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Abstract 

Today fewer business relationships involve meaningful face-to-face interaction.  In terms 

of negotiation between unfamiliar parties, building trust can be a crucial component of 

achieving satisfactory outcomes.  How a negotiator garners trust in faceless negotiation is 

a major concern, especially given the inability to observe the verbal and nonverbal cues 

that heretofore have facilitated the assessment of trustworthiness.  In this study, the 

manner in which previously unacquainted, experienced negotiators develop trust during 

faceless negotiation is explored.  Prior studies that were conducted to investigate trust 

building in negotiation, both generally and within faceless settings, are reviewed.  Data 

were collected in this qualitative, grounded-theory research through 16 interviews with 

individuals experienced in negotiating and trust building with unfamiliar individuals in 

faceless settings.  The findings indicated that trust is built through behavior that is 

observable over the telephone or through e-mail communication.  This includes 

demonstrating competency; exhibiting active-listening skills; and demonstrating a 

reasonable, collaborative approach to negotiation.  Integrity was not viewed by the study 

participants as an easily observable behavior from the perspective of early trust building.  

The findings suggested that focusing on enhancing the three described observable 

behaviors will facilitate trust in faceless negotiation settings with an unfamiliar party.  

Future research is recommended to further examine the three described observable 

behaviors as primary methods of building trust in faceless negotiation with unacquainted 

counterparties.  
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RUNNING HEAD: LET’S SPEND SOME TIME TOGETHER 1 

CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

Overview 

 Negotiation is a routine facet of daily life.  Within a formal context, negotiation 

can facilitate the conclusion of important business agreements, and within an informal 

context, colleagues can negotiate many forms of exchange.  Individuals may not even be 

aware they are negotiating such as when members of a group are persuaded to undertake 

a particular course of action in exchange for a future tangible or intangible benefit. 

 Negotiating successful agreements is challenging in the best of circumstances.  

Until the late 1990s, most important negotiation was conducted face-to-face, with verbal 

and nonverbal cues mutually observable by all participants.  These cues, or assessments, 

create first impressions that lay the groundwork for the process and outcome of 

negotiation.  Due to a variety of factors, such as a challenging travel environment, cost 

pressures, and improved technology, much negotiation is now conducted over distance 

between the parties.  Such “faceless” negotiation has increasingly involved matters of 

importance such as corporate acquisitions, settlement of legal disputes, and the 

determination of strategic policies by virtual teams.   

 A key component to any successful negotiation typically involves a measure of 

trust between the parties.  The concept of trust applies to different aspects of negotiation.  

An internationally renowned academic expert on negotiation stated, “Trust is the bedrock 

of relationships,” and trust leads to constructive negotiation (Thompson, 2012).  If trust is 

indeed important in the context of negotiation, a number of preliminary questions emerge 

involving its important role.  What does trust mean within the context of negotiation?  

How can the other party be trusted to have the desire to negotiate a conclusion that is 
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satisfactory to both sides?  How can the other party be trusted to faithfully deliver his or 

her end of the bargain? 

 Given the increasing frequency and importance of faceless negotiation, assessing 

trustworthiness becomes an important factor to resolution for all parties.  With the lack of 

verbal and nonverbal cues, it is critical that negotiators understand the manner in which 

trust can be developed when face-to-face interaction is not possible.  In the contemporary 

faceless world, a set of theories is vital to understanding how to optimally conduct 

faceless negotiation with individuals we can trust.  This study deeply explores the manner 

in which unacquainted, experienced negotiators develop trust during faceless negotiation, 

whereas existing literature related to this topic has only “scratched the surface.” 

Moore, Kurtzberg, and Thompson (1999) determined that e-mail negotiation  

(e-negotiation), which involves no prior personal disclosure, resulted in greater impasse 

and less rapport among the participants than when a moderate level of personal disclosure 

was introduced prior to negotiation.  Morris, Nadler, Kurtzberg, and Thompson (2002) 

found that, when negotiation was conducted exclusively by e-mail, with one party asked 

to contact the other to engage in a brief telephone conversation for mutual familiarization 

prior to negotiation, higher levels of rapport and better social outcomes resulted 

compared to negotiators with no prior personal interaction.  Naguin, Kurtzberg, and 

Belkin (2008) found that individuals who negotiated via e-mail were less cooperative 

than those who negotiated face-to-face.  However, Wilson, Straus, and McEvily (2006) 

found that, while the rate of trust development between teams who meet face-to-face 

begins stronger than those who meet exclusively through computer-mediated means, over 

time, the level of trust between both types of teams were comparable. 
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 The described studies neglect a very important point.  Faceless negotiation, even 

that involving cross-border participants, rarely involves exclusively e-mail or text 

communication.  In reality, this mode of negotiation generally involves a blend of 

electronic communication methods.  Outcomes of studies conducted to explore the 

concept of trust solely within the context of e-mail communication might not be 

transferable to negotiation incorporating the use of other media.  Moreover, the tasks and 

negotiation typically studied have involved short-term laboratory simulation by students 

with rudimentary negotiation skills beyond those utilized within the simulated-

negotiation medium.  Only one of the reviewed articles investigated the development of 

trust, as opposed to rapport or other less defined social-lubrication concepts, within a 

computer-mediated environment.  Even that study did not involve mixed-communication 

mechanisms such as telephone and computers.  Most importantly, none of the research 

reviewed in this current study investigated the manner in which trust is actually 

developed in faceless negotiation. 

 Given the practical importance of negotiation via electronic modes of 

communication between unacquainted parties, as well as the importance of trust 

development toward the successful conclusion of such faceless negotiation, the related 

gap in existing research was explored in this current study to determine how experienced 

negotiators develop trust in such venues.  The research was rooted in grounded theory.  

Experienced negotiators were interviewed regarding the manner in which they develop 

trust during faceless negotiation involving parties with whom they have no prior 

negotiation experience.  Due to the grounded-theory design, constructs were developed 

for further testing after the research data were gathered.  The interview drew the various 
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methods used by the study participants in important negotiation conducted exclusively 

through faceless methods involving parties with whom they had never interacted 

previously.  The interview questions were focused on the extent to which the participants 

felt the need to spend significant time on personally related interaction before and during 

the negotiation process to achieve the level of trust necessary for satisfactory results.  

 This current research will be of value to anyone who negotiates in a faceless 

setting.  An examination of the data collected found several common patterns related to 

how trust is built in such negotiation.  The data analysis provides a clearer understanding 

of how individuals who have met in person can develop sufficient trust to achieve 

satisfactory negotiation outcomes. 

Purpose Statement, Research Question, and Significance of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to examine how experienced negotiators build trust 

with participating parties in an important negotiation that is conducted exclusively 

through faceless interaction.  The research employed a grounded-theory approach in 

examining how these negotiators created a trusting environment under these conditions.  

The following research question guided this study: What factors enable experienced 

negotiators to build trust with unfamiliar parties in important negotiations conducted 

exclusively within a faceless setting? 

 This study addressed a critical gap in existing literature related to the manner in 

which experienced negotiators build trust in faceless settings involving individuals with 

whom they have never interacted previously.  For purposes of this study, a negotiation 

might encompass a single, discrete matter involving money between two unrelated parties.  

Another type of negotiation might involve a leader attempting to persuade an employee 
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or other person to engage in certain activities.  A third type of negotiation might involve a 

team member interacting with another team member, or a virtual team within the same 

organization, to establish parameters or share scarce resources on a joint project. 

 Significant research exists regarding the challenges that faceless negotiators 

encounter in terms of communication, the time it takes to negotiate to a successful 

resolution, and the ability to achieve optimal negotiating results for both parties.  Yet, in 

many respects, these studies do not address the real-world manner in which much 

negotiation is conducted.  Many involve simulations over short periods with limited time, 

if any, to build trusting relationships (Citera, Beauregard, & Mitsuya, 2005; Drolet & 

Morris, 2000; Naquin et al., 2008).  Many existing studies involve students or other 

individuals who do not possess significant negotiating experience, let alone negotiating 

experience within faceless venues (Drolet & Morris, 2000; Morris et al., 2002; Naquin et 

al., 2008; Wilson et al., 2006).   

A majority of the studies reviewed in the current research were conducted 

between 1998 and 2004.  The world has since become far more accustomed to faceless 

negotiation as a routine manner of conducting business (Butler, 1999).  The reviewed 

studies also involved simulated negotiation between students with no real economic stake 

in the negotiation.  Within a real-world setting, there are both economic and 

noneconomic consequences associated with negotiated outcomes.  Consequently, the 

serious question emerges as to whether simulated negotiation conducted by students with 

no personal stake in the outcome can lead to valid theories for business or other 

organizational settings.  For example, Peterson (2001) conducted a study with students 

and nonstudents involving behavioral and psychological relations and found substantial 
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differences in the findings between the two populations.  Peterson concluded that the 

findings suggested the importance of replicating research based on college students with 

nonstudents before attempting to make broad based generalizations. 

 Two important studies involved trust-building interaction less than 30 minutes in 

duration (Moore et al., 1999; Morris et al., 2002).  However, a gap is apparent in existing 

research with regard to the issue of systematic trust building in faceless negotiation, the 

manner in which negotiating parties attempt to build that trust, the impact of trust 

building on the actual outcome of negotiation, and the desire of the parties to mutually 

negotiate in the future.  The manner in which negotiating parties, whether formally or 

informally connected, build trusting relationships in a faceless environment is important, 

given the realities of the modern workplace and globalization, which involve increasing 

interaction with others exclusively by telephone and computer.   

 Past research has indicated the manner in which negotiating parties should behave 

during faceless negotiation interaction.  The current study builds upon this literature by 

exploring how experienced negotiators actually communicate in such settings.  By 

interviewing experienced negotiators, this qualitative study explores the precise manner 

in which these professionals build trusting relationships in faceless venues and whether 

long-term, satisfactory relationships are built with their negotiating counterparts. 

Delimitations and Assumptions 

 This study has a number of delimitations.  The most important is that the 

researcher interviewed solely experienced negotiators proficient in faceless negotiation.  

As such, the theories developed from the data gleaned in this study might have relevance 

for faceless negotiation involving solely experienced negotiators.  Another important 
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delimitation is the small sample of participants, which consisted of 16 individuals.  This 

is a common sample size for interviews conducted in a grounded-theory study; however, 

it was likely at the onset that the data gathered would not lead to a theory or set of 

theories viewed as rigorously tested in an academic sense.   

 Another delimitation of this study is that the participants do not represent a broad 

cross section of professional roles.  Attorneys in private practice or organizational 

settings comprised a majority of the study group, with the balance having significant 

executive or organizational-leadership experience.  None of the participants worked for 

governmental or nonprofit organizations.  In addition, for the most part, the negotiations 

described by the participants involved discrete matters with no substantial ongoing 

relationships to maintain upon conclusion of the specific negotiation.  The final 

delimitation involves the application of grounded theory.  The interviews held the 

potential to collect powerful data in terms of respondent recollection of past negotiating 

and trust-building experiences.  It might have been possible to obtain even richer data 

with an ethnographic or case-study approach.  However, due to confidentiality concerns, 

the inability of the researcher to immerse himself in numerous negotiating and trust-

building experiences, and the particular research question, the grounded-theory approach 

was far more feasible. 

 A key delineation of this study is that the literature review and interview 

participants did not explore cultural differences in trust building in faceless negotiations.  

All interview participants live and work in North America.  The cultural aspects of 

faceless negotiations in the international context was beyond the scope of this study for 

logistical reasons.  In terms of the lack of persons in the study from a governmental or 
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nonprofit perspective, several potential participants in these realms were solicited for 

potential participation and all declined for unknown reasons.  The lack of cultural 

diversity outside of the international context and the use of participants known to the 

researcher appeared grounded by confidentiality concerns.  Even with assurances of 

confidentiality, the participants were quite concerned about preserving their 

confidentiality.  That likely was a factor in the failure of governmental workers to 

participate (or perhaps the need to obtain final approval from supervisors - an issue not 

facing the 16 actual participants).  In any event, the participants were all employed in the 

business world in North America.  This results in a significant delineation in terms of the 

types of negotiators and negotiations being studied here.   

 Because the design of this research involves primarily grounded theory, there are 

no formal hypotheses for the study.  The data collected facilitated the actual findings.  In 

particular, the interviews resulted in common themes that could be translated into 

proposed theories to be tested in future study.  The interviews partially focused on the 

following three conceptual areas designed to lead to data on trust building in a faceless 

environment: 

 •  The significant personal interaction before and during negotiation that   

     facilitates the development of a trusting relationship. 

 •  The steps taken to manage communication in a manner that demonstrates trust. 

 •  The ways a trusting relationship is recognized and the subsequent benefits     

    derived by both parties. 

 Other important assumptions are associated with the design of this study.  The 

most critical is that the interview questions and quality of the interview would lead to 
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data directly relating to the research question under examination.  Another important 

assumption is that the participants themselves would be appropriate for the study and 

forthcoming and truthful throughout the interview process regarding their negotiation 

experiences in the faceless milieu.  While the individuals interviewed do not constitute a 

representative sample of all negotiators with substantial experience within the realm of 

important faceless negotiation, it was expected that their collective experience would lead 

to meaningful data allowing the generation of potential theories regarding trust 

development in these venues.   

Definition of Terms 

 The following terms are used throughout this study and are defined for purposes 

of the research: 

 Best alternative to a negotiated agreement (BATNA) refers to the best outcome 

available if a solution cannot be agreed upon by negotiating parties. 

 Experienced negotiator is an individual who has devoted a significant number of 

professional hours during the preceding 20 years to negotiating with other individuals on 

matters important to their organizations, work-related teams, personal business, or the 

business of others they represent as an agent. 

 Faceless describes interaction between individuals not in proximity including by 

telephone and computer-mediated communication other than video conferencing. 

 Important negotiation describes negotiation with a potential outcome of 

substantial impact on the economic, personal, business, and/or social status of at least one 

of the negotiating parties or, alternatively, at least one of the individuals representing a 

negotiating party. 
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 Negotiation or negotiating refers to the process in which an individual attempts to 

obtain what they want from others (Fisher & Ury, 1981). 

 Trust is confidence in the other negotiating individual, in terms of his or her 

willingness and capability to fulfill promised obligations without resorting to legal 

judgment, as well as a willingness to be vulnerable to the other negotiating party.  

 Unfamiliar parties describes two or more negotiating parties who have had no 

direct or indirect contact prior to negotiation.  
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Overview 

 Trust is an amorphous concept on many different levels.  The term is used within 

many different contexts; yet, most of the aspects of trust are difficult to put into words.  It 

can also have different meanings within different settings.  The manner in which to 

measure trust introduces further complication, and whether it can be measured by 

quantitative or qualitative processes is debatable.  How accurately trust can be measured 

between two individuals or between an individual and an entire organization is 

questionable, as is the importance of trust within a relationship.  Whether trust is 

necessary to conduct all forms of business or whether it is simply an unexpected benefit 

in certain situations may be a matter of opinion.   

How trust develops, whether it can develop quickly or only over a time continuum, 

how trust is restored after deliberate or inadvertent damage, and whether restoration must 

focus on the actions and behavior of the trustor, the trustee, both, or others are all aspects 

of interest in the current study.  Finally, how is trust maintained once it is established?  Is 

trust in a relationship something that, once established, can be stored in memory and 

brought back to consciousness only when needed, or is trust an attribute that must be 

continuously nurtured and demonstrated?  This review of literature related to the topic 

under study addresses the described aspects of trust by reporting the findings of various 

researchers within a variety of contexts.  

Background and Importance of Trust 

 Since the mid 1950s, researchers have made a great deal of progress in terms of 

developing definitions and conceptualizations of trust; yet, they continue to struggle with 
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the concept of measuring trust (Lewicki, Tomlinson, & Gillespie, 2006).  Trust has been 

analyzed from two different perspectives (Kramer, 1999).  The first is a behavioral 

perspective, meaning that trust is viewed as behavior within a relationship in which the 

actors are viewed as making decisions primarily from a rational lens of choice.  The 

second perspective analyzes trust from a psychological perspective, meaning that trust is 

viewed as behavior that focuses more on the state of mind of those in the purported 

trusting relationship, regardless of the rational nature of their psychological states.  

Behavioral Aspects 

 Deutsch (1958) was the first proponent of a behavioral approach to trust with a 

conceptualization that was viewed as significant by other academics.  He stated,  

An individual may be said to have trust in the occurrence of an event if he expects 

its occurrence and his expectation leads to behavior which he perceives to have 

greater negative motivational consequences if the expectation is not confirmed 

than positive motivational consequences if it is confirmed. (p. 266) 

The Deutsch view of trust is that individuals are rational actors who observe the actions 

of others and analyze whether the actors are trustworthy, based upon the assumption that 

they are making rational decisions as to whether to engage in trusting or deceitful 

behavior.  The current research study attempted to explore Deutsch’s view as to whether 

integrity violations occurred and, if so, the impact on trust and negotiation strategy. 

The classic Prisoner’s Dilemma game is an example of how individuals 

purportedly make continuous determinations of trust and assume, until the other party 

proves otherwise, that he or she will act in a manner that is based in self-interest.  Classic 

economic theory is also based upon the assumption that individuals and organizations 
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will act in a profit-maximizing manner.  Yet, self-interest can manifest in either a 

cooperative or competitive manner.  The Deutsch study found that, when an individual 

has a cooperative disposition, the result is more often the negotiating parties enjoying 

mutual gain, whereas if the individual has a competitive disposition, a satisfactory level 

of gain is less likely.  This was true whether or not the parties had the ability to formally 

communicate.  Deutsch concluded that cooperative behavior within a negotiation setting 

will produce an initial trusting relationship, even when communication between the 

parties is limited or nonexistent.  Conversely, Deutsch concluded that competitive 

behavior will result in a suspicious or nontrusting relationship.  This finding was 

confirmed in another study with a sample that played an iterative game in which trust 

building and historical information related to past behavior was given to individuals who 

were either partners or strangers (Bohnet & Huck, 2004). 

 Other behavioral researchers examined trust from a perspective beyond self-

interest to form a mathematical or quantitative perspective.  Bhattacharya, Devinney and 

Pillutla (1998) posited that trust exists in situations characterized by uncertainty.  They 

asserted that uncertainty has a statistically measurable component and that trust in 

another is predicated on confidence in the measurement of trustworthiness.  The viability 

of this mathematical perspective of trust assessment is questionable.  Even for those who 

are quantitatively inclined, the development of a statistical measure of uncertainty, 

especially in situations of negotiation wherein the parties have never met, seems unlikely.  

How quantitative confidence level is developed in trust evaluations is also an issue and, 

even with a quantitative approach to measuring trust in another individual, how the 

accuracy of trust assessments over time is measured presents another problematic aspect.  
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In short, it is highly doubtful that many individuals, even in matters of importance, 

actually implement a quantitative approach in terms of assessing the trustworthiness of 

another person. 

Psychological Aspects 

 Since negotiators are not robots who act in a purely rational manner 100 percent 

of the time, there is a significant psychological element to trust building.  Turning to 

psychological definitions of trust, proponents of such an approach look at the causes of 

the behavior that gave rise to a trusting inclination.  They focus on the intentions, motives, 

and perceptions of the other party, his or her personality, qualities, and intentions.  This 

leads to recognition of the actions of another party as guided by factors other than strict 

rationality (Lewicki et al., 2006).  There are two seminal definitions of the psychological 

dimension of trust.  Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman (1995) defined trust as: 

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 to the 

trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party. (p. 712) 

 In a similar vein, Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, and Camerer (1998) defined trust as “a 

psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based on positive 

expectations of the intentions or behavior of another” (p. 395).  In evaluating these 

definitions, the first key element involves the vulnerability of the trusting party.  To be 

vulnerable, the trusting party must be at some level of risk (Mayer et al., 1995).  The risk 

exists not only because the trusting party has something of importance to lose if the other 

party acts in a deceptive or wholly self-serving manner, but because the trusting party in a 
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new relationship has little or no information regarding the trustworthiness of the other 

party. 

 Another element of the psychological definition of trust involves the initial 

predilection of a trusting mind-set.  The Mayer et al. (1995) definition relies upon the 

“expectation” that the other party will engage in behavior benefiting the trustor.  In a 

situation where the parties have worked or negotiated with each other, or have had some 

other form of a prior relationship and a satisfactory experience from the interaction, an 

expectation of the other party makes some level of sense.  However, where the parties 

have had no prior interaction, the expectation of the trustor that the other party will not 

take advantage of his or her initially trusting behavior may be unrealistic. 

 The final critical element of a psychological definition of trust involves a trusting 

relationship even if the trusting party does not have the ability to observe the actions of 

the other party.  Many trusting relationships do not allow for one party to monitor the 

actions of another.  It can be very challenging to trust another individual in a new 

relationship of any kind without the ability to observe their behavior or monitor whether 

they are acting in an honest and cooperative manner.  Yet, the truest definition of trust 

involves an assumption that the other party will not take advantage when there is no 

ability to take note of his or her behavior. 

 These psychological trust concepts played a key role in the development of the 

interview questions asked of the research participants.  The researcher wanted to 

ascertain as to whether trust building was influenced by trust baselines and the lack of 

observability of visual cues. 
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General Trust Development 

 Given the vulnerability of a trusting party in a new relationship of any kind, 

researchers have sought to determine the baseline level of trust in a new relationship.  

The majority of these investigators have found that individuals begin with a baseline of 

zero trust and develop a trusting inclination over a period of time (Blau, 1964; Jones & 

George, 1998).  Other researchers have found that individuals with a trustworthy 

inclination begin with a level of positive trust in others with whom they have never 

interacted (McKnight, Cummings, & Chervany, 1998).  In either case, the level of initial 

trust in another party under most circumstances is either nonexistent or moderate.  

Therefore, under the psychological definition of trust, the literature suggests a trusting 

party begins with, at best, a moderate inclination to trust an individual with whom he or 

she has no experience. 

 Mayer et al. (1995) developed a model of trust that considers a variety of factors.  

The first is the propensity to trust others prior to developing any information regarding 

the other parties.  Based upon a variety of personal factors, some individuals have a 

greater propensity to trust than others.  The second factor is the ability of the trustee to 

perform in the manner expected by the trusting party.  The third factor considered in the 

Mayer et al. model is the benevolence of the trustee (i.e., whether the party being trusted 

desires to benefit the trusting party, even considering his or her self-interest).  The fourth 

factor is the integrity of the trustee (i.e., whether the party being trusted acts in an honest 

and consistent manner and is perceived as generally fair to the trusting party).  Mayer et 

al. argued that trust involves a combination of ability, benevolence, and integrity, and that 

a party seeking to gain the trust of another person must demonstrate all three 
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characteristics.  Thus, if gaining the trust of another individual is desired, the ability to 

deliver what was promised must be exhibited.  The desire for the other party to achieve a 

level of success in the relationship must be displayed, as well as behavior that leads to the 

other party perceiving a sense of fairness and words matching deeds. 

 A more blended approach toward trust development that combines the behavioral 

and psychological dimensions of trust was developed by Shapiro, Sheppard, and 

Cheraskin (1992).  These researchers asserted that three levels of trust exist between 

individuals in a business relationship.  The first was referred to as deterrence-based trust, 

which “exists when the potential costs of discontinuing the relationship or the likelihood 

of retributive action outweigh the short-term advantage of acting in a distrustful way”  

(p. 366).  Shapiro et al. explained that deterrence-based trust works when (a) the potential 

loss of future business outweighs the profit potential for untrustworthy behavior; (b) each 

party is sufficiently diligent to reveal to the other when harm has been done; and (c) the 

potentially harmed party is willing to withdraw benefits from, or introduce harm to, the 

party acting distrustfully.   

The second level of trust that is achieved when negotiating parties move beyond a 

deterrence-based trust relationship is known as knowledge-based trust.  This form of trust 

exists when the parties have developed a sufficiently strong relationship to enable each to 

predict the behavior of the other party.  Shapiro et al. described knowledge-based trust as 

developing when the parties have open and frequent lines of communication and view 

their relationship more as a partnership than competitive in nature.  A trust relationship at 

the highest level has progressed through the deterrence-based and knowledge-based 

stages to reach identification-based trust.  This level of trust exists when the parties view 
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their goals as totally congruent and their important values shared.  To reach an 

identification-based trust relationship, trust is assumed and monitoring activity is 

nonexistent.  The relationship is so intertwined that “unwinding” it is viewed as so costly 

that the parties would never consider such an option, barring a dramatic change in 

economic, environmental, or organizational conditions.  This research study was 

explicitly designed to inquire about how participants viewed trust in deterrence-based and 

knowledge-based settings. 

Impact 

 Regardless of whether a behavioral or psychological approach is taken toward 

trust assessment, and given the limited amount of trust most observers believe exists at 

the beginning of a new relationship, the importance of trust in a relationship is a complex 

issue.  Butler (1999) advanced several compelling reasons for the importance of trust in 

relationships and negotiation.  First, individuals who develop a trusting relationship are 

more likely to share information that is beneficial for both parties and their organizations, 

if their relationship has an impact on their respective organizations.  Second, information 

sharing that builds trust also helps the parties develop integrative solutions to the benefit 

of their respective organizations.  Third, to the extent that trusting relationships lead to 

information sharing within an organization, solutions can be ascertained more quickly 

and through the use of resources in a far more efficient manner than if the parties must 

deal with each other in a cautious manner, which typically equates to laborious 

information sharing in a less than trusting manner.  Finally, trusting relationships allow 

the parties to avoid costly (i.e., in terms of money and wear on the relationships) 
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monitoring arrangements.  Butler aptly summarized the importance of trust, stating that 

the  

more trusting the climate, the simpler and less expensive (more efficient) the 

agreement is likely to be.  Conversely, when one cannot trust the other, one can 

take steps to reduce the uncertainty of the outcomes; and monitoring the 

untrustworthy person’s behavior is a likely response. (p. 221) 

 The Butler (1999) perspective deserves attention.  Trust is not simply an 

expression to cause another individual to feel better about a relationship.  Once developed, 

trust allows the involved parties to more easily share information and a greater 

commitment toward working together to reach a common goal.  Conversely, an 

environment of mistrust or no trust equates to individuals expending valuable time 

attempting to reach a higher a level of comfort with each other or depleting valuable 

resources to monitor the actions and behavior of the other party.  Trust is a valuable 

resource and, in its own way, has a value equal to material resources.  If the concept of 

time as having an economic value resonates as true, then trust has its own economic value 

that may not be measurable through productivity or cost studies.  Whether in an internal 

organizational context or in the context of two or more parties negotiating on behalf of 

various organizations, trust development has a value that enables business of all types to 

be conducted more efficiently.  It also leads to greater sharing of future information in a 

manner that benefits the respective organization or its constituents.   

 Focusing specifically on trust in an organizational context, many relationships 

within an organization are of a temporary nature.  Myerson, Weick, and Kramer (1996) 

focused on trust among members of temporary work teams.  These researchers found that 
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the traditional sources of trust, such as shared experiences and the reciprocal sharing of 

information do not exist for temporary work groups.  Therefore, how such teams develop 

a trusting environment, regardless of their temporary nature, was of interest in the 

Myerson et al. study.  Even individuals with trusting mind-sets develop trust in relatively 

small increments.  Myerson et al. argued that members of temporary teams are typically 

required to produce on a task immediately; hence, little to no time is available to develop 

a gradual trust in other team members.  Temporary team members deal with each other 

less as individuals and more in terms of the role that is filled by each member.  

Consequently, a team member who works in finance and is located in Chicago is likely to 

trust a team member who works in engineering and is located in Singapore, not because 

of their personal relationship, but because of the organizational expectation that all team 

members are capable of and will fulfill their roles in a professional manner.  This 

includes the expectation that team members have both a personal and professional 

interest in ensuring the team achieves project success.  

 In a less temporary organizational environment, the reduced time pressure brings 

trust building back to individual relationships and less reliance on the formal roles filled.  

Handy (1995) emphasized the importance of trust building within a faceless organization 

in which individuals have little or no face-to-face interaction.  Kasper-Fuehrera and 

Ashkanasy (2001) asserted that the development of a common business understanding 

with regard to the brand or persona of an organization and its employees, as well as the 

nature of its business and the organizational outcomes expected, is vital for the 

development of a trusting culture.  Kasper-Fuehrera and Ashkanasy claimed that a truly 

shared vision can facilitate the establishment of a culture of trust among new entrants to 
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an organization, even absent any preexisting relationships with others in the organization.  

Thus, in an organizational context, trust among members may be slow to develop 

depending upon the trust predilections of specific individuals.  However, related literature 

has suggested that organizations can encourage a trusting culture through the 

development of a common vision and a strong emphasis on information sharing. 

 The literature reviewed clarifies the different levels of trust and why trust is 

important in terms of external and internal business relationships.  Although this segment 

of the literature review did not specifically focus on the role of trust in negotiation 

between unfamiliar parties in new business relationships, many of the discussed 

principles of trust development within behavioral and psychological approaches apply.  

The review addressed the importance of trust development within organizations, 

particularly in terms of the creation of a coherent organizational culture and strategic 

vision, as well as the manner in which organizations efficiently conduct routine business 

processes.  These articles provided an important insight as to how the current research 

study was designed as the researcher focused on whether building the equivalent of a 

common business understanding helped create trust in a faceless negotiation. 

Faceless Negotiation 

Trust Development 

Individual interaction. Face-to-face interaction provides the sensory perceptions 

(i.e., physical and auditory cues) that do not exist in the faceless environment of 

telephone or computer communication.  Several researchers have found that the manner 

in which a message is delivered resonates more with recipients than the actual content of 

the message (DePaulo & Friedman, 1998; Thompson & Kim, 2000).  Yet, it also appears 
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that users of electronic communication are far more likely to frame their arguments more 

from a logical perspective than from emotion or passion (Barsness & Bhappu, 2004).  

This tension between the use of logic versus emotion, in terms of communication, let 

alone communication in connection with negotiation, can lead to misunderstanding, 

conflict and an impasse between parties who are not sufficiently savvy to adapt their 

communication style to the medium utilized. 

 With regard to trust within an online context, Boyd (2003) argued that trust must 

be constructed rhetorically, and those who are attempting to garner trust from another 

must mimic the trust-building elements of face-to-face interaction.  He acknowledged 

that initial trust in online relationships is challenging, and nearly always more 

challenging than within a face-to-face context.  However, Boyd asserted that, once a 

trusting online relationship is built, subsequent interaction between the parties will have a 

progressively lower threshold of skepticism.  In attempting to garner such trust, the party 

requesting another to undertake an action must use persuasion to motivate acceptance of 

the risk to move the relationship forward.  The party asking the other to undertake the 

action must construct messages that appeal to both the logic and emotions of the recipient.  

However, Boyd strongly cautioned that the party constructing the message avoid 

explicitly asking the other party to “trust” him or her, because individuals are frequently 

skeptical of others who brazenly self-assert their own trustworthiness.  He strongly 

suggested that, within an online setting, individuals attempting to develop a trusting 

profile consider both the logical and emotional context of their messages. 

 Regarding the emotional aspects of online, interpersonal trust communications, 

Feng, Lazar, and Preece (2004) focused on the role of empathy in developing 
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relationships.  These researchers specifically analyzed what allows individuals who 

utilize exclusively online computer methods of communication to build trust in others 

never met on a face-to-face basis.  Feng et al. postulated that individuals who are able to 

convey empathy online are far more likely to garner trust in online relationships than 

those who do not display empathic behavior.  To test this hypothesis, the investigators 

focused on both empathic accuracy, which is defined as the ability to accurately infer the 

specific content of the thoughts and feelings of others, and supportive response, which is 

defined as responding compassionately to the distress of another individual.  Feng et al. 

also hypothesized that empathic accuracy and a supportive response have a positive effect 

on online interpersonal trust.  Both hypotheses were supported in the findings of the 

study. 

 Virtual teams. The context of virtual teams is important to explore in terms of 

trust building even in a non-organizational context.  First, because virtual teams might be 

together for short and discrete tasks, the manner in which they develop trust might be 

extrapolated to settings between negotiators not in the same organization.  In other words, 

rapid fire trust building techniques used by members of virtual teams might have 

applicability to negotiations conducted with outsiders.  Second, in most virtual team 

contexts, team members do not have formal “authority” over other team members.  As 

such, virtual team members need to rely heavily on trust building with other members; 

deterrence-based trust simply does not apply in these settings and, in a perfect world, 

negotiators representing different organizations would not heavily rely as much on 

deterrence-based trust measures either.  Thus, those participating in non-organizational 

negotiations can learn how to build trust by exploring how trust building is done among 
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those in the same organization where concepts of power and leverage may have little 

relevance. 

 In the context of virtual teams, Altschuller and Benbunan-Finch (2010) examined 

the communication processes that are effective in terms of developing team trust and 

quality outcomes.  These researchers focused on whether self-disclosure of personal 

information was important in building reciprocal trust between members of virtual teams.  

For purposes of their study, they examined exclusively virtual teams that communicated 

via computer; although, it appears that their analysis and findings would also apply to 

virtual teams that communicate by both telephone and computer.  Altschuller and 

Benbunan-Finch hypothesized that self-disclosure is positively correlated with the levels 

of trust and performance common to ad hoc teams.  The findings did not statistically 

support this hypothesis.   

Altschuller and Benbunan-Finch (2010) also hypothesized that faceless 

copresence, defined as the sense of togetherness within a faceless environment, is 

positively correlated with the level of trust within a virtual team.  Group performance was 

also hypothesized to be higher with high levels of trust.  The findings supported these two 

hypotheses.  Altschuller and Benbunan-Finch acknowledged that faceless copresence is 

the most important factor in the development of trust among members of virtual teams 

and their superior performance.  However, since self-disclosure of personal information 

was not found to create a higher level of trust, the study left unanswered the question of 

how virtual teams achieve the faceless copresence associated with higher levels of team 

trust. 
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 Constant, Sproull, and Kiesler (1996) conducted a study focused on the use of 

electronic media by individuals within an organization who had little or no prior contact.  

The extent to which the study sample shared information was an interesting finding.  The 

researchers selected participants with “weak ties” (i.e., individuals who had little or no 

prior contact or shared no emotional closeness).  The authors hypothesized that advice 

from a higher number of individuals with weak ties will be more useful than advice from 

a fewer number of strong ties.  They also hypothesized that advice from others more 

organizationally motivated would be more useful than advice from others less 

organizationally motivated.  Both of these hypotheses were supported in the study 

findings.  Thus, research has supported the notion that organizations that place an 

emphasis on employee use of electronic media in a deliberate manner to build 

information sharing and trusting relationships are successful in accomplishing these 

objectives. 

 Given the use of a combination of electronic media in faceless negotiations, a 

review of literature comparing and contrasting the effectiveness and integrity aspects of 

these different electronic media is useful.  While the previously mentioned studies 

reviewed were conducted with a focus on online communication, Frolich and 

Oppenheimer (1998) examined whether the effectiveness of the type of communication 

medium employed correlated with the complexity and content of the message being 

communicated.  Whether face-to-face communication was more effective than electronic 

communication when an individual was attempting to elicit the cooperation of another 

person was a specific interest in the research.  Whether face-to-face communication was 

more effective than electronic modes, in terms of implementing a decision made, was 
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also examined.  The findings supported the Frolich and Oppenheimer assertions that face-

to-face communication was more effective than electronic communication with 

cooperation of another person.  However, the form of communication had little impact on 

the quality of decision implementation. 

 The findings of Frolich and Oppenheimer (1998) are not fully supported by other 

researchers.  Hancock, Thom-Santelli, and Ritchie (2004) explored the level of 

dishonesty and deception in individuals communicating by telephone, e-mail, instant 

messaging, and face-to-face methods.  The findings revealed that the study participants 

were the most dishonest when communicating by telephone and the least dishonest when 

communicating by e-mail, with comparable rates of dishonesty with face-to-face 

communication and instant messaging.  Whitty and Carville (2008) investigated whether 

individuals were more likely to tell self-serving lies to others they did not know well 

when communicating by telephone, e-mail, or in face-to-face encounters.  The findings 

indicated that participants lied the most often when communicating by e-mail, followed 

by telephone communication.  Face-to-face encounters generated the least dishonest 

communication. 

 The inconsistencies among research findings related to the effectiveness and 

truthfulness of communication, depending upon whether the communications is face-to-

face or faceless, is problematic.  It is indisputable that a greater amount of 

communication, whether within an organizational setting, between members of different 

organizations, or in more formal negotiation, is taking place within faceless settings.  It 

also appears that many individuals are becoming more comfortable with faceless modes 
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of communication, along with the advantages and limitations associated with each 

medium.   

Regardless of the aforementioned inconsistencies, a few general themes could be 

gleaned from the literature reviewed.  First, e-mail communication tends to be more 

formal and relies upon more logical forms of persuasion than emotional.  However, when 

communication reaches an impasse in e-mail, emotions tend to rise more quickly than 

within a face-to-face setting.  Second, when parties within a faceless organizational or 

negotiation environment make a concerted effort to develop a trusting and truthful 

relationship, it appears that it is possible to develop such a relationship.  However, it 

seems that explicit trust-building exercises are not what create trusting relationships 

within a faceless environment.  Rather, trusting relationships appear to be built through 

traditional methods of information sharing, both of a business and nonbusiness nature.  

As Boyd (2003) suggested, rather than explicitly sending a “trust me” message to others 

within or external to an organization, an individual desiring to develop a trusting persona 

must do so in an organic and natural manner. 

 Although the evidence is mixed, the literature previously discussed suggests that 

faceless communication mediums are not as conducive to the development of trust as 

initially expected.  Related literature discussed below tends to support the notion that 

online business communication, whether within the realm of internal or external 

organizational negotiation, must reflect the needs and mind-set of the recipient rather 

than those of the sender.  Online communication tends to be self-centered in nature 

because the communication is not synchronistic (Walther 1992).  The focus is therefore 
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nearly exclusively on the point the sender is attempting to convey, with little, if any, 

attention to how the message will be perceived by the recipient. 

Related literature, while not unanimous on this point, has suggested that 

individuals who communicate in a manner designed to create a cooperative rather than a 

competitive relationship are more likely to achieve online trust development (Feng et al., 

2004; Morris et al., 2002).  Even in a faceless environment, optimal trust development 

appears feasible, if the parties are mutually viewed as working toward a common goal 

(Walther & Burgoon, 1992).  Trust may not develop quickly within an online setting, but 

past findings have indicated that, with the proper mind-set, strong trust can be equally 

established by parties willing to engage in the same type of information sharing and 

reciprocal behavior as individuals communicating within a face-to-face setting. 

Outcomes 

 An acute challenge facing any researcher exploring the concept of trust in any 

relational context, but particularly in a negotiation context, involves measurement.  How 

exactly does one measure trust in a negotiation context?  Can trust be measured simply 

by asking negotiators in a simulated or actual negotiation whether they “trusted” the other 

side during and at the end of a negotiation?  If so, what are the metrics in which 

subjective trust measurements are measured?  If we use subjective trust measurements of 

simulated or actual negotiations, how reliable are those observations?  Are the subjective 

trust measurements reliable enough to withstand the rigorous quantitative analysis?  

Finally, could potential theories derived from such subjective studies be applied to a wide 

variety of negotiation settings? 
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 The challenge is that trust is such an amorphous concept that it is virtually 

impossible to measure to any verifiable extent.  Individuals who believe that they have 

developed trust relationships in a negotiation may be referring to a “feeling” or 

satisfaction with the process the parties utilized in the negotiation.  However, a strong 

quantitative study would have a difficult, if not an impossible, time measuring trust based 

on such feelings or processes. 

 It is because of these challenges of accurately measuring subjective trust 

observations that researchers attempt to measure trust via surrogate measurements based 

on outcomes. (Drolet & Morris, 2000).  As will be discussed in more detail below, 

researchers extrapolate the existence of trust in negotiation settings based on objective 

measures that can be obtained in academic study settings.  Whether or not these objective 

measures relate to trust development or other factors not studied in a particular study is 

subject to debate.  Nevertheless, measuring trust based upon some particular outcome 

appears to be the most frequently used measure as to whether trust did or not exist in a 

particular research study.   

 The types of outcomes measured in terms of trust development vary based on the 

academic study.  Some researchers have looked at whether or not the simulated 

negotiation reached a negotiated agreement or concluded with an impasse.  Other studies 

looked at whether the parties shared sufficient information in order to reach an integrative 

negotiated solution.  Some studies simply looked at negotiating outcomes in a quick 

simulated negotiation as a measurement of trust development.  Some studies looked at 

rapport as a surrogate for trust even though, as mentioned by numerous interview 

participants in the current research study, trust can be developed without personal rapport 
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with the negotiator on the other side.  Finally, several studies looked at the use of faceless 

prenegotiation socialization interactions in the context of quick negotiations and then 

measured whether those interactions or lack of such interactions had an impact on rapport, 

cooperation levels, information sharing, and economic negotiating outcomes.   

The academic studies cited below played a major role in the current research 

study.  On one hand, the findings in these studies that trust can be measured in some 

degree by reference to outcomes were explored in the current research study. On the 

other hand, this researcher attempted to use active questioning in the interviews to delve 

into whether there were subjective elements of trust building in faceless negotiations that 

could be sufficiently measurable that they could be turned into theories to be tested in 

future settings.  Turning to these studies, since the mid 1990s, a wealth of research 

studies have investigated various aspects of negotiation conducted exclusively within a 

computer-mediated setting.  Valley, Moag, and Bazerman (1998) observed negotiation 

over identical matters within both a face-to-face and written setting.  These researchers 

predicted that negotiation conducted face-to-face would have lower impasse rates and 

more frequent mutually beneficial agreements than the negotiation of faceless settings.  

The Valley et al. findings indeed indicated that the rate of impasse was higher within the 

faceless setting, and face-to-face negotiation did result in more mutually beneficial 

agreements.  However, there appeared to be no statistically significant difference in the 

profit earned by the negotiators of both settings. 

Valley et al. (1998) also observed negotiation over another matter in a face-to-

face, telephone, and written setting.  The findings showed that mutual gains were more 

prevalent within the face-to-face setting than in the telephone or written setting.  
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Moreover, the negotiators were buyers who tended to overpay in telephone negotiation, 

while impasse was most frequent with written negotiation.  Impasse rates were higher in 

telephone negotiation than with negotiation conducted face-to-face.  The seller 

negotiators realized greater profits in telephone negotiation than they did when 

negotiating face-to-face or in writing; however, buyer profits did not vary among the 

three negotiation mediums.  Joint gains did not differ significantly among the three 

negotiation mediums, although the number of mutually beneficial agreements was 

greatest in face-to-face negotiation. 

 Drolet and Morris (2000) examined the quality of outcomes reached by 

negotiators within a face-to-face setting and a faceless setting and by telephone.  Face-to-

face negotiation facilitated more efficient solutions quicker than negotiation conducted 

via a faceless mode.  However, the actual economic outcome appeared to vary based 

upon the communication medium.  Drolet and Morris (2000) subsequently observed a 

second study group asked to conduct face-to-face and telephone negotiation.  Participants 

in both types of negotiation were allowed brief personal interaction prior to the sessions.  

The findings indicated that face-to-face contact facilitated more efficient solutions more 

quickly than the telephone negotiation.  However, in this second study, the authors asked 

the negotiators of both types of settings the level of rapport they experienced with the 

other parties.  Those who negotiated within face-to-face settings experienced a higher 

degree of rapport than those who communicated by telephone.  For purposes of this short 

study, the authors did not specifically equate rapport with trust.  This is consistent with 

the findings in the current research study that interpersonal rapport or lack thereof has 

only a modest correlation, at best, with trust.   
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 The Valley et al. (1998) and Drolet and Morris (2000) studies are an important 

starting point for a comparative analysis of negotiation within face-to-face, telephone, 

and written settings.  However, these studies did not involve any prenegotiation 

communication resulting in trust building.  The negotiators obtained their written 

instructions and immediately commenced negotiation.   

 Moore et al. (1999) conducted a study involving graduate business students 

attending two different business schools who negotiated with each other exclusively by  

e-mail.  One group of students received personalized information regarding the other 

negotiating parties and engaged in introductory communication via e-mail prior to the 

negotiation.  The other group received no information regarding the other negotiating 

parties prior to the negotiation.  The findings indicated that impasse rates were far higher 

between the parties who had no personal interaction prior to negotiation than those who 

communicated prior to the negotiation.  However, whether or not communication and 

information sharing was conducted prior to negotiation appeared to have little impact on 

the integrative value of the final negotiated agreements.  Put simply, if the negotiators 

were able to get past the impasse stage, they were able to reach satisfactory agreements. 

 Next, we look at the surrogate correlation between prenegotiation 

communications, outcomes, and trust.  Morris et al. (2002) explored whether informal 

prenegotiation communication prior to e-negotiation led to better outcomes.  A study 

group of business students negotiated face-to-face and another group negotiated 

exclusively via e-mail.  Neither group of students had any informal social discussion 

prior to the negotiation.  The findings indicated that face-to-face negotiators engage in 

more information sharing than negotiators communicating exclusively by e-mail.  
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Interestingly, negotiators in the e-mail setting were far more likely to make explicit 

statements surrounding the need to build a relationship than those within the face-to-face 

setting.  However, negotiators within the e-mail setting were far more likely to use threats, 

experience impasse, and exhibit lower levels of trust.   

Morris et al. (2002) also examined a sample of business students who negotiated 

with other students from another university exclusively by e-mail.  One study group 

received only information regarding the matter to be negotiated; another study group 

received the same packet but were also instructed to conduct an informal introductory 

telephone conversation with the other parties prior to negotiation.  Those participants 

introduced prior to negotiation had greater levels of rapport, lower levels of impasse, and 

better negotiation outcomes than the other study group.  In general, these students 

reported positive social outcomes and expressed a preference to negotiate with the same 

parties again.  

 Nadler (2004) conducted a study with a sample of law students, with one study 

group of negotiators informally introduced to the other parties and a study group who had 

no prenegotiation contact.  The study group who communicated prior to negotiation were 

four times more likely to reach an agreement than the negotiators with no prior contact.  

In fact, only 9% of those who communicated prior to negotiation failed to reach an 

agreement, compared to nearly 40% of the group with no prior contact.  Those with the 

prior contact engaged in greater information exchange than the other study group.  

However, the joint gains realized by the parties were not any greater among either study 

group.  In terms of social outcomes, the negotiators who did not engage in informal 
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communication prior to negotiating felt more competitive and less cooperative with their 

counterparts. 

 Valley, Thompson, Gibbons, and Bazerman (2002) conducted a study with a 

sample who had no prior relationship with each other, but were allowed to communicate 

in writing, face-to-face, or not at all prior to the formal negotiation.  The choice of 

communication mode prior to negotiation was left to the participants.  The findings 

indicated that the face-to-face negotiators realized the greatest joint gains, with those 

communicating either in writing or not at all prior to the formal negotiation gleaning 

somewhat comparable but lower joint gains, with some variation depending upon the 

value of the trades.   

McGinn, Thompson, and Bazerman (2003) conducted a study on negotiation that 

was identical to the Valley et al. (2002) research, but with one key difference.  The 

students who participated in the McGuinn et al. study knew each other prior to the 

simulated negotiation.  Whether this prior communication was face-to-face or in writing, 

their negotiating outcomes were far superior to those with no prior communication.  In 

comparing the Valley et al. and McGuinn et al. studies, it appears that prenegotiation 

interaction between parties that will negotiate face-to-face results in better negotiating 

outcomes than is experienced by those who do not communicate prior to negotiation.  

What remains unclear, however, is (a) the relevance of negotiating parties knowing each 

other when negotiation is conducted after prior communication in writing or not at all, 

and (b) the manner in which the negotiating parties that communicated solely in writing 

achieved strong negotiation results with no prior interaction.  More importantly, 

McGuinn et al. assumed that the trust between the negotiating parties in the face-to-face 
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setting, and to a lesser extent between the parties who negotiated in writing, led to better 

integrative results.  It is possible that the better results were not a result of a higher level 

of trust, but of the additional time to directly or indirectly share important negotiation or 

strategic information. 

 In a trust-assessment study, Citera et al. (2005) compared the perceived credibility 

differences between face-to-face negotiators and e-mail negotiators.  Their aim was to 

test the sinister-attribution bias theory espoused by Thompson and Nadler (2002).  This 

theory suggests that, when negotiators are physically or psychologically distant from one 

another, they are more likely to attribute sinister motives to their opponents.  Citera et al. 

hypothesized that e-mail negotiators perceive their negotiating counterparts to be less 

credible than face-to-face negotiators and expect dishonesty during negotiation.  The 

findings supported this hypothesis but found that lying was no more prevalent in e-

negotiation than face-to-face negotiation.  The findings also supported prior studies that 

found e-negotiation to consume a greater amount of time to complete than face-to-face 

negotiation.   

 Naquin and Paulson (2003) investigated bargaining styles, trust, and relationship 

building in online and face-to-face negotiation settings.  These researchers found that 

negotiators who bargain online will exhibit lower levels of trust than those interacting 

face-to-face.  Online negotiators were also found to have lower levels of prenegotiation 

trust than those interacting face-to-face.  More importantly, the participants who 

negotiated online were less inclined than the face-to-face negotiators to desire a future 

relationship with their negotiating counterparts.  Regardless of the trust perceptions, no 

material differences were found in the actual economic outcomes between the modes of 
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negotiation, although those who participated in the online setting perceived their 

outcomes to be less satisfactory than those reported by the face-to-face negotiators. 

 Galin, Gross, and Gosalker (2007) investigated the economic quality of 

negotiation outcomes and the processes used in e-mail and face-to-face negotiation.  No 

significant difference was found in terms of economic outcomes, including joint profits, 

between the face-to-face and e-mail negotiators.  The face-to-face negotiation consumed 

a greater amount of time than e-negotiation, and hard tactics were used more frequently 

in e-negotiation than that conducted face-to-face.   

 Naquin et al. (2008) studied levels of cooperation within e-mail and face-to-face 

social settings that may or may not involve negotiation.  The findings indicated that 

groups who communicate online are less cooperative than those who communicate face-

to-face.  The findings also supported the notion that participants who communicate online 

feel more justified in acting in a self-serving manner than those who communicate face-

to-face.  The importance of this study, regardless of the fact that it was conducted well 

over a decade after e-mail became an important communication medium among business 

professionals, is that it demonstrated that individuals tend to be less tactful and 

cooperative when communicating via e-mail than during face-to-face communication, at 

least at the outset of a relationship.  

 Wilson et al. (2006) studied teams that worked on a task within either a face-to-

face or a computer-mediated environment over a 3-week period.  These researchers 

hypothesized that, due to the communication medium, initial levels of trust are higher in 

teams who operate face-to-face versus through a computer-mediated mode of 

communication, but that time will neutralize the effects of the face-to-face advantage.  
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The results indicated that, after three meetings, there was no significant difference 

between the levels of cognitive trust among the team members of either study group.  

Moreover, the level of trust in the group operating via a computer-mediated mode did not 

remain significantly below that of the teams who worked face-to-face once they reached 

a point of equilibrium after the third meeting. 

 Hollingshead, McGrath, and O’Connor (1993) studied teams over a 13-week 

period to examine the effectiveness of face-to-face versus computer-mediated work 

modes.  The participating teams worked on a variety of tasks, including negotiation, over 

this extended period.  The results indicated that the teams who worked face-to-face 

performed significantly better than those who worked via computer-mediated modes on 

early challenging tasks and in the early stages of negotiation.  However, the differences in 

output disappeared in later challenging tasks and later stages of negotiation.  

Hollingshead et al. concluded that, once individuals become facile with computer 

technology and its use within a team environment, the advantages of face-to-face 

interaction dissipates within a relatively short period of time. 

 The Wilson et al. (2006) and Hollingshead et al. (1993) studies provided an 

important backdrop for subsequent related research - with sufficient time, face-to-face 

and virtual teams can achieve comparable results.  Wilson et al. investigated trust over a 

three-meeting time frame and noticed that, while the initial meetings among computer-

mediated teams tended to include a substantial number of inflammatory comments and 

harsh tones, these instances were dramatically reduced following the first meeting and, by 

the third meeting, were reduced to nearly zero.  Conversely, Hollingshead et al. did not 

specifically investigate trust development over the 13-week period of their study, but 
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rather, focused solely on measurable outcomes.  Nevertheless, the Wilson et al. research 

provided interesting data useful in the current study in terms of the importance of time in 

the development of trust within a faceless environment. 

Underlying Theory 

General Communication Theory 

 Beyond studies which involve simulated negotiations, an examination of general 

communication theory is useful in terms of looking at trust building in broader contexts.  

Research has demonstrated that building a positive relationship with a negotiating 

counterpart can lead to better negotiating results.  Thompson and Kim (2000) observed a 

number of negotiations and found that parties who had a positive view of their 

negotiating counterparts shared more important information and experienced far more 

efficient negotiating outcomes than parties with a negative perception of their negotiating 

counterparts. 

 Communication theory can facilitate a clearer understanding of building trusting 

relationships, both within a negotiating context and other types of communication.  Three 

concepts worth further exploration involve the impact of expressing negative emotions, 

the impact of dishonesty and other forms of betrayal affecting trust and the regeneration 

of trust.  Unlike some of the literature reviewed earlier that tangentially touched upon the 

impact of dishonesty in certain negotiating situations, this current study was designed to 

analyze these concepts specifically within the context of trust building, both in online and 

face-to-face negotiation.   

 Graham, Huang, Clark, and Helgeson (2008) asserted that, when an individual 

conveys certain emotions to partners or potential partners, those receiving the emotional 
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message will frequently offer help to the emotionally charged individual.  This 

assumption was based upon a theory that suggests that self-disclosure leads to greater 

intimacy with the recipient of the disclosed information (Collins & Miller, 1994).  

Graham et al. (2008) tested the impact of the expression or lack of expression of 

emotions in various types of relationships.  Participants who had never interacted with 

one another were asked whether they would be more likely to help a person who 

expressed a negative emotion versus an individual experiencing a negative emotion 

without expressing it verbally.  The study results clearly indicated that the participants 

were more likely to help a person experiencing a negative emotion than an individual 

who appeared to be experiencing a negative emotion without expressing it verbally. 

Graham et al. (2008) also asked their study participants whether they would help 

another person who they knew was nervous under conditions where the nervousness was 

not disclosed.  The responses clearly indicated that the listening party was more likely to 

help the nervous party with disclosure of the nervousness.  Moreover, this disclosure 

actually increased the degree to which the listening party liked the individual verbally 

expressing their nervous inclinations.  Lastly, Graham et al. (2008) involved students 

who were freshman roommates in college.  Data were collected regarding the quality and 

quantity of the social ties of the participants after 13 weeks into the first semester.  The 

participants were more willing to express negative emotions to those with whom they 

developed close relationships, and their roommates confirmed they were frequently 

helpful in response to the display of negative emotions. 

 The Graham et al. (2008) study did not involve negotiation and recruited college 

students as participants; consequently, its application to real-world situations is 
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problematic.  Nevertheless, it raises a number of issues worthy of consideration from a 

negotiation perspective.  Negotiation can frequently become contentious, with negative 

emotions displayed both within face-to-face and faceless settings.  It would be a great 

“stretch” to suggest that Graham et al. (2008) support the notion that experienced 

negotiators without prior relationships can express negative emotions, such as anger, and 

expect their negotiating counterparts to respond in a sympathetic manner.  However, 

these researchers do raise the interesting question of whether the expression of negative 

emotions, such as anger, frustration, or even threats, might be viewed in a less hostile 

manner if the negotiating parties had devoted significant time prior to the interaction to 

building a “trust reservoir.”  The same question can be asked of members of the same 

organization.  Does a long-standing relationship allow an emotional outburst by one 

member to be viewed somewhat sympathetically by another member?  Additional 

research is needed to answer these questions.  However, the findings in the Graham et al. 

(2008) study might support the suggestion that negative emotions, per se, are not fatal in 

terms of the development of trusting relationships.  Although, the perceptions of the 

empathic personality might allow for greater expression of negative emotions than might 

be possible in relationships where the parties do not periodically express a level of 

vulnerability. 

Deliberate Misrepresentation 

 The role of deliberate misrepresentations and the impact of trust are, on the 

surface, rather important.  For purposes of this literature review and the current research 

study, we look only at deliberate misrepresentations of material factual matters.  We do 

not look at puffing, or exaggeration of reservation prices or other negotiating alternatives 
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as deliberate misrepresentations, even though others might treat such exaggerations or 

deceptions as deliberate misrepresentations.  Based on this definitional baseline, the role 

of deliberate misrepresentations on trust is an important concept to explore.  For example, 

to what extent does an isolated deliberate misrepresentation permanently impair the trust 

the aggrieved party has in the party who delivered the misrepresentation?  Can trust be 

repaired in such a setting and, if so, what are the nature of successful trust building 

approaches?  Are there specific trust violations that lend themselves more to trust repair 

efforts and, if so, what are those trust repair efforts?  Finally, are there circumstances 

where the failure to rebuild trust after discovery of a deliberate misrepresentation 

ultimately has little or no impact on the final negotiated solution? 

 Expression of the negative emotion of deliberate misrepresentation does not 

motivate the same sympathetic response as described with an emotional outburst.  

Restoration of trust after deliberate deception is a challenging task.  Schweitzer, Hershey, 

and Bradlow (2006) examined the nature of deception, attempts to restore trust after the 

violation, and the impact of repair efforts.  The findings of this extensive research 

indicated that, in the absence of communication extended to restore trust, untrustworthy 

actions combined with deception will decrease the long-term level of trust more than the 

same untrustworthy actions without involvement of the deception factor.  Another finding 

was that a promise to change behavior will repair the initial damage to trust more than no 

trust-restoring communication.  More precisely, Schweitzer et al. (2006) found that 

trustworthy actions alone are as effective in eventually restoring trust as these actions 

accompanied by an apology.  Prior deception will harm both the initial and long-term 
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effectiveness of an apology in terms of restoring trust.  These researchers found that trust 

harmed by deception cannot be fully recovered.   

 Schweitzer et al. (2006) offered valuable insight into the impact of deliberate 

misrepresentation.  Although trust recovery appears to be never complete following a 

deliberate misrepresentation, the adage that actions carry more resonance than words 

appears to be of substantial importance in the repair of betrayed trust.  However, in 

certain circumstances, trust repair appears to be linked to the innate views of the deceived 

party, as they relate to forgiveness.  Haselhuhn, Schweitzer, and Wood (2010) observed 

that some individuals are slower to forgive transgressions than others.  These researchers 

further noted that some deceived parties are swayed by promises of behavioral change; 

others may be more receptive to other types of trust-recovery efforts.  Because it is 

difficult for deceiving parties to understand whether the individuals they harmed are 

forgiving in nature, Haselhuhn et al. (2010) concluded by suggesting that trust-recovery 

efforts by the deceiving party may have as much to do with the trusting mind-set of the 

harmed individual than any deliberate repair actions by the deceiving party. 

 The manner in which trust violations are perceived and potentially repaired is 

complicated by a review of the Kim, Ferrin, Cooper, and Dirks (2004) study that resulted 

in counterintuitive findings related to the effectiveness of truthfulness in light of 

deceptive behavior.  Kim et al. (2004) found that, when a trust violation concerns matters 

of competence, the harmed party will exhibit a greater amount of trust after an apology 

rather than a denial.  When trust violations concern matters of integrity, the harmed party 

will exhibit a greater amount of trust with a denial rather than an apology.  The Kim et al. 

(2004) study also found that, when evidence exists of the guilt of the accused party, the 
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harmed party will exhibit a greater amount of trust with an apology rather than a denial, 

but when evidence exists of the innocence of the accused party, regardless of its accuracy, 

the harmed party will exhibit a greater amount of trust with a denial rather than an 

apology.  Thus, the findings of the Kim et al. (2004) research suggest that the 

acknowledgement of deceptive behavior and apologies for the behavior might not be the 

optimal action by a deceiving party.  Denial of culpability for matters of integrity is 

morally disturbing; yet, not only do the Kim et al. (2004) data suggest that such a course 

of action was followed by their study participants, but human experience suggests that it 

is far more difficult for a deceiving party to acknowledge and repair a trust violation than 

act as if it never happened. 

 The literature reviewed regarding betrayal and trust violations does not present a 

common theme.  The one finding that is likely the most relevant across the 

communication spectrum is that, once trust is lost, it is difficult to recover, and recovery 

efforts are likely to be very time consuming.  Another finding of relevance is the notion 

that actions to recover trust are more likely to be more effective than mere apologies or 

promises of behavioral change.  Beyond these findings, the manner in which trust is 

recovered, or whether a deceiving party should even attempt to engage in trust recovery 

actions after certain integrity violations, are problematic questions.  Researchers have 

demonstrated the importance of trust in negotiation; consequently, betrayal and material 

misrepresentation undertaken by a negotiating party are risky behaviors.  The deceiving 

party cannot control the reaction of the individual deceived, his or her forgiving or 

unforgiving nature, nor whether the misrepresentation will even be discovered.  What 

parties to a negotiation can control is their own words, behavior, listening skills, and 
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strategic choices.  They can make a volitional decision to acknowledge the importance of 

trust within the negotiation setting and seek the positive consequences of building a trust 

reservoir in situations where the formation of initial trust between the parties may be slow 

in developing. 

Summary 

 The literature reviewed has allowed the positive attributes associated with trusting 

relationships to be described.  Trust leads to greater information sharing, fewer 

monitoring costs, more time-efficient business solutions, and a more cooperative mind-

set.  Yet, the research also indicated that trust is slow to develop in the majority of new 

relationships.  It appears to be even slower to develop in faceless relationships than those 

conducted face-to-face due to the lack of verbal and physical cues.  Given that an 

increasing number of negotiations are conducted within faceless settings, ascertaining the 

optimal manner of building trust in such venues has important implications for business 

and organizations. 

 Virtually all of the studies reviewed involved students rather than experienced 

negotiators.  The researchers of two of the studies reported research time frames of three 

and 13 weeks, and the investigated factors did not involve how trust was developed 

among team members.  The remaining literature reviewed consisted of laboratory-type 

studies where the interaction between the parties could be measured in very brief time 

frames.  In the real world, the majority of important negotiations are not conducted over a 

period that can be measured in a few hours or even days.  Furthermore, while a few of the 

studies explicitly examined the impact of socialization prior to negotiation, especially 

within faceless settings, the amount of socialization was limited to minutes.  In a real-
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world setting where complex negotiation can take weeks, if not several months or longer, 

it is seriously debatable as to whether socialization exercises that can be measured in 

minutes are sufficient to build the layers of trust necessary for the efficient and 

integrative solutions of successful negotiation. 

 While the reviewed research is relatively consistent in the finding that faceless 

negotiation involves lengthy trust development, the use of more harsh and threatening 

language is greater within these settings than with face-to-face interaction.  Additionally, 

more time is generally needed to reach integrative solutions.  The literature does not 

address in any meaningful way the manner in which experienced negotiators develop 

trust during faceless negotiation.  It would seem to be a self-explanatory process; 

however, minimal related data have been collected in longitudinal studies to confirm this 

assumption.  Virtually all of the research reviewed for this study investigated only those 

trust-building activities that occur at the onset of negotiation; this current study explored 

whether trust building is an activity that occurs over the continuum of negotiation and 

beyond.  The manner in which data were gathered from the experienced negotiators 

participating in this study, and all matter of methodology related to this research, are 

described in depth. 
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 

Research Design 

 This current research employed a grounded-theory approach in terms of data 

collection and analysis.  The data were collected through one-on-one interviews with 16 

individuals experienced in faceless negotiation.  The grounded-theory approach was 

determined to be optimal for this study in terms of gaining the most relevant data, given 

the specific research question that was formulated to ascertain the manner in which 

experienced negotiators develop trust in negotiation with individuals within a faceless 

setting.  Other approaches were considered and rejected due to their requirement for the 

researcher to be immersed within a number of negotiations conducted by research 

participants.  Given the sporadic and unpredictable timing of telephone or e-mail 

interaction, with respect to negotiation, let alone the business-practice and legal-privilege 

issues, the ability to immerse in negotiations from their start to their finish was physically 

impossible for the researcher.  These practical limitations led to the grounded-theory 

research approach. 

 The purpose of grounded-theory study is to generate or discover a theory as 

foundation for a specific process (Creswell, 2013).  In developing a grounded-theory 

study, participants who have had meaningful experience in the process under study are 

recruited.  The study sample is subsequently examined in terms of their actions related to 

the topic of interest.  The grounded-theory approach is applied to provide an explanation 

of a process undertaken by a significant number of individuals.  It is designed to generate 

further theory for future investigation (Glaser & Strauss, 1967).  According to Glaser and 

Strauss (1967), grounded theory requires that the constructs to be developed are derived 
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from grounded data drawn from the field, with particular emphasis on the actions of the 

participants pertaining to the realm under study. 

The critical aspect of grounded-theory study is that the participants are literally 

“taken as they are.”  In terms of data collection and analysis, the researcher of this current 

study did not begin the investigation with any preconceived notions related to the manner 

in which experienced negotiators build trust in faceless negotiation with complete 

unfamiliarity with their negotiating counterparts.  No hypotheses were developed or 

tested with respect to the research question under investigation.  The research process 

was iterative, meaning that the data collected and analyzed resulted in the creation of 

categories that were continuously compared for any common themes (Charmaz, 2006).  

Therefore, data were analyzed immediately upon collection to better enable rigorous 

determination of merging themes that were grounded in the data collected throughout the 

research process.  Ultimately, the data collection and analysis facilitated the development 

of a number of important themes related to how experienced negotiators build trust in 

faceless negotiation with other parties with whom they are unfamiliar. 

 Two grounded-theory approaches currently exist.  The first is the objectivist 

approach developed by Glaser and Strauss (1967).  This approach can be classified as a 

strict constructionist approach, which implies the researchers strive for strict neutrality in 

terms of the manner in which they conduct the research and analyze the data.  The 

researchers follow the data as they develop, without bias, preconditions, or specific 

direction.  The second approach is known as the constructivist approach and was 

developed by Charmaz (2006) to reject the notion of the researcher as objective and view 

the investigator role as active in terms of obtaining and analyzing the data.  Thus, the 
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constructivist approach treats the researcher as an active participant in the data-collection 

process, especially during the interview process.  The researcher actively implements 

interview techniques that ascertain deeper meaning to the words and concepts spoken by 

the interview participants. 

 This current study was designed with a blend of the objectivist and constructivist 

approaches, in terms of data collection.  Regardless of the review of related literature and 

personal experience of the researcher in the topic under study, the investigator did not 

enter into the research with any preconceived notions as to how experienced negotiators 

establish trust in faceless negotiation with unknown parties.  He maintained that 

neutrality throughout the data-collection process.  Additionally, traditional grounded-

theory techniques were implemented such as analyzing each interview prior to the 

following interview and creating memos, where appropriate, as well as categories 

through the coding of field notes and interview transcripts.  However, specific 

constructivist approaches were also implemented. 

Reflexive strategies enabled the researcher to take an active role in applying data 

collected from earlier interviews and testing the tentative themes emerging from those 

interviews in subsequent sessions.  Thus, as the interview process proceeded, the 

researcher became less of a passive questioner and, to the extent that a participant did not 

address themes that arose from the earlier interviews, followed up responses with specific, 

nondirected questions designed to explore the emergent themes.  Thus, while the 

researcher used an objectivist approach, in terms of the data collection and preliminary 

analysis, he applied a more reflective constructivist approach as potential themes 

emerged. 
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 This research was designed to gather the data necessary to reveal themes for 

future testing in terms of trust building in faceless negotiation.  Prior to the onset of the 

study, it was necessary to evaluate potential interview participants for their ability to 

express their views on trust building within a faceless negotiation setting.  The concept of 

trust is quite amorphous and not susceptible to easy description or rigorous related self-

analysis.  The use of personal interviews was an initial concern due to a tendency of 

interview participants to have inaccurate or self-selective memories.  With all issues 

considered, the use of interviewing as a data-collection approach outweighed any 

potential detriment in terms of the quality of the data collected.   

The participants in this study were not asked to analyze specific prior negotiations 

in elaborate detail; consequently, complete recollection was not an issue.  Rather, the 

participants were asked specific questions regarding trust building and their approach to 

this concept over the course of their professional careers.  Aspects of their negotiation 

experience were then investigated, as appropriate.  Although trust as a general 

proposition is a difficult concept to grasp, the participants were asked specific questions 

that delved into various aspects of trust building and the impact such activity had on their 

past negotiations.  The purpose of the interviews was to focus on the conscious aspects of 

trust building and the interview protocol was thus designed.  The participants were not 

asked to personally assess the quality of their trust-building skills or even their 

negotiation skills.  They were simply asked what they did, how they responded to others, 

and how trust impacted their negotiations.  Based upon the questions asked, an attempt 

was made to minimize the potential for the participants to respond in ways that placed 

them in an inappropriately favorable light.  The data-collection approach implemented in 
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this study was appropriate for gathering valid data related to the manner in which 

experienced negotiators actually develop trust in faceless negotiation settings with 

unfamiliar parties. 

Target Population and Participants 

Ethical Considerations 

 Following approval of this study by the dissertation committee, the Institutional 

Review Board (IRB) of Creighton University approved the research design.  Based upon 

the conditions of that approval, all interviews were audiotaped and the recorded data were 

maintained in a secure file.  All interview participants identified themselves at the outset 

of the interviews by an assigned number to protect their confidentiality.  They were all 

asked prior to the interview to avoid identifying their employing organizations and, if 

further anonymity was desired, to also avoid mentioning the city within which they 

worked.  The anonymity of the participants was protected throughout the data collection, 

data analysis, and study documentation. 

Study Sample 

 The interview participants in this study were all individuals known to the 

researcher to some degree.  They were selected through a form of theoretical sampling 

and all had the requisite background to support the collection of data enabling the 

ultimate development of one or more theories related to the manner in which experienced 

negotiators build trust within faceless negotiation settings with unfamiliar parties.  The 

personal knowledge of the researcher in negotiation capabilities and his experience in 

faceless negotiation played a critical role in the selection of the interview participants in 
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this study.  Sixteen individuals were formally invited to participate in the interviews via 

e-mail communication (see Appendix A); all 16 accepted the invitation.   

 For purposes of full disclosure, the researcher has had some form of professional 

relationship with each of the participants within the realm of negotiation whether in his 

capacity as an attorney or his service on various Boards.  Although a few of the 

participants are employed for companies that utilize the legal services of the researcher, 

the relationships with these organizations have no impact on the personal income of the 

researcher.  The investigator receives a fixed payment from his legal partnership each 

year, regardless of the financial performance of the law firm or the financial contribution 

made by any specific client/organization.  Thus, there is no direct nor indirect financial 

relationship between the researcher and the interview participants.  Additionally, the 

researcher has no familial relationship with any of the participants and none of the 

interview participants have any direct control over the employment of the researcher. 

 Given that this is a grounded-theory study, the number of interview subjects was 

not fixed at the outset but finalized only when the data drawn from the interviews reached 

a sufficiently substantial amount to develop a core set of theories and a point of saturation 

at which no further data would lead to the generation of any further meaningful themes, 

categories, or potential theories.  Emerging themes evolved from the first six interviews.  

These participants were very consistent in terms of the factors that led them to the 

development of trust in faceless negotiation with unfamiliar parties.  While they did not 

all cite the exact same factors with the same level of importance, significant consistency 

was evident, which allowed the emerging themes to be tested.  The interviews of 

Participants 7 through 16 were subsequently designed to test those themes and ascertain 
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whether any others existed for examination.  Although these participants did provide data 

that generated no new themes, the themes were more than adequately examined during 

their nine interviews; there was no Participant 13.  By the time the 16th interview was 

completed, the point of saturation had been reached. 

 All of the interview participants in this study had more than 20 years of 

negotiation experience and between 25 and 50 years of work experience.  All were 

experienced in exclusively faceless negotiation; however, with one exception, none could 

provide an exact number of negotiations.  All but three of the interview participants have 

a legal background, although only eight of the participants are presently practicing law in 

private law firms.  Five out of the 16 participants have a tax law background, although 

one of those participants has not actively practiced tax law in over 20 years. 

 All participants did state they had engaged in frequent faceless negotiation for 

more than 20 years, with increasing frequency in recent years.  The following list 

describes the backgrounds of the participants: 

 1. Participant 1 was an independent computer consultant based within the 

midwest region of the United States with negotiating experience from her employment 

with a public software-implementation company, as well as her work as a freelance 

consultant. 

 2. Participant 2 was an executive within one of the largest insurance companies in 

the world.  Based within the midwest region of the United States, he negotiated disputes 

over large reinsurance claims with other insurance companies. 
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 3. Participant 3 was a partner within a large law firm headquartered within the 

midwest region of the United States where she is also based.  She negotiated various 

disputes related to environmental claims and contract language. 

 4. Participant 4 was the general counsel of a public company located within the 

midwest region of the United States.  He negotiated contracts, merger and acquisition 

agreements, employment agreements, and litigation settlements. 

 5. Participant 5 was the general counsel of a large financial institution based 

within the midwest region of the United States.  She negotiated settlements with 

regulators and a wide variety of securities law matters with internal and external 

constituents. 

 6. Participant 6 was a partner of a large law firm headquartered within the 

midwest region of the United States where he was also based.  He negotiated 

commercial-credit agreements, tax language within these agreements, and related 

disputes including those involving bankruptcy. 

 7. Participant 7 was vice president of human resources at a large public 

corporation based within the midwest region of the United States.  He negotiated a 

variety of vendor contracts and employment and severance agreements.  

 8. Participant 8 was a partner of a large law firm with headquarters within 

southern California where he is also based.  He was a tax partner who negotiated tax 

language within corporate documents, the economic terms of corporate acquisitions or 

dispositions, and tax disputes. 



TRUST BUILDING WITHIN FACELESS NEGOTIATION 54 

 9. Participant 9 was a partner of a large law firm with headquarters in Toronto 

where she was also based.  She was a tax partner who negotiated language within 

corporate documents and occasionally tax disputes. 

 10. Participant 10 was the chief operating officer of a public-relations firm with a 

single office within the midwest region of the United States.  She negotiated with clients 

in the process of managing their relationships and with journalists placing articles and 

other publicity on behalf of clients. 

 11. Participant 11 was the general counsel of a large financial organization based 

within the midwest region of the United States.  As a former partner of a law firm, he 

negotiated corporate acquisition agreements and now negotiates with regulators over a 

wide range of securities law issues. 

 12. Participant 12 was a partner of a large law firm headquartered in New York 

City.  He was based within Washington, DC and is a securities-regulation partner who 

negotiated with government regulators on behalf of clients with respect to enforcement 

matters involving securities and the development of favorable regulations. 

 13. Participant 14 was the general counsel of a large entertainment company 

headquartered within the midwest region of the United States where he is also based.  He 

negotiated with vendors, customers, government officials, and financing sources, as well 

as others on employment contracts. 

 14. Participant 15 was a partner of a large multinational law firm headquartered 

within the midwest region of the United States where he was also based.  He was a tax 

partner who negotiated tax disputes with government authorities around the world. 
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 15. Participant 16 was a partner of a large law firm headquartered within the 

midwest region of the United States where he was also based.  He was a tax partner who 

negotiated tax provisions within corporate agreements, entire corporate acquisition 

agreements, and tax disputes with government authorities across the nation. 

 16. Participant 17 was a corporate partner of a large multinational law firm 

headquartered within the midwest region of the United States where he was also based.  

He negotiated merger and acquisition agreements, corporate financing documents, and 

vendor contracts. 

Selection of Participants 

 The researcher of this study acknowledges that the selection of the interview 

participants and manner in which they were interviewed could raise issues of bias.  For 

purposes of this research, bias is defined as a state of mind in the interview participants 

that would motivate them to respond differently to the interview questions than they 

might have responded to an interviewer with whom they had no prior relationship 

(Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  To minimize such bias, the researcher  

•  Never discussed his personal views of trust development in negotiation with   

    any of the participants prior to or during their study participation.  

• Was consistent in terms of asking each participant the same core questions   

    approved by the IRB. 

•  Monitored his follow-up questions during the interviews to ensure that the use  

    of leading questions was minimized. 

•  Kept his verbal and nonverbal cues related to his agreement or disagreement  

    with participant responses to a minimum.   
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The investigator is confident that the described steps minimized researcher bias before 

and during the interview process. 

 The researcher reviewed each interview recording prior to conducting the 

subsequent interview to ascertain potential areas of bias that could be inadvertently 

conveyed to interview participants.  Subtle changes were periodically made in the manner 

in which he asked follow-up questions and the researcher allowed the interview 

participants to elaborate on prior answers for the collection of richer data for future 

analysis.  Steps were taken to eliminate any perceived bias in terms of the manner in 

which the participants were interviewed.  The researcher is satisfied with the selection of 

participants, in that they were selected solely based upon their experience level in the 

process under study rather than their personal relationship with the investigator. 

 A cornerstone of the researcher’s doctoral program involved the understanding 

and application of Ignatian core values to our personal practices, including our research 

methods.  Lowney (2003) discussed these values and applied them to organizational 

settings.  Although the articulation of all important Ignatian values discussed by Lowney 

is beyond the scope of this dissertation, in attempting to minimize potential biases that 

could surface by virtue of the researcher’s familiarity with the interview participants, he 

was mindful of three specific values, those of self-awareness, reflection, and openness to 

new ideas.  In terms of self-awareness, the interview settings were designed to make the 

participants comfortable and open with their responses.  With only two exceptions, the 

interviews took place at the participant’s place of business or home as the researcher 

wanted each participant to feel comfortable in terms of sharing insights in an 

environment that was natural to them.  Even so, the researcher was mindful of the 
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personal context of the interview relationships.  The researcher developed the research 

study process, so his influence on the process (and therefore the study itself) was 

paramount.  Nevertheless, he strived as much as humanly possible to reduce his influence 

on the answers given by the participants.  In terms of reflection, the researcher looked at 

the results of prior interviews prior to conducting subsequent interviews in order to 

ensure his biases would be minimized going forward.  Moreover, the researcher reflected 

on prior interview responses in terms of his data analysis.  Finally, in terms of the 

Ignatian value of openness to new ideas, the researcher needed to modulate his personal 

views on how negotiators build trust in faceless negotiations.  In other words, while the 

entire dissertation process involves substantial and sustained action, it was very helpful in 

terms of the data collection process to “observe” solely in a passive manner in the first 

instance (in terms of ensuring that all interview participants were asked the same 

questions) and then act more volitionally (in terms of following up specific answers with 

follow up questions whose sole purpose was to delve deeper into the concepts raised by 

participants in their answers to preliminary questions).  In summary, these Ignatian values 

of self-awareness, reflection, and openness to new ideas grounded the researcher in terms 

of staying on point in terms of the interview process and created a constant awareness of 

his potential to significantly influence, through personal relationships, the responses of 

participants. 

Instrumentation 

Interview Protocol 

 The interview protocol was reviewed by the dissertation committee and the IRB.  

The questions were revised based upon subsequent feedback.  Appendix B provides the 
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final interview protocol.  The interview questions were deliberately designed to cascade 

from a focus on negotiating experience to trust building in general before progressing to 

trust development and faceless-negotiation outcomes.  Questioning began with the 

negotiation experience of the participants, emphasizing the type of negotiation in which 

the participants engaged, as well as their experience in faceless negotiations.  The 

interview questions subsequently moved to the focus on general trust building and an 

assessment of how trusting relationships are formed without regard to the negotiation 

setting.  The following questioning on trust development within the faceless negotiation 

setting addressed not only the trustworthy nature of the negotiating relationship, but also 

the correlation between trust and outcomes (i.e., economic or noneconomic).  Lastly, the 

participants were asked about the extent and type of due diligence they practiced prior to 

negotiation with unfamiliar parties and any other information they felt pertinent to the 

topic. 

 The aim of the interview protocol was to gather data beyond simple trust 

development in faceless negotiation.  The purpose of the additional questions regarding 

trust and negotiation outcomes, trustworthiness, and trust assessment was not only to 

gather data on these important issues, but also to glean meaningful data toward answering 

the research question.  Each interview question had the purpose of either describing the 

negotiation experience of the participants or some element of trust associated with face-

to-face and/or faceless negotiation.  After the interviews were completed, each of the 

interview participants was asked the following questions via e-mail:  

Do you find trust building in non face-to-face negotiations more difficult than in 

person?  If the answer is yes, can you please give a quick of the top of your head 
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estimate as to be what percent (range from 1 to 100) more challenging you find 

trust building in a non face-to-face environment?  Gut answer is totally fine. 

All 16 participants responded to the e-mail and the majority went beyond answering the 

literal question and elaborated on the reasons for their answers. 

Validity 

 Whittemore, Chase, and Mandle (2001) established a set of four primary criteria 

to determine whether the data generated in a research study are validated.  The first 

criterion was whether the results are credible in terms of representing an accurate 

interpretation of participant views on the subject matter.  The second criterion was 

whether the results are authentic due to a cross section of participants participating in the 

study.  The third criterion was whether the researcher applied a critical approach toward 

the generation of data.  The fourth criterion was researcher demonstration of integrity via 

self-critical analysis of the data without bias or preconceived notions as to where the data 

should lead. 

 The researcher in this current study is highly confident that the data collected and 

data analysis in this research meet rigorous standards of validity.  With regard to 

credibility, the interview transcripts of over 260 pages were combed four times by the 

researcher who concurrently noted relevant comments, themes, and categories.  The 

participants are highly experienced in the area of faceless negotiation and all were highly 

engaged during their respective interviews.   

 As to authenticity, the researcher interviewed individuals from a cross section of 

industries with experience in various negotiation settings.  The population sample was 

not designed to be a statistically valid sample of negotiators in terms of their professional 
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backgrounds, the negotiation settings within which they were experienced, geographic 

locations, and types of industries.  One half of the participants were attorneys in private 

practice and another four served as general counsel in private companies.  Four of the 

participants were not attorneys and their responses, in many respects, were consistent 

with the 12 participants who were attorneys.  Moreover, the participants who worked 

within the legal realm had different responsibilities, practiced in different areas of law, 

and had experienced significantly different faceless negotiation interaction.  Thus, the 

attorneys who participated in the study covered a wide cross section of negotiating 

experience, as did those participants who were not attorneys.  The researcher therefore 

concludes that the study data are authentic. 

 With regard to criticality, the researcher employed the approach of continuously 

reviewing the interview transcripts prior to subsequent interviews, utilizing those reviews 

to ascertain emerging categories and themes.  This continuously critical approach toward 

the data facilitated a clearer understanding of the information contributed by the 

participants, both in terms of the actual words and their implications.  As a result, 

although consistency was evident in the data gleaned from each of the 16 interviews, the 

analysis of later interviews was able to build upon the themes developed in earlier 

interviews.  This allowed the validation of themes in many instances and allowed a few 

others to be rejected. 

 With regard to integrity, the researcher maintained a complete focus on the 

subject matter, without specific expectations surrounding the findings.  Through constant 

evaluation of the data and reacting to the responses of the participants in subsequent 

interviews, the views of the researcher were removed, to the extent possible, from the 
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data-collection and analysis process.  The researcher worked diligently to ensure, to the 

extent possible, that emerging themes of trust building were tested in subsequent 

interviews.  The mantra of the investigator was to follow the data wherever it led and he 

critically analyzed the data as it was derived and numerous times thereafter.  He was 

critical regarding his analytical approach throughout the research process and was 

satisfied that he met the validity criterion of integrity. 

 The interview questions and interview process in this study successfully measured 

the manner in which the participating negotiators built trust in faceless negotiation with 

unfamiliar parties.  The questions were pertinent and the answers were responsive and 

relevant to the research question.  The participants demonstrated a high level of 

competency in the subject area and engagement in the study.  Their answers created 

consistent themes that enabled the researcher to develop potential theories regarding trust 

building in faceless negotiation.  The interview questions and process met all benchmarks 

of validity. 

 Throughout the data collection process, the researcher reviewed the data and 

compared it to findings in the research studies described previously in the academic 

literature in order to ascertain whether the findings in this research study were consistent 

with those in the literature.  With the exception of the importance of prenegotiation 

socialization as important as building trust in a faceless negotiation (although some of the 

interview participants did say that prenegotiation socialization was important in terms of 

building early rapport), the findings in this research study were consistent with concepts 

and conclusions found in the academic literature.   
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 Next the researcher attempted to ascertain whether the findings were generally 

consistent among the interview participants, given the contexts in which the participants 

negotiate and their backgrounds.  On this front, the data generated was rich.  In particular, 

after each interview was concluded, the researcher shared the responses of prior interview 

participants to ascertain whether they felt their responses were consistent with the 

researcher’s development of emerging themes that arose from data collected in prior 

interviews.  In most circumstances, interview participants self analyzed their responses as 

consistent with the emerging themes.  The researcher used these post interview 

observations to continuously check whether his data analysis was objective and 

consistent. 

 Finally, the researcher tested the data for internal consistency.  In other words, did 

the participant subjects speak consistently about how they built trust in faceless 

negotiations?  Although each participant had different views as to what importance they 

placed on particular trust building behaviors, the participants had general agreement as to 

the types of trust building behaviors that they utilized in faceless negotiations. 

 From a triangulation standpoint, the data collected was generally consistent with 

the data found in academic literature, the themes arising from the data was checked 

through follow up discussions with participants, and the data collected in the research 

study itself had strong and consistent themes.  Moreover, the researcher continuously 

looked for evidence after each interview to determine whether previous preliminary 

conclusions were accurate and supportable.  When preliminary conclusions were not 

supported by the data, those conclusions were further explored in subsequent interviews 
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and if not further supported, discarded in the data analysis.  The researcher is satisfied 

that an appropriate triangulation approach was applied to the data analysis in this study. 

Data Collection 

 The data were collected in this study through face-to-face interviews with 16 

participants.  All interview sessions were audiotaped and subsequently transcribed.  The 

transcription of each interview was checked against the actual recording to ensure against 

error.  Four of the study participants were interviewed in the office of the researcher and 

two participants were interviewed at their homes with no other individual present.  The 

remaining participants chose their offices for the session.  No individuals other than the 

researcher and the study participant were ever present during the interviews. 

 The study interviews were conducted between October 10, 2013 and December 3, 

2013.  The sessions were between 39 and 103 minutes in length, with the majority 

between 45 and 65 minutes in duration.  The researcher was able to ask all of the 

prepared and approved questions of all of the participants.  None of the interviews were 

cut short and none of the participants refused to answer any of the questions posed.  

Additional follow-up questions were asked, as appropriate, to gain clarity of the initial 

answers; ferret out potential themes and categories; or to gain context regarding the 

participants, their negotiating styles, and other information relevant to the individuals and 

trust building in negotiation.  All 16 interview participants answered the additional 

question described earlier, which was e-mailed after the interviews.  Their responses were 

all received within two weeks of the e-mail. 
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Data Analysis 

 Upon completion of the study interviews, all data were reviewed twice and a list 

of categories, keywords, and themes were developed.  Informal codes were assigned to 

the themes, which were subsequently checked two additional times against the interview 

transcripts.  The researcher underlined important passages and key categories with each 

review of the transcripts.  Researcher comments were also added to the interview 

transcripts to draw focus to the keywords and themes.  Once initial open codes were 

developed, a master list of 12 concepts was established and matched against the 

transcripts. These concepts were: technical knowledge, preparation, knowledge of 

negotiating context, observability, listen for understanding, candor, commitment to deal, 

reasonableness, integrity, socialization, trust importance and communication medium.   

Further review of the transcripts was then conducted to search for words that matched the 

27 open codes developed by reviewing the transcripts.  Upon completion of open coding, 

the passages in the interviews relating to the codes were noted on index cards.  All open 

codes and other identifying information were then noted along with the transcription page 

references.   

 After the open coding process was completed, the researcher broke down the data 

that related to the concepts relating to such open codes.  This process then led to the axial 

coding process in which concepts developed in the open coding process were categorized 

as related to each other in terms of trust building behaviors, importance of trust and 

communication approaches.  The linkages created by the axial coding process led to the 

grouping of the 27 open codes into nine thematic categories that related directly to the 

research question and issues ancillary to the question.  These nine themes were cross-



TRUST BUILDING WITHIN FACELESS NEGOTIATION 65 

checked again against the transcripts and e-mail responses to ensure the proposed themes 

and subthemes were consistent with the data collected.  The nine themes and 27 open 

codes are shown in Appendix D, with the themes being generated through the axial 

coding process. 

 The research question was straightforward, as were the majority of the participant 

responses.  The data were easily understood and led to the creation of consistent 

categories and then relevant themes.  The consistency of the participant responses 

rendered it relatively easy to develop meaningful themes and hence major themes that 

were clearly consistent with the data collected. 

 By way of example of how the researcher engaged in original open coding of the 

interview data, in reviewing a summary of Interview Participant Number One’s responses, 

she was quite emphatic about the importance of different aspects of competency, 

reasonableness and active listening in terms of trust assessment and building.  The issues 

of integrity were important to this participant but only depending on the specific context.  

In terms of prenegotiation socialization, this participant did not engage in and did not 

view it as important in terms of trust building.  In building on these initial open code 

phrases, when interviewing Interview Participant Number 2, it became evident of his 

heavy use of e-mail.  Thus, the interview explored his views on e-mail and telephone 

conversations in terms of building trust (and those views were explored with future 

participants).  That led to the creation of open codes on e-mail and telephone 

communications and trust building.  On the other hand, this participant had similar views 

to Interview Participant Number 1 on the importance of competence, active listening, and 

reasonableness in trust building and the lack of use of prenegotiation socialization in 



TRUST BUILDING WITHIN FACELESS NEGOTIATION 66 

establishing trust.  Also, the second interview participant had little integrity concerns with 

counterparties, so discussion of dealing with integrity violations was not a significant part 

of the data from that interview.  Building on the first two interviews, in the third 

interview, the participant did indicate her strong use of prenegotiation socialization and 

expressed views on how that impacted trust building.  The third participant also engaged 

in frequent negotiations with governmental authorities, so the trust baseline in those 

interviews was at a lower point, thereby leading to rich data on the nature of building 

trust with non-trusting individuals, the importance of trust building in situations where 

trust is not present in early stages of faceless negotiations, the importance of trust (or lack 

thereof) in negotiating outcomes, the use of e-mail communications in negotiations where 

trust is lacking, and the importance of having a trust building strategy in situations where 

the other side may not have a trusting baseline.  These interview responses led to the 

creation of more open codes, particularly in the area of dealing with lack of trust and its 

causes. 

 Without going through the rest of the coding process, the researcher constantly 

reviewed the interview data from each preceding interview prior to a succeeding 

interview for new and different concepts that might not have been fully developed in 

prior interviews.  Those reviews led to refinement in questions that in turn led to the 

creation of new codes.  Thus, in the open coding process, each interview was in one sense 

analyzed in isolation and in another sense, led to the creation of new codes developed 

from the data derived in the succeeding interviews.  The open coding process continued 

throughout the interview process, although axial coding commenced after the fifth 

interview and potential themes developed after the fifth interview as well.  Those 
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potential themes, along with the axial coding process continued throughout the entire 

interview process.  The final themes shown in Appendix D were not developed until all 

the interview data was collected and analyzed. 

 Many of the participants stated that, although they had never considered trust 

building in terms of the some of the themes developed from the data, upon further 

reflection, they perceived the themes as relevant on an intellectual level.  Many of the 

participants stated that, although they had never considered trust building in terms of 

some of the themes developed from the data, upon further reflection, they perceived the 

themes as properly reflecting the manner in which experienced negotiators build trust 

with unfamiliar negotiating parties.  The researcher is satisfied with the validity approach 

utilized and confident the data generated is trustworthy. 

Limitations 

 This study presents a number of major limitations.  The interview participants 

were not randomly selected because they were all previously known to the researcher.  

The sample size of 16 participants might be viewed as too small to result in findings that 

can be converted into important themes broadly applied to trust building between all 

negotiators within faceless settings.  Additionally, nearly 70% of the participants were 

attorneys; consequently, it is possible that a sample population of negotiators who are not 

attorneys might have resulted in different data and different themes.   

Another limitation of this study is presented with data based exclusively on self-

perceptions as to how negotiators build trust in faceless settings, and it is possible that 

those self-perceptions do not correspond to the actual practice of the data contributors.  

Additionally, limited time existed for the completion of the research, which impacted the 
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number of participants selected.  The population sample of participants also was not 

equally split between genders, and none of the participants worked within the nonprofit 

or government sectors.  Lastly, all of the participants were not only experienced 

negotiators, negotiated primarily with other negotiators also generally skilled in face-to-

face and faceless negotiation on the relevant matter.  This research was not designed to 

explore trust building in situations where an interview participant was negotiating with an 

individual significantly unversed in the matter under negotiation. 

Summary 

 This research was designed to reveal the manner in which experienced negotiators 

attempt to build trust in faceless negotiation settings with unfamiliar parties.  The 

participants all met the criterion of negotiators with substantial experience in the type of 

negotiation under study.  The participants provided a wealth of data on the topic of 

interest in this investigation.  The data were easily analyzed, coded, categorized, and 

validated in an appropriate manner.  The emergent themes made sense on both an 

intuitive and intellectual level.   
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS 

Overview 

 The participants in this study all had a minimum of 20 years negotiating 

experience, and 12 out of the 16 participants had over 25 years of negotiating experience.  

All began their negotiating careers when face-to-face interaction was the rule rather than 

the exception.  Such negotiation was frequently conducted by telephone; however, major 

negotiating sessions on matters of importance were generally conducted face-to-face until 

the Internet became the communication vehicle of choice during the late 2000s.  Even 

after e-mail became an important means of communication, the participants in this study 

communicated that they conducted a meaningful percentage of their critical negotiating 

sessions in person until the early 2000s.  In 2014, these same professionals conducted far 

more of their negotiations exclusively by telephone and e-mail.  A significant portion 

conduct the majority of their negotiations by telephone and e-mail, while the majority 

conducted well over 50% of their negotiations by these modes exclusively.  Some of the 

participants will participate in a small portion of a discrete negotiation face-to-face, but 

even in these circumstances, it may amount to a single personal interaction at the 

beginning of negotiation, followed by sessions conducted exclusively by telephone and 

computer. 

 Every participant in this study stated that, due to cost pressures (i.e., the expense 

of negotiator time and cost of travel) and the pressure to complete negotiation 

expediently, their organizations and/or clients are becoming increasingly insistent that a 

greater number of negotiations are conducted exclusively by telephone and e-mail.  If a 

negotiator desires to participate in even a small portion of negotiation in person, the 
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perceived benefits are typically required to be calculated prior to such a decision because 

the cost often greatly exceeds the real value of such a meeting.  In most instances, the 

results of a cost-benefit analysis no longer justify the total cost of face-to-face negotiating 

sessions.  

 The only exception to this scenario appears to be negotiations with individuals 

employed by specific governmental organizations.  The interview data collected in this 

study showed that negotiation with legislators and their staff members continues to be 

more conducive to a face-to-face setting.  However, it was unclear whether this was due 

to personal preference or security and/or confidentiality issues.  Negotiation with 

government officials, particularly regulators, appear to involve a combination of face-to-

face and telephone sessions.  However, selected government agencies are adopting a 

predominantly faceless environment.  The tax attorneys interviewed reported an 

increasingly high percentage of audits conducted with IRS personnel exclusively via 

telephone, e-mail, and facsimile machine.   

 Clearly, the predominance of faceless negotiation within the professional 

environments of the study participants has become a work reality.  Consequently, they 

have adapted their negotiation style to the faceless environment within which they must 

now effectively operate.  All of the participants were experienced in negotiation with 

parties they did not trust.  This was no more or less true within a faceless setting.  As 

Participant 1 stated, “I had to deal with people who not only I did not trust, but [my] 

mistrust was validated on many occasions.  I still had to maintain a working relationship.”  

The participants reported that negotiation without trust was not uncommon and, as was 

also noted within existing related literature, negotiation without trust can indeed be 
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successfully concluded; it just typically consumes a great deal of time and is hence costly 

in terms of professional fees.  Such negotiation also relied heavily upon deterrence as a 

trust measure with carefully drafted contracts.  It was also far less personally satisfying, 

in terms of the interpersonal dynamics with the other party, than negotiation with an 

element of trust.  Participant 17 commented, “You get deals done on that basis all the 

time.  I mean, there’s lawyers I run into all the time and I really don’t trust them.” 

The Evolution of Negotiation 

Faceless 

 The participants in this study expressed highly definitive views on face-to-face 

interviews and their importance in an increasingly faceless world.  They acknowledged 

the predominance of faceless negotiation and did not desire a return to an era with 

predominately face-to-face negotiation.  However, as Participant 11 opined, who 

negotiated the purchase and sale of over 200 companies exclusively via telephone and  

e-mail, “I mean, I’m happy to do things non face-to-face, and have done lots and lots, but 

occasionally, I do think it needs to be face-to-face.”  This succinctly summarized the 

views of the majority of the participants in this study. 

Participant 4, a general counsel who works for a public corporation, explained 

why, in certain circumstances, he insisted on occasional face-to-face meetings, even if at 

significant cost and inconvenience.  He stated, “I can take the measure of the person.  I 

can read the body language.  I can look in the eyes.  I can see the facial expressions.  I 

can see the interactions that the person has.”  Similarly, Participant 2 described the subtle 

challenges involved in faceless negotiation in the following interview excerpt: 
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I think it is tougher for people to take an unreasonable stance when you’re face-

to-face; no doubt about that, because I have been in situations where I initially 

dealt with people, either by phone or e-mail, [and] we got to an impasse.  I could 

think of one example where these people offered to come to our office, sit down 

with us and talk about it, and what began as a very contentious, almost personal 

animosity, once we got around the table, it was very difficult to maintain that. 

 Regardless of the strong preferences of the participants to conduct at least a 

portion of certain negotiations face-to-face, the reality is the movement to exclusively 

faceless negotiation is relentless.  Participant 16 explained why this movement is 

continuing unabated by stating, 

The trend is towards more non face-to-face interaction.  I think it’s a function of 

cost.  Clients are cost conscious.  If I can do for them what I need to do in a  

2-hour conference call, as opposed to a 12-hour door-to-door flight to someplace, 

they fully appreciate that.  The technology I think has helped us quite a bit. 

These comments focus directly on client expectations regarding conducting faceless 

negotiation; however, they also more indirectly touch upon the subtle preferences of the 

negotiators.  The complications introduced to travel “post 9/11” have forced negotiators, 

even those with a personal preference toward some face-to-face interaction, think long 

and hard before boarding an airplane for a negotiating session.  Thus, the cost-benefit 

calculation was not only made by organizations and their clients, but also by the 

negotiators.  The participants in this study indicated that they operate with a strong 

presumption that negotiation will be conducted within a faceless setting whenever it is 

logistically feasible. 



TRUST BUILDING WITHIN FACELESS NEGOTIATION 73 

 The common presumption of faceless negotiation was not an immediate mind-set.  

The related views of the interview participants varied as to when the mind-set changed 

from purely face-to-face negotiation.  Some participants made reference to the changes in 

travel post 9/11.  Others stated that the increasing comfort and facility with e-mail 

communication created a culture by the early 2000s wherein experienced negotiators 

were conducting an increasingly high percentage of negotiation within exclusively 

faceless settings.  Even with large corporate transactions, the trend morphed to 

exclusively faceless modes of negotiation, as described by Participant 17, a corporate 

attorney who negotiates large corporate acquisition and sales agreements, in the 

following interview excerpt: 

I want to say 2007, when there was the last series of deals that have significant 

personal interaction and a face-to-face basis with the folks on the other side, 

whether its lawyers, principals.  2007-08; it really, really changed after that.  It 

used to be at least deals that were much larger, as opposed to smaller, that there 

made a difference and, after a while, the size of the deal didn’t make a difference.  

It didn’t matter if it was a $5 million or $500 million deal, in terms of whether 

you get the opportunity to sit face-to-face or negotiate with someone.  Part of it is 

just the social acceptance in a deal that people are going to negotiate this way.  

They’re going to negotiate this way with the principals on the phone in different 

places. . . . Now, it’s the rare deal that you have an opportunity to have a direct 

face-to-face contact with anyone.  
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 As Participant 17 commented, faceless negotiation is no longer a trend; it is an 

accepted and expected manner of negotiating, even with those matters involving terms of 

high monetary value. 

Participant 11 spoke of the rare occasion where face-to-face interaction during 

negotiation might be necessary, but such situations appear to be the exception rather than 

the rule.  Some of the interview participants began their careers when negotiation was 

conducted primarily face-to-face and miss the personal interaction during negotiation.  

However, the practical side of the participants wholly acknowledged that exclusively 

faceless interaction will continue to be the overwhelmingly predominant form of 

negotiation in most cases involving private parties. 

E-mail Communication 

 All 16 of the interview participants in this study used e-mail to a limited extent 

during negotiation.  With the exception of Participant 2, however, the use of e-mail was 

limited primarily to logistical issues.  Such issues included sending documents with a 

short explanation, obtaining confirmation of the understanding of an agreement, or in 

some instances, short explanations of positions taken without attempting to argue their 

justification.  The participants generally held consistent views with regard to the 

deficiencies introduced with the use of e-mail in negotiation.  They viewed this mode of 

communication as without context and one in which the most innocuous words could be 

misconstrued.  As Participant 14 stated, “E-mail is useful.  It’s useful in the exchange of 

information.  It’s not as useful in the context of trying to be persuasive.” 

 With regard to substantive negotiation, Participant 12 aptly summed in the 

following interview excerpt why virtually all of the participants do not use e-mail: 
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E-mail is much easier to misinterpret than what you say on the phone, particularly 

because it can’t be responded to instantaneously. . . . You always have to be 

particularly careful with e-mail.  In e-mails, you try to stay away as much as 

possible from making threats or disparaging somebody’s trustworthiness.  You’re 

just more careful in what you say in an e-mail.” 

These same views were shared by the majority of the other participants.  The study 

participants were concerned over e-mail comments being misconstrued and particularly 

concerned with the manner in which e-mail exchanges can become contentious to the 

point of an adverse impact on the quality and outcome of the negotiation.  They sent  

e-mail with full knowledge that, subject to legal privilege issues, anything they said could 

be forwarded to a third party, whether a participant in the negotiation or nonparticipant.  

As a result, the clear trend in e-mail communication is to limit such communication to 

matters relating to logistics, the transmittal of documents, and exchange of only 

information of a factual nature. 

 Participant 2, an executive of an insurance company who negotiated disputes over 

reinsurance agreements, prefers to negotiate primarily by e-mail.  By his own estimation, 

over 90% of discrete negotiation was conducted via e-mail because his company desires 

the written record in the event of future litigation.  He stated, “I prefer e-mail in the initial 

stages because I don’t want to leave open the possibility of misunderstandings or 

mischaracterizations, which happens fairly frequently.”  Given the formal nature of this 

type of negotiation and the higher potential for litigation, it is understandable why 

Participant 2 conducted the bulk of his negotiation via e-mail.  However, few 

negotiations, even those that could lead to litigation if they break down, have the need for 
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such a level of formality.  The e-mail preference expressed by Participant 2 was the sole 

exception among the other 15 interview participants who did not favor this mode of 

negotiation communication. 

 In summary, the interview participants in this study did not trust e-mail as a 

means of substantive communication.  They would rather have such discussion by 

telephone where the conversation can be synchronous and they can glean additional 

information through reactions based upon voice intonation.  They are also far more likely 

to remain focused on the task.  Most importantly, some participants indicated they were 

far more likely to lose their temper via e-mail than by telephone, causing a break down in 

trust and hampering future negotiation.  The study participants therefore limited e-mail 

communication to the basic matters described earlier.  They recognized the limitations of 

e-mail expressed within academic literature and used e-mail even less substantively than 

the academic studies suggested. 

Faceless Versus Face-to-Face 

 The interview participants were asked whether they found trust building during 

faceless negotiation more difficult than during face-to-face negotiation and, if so, by what 

percentage.  As noted earlier, all 16 participants answered the question, and while many 

participants hedged their answers depending upon various factors, one individual claimed 

that faceless negotiation is no more difficult than face-to-face interaction.  Another 

claimed that faceless negotiation is 100% more difficult, and one participant opined that 

it is 10% more difficult, while two others estimated 15% and 75% greater difficulty.  All 

of the remaining respondents (i.e., 11 of the 16) estimated that it is from 25% to 50% 

more difficult to negotiate within faceless settings. 
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 Although the majority of the study participants did not elaborate to any great 

extent on how they arrived at their estimated percentages of difficulty with regard to 

faceless versus face-to-face negotiation, a few provided meaningful answers as to why 

they viewed faceless negotiation as difficult.  Participant 11 viewed faceless negotiation 

as only 10% more difficult than face-to-face interaction because, at some point, he had 

conducted a sufficient number to have “just figured out [how] to do it.”  Participant 3, 

who negotiated with both private attorneys and government counsel within faceless 

settings, commented that, when the other negotiating party is a private attorney who is 

accustomed to such negotiation, the increased difficulty compared to face-to-face 

negotiation was only 10% to 15%, but when the opposing negotiator worked for the 

government and was less cooperative, difficulty increased from 25% to 45%. 

 Conversely, Participant 17 provided a more nuanced response regarding the 

specific aspects of the negotiation and stated that it “depends on the personalities of the 

people involved and the level and intensity of the dialogue early on and could range from 

10/15% to 50% more difficult.”  Participant 15 provided perhaps the most thoughtful 

insight on the topic, communicating that (a) the shorter the length of the interaction, the 

more difficulty in building trust,  (b) the more telephone interaction, the easier it is to 

build trust, (c) the shorter the time between a question and answer, the easier it is to build 

trust, and perhaps most importantly, (d) the more complete a response is to a request 

made during a faceless setting, the easier it is to build trust. 

 The majority of the interview participants found trust building in faceless 

negotiation significantly more challenging than in a face-to-face setting.  The degree of 

difficulty appears to depend upon the nature and specific context of the matter being 
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negotiated, the number of interactions anticipated between the parties, and the comfort 

level of both parties with faceless negotiation. 

Trust Building 
 
 One the most important questions relating to trust building in faceless negotiation 

is whether negotiators have deliberate plans and strategies to develop trust at the 

beginning of and during negotiation.  In this research, many of the participants stated that 

they engaged in a form of trust building in faceless negotiations.  However, the 

participants were split nearly evenly as to whether they perceive their trust-building 

activities as specifically well thought out at the onset of faceless negotiation with 

unfamiliar parties.  Those who reported they engage in trust building spoke in trust-

building terms, but often spoke about specific behaviors without using the word trust.  

Participant 7 engaged in volitional trust-building activities at the beginning of a faceless 

negotiation by explaining to the other party, “Here’s kind of the way I approach [the 

matter being negotiated].”  Participant 8 described trust building as an attempt to 

“humanize myself to that person, in a way that life experiences, in terms of commonality.”  

Several participants spoke of trust building specifically in terms of demonstrating 

competency and reasonableness; no one spoke in terms of building trust through 

affirmative statements of honesty or other deliberate integrity demonstration type 

behavior. 

 The interview participants with views on trust building that described it as 

imbedded in their negotiation style were able to articulate their viewpoints.  On one hand, 

in terms of approaching trust building in a conscious manner, Participant 2 stated, “I can’t 

say that I’ve got trust building on my mind while I am doing this; it’s not a specific goal 
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of mine.”  Other participants view trust as an objective, but not a deliberate action taken 

with knowledge.  Participant 6 views reflected those of a number of participants in 

observing that the establishment of trust as being something engaged in even if specific 

strategies are not applied universally in each discrete negotiation.  Participant 6 

commented,  

I have to admit I haven’t perceived that building trust is a specific kind of 

objective in the things that I do and so I don’t have a plan to do that, but I’d say 

the things that I try and do that relate to trust and dependability are. . . . [For 

example] if I say I’m going to do something, I get it done.   

Participant 15 spoke of trust building as an aspect of establishing business 

boundaries.  When asked if he engaged in any deliberate trust-building strategies at the 

onset of negotiation, he stated, “I don’t think I ever think about it that way at all.  I think I 

just kind of ‘go down the path’ I usually go down and I think I’m a very straightforward 

person.”  Upon completion of the study interview, Participant 17 elaborated at length on 

trust building in negotiation.  He stated, 

I never thought about it in terms of what I’m doing here is creating and building 

trust.  I mean I’ve always thought about, that I want the other person to view me 

as someone that they can deal with straight up, that they can rely on, that there’s 

not going to be anything misleading in the process, that we can work together not 

just as adversaries, but as partners, and get something done for our clients.  It’s 

just interesting.  I’ve never really thought about it that way, but it is an important 

element because on the other side—like you said—it’s the situations where it 

really comes to light more as a situation where you obviously don’t trust someone. 
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Thus, on the one hand, when asked specifically early during the interviews about 

the strategies they used to build trust at the onset of a negotiating relationship, 

participants struggled in terms of identifying specific strategies.  However, once 

participants were asked to identify how they measured trust in counterparties, how 

counterparties build trust with them and questions about trustworthiness, they were better 

able to articulate what particular trust building measures are effective in faceless 

negotiations.  It is therefore reasonable to conclude that none of the interview participants 

had measureable, conscious strategies they implemented specifically to build trust at the 

onset of faceless negotiation with an unfamiliar party. 

Characteristics 

 Opening Comments.  The characteristics discussed in this section were initially 

derived from the coding process described in the previous chapter.  The open coding 

process created a variety of important categories, which then were blended together as 

part of the axial coding process.  The researcher tested the validity of the preliminary 

concepts developed during the coding process by asking follow up interview questions 

designed to determine whether enough participants viewed potential emerging themes 

gleaned from prior interviews represented strong enough themes to establish potential 

theories for discussion and future research testing.   

 These characteristics were also derived, in part, based on what the researchers in 

the academic literature studied.  For example, academic researchers focused on the 

impact of likeability and prenegotiation socialization on trust building in faceless 

negotiations.  Even though, as will be seen shortly, likeability was not an important factor 

in many of the interview participants’ trust building arsenal, given certain academic 
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findings on the positive impact of likeability on rapport and suggestions that rapport 

might lead to trust development, it was appropriate to use the interview process to 

explore the impact on likeability on trust development and negotiation outcomes.  Thus, 

the interview process was a blend of the use of consistent questions in order to test the 

trust related concepts that emanated from the academic literature and questions that were 

designed to ferret out individualized approaches towards trust building among 

participants and whether there was sufficient commonality among the approaches to rise 

to the level of axial coding and then specific themes. 

 Observability. A consistent theme among the interview participants in this study 

was that the lack of physical cues in faceless negotiation made it challenging to build a 

trusting relationship at the onset of interaction.  As a result, many of the participants 

spoke of trust in terms of behavior or action that could be “observed” without physical 

proximity.  This equates to the behavior and action in which negotiators engage that can 

enable another negotiating party to view them as trustworthy.  This is an important 

concept.   

With the exception of Participant 10, who worked as a public-relations executive 

in the contentious world of placing articles with skeptical journalists, the participants 

reported a baseline level of trust at the onset of faceless negotiation with an unfamiliar 

party from medium high to high.  The majority subscribed to the notion set forth by 

Participant 16 when he stated, “It is an easy question because I start with the mind-set 

that I am showing up to the negotiation with trust and you can lose trust.  You can move 

the needle downward.”  Participant 14 expressed the views of many of the participants 

when he reported beginning from a baseline of high trust at the onset of negotiation, 
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while acknowledging that he does not know for sure that a trusting relationship is built 

until “it proves out over a period of time where you can evaluate it.” 

 Given that the data suggested that negotiators begin from a baseline of presuming 

the other negotiating parties as trustworthy, the ability to assess trust in an observable 

form, as opposed to relying upon “gut reaction,” is an important finding of this study.  

The lack of visual cues in faceless negotiation forced the interview participants to rely 

even more heavily upon measurable behaviors than intuition.  Participant 16 stated, “I 

think with a bit of a trained ear. . . . I feel I can make, within a range, some judgment 

about whether . . . this person is likely to proceed through our negotiation and whether we 

are going to find common ground.” 

Competency. Perhaps the most consistent theme emerging from the interviews in 

this study is that the first level of trust building, which was essential to the participants, 

was a clear demonstration that the other negotiating party was competent with respect to 

the matter under negotiation.  If the other party was not deemed competent, the 

participants viewed trusting the other party as highly challenging in terms of reaching a 

successful outcome.  Participant 2 described his opening assumption in the following 

manner: “You’re talking about two knowledgeable parties—one on either side—who 

understand the business and, in most cases, can come to some kind of compromise.”  

Participant 6 elaborated on the role of demonstrating initial competency by stating, 

If I am dealing with somebody new, I guess I try.  If it’s all business, then it’s 

going to be, well, I’m going to want to get a sense of how experienced are they 

with these documents, with this set of provisions?  Do they really know what 

they’re talking about?” 
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 When a negotiating party is not perceived as competent, the data suggest that the 

lack of competence and its negative impact on trust can often be overcome if the 

individual is willing to be educated on the topic under negotiation.  Participant 3 

commented, “Sometimes you spend time with people and think, ‘This guy really doesn’t 

know this stuff that well.’. . . Sometimes that means you’re going to spend more time 

quietly educating that person on a topic.”  

 Another element of competence and trust building involved whether the most 

contentious issues are acknowledged and addressed early in negotiation.  Participants 7 

and 11 reported having immediate trust for the other parties in faceless negotiation, if 

they are willing to acknowledge the most difficult issues at the outset of negotiation.  

Conversely, Participant 14 opined that deferring discussion of difficult issues until later 

in the negotiation presented no effect in terms of trust building; however, he also felt that 

at least acknowledging the issues might facilitate the establishment of an early level of 

trust. 

 In terms of what constitutes measurable criteria of competency in the area of 

initial trust building in negotiation, the interviews conducted in this study resulted in the 

emergence of five general themes.  The first is whether the other negotiating party could 

verbally demonstrate whether they possessed the requisite technical knowledge of the 

matter under negotiation.  The second theme is whether the other party appears prepared 

at the outset of negotiations with respect to the matter under negotiation and the range of 

potential issues to be discussed.  The third theme is whether the other party knows the 

formal and informal rules of negotiation, with respect to the respective genre.  For 

example, if the agreement to be negotiated involves the sale of a company, do the parties 
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know how each operates and addresses issues?  The fourth theme is whether discretion is 

exhibited by the other negotiating party (e.g., disclosing appropriate information at 

appropriate times).  The fifth theme that emerged in the study interviews is whether the 

other negotiating party understands the time dynamics of the negotiation such as 

deadlines and promised delivery. 

 The interview participants in this study indicated that, given the lack of face-to-

face interaction, it was vital for negotiating parties to demonstrate competence very early 

in negotiation.  If competency was perceived as lacking in one or more of the areas under 

negotiation, the initial baseline of trust was rapidly reduced.  A lack of competency in a 

technical area under negotiation can be overcome by the demonstration of other trust 

characteristics.  It was commonly reported among the study participants that tangible 

evidence of competency was absolutely essential to building trust at the outset of faceless 

negotiation. 

Active Listening. The participants in this study unanimously reported a critical 

factor of building trust in faceless negotiation as whether the other party demonstrated a 

willingness to listen carefully and respond as if he or she had truly listened.  Participant 8 

stated, “To the extent that there’s an early level of not listening to what I have to say or 

giving it its due, it’s going to impact whether and how I trust them.”  Similarly, 

Participant 12 commented, “It’s kind of hard to build a trust relationship when you’re 

negotiating with somebody who has deaf ears and is just not listening.  It’s almost 

impossible to build up a trust relationship with somebody who’s tuning you out.”  

Participant 14 added that it was essential early on in the negotiation process to “(t)ake a 
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minute to listen to try to figure out what we are trying to accomplish as a business or as a 

company and how you can help us get there.”  

 Several comments were made by the participants related to the listening skills 

they use to demonstrate to the other parties in a faceless negotiation that they are 

seriously listening.  Participant 4 mentioned that not losing his temper was important to 

demonstrate he was listening without judgment.  He stated, “The last thing I want them to 

think about is that you’re irrational or I don’t listen.  I’m trying to build a trusting 

relationship.”  Participant 5 builds listening trust by beginning the conservation as the 

listening party she explained, 

I would turn it over to the other side right away and say what you’re thinking.  I 

would probably want the other side to talk to me first and show deference to the 

other person. . . . I can’t get any body language . . . give that other person some 

power that way.  I want to know what you think and listen to what your position is. 

Participant 2 spoke of demonstrating to the other negotiating party that he understood 

their arguments and expressing to the individual his “ability to see it from their point of 

view.” 

 Listening had a direct correlation with the trust the participants had in the other 

parties involved in faceless negotiation.  Listening skills were far more attenuated in this 

setting than in face-to-face negotiation because the negotiators are focusing on the only 

personal interaction available to them (e.g., the words spoken on a telephone call and the 

reaction of the recipient demonstrating an understanding of the communication).  The 

less listening demonstrated by the other negotiating party, the harder it is to build trust.  
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In fact, the study participants commented that a lack of listening, demonstrated on a 

consistent basis, rendered a trusting relationship difficult, if not impossible, to achieve.   

 According to the interview data collected, listening, in the context of trust 

building, had two components.  First, did the other negotiating party demonstrate an 

understanding of the goals and interests of his or her counterpart?  Second, did the other 

negotiating party practice candor in acknowledging and subsequently responding to the 

expression of the goals and interests of his or her counterpart?  The participants were 

consistent in their views of these types of active-listening approaches as very important in 

terms of building initial and continuing trust in faceless negotiation. 

Reasonableness. Another area of strong consensus among the interview 

participants in this study with regard to trust build during the early stages of faceless 

negotiation involved the reasonableness displayed by the other negotiating party.  

Reasonableness is more than a negotiator merely acting in good faith.  The participants 

were all experienced negotiators who fully recognized that negotiation involved give and 

take and principled compromise.  Rather, their view of reasonableness involves 

observable behaviors regarding collaborative mindsets coupled demonstration that the 

other negotiating party is actually working diligently and genuinely toward a negotiated 

settlement.  Given the lack of face-to-face interaction, the participants expressed 

maintaining a keen ear to assess the reasonableness of the other party by telephone.  

Participant 2 stated that trust “means dealing with the other party under the assumption 

that they’re acting in good faith and that they’re taking a position that they truly believe 

in, whether you agree with it or not.”  Similarly, Participant 7 communicated to the other 
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negotiating party, “If you’re interested in trying to resolve this in a way that makes more 

sense for everybody, I’m prepared to do that.” 

 As to the manner in which the participants attempted to project reasonableness in 

negotiation, Participant 10 revealed the following interesting perspective: 

One of the things we always tell them is “smile when you talk because it comes 

through on the phone and you have to be very careful when you’re not meeting a 

person and they’re not seeing you and looking you in the eye; you have to amp up 

your energy and enthusiasm so as to . . . make sure the [other person] feels the 

passion on the other end.” 

Participant 7 referred to reasonableness as convincing an unfamiliar negotiating party that 

“we weren’t going to take advantage of these people.”  Participant 14 described 

reasonableness as “trying to build a consensus and understand what the other side is 

trying to get out of the negotiations, to give it, if we can, and in exchange, get back what 

we need.” 

 The negotiators interviewed for this research strongly correlated their perceptions 

of the reasonableness of the other negotiating parties with trust.  The other parties might 

be competent and demonstrate that they listened, but if they failed to exhibit a willingness 

to take a reasonable approach in moving the negotiation to an acceptable conclusion, trust 

was reduced.  The participants were consistent in asserting that the reasonable approach, 

or lack thereof, of the other negotiating party could be clearly assessed in telephone 

interaction and e-mail communication.  

 Reasonableness, for purposes of the assessment of trustworthiness in faceless 

negotiation, has four separate components.  First, and most important, is whether the 
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other negotiating party demonstrates from the outset of negotiation through conclusion a 

strong desire to negotiate an acceptable result.  Second is whether the other negotiating 

party assumes reasonable positions, meaning positions that can be supported by logic and 

reason, even if those positions are not agreeable to the negotiator.  Participant 6 described 

unreasonableness in the context of a negotiator who knows that “there’s no way you can 

agree to that.  So it is just theatre at that point. . . . You just don’t trust him.” 

The third component of reasonableness as an assessment of trustworthiness is 

whether the other negotiating party exchanges important information, as appropriate.  

Successful negotiation requires the exchange of vital information; consequently, the 

failure of one party to engage in such sharing was expressed by the study participants as a 

serious concern with regard to the trustworthiness of the other party.  Finally, the 

majority of the participants viewed a collaborative approach toward the negotiation as 

demonstrating reasonableness; hence, this is the fourth component.  It is more than 

merely a strong desire to finalize an agreement.  Rather, it involves the desire of the other 

party to be committed to the relationship, as well as the agreement.  The negotiating 

relationship might be short or long-lived, but the participants indicated that they were 

more likely to trust the other negotiating party when the individual invested in the 

relationship with the negotiators.  Participant 7 stated, “What really underscores . . . trust 

is when I feel like we’re almost working towards the same thing, albeit from different 

perspectives.” 

Prenegotiation socialization. The interview participants in this study were split 

nearly down the middle regarding their use of socialization on topics unrelated to the 

negotiation prior to the negotiating interaction.  This area of the interviews spurred quite 
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animated responses.  Participant 1 flatly stated, “I am not a schmoozer.”  Participant 10 

commented that she did not “want to do schmoozing or fun stuff until we see good 

results.”  Conversely, Participant 3 stated, “[At initial meetings] I like to be collegial and 

a little friendly and spend some time if I can to get people to open up and do a little chit 

chat.”  Participant 11 referred to his first-stage approach as “ice breaking” and he was 

quite empathic that such approaches are “important [in order] to get that trust.”  Other 

participants had more nuanced views on the impact of prenegotiation socialization on 

trust building or more nuanced approaches toward the manner in which they engaged in 

such prenegotiation communication.   

Participant 2 stated that prenegotiation, nonbusiness socialization “alone [does 

not] cause me to trust somebody.  It kind of paves the way for trust though, if it’s 

followed up with arguments that I think are well thought out.”  Participant 7 tended to 

engage in some prenegotiation socialization, but if the other side was not interested, trust 

was not impacted and he acknowledged their personality by stating, “Hey, I appreciate 

that.”  Participant 14 preferred engaging in prenegotiation socialization, but his views 

regarding its impact on trust building were decidedly neutral.  He stated, “While I would 

like to build a relationship with every counterparty, you don’t put the relationship before 

the negotiating goal.”   

Participant 17 contributed the most succinct approach toward prenegotiation 

socialization and trust building, which is to simply call the other negotiating party prior to 

negotiation and express, “I’m looking forward to working with you.”  Consequently, he 

did not engage in socializing prior to negotiation, but did make a brief trust-building 

effort.  He viewed this as an effective trust-building technique, but did not perceive the 
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lack of reciprocity as any negative predictor of the future ability to build trust.  With the 

exception of Participant 11, this was the case with all other participants.  Even those who 

engaged in such socialization referred to the activity as “nice” or “helpful,” but not 

essential in terms of building trust or even relationships.  The interview participants also 

did not view that presocialization as having an impact on the ultimate negotiation 

outcomes.  As Participant 8 succinctly stated, “You take them as you find them,” when 

referring to his interaction with unfamiliar negotiating counterparts. 

Integrity. As the review of related literature conducted for this study suggested, 

trust is frequently associated with integrity or honesty.  In the context of this research, 

this would equate to whether a negotiating party truthfully represented the facts.  The 

interview data indicated that, while integrity was important in terms of building trust in 

negotiation, few of the interview participants placed integrity near the top of their 

concerns in terms of how they assessed the trustworthiness of their negotiating 

counterparts.  Concerns over competency, listening, and reasonableness were expressed 

with far greater frequency than those related to trust building or reactions involving 

integrity.  Participant 10, whose negotiations involve placing stories with journalists, 

ranked integrity as a high behavioral aspect of trust building.  Yet, even Participant 10 

commented that the primary way she approached the truth concerns of a journalist is by 

conveying a high level of competence and reasonableness, demonstrating she understands 

the needs and requirements of her negotiating counterpart. 

 The study participants described two reasons for their lack of emphasis on 

integrity as a factor in trust building.  First, they felt it was imbedded in their character 

and manner of negotiation.  Second, they felt that bringing unnecessary attention to their 
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integrity might cause the other negotiating party to actually question their integrity.  

Participant 6 responded that, when a negotiating counterpart is “overly complimentary” 

on a personal level, he became immediately attentive to issues of integrity.  

 Perhaps the most important reason the participants placed such a low level of 

importance on the demonstration of integrity in trust building is that integrity is not easily 

observable over the telephone or through e-mail, especially during early negotiation 

interaction.  As Participant 9 commented, “If distrust happens, it’s not generally going to 

be on the first call.”  Integrity violations were likely to be detected well into the 

negotiation process and well after the parties employed other trust-building techniques.  

Moreover, the participants pointed out that integrity violations can be very difficult to 

detect; misrepresentations during negotiation can be inadvertent, negotiators can be 

provided with inaccurate information by their principals or others, and statements can 

have different meanings within different contexts.  Therefore, the majority of the 

interview participants began with a baseline of strong integrity and did not engage in 

overt tactics to establish their own integrity with their negotiating counterparts. 

Likeability. Likeability was examined in this research study due to the focus on 

rapport and its relationship to trust building in the reviewed academic studies.  The 

interview participants in this study unanimously responded that likeability of a 

negotiating counterpart had little to do with trust.  Participants 2 and 8 revealed that, if 

they liked their negotiation counterpart, they might engage in behavior to marginally 

assist the other party toward the end of negotiation; however, even these participants did 

not associate likeability with trust.  In fact, Participant 2 stated, “The fact that they came 

on strong or I didn’t like their personality, that doesn’t really affect the trust issue.  I 
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might still dislike somebody, but still trust them.”  In discussing trust and negotiation 

with a “hard-line” opponent, Participant 14 stated,  

I trust you to do what’s in your self-interest and to take every nickel you can from 

me.  I may not like that, but I can put that under the large umbrella definition of 

trust.  It may be that’s cold, impersonal, and doesn’t develop any human 

sensitivity whatsoever, but it is trust.   

Perhaps the lack of correlation between likeability and trust was related to the experience 

level of the negotiators; however, the participants claimed to be able to separate their 

personal feelings for their negotiating counterparts from their determination as to whether 

they were trustworthy. 

Reputation. Most of the participants reported some level of due diligence with 

researching unfamiliar negotiating counterparts via searching online or communicating 

with others regarding their negotiating experience.  The study participants commonly 

commented that, if they were able to ascertain specific information regarding the 

trustworthiness reputation of a new negotiating counterpart, they would enter negotiation 

with a presumption based upon that information.  Participant 3 commented, 

If you get that type of bad reputation where you are a person who is not to be 

trusted, it’s not going to follow you to every situation because [the] knowledge is 

not universal, but it could definitely follow you around.  It then, I think, changes 

this presumption [of trust]. . . . Now I know to watch out and be vigilant. 

 The data drawn from the interviews conducted in this study confirm the 

information advanced by Participant 3 that reputational presumptions tend to be 

disregarded relatively quickly once the actual negotiation commences.  The parties are 
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then focused on actual observable behaviors such as the competency, listening, and 

reasonableness displayed by the other negotiating party.  Reputation might precede an 

individual and force a negotiator to focus on the behavior related to the perceived 

reputation, but once the “game” begins, the ultimate outcome of faceless negotiation, in 

terms of trust building, was based primarily on the observable interaction between the 

parties. 

Impact 
 
 The interview participants in this study placed great importance on trust; however, 

the degree of importance varied widely among the participants.  Some felt that the 

building of trust led to more positive personal feelings toward a negotiating counterpart 

and the overall negotiation.  Some, such as Participant 4, specifically referred to the 

establishment of trust as potentially resulting in more and a higher quality of information 

sharing than without a trusting relationship.  Some participants opined that, when the 

matter under negotiation could lead to litigation or other contentious action, even after a 

written agreement had been reached, the establishment of trust could resolve such future 

disputes in an amicable manner.  Alternatively, a number of interview participants 

viewed trust as playing a relatively minimal role in negotiation compared to other factors. 

 The interview participants who placed a relatively low value on the importance of 

trust did so for several reasons.  Several participants opined that leverage and a strong 

BATNA had a far more important impact on the resolution of a matter than trust.  

Participant 16 stated, 

If there is a mismatch on leverage, then hopefully our party won’t take undue 

advantage of that to the point of making the negotiations extremely messy or 
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prolonged, but there’s going to be a different outcome.  There just is.  I 

understand that. 

Participants who negotiated frequently with government officials reported that trust can 

involve a great amount of time with these negotiating counterparts and perhaps never 

develop.  Thus, the data suggest that, while there were certain circumstances within 

which trust building in faceless negotiation settings was viewed by the parties as an 

important aspect of negotiation, trust is one of several factors that impact the manner in 

which discrete negotiation is conducted.  As described below, the importance of trust 

building within such venues is truly contextual in nature.  In particular, the time horizons, 

BATNAs, financial position, reputational interests, and the long and short term interests 

of the parties all play an important role whether, in a particular negotiating context, trust 

building is important in terms of ultimate negotiating outcomes. 

The interview participants in this study held mixed views as to whether successful 

trust building in faceless negotiation is correlated with successful negotiating outcomes.  

Participant 14 stated, “If the goal of the negotiation is to establish a long-term business 

relationship, trust building by necessity is correlated with successful negotiating 

outcomes.”  Participant 4 believes that, if there is substantial information that needs to be 

shared by the parties that, if fully disclosed, can lead to more integrative outcomes, then 

trust can facilitate the exchange of that information.  Participant 16 suggested that, if the 

other party was suspicious by nature, such as a government official, trust building was 

helpful in terms of gaining a successful negotiating outcome, although not determinative 

in all situations.  Participant 11 spoke of situations with an imbalance in competency 

between negotiating parties, particularly with the market economics of agreements.  
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Building a trusting relationship in this type of faceless negotiation led to reasonable 

outcomes, rather than rejection from a defensive stance rooted in any asymmetry between 

the level of knowledge possessed by the parties. 

 Other interview participants opined that trust building does not necessarily 

correlate with acceptable outcomes.  Participant 8 summarized this position of skepticism 

when he responded that trust does not correlate with successful negotiation outcomes 

because such outcomes might relate to a variety of other factors such as an excessively 

strong desire on the part of the negotiators or their principals to complete negotiation.  

Other participants viewed the economic expectations of the parties and their future 

relational expectations as playing a far greater role in successful outcomes than pure trust 

building.  If the transaction was dictated solely by economic considerations, then trust 

building had little correlation with the ultimate outcome.  Conversely, if the parties 

intended their negotiation to lead to a long-term business relationship, as described by 

Participant 17, trust building in the sense of reasonableness during negotiation was an 

important element of the negotiating style of building a relationship with a negotiating 

counterpart who could ultimately become a partner on some level.  The data collected in 

this study therefore suggested that the impact of trust on actual negotiation outcomes 

cannot be generalized because, as Participant 9 stated, “Deals are negotiated in a different 

context.  Each deal is negotiated in a different context.” 

 Each participant in this study had participated in multiple faceless negotiations 

wherein they had a high degree of certainty that the other negotiating party was not 

operating in a truthful manner.  As noted earlier, the participants expressed frequently 

having a difficult time determining, based upon telephone conversations, whether a 
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perceived factual misrepresentation was accurate or based upon faulty information.  For 

this reason alone, the participants were presumptively loathe to confront negotiating 

counterparts regarding potential factual misrepresentations.  Moreover, they were 

concerned that a stern response on the telephone, as opposed to within a face-to-face 

setting, could create its own misunderstandings, given the lack of visual cues.  Knowing 

the limitations of the communication medium in a faceless setting had an impact of 

moderating a potentially hostile reaction by an experienced negotiator to a potentially 

volatile situation.  Thus, among the interview participants, the expression of anger 

(whether in response to an alleged factual misrepresentation or a negotiating position) 

was an emotional response to be avoided almost at any cost. 

 The interview participants in this study consistently reported that, even if there 

was a knowing misrepresentation, they would still need to continue negotiations.  Thus, 

the negotiation was placed on a higher priority than personal venting or anger.  

Participant 14 stated, “I would call somebody out if I thought it was effective in helping 

us in the negotiation.  If I didn’t and I thought it was [not] going to be constructive, I 

wouldn’t.”  Participant 17 had no specific approach to managing misleading counterparts 

and, while “sometimes calling them out is exactly the way to do it [his reactions depend 

upon whether] the timing of it is the right thing for the negotiation process.”  The 

participants also focused on whether negotiating parties expected to continue a long-term 

relationship upon conclusion of discrete negotiation.  The more likely the parties were to 

seek a long-term relationship, the less likely a perceived deliberate misrepresentation 

would be approached in a confrontational manner.  Participant 11 described an 
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informative observation that involved a potential misrepresentation.  His reaction was to 

state to the party, “I’m sure you didn’t mean it this way, but. . . .” 

 The data collected in this research was conclusive in that the participants began 

with a presumption that actively confronting a negotiating counterpart within a faceless 

negotiation setting was to be avoided if at all possible.  The participants carefully 

evaluated potential misrepresentations as normal issues in negotiation and modulated a 

potentially strong response on a cost-benefit basis.  They compared the cost to the 

relationship between the negotiators, if the response could be perceived as hostile, and 

the potential benefit of a strong response (delivered either in an emotional or emotionless 

manner) possibly leading to a successful negotiation outcome. 

Summary 

 The interviews conducted in this study provided a wealth of data regarding trust 

building within faceless negotiation.  The experienced negotiators in this research study 

built trust through behaviors that would reasonably allow the other side to observe, even 

by telephone and e-mail, that they are trustworthy negotiating counterparties.  Although 

the interview participants might not have specific trust building approaches in discrete 

negotiations, they recognized that certain core competencies are imbedded in their 

negotiating approach.  They understood that through demonstrating competency, 

engaging in active listening, and acting reasonable, the other side builds confidence in 

their trustworthiness.  They understood the role of integrity in trust building but did not 

overly fixate on the manner in which they express integrity; rather they displayed 

integrity in a naturalistic manner.  In terms of observing the integrity of others, they 

started from a trusting baseline so long as they were negotiating in a setting where 



TRUST BUILDING WITHIN FACELESS NEGOTIATION 98 

trusting behavior and reputations are traditionally exhibited.  Even if the participants 

were negotiating with persons whose integrity they might question, they still attempted to 

build trust by demonstrating the core observable behaviors described above and, if 

necessary, used deterrence-based trust measures in the event the other side demonstrated 

questionable integrity. 

 The research findings also noted that likeability did not generally equate with trust 

building, and that prenegotiation socialization techniques appeared to have little impact 

on ultimate trust building and negotiation outcomes.  On this last point, a number of 

participants enjoyed engaging in prenegotiation socialization and felt that, depending on 

the personality and style of the other side, could lead to strong rapport with the other side.  

Yet these participants were also candid in separating the concepts of rapport and trust, 

and further noted that trust could be developed even in absence of personal rapport. 

 Finally, the research findings showed the importance of trust building in any 

discrete faceless negotiation could be heavily influenced by factors that go beyond the 

trustworthiness (broadly defined) of the parties.  Ultimately, BATNAs, time horizons, 

material resources and other factors can often impact negotiating outcomes more than 

trust building activities.  Recognizing the importance of these external factors impacted 

the manner and time spent by interview participants on trust building in faceless 

negotiations. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to examine how experienced negotiators build trust 

with participating parties in important negotiation that is conducted exclusively through 

faceless interaction.  The rationale for selection of this topic of study was rooted in (a) the 

professional negotiation experience of the researcher, (b) the recognition of leaders as 

increasingly involved in negotiation with internal and external constituents and needing 

to develop trust-building skills to reach successful outcomes for the benefit of their 

organizations, and (c) the recognition of an entire younger generation as increasingly 

comfortable with faceless relationships and with no background or training to operate 

successfully within this realm.  As Participant 9 commented, 

We’re training a whole new generation who never had any face-to-face.  They 

will be trained in not meeting people.  I’m just wondering if that will play an 

impact on their instinct of people.  I’ve had many years of face-to-face.  And I 

think I’ve gained something from the face-to-face in how I interpret people and so 

on.  I sometimes think that the younger generation didn’t even have that.  I guess 

they will adapt like us but with a different background and different experience 

setting.  And how will that affect negotiations in the future? 

This point is worthy of careful consideration.   

The professionals interviewed in this study had the benefit of developing trust-

building strategies, whether conscious or subconscious, over the course of a significant 

number of years negotiating matters of importance while facing a counterpart “across the 

table.”  When the environment shifted to a faceless negotiating environment, they 
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transferred their trust-building skills developed within face-to-face negotiation settings to 

the faceless world of negotiation, but not without significant modification.  Well versed 

in trust building within both environments by the time of this study, the interview 

participants contributed valuable insight into optimal methods of establishing trusting 

relationships with unfamiliar negotiating parties in faceless settings.  The findings of this 

study are expected to be of substantial value to negotiators unskilled in the important 

elements of faceless negotiation or trust building in general. 

Interpretation of Key Findings 

 Figures 1 and 2 provide summaries of the key research findings drawn from the 

interviews conducted for this study.  
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Figure 1. This figure illustrates the key findings in the current study related to behavioral 

issues affecting trust in faceless negotiations. 

 

Research Question: What factors enable 
experienced negotiators to build trust with 
unfamiliar parties in an important negotiation 
conducted exclusively in a faceless setting? 

Common Theme: Trust building is 
imbedded as part of negotiating style; 
approach is generally subliminal.  
Consensus is that trust building is 25% 
to 50% more difficult in faceless 
settings. 

In faceless settings, trust is built through 
these observable behaviors: 

Good Listening:  
1. Shows other party an 
    understanding of his or her 
    goals and interests 
2. Uses candor in acknowledging 
    and responding to the 
    expression of goals and 
    interests 

Pre Negotiation Socialization: 
Most engage in it and use it, 
but few rank it as essential to 
build trusting relationships. 

Competency: 
1. Technical knowledge of 
    subject area 
2. Preparation 
3. Knowledge of formal and 
    informal rules of specific 
    genre 
4. Use discretion 
5. Time management 

If lack of technical skills exists, 
trust often can be built if the 
person without such skills is a 
good listener and acts 
reasonable. 

Reasonableness: 
1. Demonstrates strong 
    desire towards successful 
    negotiation 
2. Takes positions based 
    upon logic  
3. Exchanges important 
    information, as  
    appropriate 
4. Takes a collaborative, 
     relational approach 

Trust is built almost 
exclusively through 
phone interaction; to a 
limited degree, trust can 
be maintained through 
e‐mail interaction. 
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Figure 2. This figure illustrates the key findings in the current research related to 

negotiation void of trust within faceless settings. 

 

 

  

 
Negotiations can be successful without trust‐building 
behaviors, but take more time, are most costly, and not as 
pleasurable.  These situations rely heavily upon 
deterrence‐based trust measures. 

 
Integrity of the other party was not a concern to 
most interview participants. 

 
Trustless, faceless negotiations with integrity 
concerns often occur in environments where at least 
one party (a) has relatively little incentive to reach a 
successful negotiation and (b) begins with a baseline 
stance of little or no trust. 
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 The key finding, as a result of the data collected, was a general, but not exclusive, 

consensus among the interview participants that their trust-building actions were not due 

to trust being a frequently or even intermittent thought.  Rather, the participants 

developed trust with negotiating counterparts in faceless settings due to the cultivation of 

skills and negotiating techniques that, on the surface, appear to have little to do with what 

the majority of people associate with trust building.  Although the majority of the 

participants viewed trust building as at least 25% more difficult within faceless 

negotiation settings, their interview responses strongly suggested that they have 

successfully adapted to an increasingly faceless negotiating environment. 

 A common theme among the participants was that trust is built through exhibiting 

behavior that is observable over the telephone or via e-mail communication.  In this study, 

the participants (with one exception who used e-mail for most, but not all of his 

substantive negotiating sessions) used the telephone as the dominant method of 

communication on substantive points.  E-mail was used primarily for purposes of 

clarification of supposed agreed points, logistical matters and other mundane matters. 

 Integrity is cited throughout related academic literature as a key component of 

trust building; however, it is not generally observable during the early stages of faceless 

negotiation.  Integrity violations, if any, tend to manifest during later stages of 

negotiation, well after other observable trust behavior is exhibited.  In fact, the interview 

participants indicated that integrity violations are difficult to determine within faceless 

settings due to the lack of visual cues.  Moreover, potential integrity violations were more 

conservatively evaluated within a faceless environment, meaning that the participants 

were adverse to drawing attention to potential integrity violations unless unmistakable 
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proof of intentional misrepresentation was evident, and typically only in situations where 

other trust violations had emerged.  Even then, the study participants expressed hesitation 

with confronting the other negotiating party unless there was a negotiating or relational 

advantage in doing so.   

 The described finding regarding integrity does not suggest that integrity is 

unimportant in faceless negotiation.  The interview participants were not “Pollyannaish” 

in their perceptions; they were simply aware that some counterparties in negotiation are 

likely to resort to deliberate deception.  Although the participants generally began from a 

trusting baseline, verification without initial judgment was their typical approach to 

faceless negotiation.  Only when these neutral verification procedures detected potential 

misrepresentations did the participants begin to assess the integrity of their faceless-

negotiation counterpart.  Thus, integrity was not viewed by the majority of the interview 

participants as an observable behavior relating to trust building in faceless negotiation.  

The rare negotiation involving integrity seemed to be with an observable behavior early 

during faceless negotiation, with one party entering the interaction with minimal 

incentive to complete the negotiation.  Consequently, one or both sides began with little 

or no trust in the other negotiating party.  In those circumstances, trust building focused 

on integrity, but even then, the manner in which trust was built was through observing 

other related behavior. 

 For the participants in this study, the types of observable behaviors that build trust 

in faceless negotiation settings were competency, active listening, and reasonableness.  

Competency was defined as having technical knowledge of the matter under negotiation, 

being prepared to negotiate, knowing the formal and informal rules of the negotiating 
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genre, using discretion by not discussing inappropriate matters or discussing matters at 

inappropriate times, and exhibiting strong time management by respecting deadlines and 

understanding the time pressures associated with the transaction under negotiation.  

Active listening is defined was exhibiting to the other negotiating party an understanding 

of stated goals and interests, as well as using candor in acknowledging and responding to 

such expression.  These participants did not subscribe to the traditional concept of active 

listening where a message recipient first paraphrased what the other said and asked 

whether they properly understood what had been said.  In fact, several participants felt 

this traditional approach was lacking since the approach appeared rote.  Rather, 

participants felt active listening was better evidenced through a general acknowledgment 

not involving paraphrasing of what the other side said followed quickly by an actual 

discussion of the other side’s views and how they meshed or did not mesh with their own 

interests.  Reasonableness was defined as demonstrating a strong desire to reach a 

successful negotiation outcome, assuming positions based upon logic and exchanging 

important information as appropriate. 

 The data collected in this study suggested that the described behaviors cascaded in 

a coherent manner.  It appears that it was most important to first convey competency to 

the other negotiating party within a faceless setting.  In some types of negotiations, 

competency was assumed; however, if competency cannot be demonstrated relatively 

quickly, it became difficult for the competency-deficient negotiator to be trusted.  

Although some of the interview participants expressed that a faceless negotiator who is 

reasonable and demonstrates excellent active-listening skills might overcome a lack of 

competency, this is a challenging task.   
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Once competency is conveyed, the participants spoke of building upon that 

observable trust behavior through their active-listening skills.  They repeatedly 

mentioned the essential nature of demonstrating such listening skills in the assessment of 

the trustworthiness of other negotiating parties within a faceless setting.  If the other party 

did not display an understanding of the interests and positions of his or her negotiating 

counterpart, fixating solely on their own interests and positions, it was literally 

impossible to build a trusting relationship.  Once the other negotiating party demonstrated 

the competency needed to negotiate the matter at hand, and listened carefully to the 

interests and positions of others, the trust focus moved to the characteristic of 

reasonableness.  This equated to a judgment as to whether the other negotiating party was 

demonstrating a commitment to reaching a negotiated transaction that benefits both 

parties.   

 The data collected in this study indicated that successful negotiation within 

faceless settings, especially that not resulting in a continuing relationship between the 

parties after the transaction is closed, can occur even if the parties do not trust one 

another.  Such negotiation is more time and cost intensive than interaction with an 

established trust and not as pleasurable to the participants.  However, the findings 

indicate that a majority of the participants did not view trust as the most important 

determining factor in the ultimate outcome of either virtual or nonvirtual discrete 

negotiations.  Factors such as leverage (i.e., financial and time) possessed by the other 

negotiating party, as well as alternative negotiating opportunities available to the other 

party, played a more vital role in most instances. 
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However, circumstances existed wherein trust building was important and 

influences final outcomes such as when the parties will have a continuing relationship 

following the negotiation or when a future dispute over a concluded negotiation could 

arise.  Trust in faceless negotiation leaves the parties more confident with regard to the 

outcome, which not only minimizes later disputes, but helps prevent an impasse prior to 

negotiation conclusion, encourages rapid conclusion, and facilitates the exchange of 

information.  In short, trust plays an important role in negotiating outcomes—not in all 

instances, but especially when one party has highly favorable alternatives. 

Results Versus Past Research Findings 

 The findings in this study are somewhat consistent with those reviewed within 

related academic literature.  It was confirmed that trust, or a lack thereof, within faceless 

negotiation tends to develop relatively early in the process.  The findings also confirmed 

that e-mail can be a dangerous form of communication when it is used to convey emotion 

or argue substantive negotiating points.  The results also indicated that a reasonable 

stance early in faceless negotiation is important in terms of building trust; this is 

consistent with some of the reviewed literature, while found elements of reasonableness 

discussed by participants in this study as helpful in building trust in faceless negotiations.  

It was found that faceless negotiation can be successfully concluded without the 

development of trust.  Moreover, as reported throughout related literature, whether the 

development of trust actually has a positive impact on the economic outcomes of one or 

both negotiating parties is inconclusive.  This finding makes intuitive sense given the 

multitude of factors that impact any discrete negotiation such as leverage, BATNA, time 

pressures, and risk tolerances. 
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 The findings of this research diverged from those reported in past related 

literature in a number of areas.  In prior studies, informal prenegotiation socializing was 

found to be helpful in building relationships prior to the onset of faceless negotiation.  In 

this current study, approximately one half of the participants had not engaged in such 

socialization because they did not find it helpful or appropriate to their negotiating style.  

The participants who engaged in such activity reported a significantly limited impact on 

trust building and negotiation outcomes.  Additionally, existing related literature has been 

conducted with a primary focus on integrity as a key component of trust building and 

trust assessment.  However, the findings of this current study indicated that perceived 

integrity has less of an impact on the assessment of trust than observable competence, 

active listening, and reasonableness.  Past literature has also been conducted with a focus 

on negotiation conducted exclusively by e-mail.  It would seem as if this focus indicates, 

between the lines, the prevalence of this mode of communication for negotiation 

purposes as opposed to the mixed-medium approaches described in this research.  By 

contrast, none of the participants in the current study had ever conducted negotiation in 

this manner.  In this sense, this research not only diverges from previous research, it also 

casts a question mark on some of the underlying assumptions of previous researchers, or 

on the applicability of their findings to contemporary negotiation behavior. 

 There are logical explanations for the differences in research findings.  The 

individuals interviewed in this current study engage in complex negotiation and are 

sophisticated negotiators with a deep understanding of the psychology of negotiation and 

the nature of faceless communication.  Past studies have generally involved simulated 

and, for the most part, very quick negotiation among students at various undergraduate, 
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graduate, and professional universities.  Perceived integrity violations were often found, 

even when these violations could have been assumed because the parties did not 

completely understand the rules and objectives of simulated negotiation.  Moreover, the 

students involved in the simulations might not have been sufficiently experienced to 

practice negotiating strategies potentially unrelated to trust or integrity assessments.   

It would be expected that more experienced negotiators would more clearly 

understand the challenges introduced by e-mail or telephone communication than 

students conducting simulated negotiation. Professional negotiators would also be 

expected to be less influenced by social exchanges in terms of the ultimate assessment of 

trust and determination of negotiation outcomes.  In the negotiating worlds of the 

interview participants in this current study, perceived integrity might have been a factor 

in their initial approach with other negotiating parties. This differs greatly from simulated 

negotiation wherein the parties are assumed to have no preestablished presumptions 

regarding the trustworthiness of their negotiating counterparts.  

 It is noteworthy that, in the studies reviewed for this research, little to no 

consequences were associated with failed negotiation or a negotiation in which one or 

both parties did not have a successful outcome.  The interview participants in this current 

study worked in environments where their companies or clients judge them by their 

achievement of successful negotiating results on matters of substantial importance.  As 

such, they are focused on matters such as maintaining a focus on the matter under 

negotiation without allowing secondary personal issues to interfere with progress.  

Experienced negotiators review all the contextual elements of a negotiation, with trust 

being only one of many factors that could influence the outcome.  Thus, it is very 
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difficult to analogize the factors that influence a simulated negotiation to those that 

impact a negotiation involving experienced faceless negotiators. 

Unexpected Findings 

 Several of the findings of this research were unexpected.  The first was that 

integrity concerns had a relatively low priority in terms of trust building and assessment 

for the participants.  For this purpose, integrity was defined in terms making accurate 

factual representations.  The participants all expected a degree of “puffing,” shading of 

reservation price positions, and other generalized hyperboles in negotiation and did not 

equate those with integrity issues.  Rather, discussions of integrity related to factual 

issues and whether the other side had a good faith intention of negotiating to an 

acceptable resolution.  Although the researcher did not expect the integrity aspects of 

trust assessment to be at the forefront for the participants, the lack of concern over the 

integrity of the other negotiating parties during the early stages of a faceless negotiation 

was unexpected. 

 The next unexpected finding in this study was that a number of the interview 

participants did not view trust as one of the most important aspects of conducting a 

negotiation, but rather, as one of many variables including leverage, BATNAs, time 

advantages, and the ability to develop integrative solutions.  Existing related literature 

had demonstrated the ability of faceless negotiators to achieve satisfactory results without 

a high degree of trust, especially when the matter under negotiation contained significant 

deterrence-based trust safeguards.  However, the researcher of the current study had 

never viewed trust in faceless negotiation as so explicitly subordinate to contextual 

variables such as leverage and BATNAs.   
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 Another interesting finding in this study was the generally subliminal approach of 

the interview participants toward trust building at the outset of faceless negotiation with 

an unfamiliar party.  Over one half of those interviewed identified their approach as 

generally subliminal toward trust building at the outset of a faceless negotiation, while 

the balance of the participants claim to have attempted to build trust at the outset of such 

negotiation.  Yet, the majority of the participants who claimed their trust-building 

activities were volitional in nature, could not cite specific strategies they knowingly 

deployed, other than vague references to being personable and exchanging a few personal 

antidotes.  Only when the researcher posed questions regarding the techniques used by 

other faceless negotiators effective in building trust with them did they begin to provide 

data on the concepts of competency, active listening, and reasonableness as consistent 

trust-building themes.  In fact, several participants including some who reported having 

deliberate strategies toward trust building during the early stages of faceless negotiation, 

stated toward the end of their interviews that, upon reflection, they never gave substantial 

thought to how they were actually building trust in such venues.  Thus, for the most part, 

trust building was not an aspect of the prenegotiation preparation routine of these 

experienced negotiators who would typically engage in preliminary discussion of such 

topics as reservation prices, BATNAs, time dynamics, assessment of interests, and other 

variables that would impact negotiation outcomes.  The participants did not view trust as 

unimportant, but rather, they generally viewed trust building in faceless negotiation as a 

natural aspect of their negotiating style. 



TRUST BUILDING WITHIN FACELESS NEGOTIATION 112 

Theories Derived From the Data 

 Based upon existing literature and the findings in this study, six compelling 

theories emerged.  These theories were developed from the point at which trust was 

developed in faceless negotiation through observable behavior at the onset of negotiation.  

The theories reflect the insight gleaned from the data on integrity, which is generally 

difficult to ascertain during early stages of faceless negotiation.  Therefore, other 

observable behaviors can indicate whether the negotiating parties can be trusted to 

negotiate to a successful outcome for all stakeholders. 

 The six theories emerging from this research are  

 1. Trust building in faceless negotiation is developed through observable behavior 

during the earliest stage of negotiation. 

 2. Trust building in faceless negotiation is initially enhanced through the 

demonstration of competency. 

 3. Trust building in faceless negotiation is enhanced through the demonstration of 

active-listening skills. 

 4. Trust building in faceless negotiation is enhanced through a negotiator 

exhibiting reasonableness. 

 5. Trust building in faceless negotiation is enhanced through the exchange of 

important information, as appropriate. 

 6. Trust building in faceless negotiation between experienced negotiators is more 

likely to occur when a negotiator focuses on his or her own competency, active-listening 

skills, and reasonableness rather than by deliberate steps to project integrity. 

 



TRUST BUILDING WITHIN FACELESS NEGOTIATION 113 

Implications 

 Negotiation skills are one of the most important skills leaders must possess to 

effectively serve the needs of their organizations.  Leaders negotiate with both internal 

and external constituents over organizational goals, strategic planning, deployment of 

resources, acquisition of resources, procurement of talent, and a multitude of other 

important organizational imperatives.  Increasingly, this negotiation is conducted within 

faceless environments.  This study not only examined independent negotiators, but also 

those who negotiate matters on behalf of their organizations. 

 The core theories of establishing competency, active listening, and reasonableness 

apply equally to negotiation with those external to an organization and those within the 

organization.  Developing strengths in these areas will serve leaders well outside the 

realm of negotiation as well.  Leaders must be perceived by others as competent, active 

listeners, and reasonable.  Consequently, the first implication of the findings in this study 

is the importance of individuals in leadership positions, regardless of whether they are in 

a negotiating mind-set, to recognize that these core skills are important both in a discrete 

negotiation and when interacting with others they may need to influence in other ways. 

 Another implication of the findings in this study is that negotiation researchers 

must assess the negotiation skills and strategies of experienced negotiators through 

rigorous quantitative and qualitative research techniques.  Data obtained in such study are 

far more likely to result in theories of general application that can be applied in 

negotiation involving real-world situations.  Since the early 1980s, the expansion of 

university degree programs and executive education programs in negotiation has led to an 

increasingly sophisticated level of negotiators within myriad types of settings and 
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industries.  The increased quality of negotiators is expected to lead to a corresponding 

increase in the depth and sophistication of negotiation training.  This is because 

negotiation training must rely in significant measure upon tested and reliable theories 

generated by experienced researchers.  It is hoped that such theory, including the theory 

generated by this current study, can be tested and refined based upon the actions of 

experienced negotiators. 

Recommendations 

 This study presents several significant limitations.  The interview participants 

were primarily, although not exclusively, individuals with legal background.  The 

participants were not culturally diverse; they all grew up and have spent their entire 

professional careers in the United States and Canada.  Although many participants had 

cross-border negotiating experiences, their perspectives were those of a Caucasian North 

American perspective.  The number of individuals interviewed was small and the sample 

was not selected via random sampling.  The research data were based upon self-reported 

observations, some of which could be viewed as an inaccurate representation of the views 

and actions of the participants.  The individuals interviewed were sufficiently 

experienced to separate their personal views of likeability, or lack thereof, from the 

matter under negotiation.  Most importantly, this study involved negotiation between 

experienced businesspeople.  None of the data nor findings can be misconstrued as 

applicable to negotiation between an experienced negotiator and individual with little or 

no experience in the matter under negotiation.  Thus, the first recommendation for future 

research is replication of this grounded-theory study with a larger, statistically random, 

and more diverse (i.e., in terms of industry experience) pool of experienced negotiators.  
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By expanding the size and diversity in this manner, replication of the results can be 

optimally confirmed. 

 The second recommendation for future research would be to conduct a form of 

case study of faceless negotiation to observe and assess the manner in which experienced 

negotiators develop trust in faceless negotiation, as well as the elements of such trust and 

whether trust building has a positive correlation with negotiation outcomes.  Conducting 

such a study is likely to be daunting because the researcher would need to be physically 

or virtually present during each meaningful point of a discrete negotiation to observe the 

actions of all parties to interpret them in context.  Confidentiality concerns of the 

negotiators and those they represent would need to be addressed.  Although the data 

would be rich, conducting such a study would be time consuming.  The researcher would 

need to be physically imbedded within a statistically meaningful number of significant 

negotiations to glean multiple trust-building approaches used in faceless negotiation.  If 

these hurdles could be overcome, such a study could provide a wealth of information 

regarding trust in such faceless negotiation settings. 

 A third recommendation for future research is to determine more precisely how 

the skills of competent negotiators, engaging in active listening and exhibiting 

reasonableness, are represented in successful trust-building negotiation within faceless 

settings.  Although this current research found discrete elements within each skill set that 

resonated with a number of the participants as common in general application, it would 

be helpful to investigate specific behaviors of experienced negotiators within a variety of 

contexts.  In so doing, valuable additional insight could be gained into the cues a 
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negotiator within a faceless setting might observe to determine whether a level of trust 

has been developed with the other negotiating party. 

 The fourth recommendation for future research is to determine whether gender 

and experience levels impact attitudes and effectiveness of prenegotiation socialization.  

Many of the interview participants, including four out of the five female participants, did 

not use prenegotiation socialization because they thought it might not make them seem 

like serious negotiators.  All the interview participants were highly experienced 

negotiators and it is possible that those who disfavored prenegotiation socialization 

developed such attitudes as a result of cultural or interpersonal attitudes that were 

prevalent during their formative years as negotiators.  Further research should be 

undertaken to see whether, regardless of gender, experienced negotiators who started 

their careers since email became a common communication tool might have different 

attitudes towards the effectiveness of prenegotiation socialization on trust building in 

faceless negotiations. 

 A final recommendation for future research is to examine whether reputation, 

however developed, impacts trust building within faceless negotiation.  In this study, 

some of the interview participants expressed that reputation had an initial impact on their 

assessment of the trustworthiness of other negotiating parties within faceless settings.  

Past studies have investigated the impact of reputation on online commerce; however, the 

role of reputation in faceless negotiations between experienced negotiators has not been 

studied to any significant degree. 

 

 



TRUST BUILDING WITHIN FACELESS NEGOTIATION 117 

Conclusion 

 The contemporary world involves increasing interaction between individuals who 

have never met face-to-face.  This study found that trust is not developed in a vacuum.  In 

a negotiation setting, wherein individuals are not sitting across from one another, trust is 

developed by an assurance of competency, the ability to convince a negotiating 

counterpart that their positions and interests are understood, and demonstration of a 

willingness to work toward a negotiated solution that benefits all stakeholders.  These 

behaviors are observable and trust within faceless settings is developed through behaviors 

that can resonate on a telephone or through e-mail communication.   

 The common expression, “trust me” has come to be viewed suspiciously, which 

applies to an even greater extent in faceless negotiation.  The findings of this study 

indicate that individuals are more likely to develop meaningful relationships in faceless 

negotiation with those who demonstrate humanizing behavior in a competent and natural 

manner.  Consequently, an honest individual with an appropriately transparent 

negotiating style who desires to build trust in faceless negotiation will avoid specific 

trust-building strategies.  Focusing specifically on trust takes a negotiator away from the 

behavior that actually builds trust.  Trust is optimally built with a focus on how 

competency, including listening skills and reasonableness, is conveyed within faceless 

settings in ways that are consistent with the natural personality of the negotiator. 
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Appendix A 

Recruitment Letter 
 
 
 

FROM:  Jacobson, Larry 
TO:  (interview subject e-mail address) 
SUBJECT:  Interview Request 
 
Greetings (name of interview subject).  I hope all is going well with you these days. 
 
As we discussed previously, I am presently a part time doctoral student in leadership at 
Creighton University.  I have been granted candidacy and have had my dissertation 
committee formally approve my dissertation proposal.  My dissertation topic is “How to 
Trust the One You’re With:  An Examination of How Negotiators Build Trust With 
Parties They Never Meet Face to Face.”  As you know, I am interested in how negotiators 
experienced in non face-to-face negotiations build a sufficient reservoir of trust in order 
to achieve satisfactory negotiating results. 
 
You had previously indicated that you would be interested in participating in a 60 to 90 
minute interview on this topic.  I will conduct the interview with you at a place of your 
choosing, with the only caveat being that the place be a quiet place as I will be recording 
the interviews with a voice recorder (your name, place of employment or any other 
identifying information will never be mentioned in the dissertation as protecting your 
confidentiality is the utmost priority in this process).  I am hoping to conduct the 
interviews between October 7 and November 13.  I am willing to do the interviews 
during business hours, before work or after work and even on weekends if that works best 
for you. 
 
Please send me three days and times that work best for you in terms of being interviewed.  
If you would like to have further additional conversations on the nature of the topic or the 
interview process, I would be more than glad to discuss it with you over the telephone. 
 
Thank you again for participating in this important project and I look forward to hearing 
from you. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Larry Jacobson 
 
  



TRUST BUILDING WITHIN FACELESS NEGOTIATION 126 

Appendix B 

Interview Protocol 

 
Interview Questions for Larry Jacobson’s Dissertation 

 
Opening Questions 

 
1. Please identify yourself for the audio recording as interview subject number 

___. 
 

2. Please explain in general terms what roles you perform in your job (follow up 
to refine specifically what the participant does in terms of the ordinary course 
of their jobs). 
 

3. Please describe the general types of negotiations you engage in with 
individuals within your organization.  Follow up asking about specific 
examples. 
 

4. Please describe the general types of negotiations you engage in with 
individuals outside your organization.  Follow up asking about generic 
examples. 
 

5. Please estimate what percentage of your negotiations over the last ten years 
involve interactions with individuals who you never meet face-to-face. 
 
 
 

General Trust Questions 
 

6. How do you define the concept of trust in a negotiating context. 
 

7. Please explain how you know or sense when you can trust a negotiating 
counterparty.  Please provide specific examples. 
 

8. Please explain how important trust with a negotiating counterparty is in terms 
of your negotiating experience in both in person and non face-to-face 
negotiations. 
 

9. At the end of a negotiation, how would you define whether you developed a 
trusting relationship with your counterparty?  Please provide specific metrics 
as to how you determine at the end of a negotiation as to whether you 
developed or did not develop a trusting relationship. 
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Trust Development Questions 
 

 
10. Turning to the concept of how trust is developed in a negotiation setting, 

please describe your general approach as to how you attempt to develop trust 
at the outset of a negotiation with a new counterparty.  (Depending on the 
answer, I may follow up with a question regarding how knowing and 
volitional the interview subject is regarding trust building in connection with a 
negotiation.) 
 

11. Do you attempt to start trust building in non face-to-face settings before 
negotiations commence on the actual business matters at hand?  If so, please 
provide specific examples as to how you engage in these trust building 
approaches. 
 

12. How do you engage in trust building during the actual non face-to-face 
business negotiations?  Please provide specific examples. 
 

13. Please identify specific interpersonal strategies that a counterparty has used to 
build a trusting negotiating relationship with you in non face-to-face 
negotiations that you have found particularly effective. 

 
14. During the non face-to-face negotiation process, if you have concerns about 

the trustworthiness of your counterparty, how do you address those concerns?  
Please provide specific examples.  (Follow up to ensure data regarding 
communication styles in terms of addressing these concerns, i.e., by phone, e-
mail or other non person to person interactions.) 
 

15. In a non face-to-face negotiation setting, do you correlate successful trust 
building with successful negotiating outcomes?  If the answer is yes, follow 
up with question as to definition of a successful negotiating outcome and 
whether that outcome was the originally intended outcome. 
 

16. Please explain how your negotiation style operates in a situation where you do 
not trust your negotiating counterparty.  Please provide specific examples. 
 

17. Outside of a specific negotiating context, please give one or more examples of 
how others can build effective trusting relationships with you?  (After the 
answer, follow up asking how those approaches differ from the approaches 
you would use in similar contexts.) 
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Concluding Questions (if time is available) and Comment 
 
 

 
18. Please describe the extent to which you gather information about your 

negotiation counterparty from third parties prior to the time you contact that 
party. 
 

19. This interview is about to conclude, but if I have missed anything regarding 
how you build trust in a non face-to-face negotiation with a new counterparty, 
please provide that information as this time. 
 

20. Thank you for taking the time to participate in this interview.  Your answers 
will provide a wealth of data that will be useful in developing possible 
theories as to how experienced negotiators develop trust in non face-to-face 
negotiations with new counterparties. 
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Appendix D 

 
Themes 

 
Related Open Codes Categorized Via Axial 

Coding 

Number of 
Participants 
Mentioning 
(out of 16) 

A.  Competency 1.  Technical knowledge of subject area 
2.  Well prepared 
3.  Knowledge of formal and informal rules 
     of specific negotiating environment 
4.  Uses discretion in sequencing 
5.  Effective use of time 

 
 
 
 
 

16 
B.  Active 
      Listening 

1.  Shows other party an understanding 
     of other’s goals and interests 
2.  Uses candor in acknowledging 
     expression of goals and interests 

 
 
 

16 
C. Reasonableness 1.  Demonstrates strong desire towards 

     successful negotiation 
2.  Takes positions based on logic 
3.  Exchanges important information as 
     important 
4.  Collaborative as appropriate 

 
 
 
 
 

16 
D.  Integrity 
     (meaning 
     truthfulness in 
     factual 
     representations) 

1.  Baseline assumed in most instances 
2.  Not assumed in certain settings 
     involving parties where one sides’ 
     reputation for trust is not viewed as 
     important 
3.  Neutral verification procedures 

 
 
 
 
 

13 
E.  Prenegotiation 
     Socialization 
     (“PNS”) 

1.  Use PNS 
2.  Don’t use PNS 
3.  Impact of PNS or not for trust building 
4.  Importance of PNS in outcomes 

 
 
 

16 
F.  Importance of 
     Trust 

1.  Where parties had comparable 
     leverage and BATNAs 
2.  Where there is a mismatch of leverage 
     or BATNAs 
3.  Where other side demonstrated lack of 
     reasonableness or integrity 

 
 
 
 
 

9 
G. Communication 
     Medium 

1.  Use of telephone as primary medium 
     due to synchronocity benefits 
2.  Use of e-mails 
3.  Downside relating to use of e-mails 

 
 
 

16 
H.  Trust Building 
      Strategies 

1.  Volitional 
2.  Subliminal 
3.  Imbedded in negotiation style 

 
 

16 
I.  Observability See Codes related to Themes A, B, C and D. 12 

 


