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Introduction

Although a number of scholars have focused on lessinnteractions for some time,

increased understanding of its dimensions is stjarded as a prime task (Ford and
Hakansson 2006). Within as well as outside the tdRain, trust is often portrayed as
one of the more important relational traits explagnthe nature of the interactions taking
place. IMP research, with its strong emphasis terpersonal and informal relationships,
tend to regard institutional arrangements of variginds as possible indications of
distrust. That is, whereas an IMP argument is thagt can substitute for different

institutionalised control and monitoring activitiethe classical transaction cost and
principal agent argument is the opposite, i.e. thstitutionalised mechanism substitute
for trust.

The link between trust and distrust has receivéehtion in various streams of research
(such as social psychology, sociology, organisatitmehaviour), but it has not been an
explicit issue in IMP reasoning to a great extémtgeneral, the dominating view so far
has been that trust and distrust are seen as op@osl exclusive phenomena. Others
(e.g. Lewicki et al 1998) argue that relationstaps so complex and multifaceted that we
need to consider the possibility of simultaneoussttand distrust. Yet, the mainstream
view today seems to be that (a) actors either tuslistrust; (b) no trust equals distrust,
and (c) controls essentially are done in ordeofmecwith distrustful relationships.

This paper presents a comparative case study basedelationships between a

Norwegian multinational corporation and two ofstedsidiaries. One subsidiary is placed
in a seemingly high trust-low control context, titber subsidiary in what appears to be a
high control-low trust setting. The research questiare if control is expressed distrust
and if the absence of trust the same as distruee paper's purpose is thereby to
consider the nature of interactions in terms ostfdistrust and to regard the use of
controls in maintaining or building trust/distrusspectively.

The paper begins with a brief presentation of #search method and case selection, and
continues thereafter with the case presentatioafrB the discussion a literature review
on trust, distrust and control appears.

Research methodology

The association between trust, distrust and comgrohultifaceted, and there are few
empirical studies focusing on the two conceptstipirA qualitative approach is regarded
as suitable under these circumstances. Cases draliaaly longitudinal studies provide
for rich and complex descriptions including nuancethe studied phenomena.

Case studies are also beneficial for the understgraf phenomena in real life contexts
(Yin 2003), and the advantage of studying seveeses is commonly given (e.g.
Eisenhard, 1989). Therefore a comparative case stesign has been applied.

The chosen cases and the context are regardedtasilpdy interesting when studying
issues of trust and distrust. Whereas Norway (aceh@&navia in general) usually is
characterized by high trust on the societal level veell as between and inside



organisations (i.e. ‘flat’ organisational hieramhi participatory decision making and
openness), recent research indicates that trdstvisn Latin America in general and in
Chile in particular. Likewise, it is occasionallyamned that Chilean companies are
lagging behind in their efforts to overcome distr(Rodriguez et al, 2005; Koljatic and
Silva, 2005). These arguments indicate significatisadvantages for Chilean
competitiveness as well as challenges for muliomati corporations (MNCs) having
overseas subsidiaries in Chile.

In 1884 A/S H. Koppernaes & Sgnner was establisheNorway by Mr. Hans
Koppernees. The firm focused on fisheries, huntletraf ship accessories and export of
sealskin and fish. This was the main businesshallway up to the 1930’s, when the
production of fish oil and fishmeal started. Witka@astline of 4,600 km, Chile has one of
the largest and rapidly growing fishing industrileshe world, and in 2000 the group also
acquired a fishmeal and oil producer in Chile. Tyotlee group consists of the following
companies:

- Tingstad AS - Fasteners, Tools, Bits & Pcs., Su@pigin Solutions
« Brude Safety AS - Safety Solutions

« Vedde AS - Fishmeal, Fish-oil (Norway)

- Lota Protein SA - Fishmeal, Fish-oil (Chile)

The emphasis is consequently on Kopperneaes’ relatmiedde and Lota Protein.

In line with the advice stressed by Yin (2003),dgisardt (1989), and Stake (2000), data
for this study was collected from a variety of sms. Between 2003 and 2006 21
interviews with 12 individuals were conducted. Ningerviews were done in Chile, and
12 in Norway (see appendix 1). All interviews weeeorded and transcribed. In addition
to these semi-structured, face-to-face in deptlervigws with corporate HQ and
subsidiary managers, press articles as well as aoynplocuments have been used.
Moreover, five days have been spent in differemtalmns studying the actual work
practices.

Of fundamental importance are the inductive ingghterpreted from the empirical data.
The analytical process is therefore captured byntiteons of abduction and systematic
combining (cf. Dubois and Gadde, 2002) with patticinterest in the interplay between
the theoretical concepts and the cases that sivelsemerge over time. The study’s
validity, or credibility, has been addressed inwaber of ways. The use of multiple
respondents is seen as an advantage in qualitatite¥pretative research traditions.
Creative use of member checking is one of the rmopbrtant forms of validation of
gualitative research (Lincoln and Guba, 1988)is implies that the researcher discusses
‘findings’ with informants and peers. Informal febdck sessions and discussions have
been made possible by interviewing key managets fipur times.

MNC-subsidiary interactions
Before turning to Koppernees’ relationships to Veddd Lota Protein respectively, the
production of fishmeal and fish-oil is briefly deded.



Fishmeal and fish oil production

Fishmeal is a light brown flour or meal produced dnoking, pressing, drying and

milling fresh raw fish and fish trimmings. World-e\@ annual production from about 400
dedicated fishmeal plants is about 6.3 million &sof fishmeal and 1 million tonnes of
oil from about 33 million tonnes of whole fish atdmmings. The main producing

countries in 2005 were Peru, Chile, China, Thailad&A, Japan and Denmark (see
www.gafta.con.

High quality fishmeal is recognized by animal nidnists as an excellent source of
protein, energy, minerals and vitamins. Fishmeal lsa made from almost any type of
fish but is generally manufactured from high adhficommonly referred to as ‘industrial
fish.” Such species as herring, menhaden, anchmighard, sardines and mackerel fall
into this category. Approximately 90% of the wofldhmeal production is from these
high oil species.

Fishmeal is made by cooking, pressing, drying anttlmg the fish (see figure 1).

Insert figure 1 about here

During cooking, the fish move through a long, stgaoketed, screw conveyor cylinder.
Cooking coagulates the proteins and is a criticab@ss responsible for sterilizing the
product and preparing it for liquor (a mixture af, evater and protein) removal. Once
cooked, the liquor is removed by pressing. Theds@sidue that remains after pressing is
called ‘presscake.” The liquor is centrifuged tonowe the oil. This oil is often further
refined before being transported to storage taPker to storage, it is essential to add an
antioxidant. The antioxidant will stabilize the sib that oxygen will not cause damage
during storage. The stored oil must not come imtotact with air, heat or light in order
for its quality to be maintained until it can becomporated into feeds for fish, poultry,
pets or other uses. In all production the meal rhasdried so that the moisture content is
low enough to allow the meal to be stored and paried without mold or bacterial
growth. If over drying occurs, the meal can be slbed and the nutritional value of the
meal will be adversely affected. Drying can be @ittirect or indirect. Direct drying is
the most rapid and requires very hot air to begrhsser the meal as it is rapidly tumbled
in a cylindrical drum. Indirect drying requires team-jacketed cylinder or a cylinder
containing steam-heated discs which tumble the meakmperatures lower than 70
degrees C. for 10-20 minutes. Advantages with technique are better nutritional
quality of the fish meal as well as improved feedwersion and better relative growth of
the fish.

The Koppernaes -Vedde relationship

The influence that Koppernaes’ relationship to Vedds on its relationship to Lota
Protein is a typical network effect and visibletwvo important ways. In 2002 the owners
decided to transfer technology from Norway to Chileluding an expansion of the



Chilean plant with a focus on low temperature (kdohnology. Lota Protein is today the
only plant in Chile which offers this high qualpyoduct.

A more long term and organisational change is ailsible in the headquarters’ ambitions
to transform the Chilean subsidiaries way of wogkifhe Vedde and Lota Protein plants
are, after the introduction of LT drying, very slamiin terms of process technology and
also quite similar in terms of plant design. The tunits way of working is however
different (see table 1).

Insert table 1 about here

Vedde is seen by the owner and the CEO as extreslyalymic and flexible organization
with an unusual sense for efficiency and valuetaaaThe group CEO illustrates this by
stressing how employees readily come up with suggesfor how to cut man hours or
otherwise reduce ‘slack’ in the operations. Theratmes are competent and flexible in
terms of taking on different kinds of work assigmitse

Comments from the group CEO and the Norwegian pfaartager indicate an expressed
willingness to trust, both between the group HQ dredsubsidiary as well as within the
plant: “The Koppernaes family gives this plant (i.e Veddepgm@ormous trust in taking
care of itself. The leadership style$ very much based on showing trust and providing
freedom to employees. There is little interferénce

Trust appears to be present in different ways withe Norwegian plant. For instance,
the plant manager informs that since 1999 there beesh no formal documentation
concerning salary negotiations between him andithen, “salary negotiations last year
lasted five minutes. But of course then you neettust one anothér Indeed, most
agreements are verbal. In comparison with the @hijdant, the levels of controls are in
general significantly lower. The Norwegian orgatima accepts and talks about
problems openly; there is willingness within theamisation to participate in decision
making, and to take on responsibility.

There is also a strong feeling of ‘ownership’ amomg employees towards the firm, and
an interest in its development. One manager ibtss$r this by describing how employees
who have been away for a while (for instance aftexation) first ‘must’ stop by the plant
to see how the operations are going, before thefiyi return to their homes.

The leadership approach at Vedde can to a fairnexte described as ‘servant
leadership’. There is a pronounced awareness iadh@nistration about which ones are
‘doing the job’ (i.e. the plant operators), andtttiee most important managerial function
is to support the operators in their work. As &stkration, the plant manager stresses that
“if someone needs help with something administrasiag help with something towards
the county office, then | will make a call for himfi,someone thinks he is bad a
typewriting, 1 will write a letter for him. You néé¢o get under the skin of the employees



The low hierarchical structure is visualised by faetory manager who, for different
reasons, is impossible to distinguish from anyhaf process operators. He is dressed in
the same blue collar outfit as the operators anuiglly never to be found in his office,
but always out in the plant focusing on the acpraduction. The plant is organised in
three shifts per work day and the plant managerin$ that I attend all shift turns.
There is not really a need for it, but | startedirdp at and.....It makes me calmer
(laughter). It may well be the case that | irritgieople by being here so much. But | try
to not interfere with their concrete activities;ig more what has happened during the
shift, that kind of information. | just need to mamysel{laughter).

As to the employees, their level of knowledge ighhiAccording to the plant manager:
“People do not place themselves in boxes, sayimgnibdt to deal with this or that. They
see the entire picture, and that is explained &y fect that we are so few employees”
Their level of identification with the firm is algwronounced, as illustrated by the need to
keep updated about the production proceisss YOUR working place. Many have been
here for 20-25 years...... And | thing people like rehéhere is a lot of freedom in the
job”.

The Norwegian managers recall that they neededaeyxears to improve the Norwegian
unit's way of working, and they are clear that tilme key issue also in Chile. In order to
improve flexibility and decision making the ambitiavith the Norwegian plant has been
to “make things simpleThat implies ‘telegation as far down in the organisation as
possible” The Norwegian managers are acknowledging thaivipiand Chile represent
two different contexts and the ambition is notégard Vedde as an exact blueprint for
the desired changes at Lota Protein. The Norwegiamt's way of working is
nevertheless an inspiration for the current changes

The Koppernaes - Lota Protein relationship

Lota Protein outperforms Vedde when it comes tonteaiance in general, although there
has not been any concrete influence on Vedde’safiayorking in this respect. But the
Chilean subsidiary struggles when it comes to albrarof other issues. A representative
guote is that Chileans do not trust one another at all. So theydovery much control in
their system. And the tendency then becomes theg Hre too many policemen. Who
shall control the controller? | think we have sorok these problemgi.e. at Lota
Protein).”

The levels of controls are significantly higherlatta Protein. A Norwegian manager

describes how a Chilean manager who visited thewBigian plant for a year was

‘shocked’ over how little they control at Vedddiotv few analyses we make, compared
with the extreme care in logging all results at @ithes at Lota Protein where they

perform all kinds of analyses, measures each shiftj make fancy diagrams and

presentations In general, Vedde runs analyses once per shifereas analyses on an

hourly basis are performed at the Chilean subsidiar

Lota Protein is differently organized than Veddesiniy characterised by a more
hierarchical organisation structure where probleragitionally not have been openly



discussed. Instead efforts are often made in dod®over up’ and hope that no one will
find out about the situation at hand, or, at ledsdf it will be impossible to identify
anyone as personally responsible for the probleata IProtein needs app. 40% more
personnel to run the plant in comparison with tloeeviegian sister unit.

There are a number of explanations behind therdiffges identified. At Lota Protein
there are indications of a lower propensity to ttrughere is a belief that Chilean
managers would not trust their workers enoughttthiem operate like they do at Vedde.
The traditional leadership approached has beerdb@seontrol, and as was indicated in
the previous section, controls have been an impbpart of the working routines at Lota
Protein. A Norwegian manager asked a Chilean agliedwhat do you do with this
documentation, who cares? And then what he said twas much of thigi.e. the
analyses)vas to be able to back log and blame an individilabmething incorrect had
been done. That becomes totally wrong for us. Véenat chasing peogleWhile the
Norwegian manager stresses that there is not oaetop in his plant who is afraid that
he will ‘get him’, the Chilean approach explaing tinterest in trying to cover eventual
errors to avoid negative consequences.

Moreover, from a Norwegian standpoint it seemsf &hilean managers do not dare to
delegate decision making authority. At the Lota t&ro plant the previous owner
managed the factory ira"very Chilean wdy i.e. he took all the decision himself and had
a good second in command that executed his desision

Another opinion related to control is that Chilemorkers are used to having a boss who
looks over their shoulders. A Chilean worker canction very well as an operatoif “
someone is there to hold his ear®therwise he normally works less gbodhe reason
for this is believed to be a combination of lesgkvpride and traditions. The Chilean
mentality demands a ‘pressure’ to make things whut,may also create an unfortunate
and self-reinforcing cycle where managers are ts@wbntrol and employees are used to
be controlled. Similarly, the workers are usedsteh to decisions that others have made,
but not used to take on responsibility and to seeisibns through. The managerial
reluctance is partly explained by the level of eddiomn and competence in work related
tasks. As an illustration, the process operator¥eatde are seen as having the same
technical competence as the shift foremen at Lattel. Accordingly, tradition,
mentality and the level of education and hence aienze in performing work tasks are
given as explanations for the situation. Thereitite Iday to day learning; employees
lacking in education and competence and managédrsolepating employee initiatives
and possible mistakes.

The issues at hand concern trust building, knovddadgues, delegation of responsibility
and decision making authority. The Norwegian owin@ests considerable time in the

organisational change operation. He travels toegfoilir times per year, and usually stays
for two weeks at the time, with the basic intentitm build trust between individudlslt

is also acknowledged within the Chilean organisatitat a change is needed, focusing
on a mental change at the managerial level. Acogrth one Norwegian manager who
visited the Chilean plant during the technical deari talked to the employees in Chile,



and found them to be reasonably able men, whengéethe freedom and responsibility
to do their work. They have a very good maintenatat...., very good. And the process
operators-l thought they were fine people. Butsit i..but | cannot judge...... it is a
leadership issue. | cannot see why it should beé difeicult to work more like here, to
give them more responsibilityOne Chilean manager explicitly stresses how he Imasv
started to try trust more in his subordinates. fiédsailts have been promising, but time is
needed both for the managers who must learn to, ansl the employees who are not
used to make decisions and accept responsibility.

The Norwegian managers are working closely with @ndean subsidiary managers in
designing the appropriate actions to take. It ensas essential that the Chilean manages
identify with the changes and retain their autlyorithis implies, for instance, that the
Norwegian managers involve the Chileans in the gnagjon of the changes to a greater
extent than they would have done in Norway.

Trust and distrust-a review

Of central interest for this study is of course hovecharacterise the interactions at Vedde
and Lota Protein in terms of trust, distrust aneldke of control. In order to link such an
argumentation to existing research, the followiagiew addresses different approaches
to trust and distrust, and links the two issuesdntrol. The first section regards work
that finds trust and distrust to be opposite meismas. Thereafter, arguments separating
to two concepts are presented.

Trust and distrust exist in a single bipolar retaiship
The traditional view is that trust and distruststxt opposite ends of a single continuum
(e.g. Rotter 1971), i.e. distrust is conventionaln as the opposite of trust.

An increasingly accepted definition of trust is Reeau’s et al's (1998; 395) argument
that it is “a psychological state comprising théention to accept vulnerability based
upon positive expectations of the intentions oradvebur of another.” Likewise, Mayer et

al's (1995) model of trustors evaluating the intiggr(overall ethical attitude);

benevolence (goodwill) and competence of trustdels, been well received in the trust
literature. In this model the authors’ chose toardgtrust and distrust are the opposite
ends of the same continuum (Schoorman et al 200%$. is consistent with dictionary

definitions-for example, Webster's defines distrast“the lack or absence of trust” and
Random House as “to have no trust in.” This vielates to arguments suggesting that
distrust concerns the expectation that capable rasdonsible behaviour from certain
individuals will not be forthcoming (Barber 1983)hereas trust explains cooperative
strategy, distrust leads to noncooperative appem@hg. Axelrod 1984; Coleman 1990).

Trust and distrust are separate constructs

Another stream of research proposes that trust disiust are separate but linked
dimensions (e.g. Lewicki et al 1998). A main reasoehind this view is that
“relationships are multifaceted or multiplex” (Leski et al 1998: 442), and that there is a
need for a model that allows for both trust andrdgs to exist in the same relationship.



This implies that trust and distrust are not opjgoginds of a single continuum, an

argument in line with Luhmann (1979) who suggebtd trust and distrust are distinct

mechanisms for managing complexity. Lewicki et1&198) suggest that trust and distrust
can be defined in reciprocal terms, but that thdyase separate and distinct constructs.
That is, low distrust is not the same as high fraistl high distrust is not the same as low
trust. The opposite of trust is therefore not distr

Building on this argumentation Lewicki et al (19983fine trust in terms of confident
positive expectations regarding another’'s condant] distrust in terms of confident
negative expectations regarding another’s conduwit implies that distrust involves an
expectation of intended harm from the other, a viewne with Luhmann (1979) who
sees distrust as a positive expectation of injgriaction. In other words, both trust and
distrust involve movements towards certainty: treshcerning expectations hoped for
and distrust concerning expectations of matteneteaSitkin and Roth (1993) represent a
further step away from the bipolar view when arguithat trust is violated when
expectations about context specific task reliabibire not met. If the non-fulfilled
expectation is seen as an isolated even, possimytal environmental circumstances,
individual trust will remain. Distrust on the othband, has to do with incongruent
values. In such a situation, when fundamental wahre not shared, an individual may be
perceived as untrustworthy in a more ‘global’ sense

Trust and distrust linked to control

Dictionary descriptions of control point at the lapito exercise restraint or direction
over someone, or to be in a situation under thela¢ign, domination, or command of
another www.dictionary.comwww.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/conir.oA central
issue in this paper is if control is expressedrdst® Arguably, this is the view which is
implicit or explicit in much trust research, alsm@ng scholars trying to make a clearer
distinction between trust and distrust. For inseareccording to Lewicki et al (1998)
distrust is manifested in social constraints st&manitoring mechanisms and regulatory
controls that represent practical responses byerard and attentive trustors facing
expected threats. This implies that distrust carinisgtutionalised in specialised roles
such as quality control inspectors or auditors (wiayy only do their job although they
do not necessarily personally distrust otherspasitions such as first line supervisors; or
through sanctions of various kinds.

This line of thinking reasons with research viewtngst and control as substitutes. One
opinion is that trust can substitute control, irast is viewed as an efficient governance
mechanism in itself, which can reduce control anonioring costs for risk taking
economic agents (e.g. Gulati, 1995; Reve, 199Qrcknt empirical study by Woolthuis
et al (2005) also indicates that trust successfdly substitute contracts. Implicit in this
approach is often that more formal control resultiess trust, or that the very presence
of control is an indication of insufficient trust even distrust. Similarly, the absence of
formal contractual agreements is occasionally tedsen proxy for trust (as is the case in
certain IMP research). Researchers also argue citiatirol can substitute trust. For
instance, Oakes (1990) stresses that it is notssacg to trust if surveillance over a



partner’'s conduct can be exercised, or that troséd its potency if it is possible to
monitor the other’s actions before carrying out’smavn action (Dasgupta, 1988).

Another stream of research views formal contrastsralational governance functions to
be complements to trust (Poppo and Zenger, 2002s l[dnd Haugland’s (2005) findings
do not support the proposition that formal contr@chanisms undermine the level of
trust, and consequently argue that trust and coo#nmo coexist and jointly contribute to
the development of a relationship. That control nfiaster trust is in line with this
reasoning (e.g. Das and Teng, 1998). The basichraguis that control sets up the
formal rules and standardized procedures that hb@dfioundations for trust to develop.
Child and Mdllering (2003) argue that such a foudiwtais critical for trust building in
uncertain environments.

Discussion

In line with the complex and multidimensional natwf relationships portrayed in IMP
research, there are examples of trust as wellsigugi in the cases. As to trust, it seems
justified to argue that this is an issue regardedimportant for the multinational
headquarter. There is a high propensity to trudtamexpressed feeling of being trusted
from the Norwegian subsidiary’s point of view. Téas high trust between the HQ and
the Norwegian subsidiary, as well as within thessdiary. We regard this high trust as
being similar to low (or virtually nonexistent) thsst.

The change ambitions taking place at the Chiledsidiary are also to a significant
extent rooted in trust issues. The MNC headquamsts the Chilean subsidiary in terms
of technological performance and maintenance, languably, believes they need
assistance in changing the organisation’s culiieether there is distrust or not depends
on the definition employed.

If distrust is defined as involving an expectatafrintended harm from the other, or as a
positive expectation of injurious action, we wouldve to go back to the days when
controls where made in order to attach blame aradckefor quilt, to provide one
indication. Likewise, the opinion that Chilean dayges lack in capability and well as
motivation (if not a managerial pressure is progijdsuggests a distrustful situation.
However, in terms of the current change efforseigms misleading to claim distrust from
this definition of the concept. If distrust concerthe expectation that capable and
responsible behaviour from certain individuals wilbt be forthcoming, which is a
‘softer’ view, we would argue that there are eletaasf distrust between the MNC HQ
and the subsidiary as well as within the subsidiary

There are also situations which are characterisedhke absence of both notions,
conditions which previous research tend to disitgdhat is, the cases illustrate the
presence of both trust and distrust, both phenomena are also absent at times. Consider
a recent development between the Chilean subsidianyager and one of his middle
managers. The middle manager has worked for sorae igethe firm, beginning as
manager for the warehouse, and then successiv@hgtaver the firm’s entire logistics
processes. Thereafter he was given the opporttmigke on responsibility for sales. The



middle manager recalls how the subsidiary managet koming to his office ‘all the
time’ after he received his new assignment, askiog things were going, if estimated
sales would be achieved, basically controlling gtfeng that concerned sales. According
to the traditional trust-distrust dichotomy, theniee manager’'s control of his middle
manager would be taken as an indication of distrust

In this situation, the actors had previous know&edfone another. The senior manager
had learnt over time that the middle manager has ¢bmpetence, integrity and
benevolence to manage the warehouse and latereotogdistics operations (i.e. trust
being domain specific). However, he knew substintiass about if he managed sales.
The significant increase in control that took plages a control of the middle managers
competence in a new area. His integrity and beeexeel were never questioned. It would
be inaccurate to say that he distrusted him irsémse that he was expecting harmful or
irresponsible behaviour. There was an absenceistfand distrust alike.

The illustration indicates that control can favdle establishment of trust, an argument
in accordance with research stressing that trustlig possible in a familiar world, it has
to be learnt and reinforced through ongoing intgsas and discussions (Luhmann,
1979; Powell, 1996). Control can be part of therea and familiarization processes
that trust needs, i.e. an actor may choose to mgh¢ specific controls to increase
learning about another actor (Inkpen and Curr@4 Li et al, 2006). Trust, control and
knowledge can go hand in hand and require theendastof one another, but this seems
to depend on the purpose with the controls. Theitiomal use of controls to maintain a
hierarchical power position, to correct, command arse the information to punish
undesirable behaviour does not seem to build t@€mmtrols performed with an ambition
to enhance relationship learning may help to btilgt. For instance, the unusually
intense presence of the Norwegian plant manag&fedtle is not primarily rooted in
distrust but in a very high interest in the prodwctprocess and how the plant is
performing. Controls activities at Vedde have fome time been performed with and
ambition to learn and improve, whereas the previmrgrol regime at Lota Protein was
conducted in order to distribute blame and dividitg

We argue that the traditional view regards relaiop too simplistically when placing
trust and distrust as opposites on a single comimiikewise, we disagree with the idea
that if there is no trust then there is distruse(gble 3).

Insert table 2 about here

To illustrate, consider the notions of love andehdh a personal relationship, is the
absence of love the same as hate? We suggeshé¢hatswer is no. Although we (i.e. the
authors of this paper) respect and appreciate aleagues for their skills and ambitions,
it would be incorrect to claim that we love thenutBhat does not mean that we hate
them, which would be an equally incorrect stateméhere is a space between with a set
of alternatives. The expression ‘I don’t love yooymore’ is per se not the same as



implying ‘I therefore hate you'. | can be indiffetefor instance, or still admire and
appreciate you. Likewise, the expression ‘I donist you' actually does not have to
mean that therefore ‘I distrust you'. It can simphgan that ‘I don’t know you’. In this
light it seems, conceptually speaking, unreasontitalethe absence of trust is the same
as distrust, or that one ‘must’ trust everyone ieatot distrusted. An individual’'s ‘no
trust’ in another may lead to interactions rootgdsay, gambling, hoping, or action based
in faith or confidence. Luhmann (1979) suggestd th@pe disregards contingency,
whereas trust does not. Deutsch (1960) pointshaitwe are gambling if the likelihood
of a negative outcome greatly surpasses the lixetitof a positive outcome. Confidence,
for Giddens (1990), is a more taken for granteituaie than trust is, and faith (according
to Hart 1988), requires no evidence whereas aimiguséxpectation is tolerant of
uncertainty and risk and based on some ‘evidentlis ‘evidence’ comes from
familiarity (Luhmann 1979; Gulati 1995) and somgme of knowledge.

Consequences for trust building

In the introduction is claimed that one subsidisnplaced in whaseemsgo be a high
trust-low control context, whereas the other subsydexists in whaappearsto be a high
control-low trust setting.

It does seem plausible to suggest that there i€ most at Vedde than at Lota Protein,
and that the use of controls at Vedde essentiafliefs trust. But are the higher levels of
control taking place at Lota Protein indicationdadtrust as such? Historically, controls
have been performed in such a way that they haderamned the development of trust.
Today there is a growing awareness that contraffoqmeed with an ambition to learn,
guide and improve are more likely to be part ofuacessful trust building strategy.
Moreover, there are environmental risks to be adetl for, and there are relational
risks, and it is for relational risk as oppose@mwironmental risk that trust is particularly
important (cf. Krishnan, Martin, and Noorderhav@006). Environmental issues must
also be addressed when regarding the level of @oritota Protein controls more, but
they are also forced to do so. For instance, Chilaaw demands that one operator must
be controlling the cooker at all times. This is rejuired in Norway. Vedde’s production
is stored in silos, whereas Lota Protein’s areqdaa big bags. The silo system used by
Vedde is more flexible in that it allows the firrts adjust for different qualities further
on in the production process. However, Lota Proteieds more regular controls in order
to not pack bags with the wrong quality, becauserwé bag has been filled then there
are no options but to redo part of the process.elher, fish meal production is based on
a reasonably complex process which depends onateritrespective of the level or
quality of trust (an argument which of course iidséor both subsidiaries). For instance,
Lota Protein has applied a system of sampling antine certification performed by an
independent international surveyorwv(w.gcl.c) who performs chemical and
microbiological analyses of the entire productidhe firm has also implemented quality
assurance programs according to Chilean and Elbatitls. Such activities build and
sustain trust, at least when performed correctlgnsequently, to take control and
monitoring activities as general indications oftiist seems incorrect.



The situation at Lota Protein is, overall, betteamacterised by an absence of trust than
by distrust. That is, the reason for ‘low trusthist only due to the threat of opportunistic
behaviour, but also due to the fact that managerset used to trust, and employees are
not used to be trusted. But that does not autoaibtiead to distrust.

Controls and monitoring activities can thus be @nbols when building trust. Our view

differs from previous research. Whereas Schoormaal €2007) find the approach of

trusting and verifying to be inconsistent and aoprthat trust does not exist (hence
distrust), Lewicki et al (1998) promote the ideasghultaneous trust and verification.

Our illustration adds to this by stressing verifioa activities under the absence of trust
(which does not equal distrust). In this respectangue that it is important to consider
the purpose of control or verification activities.(Huemer and Felzensztein 2007).

Conclusions
The following propositions conclude the paper:

* The absence of trust is not (necessarily) distriee absence of distrust is not
(necessarily) trustRelationships are indeed multifaceted and compexl, they
may simultaneously embed trust as well distrustweiceer, we propose that the
literature on (inter)organisational relationship=ed to address situations where
both trust and distrust are absent as well.

» Control does not (necessarily) have to be expressisttust. Controls may
actually be an effective way of building trust. @oh may also be an effective
way of creating or maintaining distrust, but it cdso confirm one’s suspicion. It
would be misleading to universally regard trustga®d and distrust as bad,
however. The key issue here is that neither trostdistrust should be assumed.
For instance, classical transaction cost reasaaigits emphasis on opportunism
essentially assumes distrust, whereas Ring anddéakWen (1992) propose an
alternative approach where trustworthiness is asdur®ur point is that actors
should engage in relationship learning, which paigl likely to be based on
control and monitoring activities. That is, througleedful and unprejudiced
interactions actors set out to learn more aboutamo¢her.

» Trust building strategies are likely to vary depemdon the presence and/or
absence of trust/distrustt the situation is indeed characterised by oneract
intended desire to do harm, it can be questionadust can be built at all. If the
relationship continues it is likely that controlsliwcontinuously substitute for
trust, i.e. risks may be coped with (at a cost) thetfreedom of ‘the other’ will
always be restricted within the limits given byfdient control and monitoring
activities. If there ‘simply’ is an absence of truend distrust, controls may
transform from justified substitutes during a leaghphase to become productive
complements to trust. The managerial issue at [sandt to abandon controls but
to consider their purpose.
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Figure 1. The production process (source/ww.lotaprotein.cl.)
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Table 1. Interaction setting in the subsidiaries

IssuéFirm Vedde Lota Protein
Level of trust High Lower

Level of control Low High
Efficiency High Lower
Flexibility High Lower
Attitude towards problems Solve & learn Hide & forget
Identification with the firm High Lower
Decision making willingness High Lower
Decision making authority Distributed Concentrated
Leadership approach Servant leadership| Controllers

Level of knowledge

About process technology High High (managerial level)
Lower (operators)

About work related tasks High Lower

About the Koppernaes group Higher Low




Table 2. Interactive dimensions regarding trust/digust/no trust

Established definitions

Relational implications

Distrust Webster's: Strict interpretation:

“the lack or absence of trust”

If trust is not perfect (something is
lacking) then | distrust.

Random House: Relaxed interpretation:

“to have no trustin.” No trust equals distrust.
Consequently, if | do not trust, then |
distrust

Trust If we accept that trust and Strict interpretation:

distrust are opposite ends of the

same continuum (like the If my distrust is not complete (something

traditional view does, as is lacking) then | may actually trust.

represented by e.g. Schoorman

et al 2007, we can consequently

define trust accordingly: Relaxed interpretation:

No distrust equals trust.

“the lack or absence of distrust

“to have no distrust in.” Consequently, where there is no distrus
there is trust.

Alternatives| No trust (i.e. an absence of trust don’t know you. Need to engage in
to trust and | not equalling distrust) relationships learning
distrust

Hope

Gambling

Confidence

Faith

Acting but disregarding contingency
Interacting even if the likelihood of a

negative outcome greatly surpasses the
likelihood of a positive outcome.

Acting without any evidence

Acting as if taking outcomes for granted|

t




Appendix 1.

Conducted interviews

Vedde
Koppernaes group Norway 2003
Norway 2003 * Purchasing and quality manager
* Owner and president
« CEO Norway 2004
Norway 2004 * Purchasing and quality manager

(three interviews)

* Owner & president
* Plant manager

Chile 2005 » Shift foreman
« Owner & president * Quay foreman
* Operator
Chile 2006 e Adm. support staff

* Owner & president

Lota Protein

Chile 2004
* Project engineer
e Sales manager
» Technical manager

Chile 2005
« CEO Chile
Chile 2006
» CEO Chile
e Sales manager
* Project manager



