Gdgyf AI@ZS NEIFKESE 36SdzidzSLySoeSL

preferences and influences and localized external conditions shape the content and process at
SIFOK B65R3IE&dPHA LIRAY(HI KSNB Aa (KFIGX ¢gKAOS GKS o

®Megan Tschannea 2 NI Y= 4! adzZ GARAAOALX AYIFINE !'ylfeara 2F GKS bl
¢ NHzRavigwbf Educational Researdt®, no. 4 (2000): 558.

89 Good, David. "Individuals, interpersonal relations, and trustTrust: Making and breaking cooperative

relationsedited byDiego Gambett§Hoboken, NJ: Blackwell Publishing, 1990): 35.

My SEFYLES 2F GKS AYLI OG 2F AyaidAaddzZiazy OFly 68 F2dzyR
G!'yrfteara 2F GKS t SNOSLIiA2ya 2F ¢NIAYyAy3d 9FFSOGAQPSySaa
(1999) available online &ttp://www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a362588.pdf .

M5ASGT YR 58Sy 1 FNIi235s daSladaNAy3 ((NHzaG AyaiARS 2NEHIFyAal
Dietza D2AYy 3 . O] (2 GKS {2dzZNOSY219.K& 52 tS2LX S ¢NHzaAd 9 OK
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any actual instance, apeh 2 y Qa4 RSOA&aA2yYy (2 GNHzaG YAIKG o
g NAlFofSad ! yR AG A& GSNEB LlRaaAioftsS GKIG GKS i
or untrustworthy without being consciously aware of the reaséhs.

At the end of ths processif the trustor deems the risk acceptable, he will take thest-
informed action.The degree to which the trustor will actively trust is therefore related to his
level of risk tolerancé? The important aspects here are:

1 The trustor, by takingtis action, is willingly accepting vulnerability to the actions of the
trustee,and
1 The trustor has reason to believe that the trustee will, through his actions, protect the
GNHza G2 NNR&a AyaSNBaidao
FAaSR 2y G(GKS ¢NHza{iSSQa IOlAz2ya IyR GKS 2dzi02Y
trustworthiness, and continue interaction or seek to take actions to reduce or eliminate
dependency and vulnerability. This is important because trust is not atgtaconcept, but
NF KSNJ I OSNE ReylIYAO 2yS> gAGK (NHzad RSOSt 2LJ
expectations continue to be met.

In summary, the decision to trust is impactedfbur categories ofariables(see Table @
variablesrelated to the Trustor, variableselated tothe Trustee variablegelatedto the
relationship between the trustee and the trustor, and variables relating to the context and
situation. In this next sectiothe author willexplore whatthe Armycoulddo, andin many
cases is alreadyoing to influencethesevariablesin order to enable leaders to more
effectively build relationships of mutual trust with their seniors and subordinates

The Variables Impacting the Decision To Tfust

Category Examples Notes
Trustee Ability, Benevolence, Integrity, and
TrusteeCharaceristics; | Predictability.
Trustee Variables Motives, Abilities, Even though these are listed as Trustee variables,
Behaviors GKFEG YFGGSNBR A& y20 0K
how the trusteeperceives them.
Propensity to trust, These variables can shape the way the trustor
Trustor Variables biases, beliefs, and interprets trustee behavior and influence the
worldview resultant assessment of trustworthiness.

73 Daniel GolemarSocial Intelligence: The Revolutionary Nesience of Human Relationshigs

MaSANI {GFGYlFYZ a¢KS Odzf §dzZNBa 2F NRa] G2t SNIyOSdeé 2 2NJ A\
from http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1647086

SEdnaUllmansa F NBI f AG X @& ¢ NHza G = 5SDistustdditedl GySRusseyl Rardin yNew Yoik:R8sSeff ¢ A Y
Sage Foundation, 2004): 6&.

528047 YR 5SSy 1 FNIi233% daSlad@hy3d ((NHzaG AyaiRS 2NHIyAal
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Variables regarding the Are they coequals or is one subordinate to the othg
Nature of the . .

TrusteeTrustor . . How interdependent are their tasks and

. . relationship .
relationship responsibilities?
As the Army embrees Mission Command, the
Institutions, culture, organizational expectation witle that commanders
roles, and reputations | decentralize the decisiemaking process and
empower their subordinate leaders.
Table2. Categories of Variables Impacting the Decision to Trust, Adapted from Graham Dietz, 2011.

Situational Variables

Increasingrust between Leaders and Followers

In this section, theaperfirst exploresa sample ofictions that the Army is currentbgking to
understand andncrease the levels of trust between leaders and their followdtsllowing this,
the paperexaminesselecttrust-relatedinitiatives thatcommercial and academarganizations
have developed and implemente@heselistsarein no way comprehensive, but rather consists
of thosedefense and commerciakganizationghat the HDCDTknew of through professional
networks oridentified through literature review and internet search

To provide structure, thpaperutilizesthe framework ofAssessment:ducation, Trainingnd
Research & Experimentatiossessment is importaftecausedt can be important to gain an
understanding of the problem, or even if there is a problem, prior attempting to solve the
problem. For trust, assessment can be importanthe individual, the unit, and the
organizational levelSpecifically, assessmenttaist can:

1 Provideleaders with an understanding of the current state of trust within the Army,

andA RSYGAFTe AT GKSNB NP GNHzZa G RSTAOASYOA

operational effectiveness.

1 Informthe design and effectiveness of training, education, research, and
experimentation If there are identified patterns of operationallignificant trust
deficiencies, in what situations do they occur? Do they tend to exist by echelon or by
element (e.g. d the Officers tend to not trust their NCOs? or do all of the subordinate
leaders in a given unit not trust their leadershify¥hat variables tend to be leading to
the identified trust deficiencies?

Due to the importance of understanding the situation ahd problem in as much detail as
possible prior to taking action, this paper will explore assessment first.

Army Trust Initiativesg Assessment
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In April, 2012, following a yedmng campaign of learning to assess how the last decade of war
has impactedite Army as an institution, TRADOC published its report which included eight
recommendations specifically addressing trushe recommendations included making trust a
focused discussion topic for all unit and organizational professional development pregaad
including trust in the curricula of professional military educatiorheCenter for Army
LeadershidCAL)s currentlyplayingaleadrole in the assessment édadershiprelated areas in
the Army. Vertical trust is one such area, ahd 2013Center for Army Leadership Annual
Surveyof Army Leadership (CASAngludedthis as an area edfmphasis The 2013 CASAL
findings reveadd that 68%o0f activecomponentArmy leaders repogd having high or verpigh
trust in their immediatesupei2 NH @ €

As seen in Figure 4, the degree to which respondemntcated that they trusted their leaders
appeardo correspond with the rank of the leader, with higher ranking leaders being more
trusted than lower ranking leaders. For examplmongactive dutycommissioned officers, the
lieutenants were the least trusted ar@eneral Officerthe most trusted with63%and 87% of
their direct subordinates indicating that they had high or very high levels of trust in them
respectively® The same pattern can be fod in the data from the enlisted Soldiers.

Of interest as seen in Figure 5, tidegree to which leaders reported trusting their
subordinatesappeasto follow the same trend, with field grade officers reporting that they
trust their subordinates at higher levelsan do company grade officers, and senior NCOs
reporting that they trust their subordinates at higher levels than do junior NO@Qs
information is valuable, anthe clear pattern that the lower level of leaders, both among the
enlisted and the officer ranks, tend to trust less, and be trusted less, provides an initial starting
point for the design of future initiatives to increase vertical trust in the Army.

It is not possible with the data currently available to determine with certainty why the junior
leaders in both the officer and enlisted ranks are tending to trust less and be trusted less, but
one possible explanation could be that this is caused by diifae in trust perspectives across

a generational gap.

LY KA& Hnnn FNILAOES GAGESRT axlftARIFIGAY3I DSYySN
results of his study that found significant differences among and between generations in how

they valuedvarious characteristics in leaders suchhasesty determination, and ambitio®®
Differencesetweenleader and follower ivaluesheld,such as what Arsenault found, might

result in different expectationbetween leader and follower. Ultimately, at tiedividuallevel,

"The Center for Army Leadershif)13 Center for Army Leadership Annual Survey of Army Lead@@al8pL):

Main FindingsApril 2014, accessed 27 October, 2014, available at
http://usacac.army.mil/cac2/CAL/Repository/2013CASALMainFindingsTetfRepmat201401.pdf, 50.

"8 1bid, 51.

Pt dzZA ad ! NASY Il dzZf G &=+ f ALRddershiy’ @Orgasizatmnal Déveldpyhent JouIF F SNB y O ¢
no.2 (2004): 134.
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such differences in the prioritization of leader characteristics could result imtegersonal
assessmenthat the other person is untrustworthy.

General Officer

cw4/cws
cwz2/cw3

SGM/CSM

Trust in AC Leaders by Rank as Rated
by Direct Report Subordinates (2013)
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H High or Very high trust

Figured4. AC Leader Trust in Immediate Supervisor by RaRleported in CASAL (2013)

There are, however, other potential explanations for this pattern of lower level leaders trusting
and being trusted less. It is possible that the junior leaders are expected to perform tasks in

operational settings when deployed that they are not requitegberform in garrison and

during home station training. It is also possible that the differences in trust levels simply reflect
a perceived lack of experience of junior leadeale to the importance of trust between junior

aSYyA2N&
this paper recommends the followiraglditionalessential element analysis be associated
with Army Warfighting Challenge # 9:

leaders and their subordin&ta

Recommended NevizssentiaElement of Analysis#L & 2 Keé !

i 2

G NHza

TheCASAR &
dimension within the Armyit provides answers tmmanyimportant organizatonal questions
regarding leadership in the Army. In some cases, however, its value is in providing the

information required to know what questions should be askBdedistribution of those
leadersreporting that they have only moderate, low, or very ltavels of trust in their

f Saa
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immediate superior is one such area
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Currently, in order to safeguard the anonymity of the respondents, the CASAL does not collect

unit information from the respondents. Without this information, it is impossible to know the
distribution of the roughly 32% of the respondents who reported that they have moderate, low,

or very low trust in their immediate superior. It is possible that these sentiments are

distributed throughout the Army in a relatively uniform manner, with each baiting a

percentage of Soldiers that do not trust thésaders. However, it is also possible that the

RSANBES (2 6KAOK fSIFRSNBR NS GNMHZAGSR o0& GKSANI
behavior, resulting in a wide variance between differefitAi i 4 Q GSNI A OF f G NMza d

Level of Trust in Subordinates, Peers, Immediate Superior, and Superior 2 Levels Higher

by Rank Group (AC, 2013)
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Figure5. AC Leaders Levels of Trust in Subordinates, Peers, Immediate Superior and Superior 2 Levels
Higher from 2013 CASAL

Figure 6 depicts the two different hypothetical distributions. In oredesign effective

initiatives to increase vertical trust in the Army, it is important to understand how trust is

currently distributed throughout the Army.

Another assessment initiative currently being used in the Army is the enhanced command

climate suvey program. Implemented at the end of 2013, the program mandates that

commanders use the Defense Equal Opportunity Management Institute Organizational Climate

{ dzZNBSeé 659h/ {0 G2 FdasSaa GKSANI dzyAGQa 2NBIyAIl
command and periodically thereafter. The DEOCS has a few items that directly or indirectly
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assess trust in the unit, such as:

14.6aSYOSNAR (NXzAG S OK 20 KSNXE

16.6L GNX¥zAd GKIFG Y& 2NHFYATFGA2yQa f S RSNBRKA
30,awSt SOyl 220 AlYW2WI YIS RS NEP&é Kl NS R

324L GNMzZAG GKFEG Yé 2NHIFIYATFiA2yQa fSIFRSNEKA
39.6L ONMz&A G GKFG Ye 2NBFYATFdGA2yQa fSIRSNAKA

LGiSYa mMcX oHX YR od NBFSNI (G2 (eKeSoledeg mnd f S RSN
could be aggregated by unit and used to assess the vertical trust level within the unit.

Additionally, due to the existing requirement for commanders to conduct command climate

surveys periodically, they could be used to see the dynamecof trust within a unit. This is

important because trust is not static, but rather tends to develop or erode over time. If

modified, the DEOCS could be used to gain a depth of understanding of the existing vertical

trust distribution that would facitate effective organizational actions in the forms of personnel
screening and assignment policies, training, and education programs.

Therefore, this paper recommends the followiegsential elements of analyss be associated

with the learning demandsupportingArmy Warfighting Challenge #9:

Recommended Neiessential Element of AnalysisH Y hy @@ the estimated32% of Army
officers thathave only moderate, low, or very low trust fatheir immediate supervisoffeel
that wayK €

Recommended NevEssential Element of Analysis o Whatiis the distribution by unit of the

estimated 32% of Army officers that have only moderate, low, or very low trust for their
AYYSRALFGS &adzZLISNIJA &2 NK¢E
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Two Hypothetical Distributions of Trust Perceptions by Unit with
Very Different Organizational Implications
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Figure 6 Hypothetical Distributions of Trust Perceptions Aggreddly Unit

An additional aspect of assessment involves the assessment and feedback loops utilized by
leaders to reflect on unit and individual performance during training evedtisough not fully
implemented, the Center for Army Leadership (CAL) hasloeedO 2 I Odarfsit@assist the
observers at the Combat Training Centers (CTC) in their role of assessing and coaclsimg. The
cards are reflect the leadership doctrine published in ADRPi6clude a section for assessing
the leadership core competeoof Builds Trust (See Figure 7)Having the exercise observers,
who are in a position to observe the Soldieader interactiorthroughout the training

providing feedback and coaching to the Army leaders could be a very effective method for
helping lea@rsdevelop their trustbuilding skillsHowever, for it to be effective, leaders and
coachesalikewill need to have an informed and sharedderstanding othe specific leader
behaviors that constituteach of these actions (e.g. assesses factors oritons tha promote

or hinder trust) and how to measure each

Army Trust Initiativesg Education

The Army currently teaches classestrust and trust developmerto leaders at different

levels. For example, leaders attending the School of Command Preparation (SCP), receive
specific classes in how to earn and maintain trust, as well as how trust is lost. The classes are
interactive, and include vignettes from redesperations to provide the context for the

theories and principles discussed. The SCP curriculum on trust features courseware based upon
{GSLKSYy [/ 2@0SeQa ¢62N)] FyR (GKS /SyaGdSNI ¥F2N GKS
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TheCenter for the Army Profession and Ethic (CAPE) has also developed courseware

pertaining to trust Their courseware is available onljramdcan be downloaded and taught at

the unit level. Ty are placing an emphasis on trust and they designated tinedocus of

GKSANI a! YENANNI QER FEX&A 2y ¢ 9 RdzOlF (0 A 2hquatteyd® ¢ NI Ay

the previous year.

Army Trust Initiativesg Training

Training plays a critical role in the development of trust. Through training, leaders at &l leve
gain and demonstrate proficiency that earns the trust that is required for cohesion and unit
effectiveness on operatiorf8 Training provides the opportunity for trust to be incrementally
earned, upheld, and increased. This is especially importanpksfarm for leaders to
empowerand trustsubordinate leaders to make decisions and learn, in an environment
conducive to coaching, mentoring, and leader developniei8o although trust is rarely the
primary training objective, it cabe an important byproduct of realistic, challenging training.

Training is also important intiR S @St 2 LIYSy i 2 F (eiaBles&ding Kighlii ( NXza G ¢
specialized, temporary groups to perform as if they have been working together for a long
period of ime 82 The keys to the development of swift trust include:
! &aLISOAIFfATSR 102N LR2f Ay 6KAOK 2ySQa LIN
attainment of desired individual outcomes. This creates an expectation that fellow
group members will likely peeive a deterrent against poor task performance or
violations of group interpersonal norms.
1 Unambiguous roles and task specificity. All members must know their roles and the
roles of their fellow members.
' Moderate levels of task interdependence. Almembe® Gt Sy da I NBE NI dzA
but individual members can perform their individual roles with moderate levels of
dependence on fellow members.
71 Individual members are credentialed by organization withstandards that are
recognized to beelevant demandingandenforced This enables members to trust the
2 NH | ¥ A fuklity Eadtybpeocesbefore they have had opportunity to assess the
ABI ofindividual teammate$?

80Sweeneya 52 {2t RASNAE wSSQ@Ifdzr S ¢NHzZA G AWE-BIESANI [ S RSNE t NJ
81 The design of challenging and realistic training environments that facilitate the empowerment and development

of subordinate leaders is even more important when considering the results of the 2013 CASAL that show that

developing others continue®tbe the leader competency most needing improvement.

82hid, 167.

831bid, 180183.
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Realistic and challenging training, witbmanding and enforcestandardsis critical to the
development ofthe organizationateputations that enable the formation of swift tru&tAs the
Army implements a more expeditionary starnineaccordance with the 2014 Army Operating
Concept there will likely be a greater need for swift trgst

Army Trust Initiatives- Research and Experimentation

Thereis currently a significant number of research studies that involve trust underway in the

Army.The Army Research Institute (ARI) and the Army Research Lab@dtoryl dzYl y wSa St |
and Engineang Directorate( ARLHREDare both conducting angensoring research into
interpersonaltrust. Anna Cianciolo and Arwen DeCostac@aductedresearch to develop and

validate a conceptual model of the development of interpersonal trustistributed teams,

seekingo identify behavioral indicators of trudt These behavioral indicators of trust are

being incorporated into an assessment system for-teaé, automatic metrics of unit

dynamics including trushat canfacilitate Armyleader®) S ¥ F 2 NI & expstteddSINIF 2 NY A V
relatedassesments (e.g. assess factors or conditions that promote of hinder trastjvell as

continually monitor and improve unit dynamics involving ttu8RI is also conducting research

in order to develop traiing modules that cover how units can better develop swift trust. This

concept stands to be increasingly important as the Army implements the Army Operating

Concept 202€2040.Thishighlighsthe importanceof this type of researcto the Army, and the

degee to which the functions of assessment, training, education, and research &

experimenation are all interrelated.

#5SO0NF aS@SNBE2Y>X YIFINX 9@ 2SA01Z YR w2RSNARAO] ad® YNI YSNI
Kramer and Tom R. Tyler (ed35ust in Organization@housand Oks, CA: Sage Publications, 1996): 169.

85 Training and Doctrine Command, TRADOC Par3828rmy Operating Concept, 17.

Bl yyl ¢d /ALFLyOA2f2 FYR I N6Sy |1 & 58/ 2adl yI Mahnigdl 8 53SaaAy3
Report 1309United State#\rmy Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences, July 2012, v.
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Excerpt from LDP Leadership Actions Feedback Guide (DRAFT)

Builds Trust
* Sets personal example for trust.............oo i [1]
o Is firm, fair, and respectful to gain trust.
o Assesses degree of own trustworthiness.
* Takes direct actions to build trust........ ... [1
o Fosters positive relationship with others.
o l|dentifies areas of commonality (understanding, goals, and experiences).
o Engages other members in activities and objectives.
o Corrects team members who undermine trust with their attitudes or actions.
s Sustaing a climate OF tHUSL..........ccsiiviisvenmsssssnsanssisninissisivssissesssavesesissessss [1
o Assesses factors or conditions that promote or hinder trust.
o Keeps people informed of goals, actions, and results.
o Follows through on actions related to expectations of others.
Extends Influence Beyond the Chain of Command
*Understands sphere, means and limits of influence ........c...ccoooiiiriciceecnennn. [1
o Assesses situations, missions, and assignments to determine the parties involved in
decision making, decision support, and possible interference or resistance.
* Negotiates, builds consensus and resolves conflict...............ccooiiiiiininnnns [1]
Builds effective working relationships.
Uses two-way, meaningful communication.
Identifies individual and group interests.
Identifies roles and resources.
Generates and facilitates generation of possible solutions.
Applies fair standards to assess options.
Creates good choices between firm, clear commitment and alternatives to a negotiated
agreement.

(o}

O 0 O0O0O0Oo

Figure7. Except from Leadership Actions Feedback Guide (DRAFT).

External Trust Initiativeg, Education& Training

The Army igertainly not alone in its need fpand interest inbuilding trust between leaders

and followers. Studies have founduist between leaders and followets be significantly

correlated toorganization effectiveness in businesandteam performance (wining) in NCAA
basketball team$’ In his Forbes articldhe Most Valuable Business Commodity: Tiavjd K.
Williams saibftrust a LG A& (KS NEBrdthétug yeickeatd tiat matters ¥ 2 NB S
Y2ald G2 2dzNJ & dzOOS #3s ingirtani & $ustSsyfdbushdss, i iK S R & d¢
unsurprising that there are many individuals and organizations that provide education and
consultation sevices. Following the review of the trust literature, treuthor selected three

such forprofit entitiesto review based upon their apparent utility and applicability to the

Army.

YdzNII ¢&® 5AN] &z a¢NHzG Ay [ SFERSNAKAL | ydarnat & Apglied S NIF 2 N I
Psychology85 no.6 (2000): 1004.

B5 GAR Y 2Aff dHYVES & @S ySEBIFoBEYDAMRA 1 &Y ¢ NUzA (€ =
http://www.forbes.com/sites/davidkwilliams/2013/06/20/thenostvaluablebusinesscommoditytrust/ (20 June

2013) Accessed 12 December, 2014.
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N.C. State GEN H. Hugh Shelton Leadership Center, Poole College of Managkisnéshm

has the capability to design and deliver educational programs and seminars tailored to the

Of A Sy . dmony thied Kstof past and current courses are the Department of Defense

Joint Executive Management Program, and Brefense Manpower Data Center (DMDC)

Strategic Leadership Course.

Their team has genuine experts in the field, includimgRoger C. Mayer, author of numerous

AO0OK2f I NI @ FNIAOfSa 2y (UNMHzadGZ AyOfdzZRAYy3 a!y AY
YR FdzidzNBX¢ |yR da¢KS STFFSOGa 2F OKFIy3aIAy3dI LRg
A longitudinal fie R & (1 dzR& ® ¢

Sweeney Leadership Development Grolipis team specializes in helping organizations

enhance their leadership capacity, with focus on leader development, building trust, and

leading change. Although they also possess the capability to ddagges and seminars to

meet client demands, they specialize in offering an Enhancing Trust and Building Teams

Workshop, Leading Organizational Change Workshop, and Leader Development Workshops and
Consulting. Led by Dr. Patrick J. Sweebegctor of Ledership, Character & Business Ethics

Initiatives at Wake Forest University ahddzi K2 NJ 2 F> a52 {2f RASNA wSSgl
[ SIF RSNE t NA2NJ (2 /GZWaHEAT W MWRNILYFZ \EBYOSE MY [/ 2Y0
Model," this team also has expemtisn trust, especially as it applies to the military.

The Consortium for Trustworthy Organizatioiifis team specializes in providing consulting

services to assistrganizationsassess thie current trust needs, existing trust levels, and

designing wgs to build and reinforce trust in relationships. This team is led by Dr. Robert F.

Hurley, LINE FSa2a2NJ i C2NRKFY | yAOSNEIAdze QAENIDNF R dzk ¢ S
Decision to Trust: How Leaders Create HighHza & h NB I y AT I ( Asbytamust 5 N |
Model (DTM), shown in Figure 6, is a tool that enables leaders to assess, for a given

relationship, wherehe conditions and factors favor the development of trust, and where the

existing conditions do nd®. Through the identification of ealitions thatare conduciveo the

development of trusandthose thathinder trust development, this tool can enable

commanders tagyain better situational awareness atake informed action to build trust and

minimize risk.

8 Hurley, The Decision to Trust: How Leaders Create-Hight Organization24-137.
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The Decision to Trust Model
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Decision to Trust Model © Dr. Robert Hurley

Figure7. Bob Hurley'®ecision to Trust Model, 2012.

{GSILKSY a® wd /20338 QKAMO 0@NEZ( a.¢KSI JABNEER 2F ¢
/| KIy3aSa 9 @SNE ( Kchafadter &nd totngteddecliagicisitriat herasserts build

trust (see Table 2P A2012 studyconducted at the Tarhutomotive and Armaments

Command Life Cycle Management Command (TACOM) at Warren, Michigan found that

employees perceived by their colleagues and managers as demonstrating these behaviors also
tended to be more trusted! That same stdy also found that individuals tended to feel that

they valued these behaviors differently than did their organizatiériool using these

behaviors might prove useful in assisting leaders reflect on their efforts and results at building

trust within ther units, as well as assisting them in developing their subordinate leaders and
increasing their abilities to build trust with their subordinates. This tool might also be useful in

90 Stephen M.R. CoveYhe Speed of Trust: The One Thing that Changes EveriiteiwgyY ork: Free Press, 2006):
127-229.

9AnthonyDesmondd & ! YRSNBGF YRAY 3 ! £ AQyYSy il Daniadm Grust abtiiel A 2 N&
Tank! dzi2Y2GABS YR I NXYIFYSyda /2YYFLYyR [AFTS /@&80tSLalyl3aSyYys
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assisting leaders at all levels provide specific and meaningful feedbaekitwrs, peers, and
subordinates when participating in 360 feedback sessions.

External Trust Initiativeg Assessment / Research

Asdiscussed earlier in the paper, mutual trust
between leaders and followers entails that the
two parties trust one another, with subordinates
trustingtheir leaders and théeaders trusting
their subordinates. Interestingly, however,
while many studies otrust have examined
subordinatesirust in their leadersyery few
havestudied whether and how subordinates
respond to feeling trusted by their leaders.

One study thatdidsowgdsF ONA Yl 5 { It Y2y Qa
dldzRe fAY1lAYy3d adzo2NRAYIGSaqQ 02ttt SOGAGS FStaG 0
(CFT) to organizational outcom®¢ | £ | Y2y Qa
field study, which surveyearound 4,000
employees working in 88 separate locations offable 3Covey's 13 Trust Behaviors (Stephen
major retail business in Canada, found that theM-R- Covey. The Speed of Trust: The One T
degree to which the employees of a store that Changes Everything. New York:

i ) Free Press, 2006.)
collectively felt that their managers trusted
them (CFT) was correlated with their
responsibility normgthe degree that they individually accepted responsibility for
organizational outcomes). Further, individual store CFT levels predicted organizational
outcomesg stores where the employees felt trusted enjoyed higher customer survey ratings
and higher préits.®® It is noteworthy that, through croskgged panel analyses Salamon
identified that CFT led to the organizational outcomes andvice versa

The theoretical explanatiofor this findingis that when the employees felt responsible for the
2NBFYATIGA2y Qa adz00Saazx GKSe g2dzZ R RSY2yaidNI i
2NJ LINB@SyYy (G LINRPoOofSYa AyadSFER 2F gd¢undestghding2y | Y
the organizak 2 y Qa LJIzN1J2&S | yR 2062S00A@Saz yR GlF1Ay3
without requiring direct command, is the very behavior the Army seeks from its Soldiers and

f SFIRSNR 2F |ff NIylao a2NB2JSNE (KSvarledh Yy RAYy 3
across the different locations although all 88 locations were of the same chain, operating under

2L oNRYl 5@ {FflY2ys Ge¢NHad ¢KId .AyR&Y ¢KS LYLIOG 2F
Journal of Applied Psycholo@®B no.3 (2008): 593.
93 bid, 597599.
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