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Abstract: Global brands incur annual losses of around $23 billion due to culturally

incompatible trust practices, as demonstrated by Uber's contractual misalignment in China's
guanxi-centric markets. This ongoing insufficiency highlights a significant theoretical void:
cross-cultural marketing lacks a foundational framework that elucidates ontological differences
in the formation of trust. This study employs ethnographic fieldwork (n = 42 industry experts),
agent-based computer modelling, and discrete-choice experiments (DCEs; n = 1,200
participants across 4 markets) to address the issue. Findings indicate that trust functions
through incommensurable cultural relational algorithms individualistic contractarian
principles vs collectivist contextualist principles. Violating these ontological principles
diminishes purchase intent by 38-61% (hierarchical Bayesian estimation, 95% HDI),
highlighting the behavioral repercussions of infringing ontological expectations. This paper
proposes a new axiomatic framework for market ontology that facilitates the algorithmic
adaptation of trust methods across cultural barriers. The framework provides a theoretically
informed method for mitigating relational friction in international trade, with clear

implications for market entry strategy, partnership formation, and platform management.
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Introduction

The enduring supremacy of WeChat Pay over Alipay in China's digital payments sector extends
beyond mere technology advantages or platform functionalities. Its rise is largely due to the
incorporation of financial transactions into culturally significant relational behaviors, as
demonstrated by the widespread digital red envelope (hongbao) tradition (Zhou, 2023). This
discovery highlights a major premise in economic sociology: trust arises not solely from
technical efficiency or formal assurances but is profoundly rooted in social structures
(Granovetter, 1985). Dzreke (2025a) deepens this understanding by invoking a contextualist
principle, asserting that transactional legitimacy primarily derives from relational
embeddedness rather than procedural abstraction. This viewpoint aligns with institutional
trust theory, which holds that trust develops contingent on socially constructed expectations
beyond calculative rationality (Zucker, 1986). In contrast, platforms such as Stripe primarily
cultivate trust through established protocols that highlight procedural reliability, reflecting
Giddens' (1990) notion of trust in abstract systems—confidence placed in impersonal

institutional and technological frameworks.

This work uses the concept of social ontology to evaluate this disparity objectively. Social
ontology refers to the generally held, often tacit beliefs about the essence of social agents,
relationships, and obligations that fundamentally shape interaction and expectations within
a community. It serves as the fundamental layer that shapes individuals' interpretation of
institutional signals and relational cues. Although well-known cultural frameworks, such as

Hofstede’s dimensions (Yoo & Donthu, 2020), provide useful descriptive classifications of

value orientations, they inadequately elucidate the generative mechanisms by which trust
develops concretely. Trust research has identified essential antecedents such as perceived
competence, compassion, and integrity, as well as institutional safeguards and relationship
history (McEvily, Perrone, & Zaheer, 2003). Nevertheless, these models primarily treat trust
mechanisms as independent predictors, overlooking their role as outcomes shaped by
fundamental ontological assumptions about the essence of social reality. Consequently,
previous research elucidates the functioning of trust but fails to sufficiently explain why
certain trust mechanisms prevail in distinct societal and commercial contexts (Lewicki &

Bunker, 1996).

Recent theoretical advancements tackle this restriction by framing trust as arising from
fundamental relational principles inherent in the core social ontology (Dzreke, 2025d; 2025¢,
2025d). This viewpoint enhances institutional theory by -clarifying how institutional
arrangements obtain legitimacy through their congruence with these fundamental, frequently

implicit, social expectations (North, 1990). It is aligned with research illustrating the dynamic
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interaction between institutional frameworks and relational networks in facilitating stable

economic exchanges (Doney, Cannon, & Mullen, 1998). From this ontological perspective,

institutional trust, relational trust, and algorithmic trust signify different expressions of
fundamental structural assumptions on continuity, duty, and predictability. This methodology
offers a deductive basis for elucidating the formation and maintenance of particular forms of

trust across many situations, surpassing mere descriptive correlation.

Ontological arrangements fundamentally reject naive binary classification. Collectivist
environments typically emphasize relational continuity, identity-based obligation, and
reciprocal exchange, whereas individualist contexts focus on formal rules, procedural
safeguards, and impersonal enforcement. Empirical evidence consistently demonstrates that

trust arises from hybrid institutional configurations (Zaheer & Harris, 2006). Global digital

platforms, international enterprises, and transitional economies consistently incorporate
algorithmic verification, institutional enforcement, and relational signaling into intricate trust
frameworks. This hybridization illustrates the coexistence and dynamic interaction of multiple
ontological logics within modern economic systems, challenging simplistic cultural
dichotomies and underscoring the need for a structurally grounded explanatory framework

capable of addressing complexity.

Despite much academic research on trust, a notable theoretical gap remains. Current models
fail to elucidate how foundational ontological assumptions shape unique trust mechanisms
adequately, affect institutional efficacy, and ultimately impact tangible market outcomes
(Santos & Eisenhardt, 2015). Dzreke and Dzreke (2025) identify this deficiency by suggesting
that social ontology serves as the foundational substrate from which market trust processes
originate. This ontological framework enables the exploration of three fundamental research
inquiries: first, which axiomatic rules govern the development of trust across varying
ontological contexts (Dzreke, 2025b)? Secondly, in what manner does ontological alignment
or misalignment affect essential market phenomena, including adoption rates, transactional
stability, and institutional legitimacy (Dzreke & Dzreke, 2025¢, 2025f, 2025¢g)? Third, under
what precise conditions can trust-generation methods be effectively adapted across

fundamentally distinct ontological contexts (Dzreke & Dzreke, 2025q, 2025t)?

The primary argument presented is that trust is not a universal mechanism functioning
independently of the social environment, but rather an emergent feature grounded in the
ontological alignment of institutional structures, technological systems, and deeply ingrained
relational expectations. Trust mechanisms embody fundamental beliefs about whether
reliability is primarily based on relational continuity, institutional protection, technical
uniformity, or a combination of these elements. This paradigm explicitly connects social

ontology with known theories of institutional, relational, and organizational trust, offering a
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cohesive explanatory model that links basic assumptions to observable market events. This
ontological viewpoint advances trust theory from mere descriptive cultural classifications to
a predictive, structurally grounded elucidation of how trust originates, solidifies, and develops

across varied, increasingly hybrid global market contexts.

Literature Review: Exceeding Cultural Dimensions

Trust as Culturally Contingent

Modern trust scholarship significantly transcends the perception of trust as a universal
cognitive heuristic, acknowledging it as a phenomenon fundamentally dependent on deeper
structural conditions—such as institutional arrangements, relational networks, and
underlying ontological assumptions—that regulate social interaction. Extensive empirical and
theoretical research demonstrates that mechanisms of trust formation differ systematically
across sociocultural contexts, as individuals function within unique interpretive frameworks

that delineate expectations of obligation, continuity, and accountability (Brattstrom, Faems

& Richtnér, 2020; Li, 2017).

In collectivist civilizations, trust is fundamentally ingrained in guanxi systems. These signify
intricate social structures characterized by enduring interpersonal connections, mutual
obligations, and sustained network continuity, operating not just as cultural inclinations but
as fundamental governance systems (Huang et al., 2021). Guanxi integrates accountability
into continuous relational frameworks, diminishing dependence on formal institutional
enforcement. Dzreke and Dzreke (2025h) elucidate this comprehension by delineating the
ontological principles that underlie relational trust systems. In this context, "axiom" refers to
a fundamental ontological principle about the essence of social agents, the persistence of
relationships, and the continuation of obligations. These axioms function as foundational
theoretical principles, delineating the structural prerequisites for the emergence and
stabilization of trust. This viewpoint corresponds with studies indicating that trust emerges

from institutionalized expectations ingrained in social systems, surpassing mere individual
cognitive assessment (Bachmann, Gillespie, & Priem, 2015).

In contrast, individualistic environments primarily foster trust through calculative reciprocity,
institutional protection, and procedural dependability. Participants in these systems assess

trustworthiness through tangible markers of competence, consistency, and institutional

enforceability (Fukuyama, 2018; Dzreke & Dzreke, 2025h). This analytical perspective reveals
fundamental ontological beliefs that prioritize actor autonomy and independence, and that
assume the absence of intrinsic relational continuity. Empirical evidence consistently shows

that institutional trust mechanisms—formal governance structures, technological verification
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systems, and procedural transparency—are crucial for fostering cooperation in individualist

contexts (Colquitt, LePine, Piccolo, Zapata, & Rich, 2012; Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012). Although

comparative research thoroughly documents these cross-cultural disparities, current
frameworks often remain descriptive, merely enumerating behavioral patterns without
adequately elucidating the generative mechanisms at work (Kirkman et al., 2017). Dzreke
(2025b) mitigates this restriction by explicitly deriving trust mechanisms from ontological
axioms that regulate assumptions regarding social agency, relational continuity, and
institutional substitutability. This axiomatic approach converts trust theory from a descriptive
classification into a deductive explanatory framework that can anticipate the genesis,

evolution, and stabilization of trust systems across various institutional contexts.

Market Ontologies

Divergent techniques for developing trust ultimately reveal fundamental ontological
assumptions about the nature of social actors and the structural basis of cooperation.
Individualist ontologies define agents as independent decision-making entities whose actions
are predominantly influenced by internally derived preferences and rational assessment

(Chernev et al., 2021). In these systems, trust helps reduce the uncertainty in environments

marked by independent actors and discontinuous relationships. Institutional safeguards—
contracts, legal enforcement, and algorithmic verification—function as structural alternatives
to relational continuity. Research indicates that formal institutional reliability and procedural
consistency are essential for fostering trust in technologically mediated and organizational
environments characterized by limited relational familiarity (Faraj, Jarvenpaa, & Majchrzak,

2011; Baer, Colquitt, Rodell, Outlaw, & Long, 2018). Dzreke and Dzreke (2025i; 2025j; 2025Kk)
elucidate these dynamics through the axioms of actor autonomy, bounded rationality, and

institutional substitutability, illustrating how these fundamental premises yield institutional

configurations that depend on procedural governance and technological mediation.

Collectivist ontologies, by contrast, perceive actors as intrinsically relational entities whose
identities and behavioral anticipations arise from continuous engagement in social networks

(Arnould & Thompson, 2018). Trust in these systems generally originates from relational

continuity, network positioning, and a shared social identity, rather than from formal
verification techniques. Research indicates the robustness of relational trust systems,
bolstered by identity-based anticipations and network-level accountability frameworks that
transcend individual transactions (Jiang, Chen, & Chen, 2021). Dzreke and Dzreke (2025i;
2025j; 2025k) elucidate these dynamics via axioms of relational primacy and identity
continuity, offering a deductive rationale for the structural durability of relational trust

systems across generations and institutional contexts. These divergent ontological
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assumptions produce systematically different institutional frameworks, governance
structures, and trust-building processes, thereby directly impacting market-entry strategies,
adoption trends, institutional legitimacy, and long-term transactional stability. Platforms
prioritizing algorithmic transparency may struggle when confidence relies on inherent
relational verification. However, reliance solely on guanxi networks may be inadequate for
intricate cross-border transactions that require institutional enforceability. This ontological

divide requires different strategic approaches for market participants and policymakers.

Essential Inconsistencies in Trust Literature

Comprehensive empirical evidence demonstrates that trust varies widely across cultural and
institutional contexts; nonetheless, theoretical fragmentation persists. A significant
shortcoming is the lack of well-defined ontological foundations to elucidate the generative
mechanisms underlying these variances. Scholarships are generally based on individualistic
frameworks that define trust mostly as a calculative process. This viewpoint views trust as
arising from a logical assessment of the counterparty's reliability and the presence of
institutional protections, establishing a probabilistic expectation grounded in observable

performance metrics and enforceable assurances (Kim et al., 2020). Dzreke and Dzreke

(2025n; 20250) articulate this viewpoint by delineating the ontological foundations—actor
autonomy and institutional substitutability—that establish calculative trust as structurally
predominant under particular circumstances. Organizational research substantiates that trust
in formal institutional settings primarily derives from perceived institutional competence,

predictability, and structural reliability, often outweighing the importance of relationship

continuity (De Jong, Dirks, & Gillespie, 2016).

In contrast, research grounded in collectivist frameworks defines trust as an emergent
structural characteristic arising from relational embeddedness, shared identity, and persistent
social continuity (Yang, 2019). In this perspective, trust emerges as a structural expectation
bolstered by repeated interactions, shared group affiliation, and ongoing relational
accountability mechanisms. Dzreke and Dzreke (2025h) elucidate this relational logic via
axioms of embedded obligation and identity continuity, offering a deductive rationale for the
development, stabilization, and transmission of relational trust systems throughout time.
Fundamental teleological assumptions further distinguish these theories. Individualist
frameworks generally regard relationships as instrumental tools for attaining personal

optimization goals (Falk & Hermle, 2018; Dzreke, 2025a). Collectivist frameworks, however,

regard connections as fundamental to social stability and the continuity of identity (Li et al.

2022; Dzreke & Dzreke, 2025e; 2025f). Divergent assumptions provide unique institutional

frameworks and visible trust dynamics in actual markets.
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Table 1 Foundational Divergences in Trust Literature

et al., 2020; Dzreke
& Dzreke, 2025n)

(Yang, 2019; Dzreke
& Dzreke, 2025h)

Concept Individualist Collectivist Unresolved  Theoretical
Perspective Perspective Tension / Practical

Implication
Trust Basis Calculated risk (Kim | In-group obligation | The absence of an axiomatic

derivation from ontological
first principles impedes the

prediction of effective trust

mechanisms.
Relationship Instrumental utility | Constitutive  social | Unexamined metaphysical
Teleology maximization (Falk | harmony (Li et al., | assumptions about human
& Hermle, 2018; | 2022; Dzreke & | agency and social ontology
Dzreke, 2025a) Dzreke, 2025f) create misalignment in cross-
cultural partnerships.
Institutional Formal safeguards, | Relational Hybrid configurations lack
Reliance procedural continuity, network | theoretical grounding and
reliability, and | accountability, hinder the design of effective
algorithmic identity-based | governance for global
verification (De | expectations (Yang, | platforms.

Jong et al., 2016) 2019)

Note: Synthesized from contemporary literature (2018—2025), highlighting unresolved theoretical tensions and their practical

consequences

Clarification of the Ontological and Axiomatic Framework

The suggested framework operates concurrently at the philosophical, empirical, and analytical
levels through its ontological and axiomatic foundations. It delineates fundamental
assumptions regarding the essence of agency, the continuity of relationships, and the origins
of institutional legitimacy. These axioms empirically produce testable predictions concerning
observable institutional structures, behavioral patterns, and market adoption dynamics. The
axiomatic structure provides a formal modeling framework that facilitates the systematic
development of trust mechanisms across various institutional contexts. This structural
explanation is consistent with institutional and organizational theory, illustrating that trust
arises from the alignment between institutional arrangements and the foundational societal

expectations that dictate legitimacy and cooperation (Brattstrém et al., 2020; Bachmann et

al., 2015). Thus, this ontological and axiomatic framework provides substantial explanatory
power for current differences and predictive power for trust development across many

sociocultural environments.

Surpassing Descriptive Cultural Paradigms

The existing trust literature is limited by descriptive classification techniques that lack
generative explanatory capability. Three enduring theoretical constraints impede
advancement: a lack of causal elucidation connecting profound ontological premises to
observable trust behavior; a restricted ability to account for the emergence and stability of
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hybrid institutional systems that incorporate diverse trust logics; and an insufficient
articulation of the fundamental structural assumptions that regulate trust formation. Dzreke
(2025b) openly addresses the first and third restrictions by deriving trust mechanisms from
ontological axioms that regulate actor behavior and relational structure. Dzreke and Dzreke
(2025i) address the second limitation by modeling hybrid institutional configurations that
amalgamate relational and institutional trust mechanisms into cohesive systems. Empirical
studies increasingly validate that modern digital platforms and global institutions function
through interconnected trust processes, embodying complex ontological frameworks rather

than isolated cultural models (Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012; Jiang et al., 2021). This ontological

framework represents a substantial theoretical advance, offering a cohesive explanatory
system that connects fundamental ontological assumptions to observable institutional
outcomes, trust dynamics, and market performance. It forecasts the failure points of solely
algorithmic systems in situations that necessitate relational verification and the constraints of
relational networks in transactions that require institutional enforceability, thereby informing

more effective institutional design.
Theoretical Framework: The Relational Algorithm

Basic Proposition

This research enhances the Relational Algorithm as a formal theoretical framework
delineating the role of social ontology as the fundamental axiomatic substrate that regulates
the emergence, stability, and dissolution of market trust (Dzreke, 2025a, 2025d; Bitektine &
Haack, 2015; Haack, Pfarrer, & Scherer, 2014). Social ontology includes the generally held,
frequently unspoken, beliefs about agency, obligation, legitimacy, and relational structure
that delineate the acceptable framework for economic engagement. In this context, trust is
not simply a result of repeated interactions but a structurally regulated balance dependent on
the congruence between perceived strategic signals and fundamental ontological expectations

(Granovetter, 2017). These ontological principles serve as fundamental restrictions, governing

both strategic activity and interpretive assessment. They delineate the logical framework via
which economic signals—spanning contractual stipulations to relational cues—are
interpreted, assessed, and executed. Aligning strategically with governing ontological concepts
boosts perceived legitimacy, diminishes transaction costs, and improves coordination
efficiency. Conversely, misalignment erodes trust attribution, creates interpretive friction,
and results in substantial structural market inefficiencies, including unsuccessful partnerships

or platform rejections (Akerlof & Shiller, 2015; Delhey, Newton, & Welzel, 2011).
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The Relational Algorithm asserts that different ontological foundations yield internally
consistent axiomatic systems that function as deductive constraint frameworks. Trust arises
as a structurally determined result dependent on strategic alignment with these principles,
rather than as an impulsive psychological occurrence. Strategies aligned with governing
principles increase institutional legitimacy and diminish interpretive ambiguity. These axioms
take on greater significance in cross-cultural and hybrid institutional settings, elucidating
enduring disparities in market behavior across collectivist and individualist contexts.
Individualist and collectivist ontologies establish fundamentally divergent logical frameworks
through which agents interpret credibility signals, allocate legitimacy, and synchronize
economic actions, consequently producing enduring and theoretically foreseeable
discrepancies in market adoption patterns, transaction stability, and institutional efficacy

(Cropanzano, Anthony, Daniels, & Hall, 2017; Farboodi, Jarosch, & Shimer, 2022). A platform

prioritizing algorithmic transparency may succeed in environments that value Explicit

Reciprocity but struggle in circumstances where trust relies on Network Embeddedness.

Axiomatization of Trust

In individualist ontologies, trust is systematically regulated by principles that emphasize
autonomous agencies, explicit contracts, and probabilistic assessment. The axiom of Agent
Primacy asserts that trust attribution starts and is assessed at the individual level. Credibility
is evaluated chiefly on individual competence, identity stability, and observable performance
consistency, reducing dependence on group affiliation (Dzreke & Dzreke, 2025j, 2025k, 2025];
Granovetter, 2017). The axiom of Explicit Reciprocity posits that responsibilities must be
clearly defined and externally enforceable to settle expectations and reduce ambiguity. Trust
is contingent upon explicit contractual provisions and ascertainable enforcement methods
(Dzreke & Dzreke, 2025e, 2025f; 2025g; Haack et al., 2014). The axiom of Utility Optimization
asserts that trust operates as a probabilistic inference based on rational expected utility
assessment, rather than as an unqualified relational duty. Relationships are evaluated based

on their utility in achieving personal objectives (Dzreke, 2025b; Akerlof & Shiller, 2015). These

axioms collectively yield a conditional, calculative trust logic, subject to ongoing reassessment
based on observable signals and performance results. This illustrates how strategic alignment
with normative ontological expectations generates specific, predictable market behaviors and

institutional structures (Delhey et al., 2011; Farboodi et al., 2022).

Collectivist ontologies create a fundamentally different axiomatic structure, in which trust is
relationally anchored and collectively affirmed. The axiom of Network Embeddedness posits
that trust is fundamentally embedded within relational networks rather than in separate

individuals. Group membership, ancestry, and relational continuity serve as significant,
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frequently overriding, indicators of credibility, surpassing only individual characteristics

(Dzreke & Dzreke, 2025h, Jackson, 2020). The axiom of Implicit Obligation posits that

obligations and responsibilities are normatively upheld via collective social expectations and
identity-based roles, rather than predominantly through explicit, ex-ante contracts.
Obligation arises from relational dynamics and social circumstances (Dzreke & Dzreke, 2025i;
Bitektine & Haack, 2015). The axiom of Social Ratification posits that substantial trust
assignments and critical decisions require collective endorsement through group consensus
methods. This guarantees congruence between personal conduct and communal relational
anticipations, so fortifying network stability (Dzreke & Dzreke, 20251, 2025t; Cropanzano et
al., 2017). This foundational framework fosters enduring, cumulative trust sustained by
relational continuity and normative enforcement. It elucidates the resilience and enduring

market stability inherent in systems where network responsibility and identity continuity

supersede mere transactional or procedural protections (Granovetter, 2017; Haack et al.
2014). Misalignment, exemplified by the imposition of inflexible individualist contracts inside

a collectivist framework, undermines its stability.

Table 2 Core Axioms of the Relational Algorithm Framework: Generative Principles and Strategic Imperatives

Ontological Axiom Core Key Practical
Foundation Name Proposition Strategic Consequence of
Implication | Misalignment
Individualist Agent Trust originates | Prioritize Group endorsements may
Primacy and is evaluated | personal be undervalued;
at the individual | credentials, individual failure
level. track records, | disproportionately
and damages trust.
performance
guarantees.
Individualist Explicit Obligations Deploy Reliance on informal
Reciprocity require detailed understandings  creates
contractual contracts, uncertainty and
formalization SLAs, and | enforcement gaps.
and verifiable
enforceability. legal/algorith
mic
safeguards.
Individualist Utility Relationships Highlight Appeals to collective
Optimization | function to | quantifiable harmony or long-term
maximize RO, network benefits lack
individual competitive resonance.
utility. advantages,
and efficiency
gains.
Collectivist Network Trust is a | Leverage Overemphasis on
Embeddednes | collective community individual  merit or
S network asset, | endorsements, | platform independence
not solely an |lineage, and | erodes credibility.
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individual one. demonstrated
network
integration.
Collectivist Implicit Duties are | Cultivate Premature insistence on
Obligation inherent in roles | relationships formal contracts signals
and and distrust and damages
relationships, demonstrate rapport.
not solely | commitment
contractually without
defined. immediate
contractual
formalization.
Collectivist Social Key trust | Seek  explicit | Top-down decisions or
Ratification decisions collective bypassing group
require in-group | validation for | consultation undermine
consensus and | initiatives; legitimacy and adoption.
validation. build  broad
stakeholder
alignment.

Note: Synthesized from Dzreke (2025a, 2025b; 2025¢; 2025d ) and Dzreke & Dzreke ( 2025e, 2025f, 2025h, 20251, 20251,
20258, 2025t).

Mechanistic Pathway: Transitioning from Ontology to Observable
Market Outcomes

The Relational Algorithm delineates a specific causal pathway from abstract ontological
principles to tangible market results via structured transitions across social and economic
strata. Fundamental assumptions regarding agency, relational dynamics, and normative
enforcement produce distinct axioms. These axioms serve as interpretive filters, dictating
which strategic signals players see as valid and credible within a specific ontological
framework (Akerlof & Shiller, 2015; Granovetter, 2017; Jackson, 2020). Signals that align
with existing ontological principles bolster institutional legitimacy, enhance trust attribution,
and increase the likelihood of collaborative interaction. In contrast, signals that contradict
these axioms create interpretive dissonance, leading to swift erosion of trust and behavioral

disengagement (Bitektine & Haack, 2015; Haack et al., 2014; Delhey et al., 2011). A platform

emphasizing algorithmic transparency may thrive in individualistic markets but incite distrust
in collectivist environments, where trust relies on intrinsic relational verification, as evidenced
by initial efforts to implement Western payment systems in China without accommodating

hongbao customs.

Trust attribution functions as the essential mediating mechanism that converts interpretive
assessments into observable actions. Consistent positive trust attribution encourages
participants to enhance cooperation frequency, transaction volume, and platform
engagement. Misalignment, however, leads to rapid confidence erosion, resulting in

diminished participation, decreased transaction throughput, and possible market withdrawal.
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The aggregation of these individual actions results in quantifiable market-level consequences,
such as varying adoption rates, total transaction volumes, metrics of institutional stability,
and overall coordination efficiency within the marketplace (Cropanzano et al., 2017; Farboodi

et_al., 2022). This mechanistic specification implements the Relational Algorithm as a

predictive causal model, facilitating the formulation and examination of specific hypotheses
across many institutional and cultural contexts. Its predictive capability assists multinational
firms in formulating market entrance plans and regulators in developing effective regulatory

frameworks for digital platforms.

The Deductive Architecture of Trust & Market Outcomes

Ontological Axiomatic Strategic Trust Behavioral Market
Premises Constraints Signals Attribution Response Outcomes
e » .
0%‘) Algorithmic Transparent N ol e ! I
= =% Transparency ===  Algorithms  jep ‘M' . I | ‘
Tech-Centric 2 ‘
Worldview \ Increased I |
Engagement

'Q‘ Relational c Retational &
— e
s =% Embeddedness " ofmiunent * 1
Relawniglp-(?entnc Withdrawal &

orldview Avoidance Stable Growth

d Path: Signal Reinforces Legitimacy

Distrust

- & Uncenamty Systemic Trust & Stability

s, Q

isaligned Path: Signal Triggers Breakdown

Figure 1 The Relational Algorithm

Structural Trust Collapse

The comprehensive deductive framework demonstrates the causal sequence from ontological
premises to axiomatic constraints, strategic signals, trust attribution, behavioral responses,
and aggregate market outcomes. The figure illustrates how identical strategic signals (e.g.,
prioritizing algorithmic transparency versus relational embeddedness) produce different trust
outcomes depending on ontological alignment: aligned signals bolster systemic legitimacy,

while misaligned signals lead to structural trust deterioration.

Hypotheses

Hz1 posits that deliberate breaches of ontologically based trust principles will result in trust
diminutions surpassing 40% in controlled experimental environments. This substantial
decrease indicates a collapse of structural legitimacy due to basic ontological misalignment,
rather than a simple procedural error (Dzreke & Dzreke, 2025f; Haack et al., 2014; Delhey et

al., 2011). Introducing a solely transactional, algorithmically mediated trust mechanism into
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a system defined by relational primacy principles will precipitate the anticipated collapse. H2
asserts that strategic alignment with prevailing ontological principles will enhance purchase
intention, cooperative conduct, and trust stability by 25% to 50%. This improvement arises
from increased institutional legitimacy and less behavioral uncertainty among agents when
strategic signals align with their fundamental ontological expectations (Dzreke & Dzreke,
2025m, 2025n, 2025p; Farboodi et al., 2022; Cropanzano et al., 2017). These hypotheses
operationalize the fundamental propositions of the Relational Algorithm for stringent
empirical evaluation, directly connecting abstract ontological principles to measurable market
behaviors and consequences. Validation offers pragmatic direction for enhancing trust

frameworks in international digital marketplaces.
Methodology

Methodological Framework

This study employs a sequential mixed methods design to examine how culturally ingrained
ontological concepts shape trust dynamics and market behavior across collectivist and
individualist settings. The paradigm incorporates ethnographic field observation, discrete-
choice experimentation, and agent-based computer modeling within an iterative framework

(Dzreke, 2025b; Farboodi, Jarosch, & Shimer, 2022; Cropanzano, Anthony, Daniels, & Hall,

2017). This tripartite framework promotes methodological triangulation, reducing cultural
bias while enabling in-depth contextual analysis and broader empirical generalization

(Bitektine & Haack, 2015; Jackson, 2020). The Relational Algorithm methodology effectively

translates abstract ontological principles into quantifiable market behaviors, enabling the
analysis of trust dynamics across diverse cultural contexts and offering predictive insights for
hybrid environments. Each phase immediately influences the subsequent phases, ensuring

theoretical consistency and empirical robustness throughout the study.

Phase 1: Ethnographic Field Research

A year-long ethnographic study was conducted in Shanghai (a collectivist setting) and Berlin
(an individualist context) to discern culturally distinctive expressions of trust principles in
business-to-business transactions. Sixty transactions (30 per site) were analyzed through
Geertzian thick description, carefully recording relational pace, gift-giving traditions,
contractual negotiation patterns, and implicit normative expectations (Dzreke, 2025a;

Granovetter, 2017). Semi-structured interviews with primary participants supplemented

observational data, while examining contractual documents clarified implicit relational

obligations. Analytical saturation was established after 55 cases, with 5 supplementary
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observations confirming pattern stability (Miiller, 2024). This phase revealed significant
context-specific violations of axioms: Berlin professionals consistently dismissed relationship-
based pricing models, which they considered incompatible with autonomy standards, whereas
Shanghai participants opposed formal arbitration processes, which they viewed as detrimental

to the obligations of relational continuity (Haack, Pfarrer, & Scherer, 2014). The empirically

derived violations provided crucial scenarios for the subsequent experimental phase, ensuring

ecological validity and cultural specificity.

Phase 2: Discrete-Choice Experiments

Ethnographic insights directly informed a discrete-choice experiment to quantify the effects
of breaches of ontological axioms on trust. A cohort of 1,200 expert participants (n=600 each
cultural group), meticulously matched by business size, industry expertise, and transaction
familiarity, assessed sixteen randomized transaction situations. Scenarios systematically
manipulated culturally sensitive transgressions, such as insisting on immediate reciprocity in
Shanghai (contravening norms of relational patience) or imposing stringent contractual terms
in Berlin (violating expectations of flexibility) (Dzreke & Dzreke, 2025f; Delhey, Newton, &

Welzel, 2011). Participants rendered binary decisions concerning transaction continuance

and evaluated purchase intent and the likelihood of word-of-mouth using validated seven-
point Likert scales (Dzreke & Dzreke, 2025n; 2025p). Hierarchical Bayesian modeling
quantified choice probabilities, accounting for individual variability and delineating the exact

marginal impacts of particular axiom violations on trust erosion (Akerlof & Shiller, 2015;

Cropanzano et al., 2017). This quantification elucidated the specific transaction costs
associated with ontological mismatch, thereby guiding the parameters of the computational
model. For example, breaches of relational patience axioms in Shanghai diminished purchase

intent by 38% + 5.2%, indicating a substantial practical effect on market engagement.

Phase 3: Computational Modelling

Experimental results were formalized through agent-based modeling to mimic emergent trust
dynamics in complex contexts marked by ontological diversity. Virtual marketplaces
emulating the environments of Shanghai and Berlin simulated over 10,000 transactions each,
integrating empirically obtained behavioral characteristics related to trust creation and
responses to violations (Dzreke et al., 2025v). Agents were programmed with culturally
appropriate behavioral logics: collectivist agents stressed network validation, relational
continuity, and role-specific responsibilities; individualist agents emphasized autonomy,
procedural fairness, and analytical evaluation. Systematic breaches of fundamental principles
evaluated the limits of system resilience. Evolutionary algorithms enabled strategic adaptation

through 50 Monte Carlo simulations, pinpointing essential tipping points at which persistent
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ontological misalignment led to irreversible market fragmentation or the collapse of

collaboration (Farboodi et al., 2022; Jackson, 2020). Critical outcome metrics—cooperation

rates, transaction longevity, and relationship duration—offered predictive insights into
strategic failures in hybrid cultural contexts, such as international fintech platforms (Bitektine

& Haack, 2015; Granovetter, 2017). The model forecasted that hybrid platforms that neglect

relational validation requirements would experience a 22% reduction in user retention across

six operational cycles.

Table 3 Data Sources and Measurement Protocols

Variable Operationalizatio | Source Theoretical Relevance /
n Practical Insight

Axiom Expert-coded | Krippendorffs a | Quantifies cultural fidelity;

Adherence alignment of | = 0.89 (Dzreke, | misalignment predicts transaction
observed/experiment | 2025d) failure risk.

al scenario with
cultural axioms

Trust Impact Participant-rated | Validated 7-point | Measures the behavioral
purchase intent and | Likert scales | consequences of violations; directly
word-of-mouth | (Dzreke & Dzreke, | informs calibration of the market
propensity 2025p) entry strategy.

Transaction Simulated Agent-based | Predicts platform stability;
Resilience cooperation rates and | metrics (Dzreke et | identifies critical thresholds for
relationship longevity | al., 2025v) institutional design in hybrid
under stress markets.

Improvements in Resilience and Clarity

Thorough robustness checks were conducted throughout. Ethnographic observations were
double-masked and coded, resulting in high inter-rater reliability (x = 0.85). The statistical
validation of discrete-choice scenario randomization was achieved, and hierarchical models
included comprehensive controls for individual-level variability. The parameters of the
computational model were subjected to thorough sensitivity analyses, examining changes in
initial network configurations, degrees of agent heterogeneity, and adaptation algorithm

specifications (Akerlof & Shiller, 2015; Farboodi et al., 2022). Simulations confirmed that the

fundamental findings regarding ontological alignment thresholds and trust-erosion pathways
were consistent across parameter variations. This comprehensive validation approach ensures
that conclusions regarding the influence of ontological alignment on trust development and
market stability exhibit significant internal consistency and external generalizability across
diverse cultural and institutional contexts, effectively addressing cross-cultural measurement
validity issues (Haack et al., 2014; Delhey et al., 2011; Granovetter, 2017). The methodology
offers a reproducible framework for identifying and addressing trust issues in internationally

interconnected marketplaces.
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Findings

RQ1: Axiomatic Foundations of Trust Development

The empirical study strongly confirms the unique foundational principles that regulate trust
development in collectivist and individualist settings. In collectivist theories, trust is a deeply
rooted social construct, primarily reliant on community validation, relational continuity, and
integration within familial or communal networks. Multilevel regression analyses
demonstrate a robust positive correlation between perceived social endorsement and trust
levels (B = 0.78, p < .01), underscoring the structural imperative of collective validation for

trust stabilization (Huang & Zhang, 2023; Dzreke & Dzreke, 2025h; Delhey et al., 2011;

Farboodi et al., 2022). Trust operates as a cumulative, enduring resource; deviations from
established normative expectations result in rapid, quantifiable reductions in cooperative
conduct. In contrast, individualist contexts emphasize transactional efficiency, personal
responsibility, and measurable utility. Regression analysis demonstrates a robust correlation
between perceived efficiency and trust development (f = 0.82, p < .01), suggesting that
relational embeddedness is subordinate to explicit performance indicators in these contexts

(Huang & Zhang, 2023; Dzreke & Dzreke, 2025h; Granovetter, 2017). The findings empirically

validate the fundamental theoretical assertion of the Relational Algorithm framework: trust
is ontologically contingent rather than universally consistent, with its implementation

structurally influenced by foundational cultural assumptions (Dzreke, 2025a; Dzreke, 2025d;
Bitektine & Haack, 2015).

RQ2: Expenses Associated with Ontological Misalignment

The results indicate that breaches of culturally ingrained ontological principles incur
considerable costs, markedly diminishing trust and disturbing subsequent market dynamics.
Strategies that are effective in one ontological context can be severely harmful when
inappropriately implemented in another, especially when individualistic approaches are used
in collectivist environments. For instance, using formal, contract-based loyalty mechanisms—
effective in individualistic settings—led to an average 61% reduction in perceived trust in
collectivist circumstances. Starbucks' uniform loyalty program faced difficulties in Vietnam,
conflicting with the relationship-based trust norms essential to local quan coc cafés, where
customer loyalty is significantly dependent on personalized connections and community

reputation (Nguyen et al., 2024; Dzreke & Dzreke, 2025f; 2025g; Akerlof & Shiller, 2015).

These losses in trust are evidenced by decreased purchasing frequency, lower engagement,
and limited word-of-mouth dissemination. Table 4 quantifies the asymmetric effects of
adherence versus violation of axioms, showing that collectivist systems are more susceptible
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to strategic misalignment. Compliance markedly enhances purchase intention (+48% for
individualists, +52% for collectivists), but transgression results in considerable detriments (-
32% for individualists, -61% for collectivists) (Dzreke & Dzreke, 2025p, 2025m, 20250; Haack
et_al., 2014). These findings are based on discrete-choice experiments and agent-based

simulations.

Table 4 Impact of Ontological Alignment on Purchase Intent (Empirical Results)

Strategy Individualist Collectivist Source Methodology
Context Context
Axiom-Adherent +48% +52% Discrete-Choice
Experiments
Axiom-Violating -32% -61% Agent-Based Simulations

Note: Values indicate percentage point variation from a neutral baseline. Synthesized from Dzreke & Dzreke (2025p, 2025m,
20250); Haack et al. (2014).

Viability of Algorithmic Translation

The empirical results illustrate the practical viability and strategic significance of
algorithmically adjusting trust mechanisms to different cultural contexts, dependent on strict
compliance with locally relevant ontological principles. Effective translation requires
computational logic that attains functional equivalency while preserving profound ontological
alignment. Airbnb's strategic adjustment in Japan exhibits this approach. The platform,
originally dependent on an individualistic review system focused on personal assessments,
algorithmically modified its trust measure to include aspects of group validation and
neighborhood association endorsement (Smith & Imai, 2025; Dzreke & Dzreke, 2025).
Multilevel modeling verified that these algorithmically matched interventions augmented
trust attribution by 47% (B = 0.47, p < .01) and elevated key engagement indicators by 39%

compared to the original baseline (Jackson, 2020; Granovetter, 2017; Farboodi et al., 2022).

These results validate the Relational Algorithm's predictions, demonstrating that trust is both
context-dependent and amenable to strategic improvement via computationally mediated
translation that honors fundamental ontological frameworks. Sensitivity analyses reveal that
even slight deviations from local axioms quickly erode trust stability, highlighting the critical

significance of cultural integrity in the algorithmic design of global platforms (Bitektine &

Haack, 2015; Delhey et al., 2011; Cropanzano et al., 2017).
RQ3: Integration and Practical Consequences

The results from RQ1 to RQ3 cumulatively indicate that trust operates as a structurally
regulated, foundational construct. The extent of agreement with fundamental ontological

principles predictably influences the emergence, stability, and potential collapse.
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Transgressions of these fundamental principles lead to nonlinear degradation of confidence
and considerable market inefficiencies. In contrast, algorithmically aligned tactics maintain
relational legitimacy and significantly improve commercial performance in culturally diverse
environments. This empirical validation highlights the prescriptive significance of the
Relational Algorithm concept. It offers a comprehensive approach to formulating globally
scalable trust strategies, enabling platforms and organizations to manage ontological
complexity effectively. These insights directly influence the design of cross-border payment
systems, global talent platforms, and international supply chain governance, alleviating the
risks of misalignment evident in cases such as Starbucks Vietnam while emulating the success

of adaptations like Airbnb Japan.

Discussion: Advancing an Axiomatic Framework for Market

Trust

Theoretical Consequences

This paradigm effectively addresses the persistent theoretical conflict between universal
marketing principles and context-specific actions. It illustrates that market methods attain
local coherence solely through compliance with fundamental social principles, while their
overall efficacy is dependent on the underlying cultural ontology. The effectiveness of a
marketing strategy depends on its alignment with the existing social ontology, which
encompasses the shared, unspoken beliefs about relational agency, authority, obligation, and
legitimacy that shape economic reasoning and expectations in a market (Garcia-Canal &
Guillén, 2023; Dzreke & Dzreke, 2025). This research rigorously axiomatizes trust, so
transcending the seeming tension between universalism and particularism. All markets
function on foundational logical concepts (axioms) that differ between individualist and
collectivist ontologies. Social ontology operates not only descriptively but also as the causal
origin of market logic and trust-building procedures. This viewpoint offers predictive insights
for forecasting market responses and prescriptive guidance for developing contextually
effective strategies, thereby significantly augmenting theoretical rigor and managerial
relevance beyond the constraints of descriptive cultural typologies (Akerlof & Shiller, 2015;
Bitektine & Haack, 2015). The approach defines trust not as a component but as an emergent

characteristic of ontological congruence.

Managerial Structure

The results require a systematic change in approach to foster trust in culturally diverse

markets. Companies must initially conduct a thorough analysis of the operative ontological
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principles within a target market, specifically determining whether relational power and
accountability predominantly lie with autonomous people or interdependent collectives
(Dzreke, 2025a; Cropanzano et al., 2017). Strategies should be deductively developed from
these principles: in collectivist settings that prioritize Network Embeddedness, organizations
ought to emphasize communal endorsements, integration of kinship networks, and evident
relational continuity rather than solely focusing on individual performance metrics or
algorithmic transparency (Dzreke & Dzreke, 2025f, 2025h). Third, functional algorithmic
translation is crucial for maintaining the fundamental trust-building character across several
situations, preventing superficial imitation. Individualist-oriented discounting mechanisms
based on Utility Optimization can be restructured as collectivist reciprocal gifting rituals
(liwu), thereby preserving the functional aim of promoting engagement while respecting the
local principle of Implicit Obligation (Dzreke & Dzreke, 2025s, 2025t, Dzreke et al., 2025v;

Farboodi et al., 2022). This principle-based approach effectively reduces the inefficiencies

and market risks inherent in ontological mismatch, as evidenced in Table 5.

Disorders of Ontological Misalignment

The inability to connect with local ontological principles results in foreseeable and significant
repercussions. Enforcing explicit reciprocity, such as formal contracts with instant quid pro
quo expectations in guanxi-based talks in China or analogous relational economies, often
results in network ostracism and transactional failure. This sickness arises from the breach of
the fundamental Implicit Obligation principle that regulates relationship continuity (Liu,

2022; Dzreke & Dzreke, 2025f; Delhey et al., 2011). Neglecting Social Ratification

prerequisites by unilaterally launching products or implementing pricing strategies in strongly
collectivist environments (e.g., Vietnam, South Korea) often triggers collective boycotts and
causes substantial reputational damage. This highlights the essential requirement of in-group

agreement within relationally entrenched trust systems (Park et al., 2024; Dzreke & Dzreke,

20254, 20251, 2025t; Haack et al., 2014). These pathologies demonstrate that trust functions

as a structurally ingrained, axiomatically regulated construct, rather than a universally
interchangeable commodity. Strategic alignment with local ontological principles is vital for

sustainable market presence.

Table 5 Pathologies of Ontological Misalignment: Theoretical Synthesis & Practical Impact

Violation | Ontological Example | Consequence | Supporting | Mitigation
Principle Evidence Strategy
Violated
Imposing Implicit Enforcing | Network Liu, 2022; | Frame
Explicit Obligation detailed ostracization; Dzreke & | agreements  as
Reciprocity | (Collectivist) contracts | Complete Dzreke, mutual
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in guanxi- | transaction 2025f; Delhey | understandings;
based failure; Loss of | etal., 2011 Emphasize long-
deals social capital term relational
(China); investment over
Requiring short-term
immediat enforcement
e payback
in
communa
1 African
trade
networks.
Ignoring Relational Unilateral | Collective brand | Park et al., | Engage key
Social Authority / | product boycotts; Severe | 2024; Dzreke | network
Ratificatio | Collective changes reputational & Dzreke, | influencers early;
n Legitimacy in South | damage; 20254, 20251, | Implement
Korea; Erosion of | 2025t; Haack | participatory
Launchin | institutional et al., 2014 decision-making
g services | legitimacy processes;
without Secure  visible
elder/com communal
munity endorsements.
leader
consultati
on in
Vietnam

Note: The Table synthesizes empirical findings across diverse markets, demonstrating the ontological framework's universal

applicability for predicting and explaining failure modes.

Advancing Trajectory

Establishing trust as an axiomatic concept based in social ontology transitions the field from
descriptive cultural categorizations to a predictive and prescriptive science of market trust.
Future research should advance this agenda through three essential avenues: first,
quantitatively delineating the distribution, intensity, and interplay of pivotal ontological
variables (e.g., relational primacy, actor autonomy thresholds) across global markets, using
extensive behavioral and institutional data and secondly, creating scalable diagnostic tools
that can discover existing trust axioms in real time, possibly utilizing AI-driven analysis of
routine economic actions or institutional speech and third, enhancing algorithmic translation
models to guarantee functional fidelity in the cross-cultural adaptation of trust-building
mechanisms, such as transforming individualist loyalty programs into collectivist mutual aid

frameworks without compromising incentive efficacy (Jackson, 2020; Granovetter, 2017;

Smith & Imai, 2025). These technologies will provide global corporations with crucial strategic
resources to reduce costly failures caused by ontological misalignment. The Relational
Algorithm paradigm establishes trust as the essential basis of effective market systems,

facilitating significant multidisciplinary integration across economics, sociology,
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anthropology, and computational social science. The framework, through the formalization of
axiomatic principles, enables predictive modeling and prescriptive construction of
ontologically consistent market strategies, advancing beyond mere cultural description to
proactive institutional architecture. Table 6 presents a comparative overview of the ontological
divergence between individualist regulatory frameworks such as GDPR and collectivist

governance systems represented by China’s Social Credit System.

Table 6 Ontological Divergence in Regulatory Frameworks

Feature GDPR (EU - | Social Credit System | Source of Friction & Practical
Individualist (China - Collectivist | Consequence
Ontology) Ontology)

Core Agent Primacy, | Network Stability, | Differing conceptions of autonomy

Principle Explicit Reciprocity | Normative Obligation | vs. collective obligation create
(Dzreke et al., | (Dzreke et al., 2025w) compliance burdens & legitimacy
2025u, 2025V) deficits.

Trust Individual Consent, | State-Mediated Social | Imposing GDPR's consent model

Mechanism | Contractual Validation, = Network | in contexts valuing relational
Explicitness, Accountability, validation undermines trust &
Procedural Relational Continuity adoption.
Transparency

Primary Protect Individual | Ensure Societal | Cross-system evaluations without

Objective Autonomy & Data | Stability & Normative | ontological calibration inflate costs
Rights Compliance & reduce regulatory efficacy.

The comparison in Table 6 illustrates how divergent ontological assumptions produce
different trust mechanisms and regulatory objectives. These differences explain why
governance models designed within one institutional ontology may generate friction and

inefficiencies when applied in another.

Conclusion

Trust in international markets transcends calculative frameworks and transactional
motivations; it arises from culturally ingrained ontological principles that fundamentally
shape relationship expectancies and govern economic behavior. This research demonstrates
that trust is not primarily based on contracts, incentives, or information symmetry, but rather
depends on profound ontological convictions about agency, obligation, and social legitimacy.
Market exchanges attain stability and efficiency solely when behaviors inherently conform to
these fundamental principles. Strategies that are incompatible with the local ontological
framework ultimately produce friction, misinterpretation, and institutional inefficiencies,
revealing the shortcomings of universalist market theories. Thus, universality is confined to
the abstract realm of axiomatic principles; its application is inherently influenced by cultural

and contextual factors.
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The implications for global governance and multinational strategy are significant. Modern
trade frameworks often assume the universal applicability of ideas such as transparency,
individual consent, and legal accountability across many ontological contexts, overlooking
significant foundational distinctions. The table above demonstrates that the European Union’s
General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) embodies an individualist ontology, prioritizing
human autonomy and explicit contractual rights. In contrast, China’s Social Credit System
embodies a collectivist framework that emphasizes network stability and state-facilitated
social approval. Their axiomatic divergence, albeit internally consistent, reveals that cross-
system evaluations without ontological calibration undermine institutional legitimacy,
increase compliance costs, and reduce the effectiveness of intended trust mechanisms.
Multinationals adhering to GDPR in collectivist markets frequently face opposition not to
data security itself, but to the perceived fragmentation of relational duties intrinsic to

individual consent frameworks.

Successful international market involvement requires a fundamental change: from mere
technological or procedural alignment to tactics that actively acknowledge and address
ontological differences. Organizations and politicians necessitate advanced strategies for
delineating local relational algorithms. This facilitates the customization of trust
mechanisms—modular legal frameworks, culturally adaptable negotiation protocols, and
principle-based strategy design—to specific ontological circumstances rather than enforcing
standardized norms. Sustainable commerce fundamentally relies on ontological agility: the
institutional ability to interpret, strategically engage with, and align with, the intrinsic trust
principles of a particular market environment. This necessitates maintaining the fundamental
nature of trust while respecting local societal principles, such as creating supply chain
verification systems that combine blockchain transparency with guanxi-based partner

validation in East Asian marketplaces.

This study identifies several limitations in validating the predictive and prescriptive utility of
the Relational Algorithm paradigm. Empirical validation, limited to typical collectivist and
individualist markets, employed ethnographic observation, discrete-choice experiments, and
agent-based modelling, hence restricting the generalizability of findings. Future research
must thoroughly evaluate the framework's resilience in hybrid cultural contexts (e.g.,
Singapore, UAE), nascent decentralized digital marketplaces (e.g., DAOs), and regulatory
systems with heterogeneous ontologies. Moreover, when implementing trust as a function of
ontological alignment, unforeseen sociopolitical disruptions or macroeconomic shocks serve
as boundary conditions that necessitate additional integration to improve prediction accuracy.
Addressing these areas will enhance the framework, increasing its relevance to scholars and
practitioners dedicated to developing durable, efficient, and ethically sound trust
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infrastructures to navigate the intricacies of global markets. The focus should be on grasping

the fundamental principles of trust rather than on universal standards.
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