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Note to readers. This paper should not be seen as a draft to an article instead it should be seen as a first draft of the chapter/s on trust in my thesis which is a monograph. The idea behind my thesis is that most theories of business firms – end-consumer interaction borrow heavily from economic theories. This thesis instead, theoretically, borrows from behavioural theory and more specifically using industrial networks as a base. The idea is to expand the boundaries of the industrial networks and incorporate the single end-consumer as an actor in the network. In my network based consumer-firm setting trust is seen as one important concept that connect the actors (firms’ – end-consumers). Trust is also seen in a continuum from high to low which lead to the conclusion that trust can be measured as part of the strength of the relation. Here it is important to note that trust is not only directed between these two actors (firm – end-consumer) other connected actors such as friends, family and industrial actors can create the trust an end-consumer have in an exchange partner. Other activities then trust that create the strength of the business relation between firms’ - end-consumers in my network based consumer-firm setting are; business exchange (from simple exchange – complex exchange), information exchange (from small and simple information exchange – high and complex information exchange) and commitment (low commitment – high commitment). Together these four “variables” will be further elaborated and presented both theoretically and empirically in my thesis. 

Trust

Johnson and Grayson asks the question “many scholars, practitioners, and consumers use the word “trust”, but what, exactly, is it?” (2000: 358) They seems to have a point, conducting a search in the database Business Source Premiere, leads to 15 512 different academic articles on the concept until 7/24-06. The purpose here is not to give the final answer to their question neither give a full review of what has been written on trust in different disciplines, others has already done that (Mayer and Davis 1995; Rousseau et al. 1998). Instead the point here is to use earlier results and adapt them to a network based, consumer-firm setting. The reason trust is essential to business exchanges are, according to Luhmann, or rather the answer he gives in this book Trust and Power (1979) is “reduction of complexity”. Lewis and Weigert further elaborates on the notion of reduction of complexity when they states that “if all possible future events were accorded equal probability, the future would appear with such enormous complexity” (1985: 968). Implicit in our interpretation of Lewis and Weigert’s argument is the notion of heterogeneity where all things are not equal, instead knowledge is important and shape our expectations about future events (exchanges). Therefore, the reason trust is important in our network based consumer-firm setting is heterogeneity, and the notion that all things are not equal. Heterogeneity can be in a resource such as the same type of grape taste different depending on where it is raised. Heterogeneity can also be in one actor’s perception of another actor; which is where trust becomes important. 

What trust is not? 

Looking at the titles of 15 512 different articles on the same concept, one can easily get a feeling that trust is everything. To get some example of the wide spread of areas where the concept trust is incorporating “A Game-Theoretic Framework of Trust” (Van Witteloostuijn 2003) and “Between trust and control: Developing confidence in partner cooperation in alliances” (Das 1998). Here we got help from Mayer and Davis in their frequently refereed article “An integrative model of organizational trust” (1995), where they state that two different construct often becomes mixed with or mistaken for trust. First they declare cooperation is not trust (Ibid:713). They have found that cooperation is often confused with trust, although, as they state, trust can frequently lead to cooperative behaviour but it is not a necessary condition for trust. Rousseau et al goes even further in their article “Not so different after all” when they declare “this blurring of the distinction between trust and cooperation has led to fuzziness in the construct of trust itself”(1998:394). We will not further elaborate on the concept of “cooperative behaviour” but just note that two or more actors do not have to develop an alliance together to trust each other. Thus, this specific limitation is useful in our network based consumer-firm setting because it means that an end-consumer can trust an air travel firm without cooperation, just through other actors earlier exchanges. Furthermore, Mayer and Davis state that predictability is not trust, because, trust must go beyond predictability. Here they give a good example of what they imply by declare that just because one can predict that a person will ignore the needs of another, does not mean that he is trustworthy, it just mean that he is predictable (Mayer and Davis 1995:714). To give an example from our context; just because a travel agency always put one price on the web-site and another price, often higher, at the time the customer reach the cash-counter, does not signify that travel agency can be trusted, it just mean that it is predictable. 

Another person whom has put a lot of thinking into the concept of trust is Bart Nooteboom who has written a book on the subject, called Trust (2002). Instead of discuss what trust is not, as Mayer and Davis, he put trust next to information. Here he state that “there can be neither trust with complete lack of information, nor with complete information” (Ibid:37), or as McAllister puts it, “given total knowledge, there is no need to trust, and given total ignorance, there is no basis upon which to rationally trust” (1995:26). If we put these two quotations into our context it implies that if an end-consumer, buying a flight ticket, had all the information concerning a specific exchange, also knowledge of all possible outcomes, trust would not be of importance. In other words, in an “economic-man” situation trust is not an issue, which is reasonable because, who do you have to trust if you have all the facts. If we turn this argument upside-down, if the end-consumer, buying a flight ticket, had none information concerning this specific exchange and had no knowledge of the possible outcomes, trust would not be of importance. “When faced by the totally unknown, we can gamble but we cannot trust” as Lewis and Weigert puts it (1985:970). The basis for the second argument is that a person, or a firm, cannot trust something they don’t know exists, at least in a business situation. In the context of consumer-firm exchange this is a natural limitation since an end-consumer with no knowledge of the existence of a potential exchange partner, the end-consumer cannot possibly have trust in that firm. 

This leads us to the notion that trust is only of importance in our network based consumer-firm setting in the contact between persons or a person and a firm in a specific exchange situation. The forth limitation of the concept trust, in our network based; consumer-firm setting is that trust is context specific and not something that can be talked of in general. As stated by Lewicki et al “it is possible for parties to both trust and distrust one another, given different experiences within the various facets of complex interpersonal relationships” (1998: 440) or in Lewis and Weigert words“ we choose whom we will trust in which respects and under what circumstances” (1985: 970). As an example, just because an end-consumer trust a specific pilot to fly safely from one airport to the next does not mean that the same end-consumer trust the pilot when it comes to cock a good dinner. The last limitation we will talk about here is that trust does not have to be simultaneous. This is something that Nooteboom  touches upon when he declare that “trust is seldom completely balanced, often asymmetric” (2002:38). This is a break with earlier thoughts of trust where such authors as Zucker defines trust as “a set of expectations shared by all those involved in an exchange”(1986:54). This is an important limitation to us since it gives us the information that trust can be asymmetric distributed where one part can have more or less trust then the other part. Put in our context, an end-consumer can have high trust in a specific exchange partner, such an airline, but the airline only have limited trust in the end-consumer. Just because Lennart Käll, the CEO of the travel agency Ticket, said “one thing we all can agree on is that you cannot trust customers’ loyalty” (Interview2005)doesn’t mean that customers can’t trust Ticket.  

Now we have discussed five limitations of the concept trust in our network based consumer-firm setting; cooperation is not trust, predictability is not trust, trust have to incorporate “some” knowledge, trust is context specific and trust do not have to be simultaneous. Implicit in these arguments is that an end-consumer cannot obtain and process all available information; some exchange possibilities and outcomes are outside the consumer context. Also implicit in these limitations, especially in “trust have to incorporate “some” knowledge” is that trust can be seen on a continuum from high to low. At the same time some actor can have different amount of knowledge about each other the same actors can have different amount of trust for each other. If we go back to Luhmann’s argument where the person or firm’s reason for trust is to “reduce complexity” (1979) we would rather accept Cyert and March (1963) notion of bounded rationality where, in their case, a firm cannot obtain and process all available information. In our network based consumer-firm setting not only firms are unavailable to gain and process all information, also, a single end-consumer.

What can be trusted? 

Now we have some information on what trust is not, and its time to decide what can be trusted, at least in our network based consumer-firm setting. Mayer et al makes a distinction between trustor, who is the trusting party, and a part to be trusted, the trustee(1995:711). Nooteboom describes the condition as “trust entails a subject, a person who trusts, called the trustor, and an object, something or someone that is trusted, called the trustee” (2002:9). The outcome of the trustors, trust, in the trustee is trustworthiness. A bit confusing with all the names slightly the same, but, the most important information is that trust have to incorporate two or more parties which means trust is not part of a person but part of the relationship. So, the unit of analysis is not a person or a firm but their relationship with each other and additional connected actors. Another important part of the trustor, trustee separation is that these can be on different levels, such as individual, firm or a person in a firm. When we put this into our context it gives us information that a single end-consumer, trustor, can have trust in a specific person, trustee, working at an air travel company. The trust the end-consumer has in the person working in the company can lead to trust in that company. As an example, an end-consumer can trust his neighbour when it comes to guide the best places for vacation and since the neighbour works at a travel agency the end-consumer starts to trust that specific firm. On the other hand, the situation can be the opposite. I can trust the person at the airline’s check-in to handle my bags in a way that makes them arrive to the same place, at the same time as me, just because that person represent an airline I trust. The trust an end-consumer has in that specific employee in an organisation is only depended on the trust that end-consumer has in that specific organisation. Here we could easily slip into a discussion based on Giddens structuration-theory but that is not the point we just wanted to make a separation and connection between personal trust and system trust (Lewis and Weigert 1985). Instead we are going to discuss what trust is in our network based consumer-firm setting and how it can be defined.

Definition of trust

Bernard Barber defines in his book “The logic and limits of trust” that “actors’ expectation is the starting point for defining different kinds of trust”(1983:5). Lewicki and Bunker have a similar view as Barber when they declare “expectation of the other party”(1996: 116) to be the basis for trust. Nooteboom uses the definition “it (trust) is an expectation that things or people will not fail us” (2002:18). These three definitions all seem to add on each other and if we sum them together we got “actors’ expectation that the other party (firms’ or people) will not fail us” as our first basis for trust. Here we changed Noteboom’s “things or people” to “firms’ and people” because in our network based consumer-firm setting we are not interested in “things” as such, they have to be connected to a specific exchange. Included in the bases for trust is expectation, and in our opinion, one cannot have expectations without, at least some, knowledge. These two, knowledge and expectations, cannot exist without each other but a distinction is that knowledge is something that has already been gained where expectation links forward. Lachmann defines expectations as anticipations, wishes and hopes about the unknown future that arises, in turn, from each individual’s experience (Lachmann 1977). Here we learn that expectation differs according to the amount of knowledge a trustor have which leads us to the conclusion that “the future is not completely a repetition of the past” (Hadjikhani and Johanson 2002:289). This connects back to McAllister view of trust when he told us that “given total knowledge, there is no need to trust, and given total ignorance, there is no basis upon which to rationally trust” (1995:26). McAllister also states that “available knowledge and “good reasons” serve as foundation for trust”(1995: 26). Good reasons is also something that Lewis and Wiegert uses as a motivation for trust when they stat that “we choose whom we will trust in which respect and under what circumstances, and we base the choice on what we take to be “good reasons”(1985: 970). In our opinion good reason is a synonym to expectations and we will treat them equal. 

Our first basis for trust “actors’ expectation that the other party (firms’ or people) will not fail us” has similarities with Mayer et al and their definition of trust, which is one of the most quoted (cited 299 times in the database Business Source Premiere). “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” (Mayer and Davis 1995:712). An important difference between our first basis for trust and Mayer et al’s definition is their “willingness to be vulnerable”. As we have discussed earlier, trust is not necessary if we have all the facts, the part “willingness to be vulnerable” in Myers definition is a bit misleading, in our opinion. It is not as much to be willing to be vulnerable, as to accept the fact that if an actor is willing to act in a certain way the actor cannot handle or know all possibilities and outcomes, instead the actor has to trust a person or a firm. Important in our conceptualization of trust is the “will perform a particular action” in Mayer et al’s definition. This connects back to our forth limitation of the concept trust we said that trust is context specific and not something that can be talked of in general. When incorporating “will perform a particular action” to our conceptualisation, our second basis for trust becomes “actors’ expectation that the other party (firms’ or people) will perform a particular action and not fail us”. 

Another often quoted definition of trust is Morgan and Hunt with their “one party has confidence in an exchange partner’s reliability and integrity”(1994: 23). They make a distinction from the behavioural part (will perform a particular action) from our second basis of trust when they state that “we argue that willingness to act is implicit in the conceptualization of trust…and should be viewed as an outcome (or, alternatively, a potential indicator) of trust and not as a part of how one defines it” (Ibid: 23). In our network based consumer-firm setting willingness to act is not considered implicit in trust and should be part of the definition or as Moorman et al states “if one believes that a partners is trustworthy without being willing to rely on that partner, trust is limited” (1993: 315). What is important in Morgan and Hunts definition is “confidence” and “exchange partner”. It is not enough to have “expectation that the other party will perform a particular action and not fail us” as we stated earlier it is more that we have to have confidence in our expectations. Also, it is not specific enough with “the other party”; instead from now on we will talk about exchange partner. Our final definition of trust in our network based consumer-firm setting is “confidence in our expectations that exchange partners’ (firms’ or people) will perform a particular action and not fail us”. In our definition we made a slight difference from Morgan and Hunts “exchange partner’s” to our “exchange partners’” but in this thesis it is an important distinction. In our conceptualization, trust in an exchange partner can be gained from other connected actors in the network and not only from the consumer – firm dyad.

Now we have our definition of trust “confidence in our expectations that exchange partners’ (firms’ or people) will perform a particular action and not fail us”. We also have five limitations of what trust is not; cooperation is not trust, predictability is not trust, trust have to incorporate “some” knowledge, trust is context specific and trust do not have to be simultaneous. We use the paragraph (firms’ or people) to emphasise that exchange partners can either be (firms’) business actors’ on the Internet or in regular stores or unbiased-media/commercials or (people) through a direct contact with another person. Here we argue that “confidence in our expectations” is not an on/off situation but a continuum reaching from high to low. In other word’s, trust in our network based consumer-firm setting is seen as a scale reaching from high to low. Implicit in this argument is that an actor can trust another actor, in a specific context, but not in general. As an example; an end-consumer can trust a specific exchange partner when it comes to make an exchange in a regular store but not on the Internet. As Lewicki et al states “within the same relationship we have different encounters in different contexts with different intentions that lead to different outcomes”(1998: 442). This leads to the notion that trust, in our network based consumer-firm setting, is not a, high trust – low trust continuum in general, but rather context specific. 

Knowledge-based trust

If we go back to the citation from McAllister “given total knowledge, there is no need to trust, and given total ignorance, there is no basis upon which to rationally trust” (1995:26). Trust based on knowledge is a subject in many different articles about trust. Another often researched subject regarding trust is affection. Lewis and Weigert (1985) argue that trust has an emotional part and McAllister (1995) uses the label affect-based trust. We will not state that emotions are unimportant to trust, but in our network based consumer-firm setting emotions and affections is rather seen as an outcome of trust not as trust itself. Often referred to as the founding fathers of “knowledge-based trust” are Lewicki and Bunker with their article “Developing and maintaining trust in work relationships”. In their article they state that knowledge-based trust “develops over time, largely as a function of the parties having a history of interaction”(1996: 121). History of interactions (knowledge) is also common in other researchers’ definition of trust. Zucker uses the label “process-based trust” which she defines as “a record of prior exchanges, often obtained second-hand or by imputation from outcomes of prior exchanges”(1986: 60). Rousseau et al uses the label “relational trust” instead, which is derived from “repeated interactions over time”, where the “exchanges can evolve from an arm’s-length transaction into a relationship” (1998: 399). Nooteboom touches upon the subject in his book Trust where he declare that knowledge-based trust can be based on knowledge obtained from others (as in a reputation mechanism), or on one’s own experience (2002: 14). Here we have a few examples of how knowledge-based trust has been handled in the literature. Often, as in Zucker’s definition, knowledge is gained either from direct interactions or obtained second-hand, but it all connects back to the same type of knowledge-based trust. 

In our network based consumer-firm setting, knowledge is of importance, and knowledge can be gained either direct or indirect. At least according to Penrose (1959) and her well known definition, in industrial network theory, where she separate, knowledge, into objective and experiential. Objective knowledge or explicit knowledge as Polanyi (1969) term it, can be formally taught and learned through written words or by mouth (Penrose:53). Experiential knowledge, on the other hand, can only be learned through personal experience (Penrose:53). Embedded in the argument is that experiential knowledge can be transformed to objective knowledge but not the other way around. As and example from our context; it doesn’t matter how much a friend describe his latest flight, you cannot actually gain the experience. Also included in the definition is that experiential knowledge is both situation specific and produces a change in individuals and cannot be separated from them (Penrose:53). The change in individuals can either be in the form of more knowledge acquired or a change in the ability to use knowledge in a specific situation. As an example of how experiential knowledge can be used as objective knowledge, Niklas Zhovnartsuk, Sales Manager at MyTravel, states that they always strive for a “3, 8” on a 5 point scale (Interview2005). The idea is that MyTravel hands out a questionnaire in their airplanes’ on the way home to find out about the end-consumers experiences of their service. According to Zhovnartsuk the idea is that the average for the whole groups experience of the service should be 3, 8. If the group have a lower average the firm has to work on these parts to make the offering better, on the other hand if the average is above 3, 8 the firm know they offer to much and has to lower their service in that specific area. The idea is to always offer more then the end-consumer expects but not too much. Here the firm’s use each individual’s experiential knowledge as objective knowledge in the creation of a service. 

As stated above, trust is defined as “confidence in our expectations that exchange partners’ (firms’ or people) will perform a particular action and not fail us”. If we add Penrose conceptualisation of objective and experiential knowledge into our operationalization of trust it gives us an idea that confidence in our expectations can be gained or loosed either from own experience or from others described knowledge. A separation of trust into trust gained from experiential knowledge and trust gained from objective knowledge leads us to two different types of knowledge-based trust; objective-based trust and experiential-based trust. 

Experiential-based trust

Experiential-based trust is the trust a trustor gained from earlier experiences with a specific trustee. We define experiential-based trust as Lewicki and Bunker characterizes knowledge-based trust in general, as it “develops over time, largely as a function of the parties having a history of interaction”(Lewicki and Bunker 1996: 121). An actor can only gain experiential-based trust though interactions with an exchange partner, not through books or others described knowledge. Implicit in the argument is the actor cannot have experiential-based trust, in a trustee, without previous interactions. Previous business exchange with the same trustee gives the trustor experiential-based trust and also a perception in form of expectation of the outcome of next business exchange with the same trustee. As we discussed earlier, trust is context specific and not seen in general in our network based consumer-firm setting. Just because an end-consumer is confidence in the expectations, based on earlier interactions with the specific exchange partner, that an exchange partner will perform a specific action and not fail, does not imply that the end-consumer generally trust the exchange partner. We will illustrate this in the empirically part by a separation between exchanges on the Internet and exchanges in regular stores. We argue that previous exchanges with a regular store do not give the end-consumer experiential-base trust in the exchange partner when it comes to make an exchange on the Internet, just exchanges in regular stores. 

Objective-based trust

Objective-based trust is trust gained from someone’s or something’s previous experiences with a specific trustee. Here we use the same argument as Penrose did, according to experiential and objective knowledge, where she stated experiential knowledge can be transformed to objective knowledge but not the other way around. In our conceptualization of knowledge-based trust experiential-based trust can be transformed to objective-based trust but not the other way around. We could have used the word network-based trust instead of objective-based trust but we will be consistent with Penrose knowledge separation. The idea is that the connected network that surrounds exchange partners does have a positive or negative effect in the creation of knowledge-based trust. As an example, when measuring impact of commercial media we are not interested in commercial media as such but the impact they have on the perception of trust an end-consumer have in a business exchange partner, in our case air-travel firms’. This leads to the notion that end-consumers can gain or loose knowledge-based trust in an exchange partner from objective-based trust. We used the words “someone’s or something’s” to describe that a trustor can gain trust in other ways then through a direct contact with another person, such as a TV documentary or a commercial in the local paper. This leads to a separation of objective-based trust into two different categories; personal-based objective trust and media-based objective trust. Personal-based objective trust is trust mediated from friends or relatives experiential-based trust, often referred to as word-of-mouth (Parasuraman et al. 1988), whereas media-based objective trust is gained from either commercial media or “unbiased media”. Here we refer to unbiased media as reviews in newspapers or a TV-documentary. Commercial media, on the other hand, as a media space whom a firm has paid for; such as a commercial in a paper. That said; we know that there is a fine line between what is paid for and what is not but we only use our respondents (end-consumers) perception of what is a commercial and what is unbiased media. 

Method

To study the impact of trust, and other variables, in our network based consumer-firm setting two types of data gathering methods has been used. First, interviews with persons working in the “air-travel network”, which in my case include; airlines, travel agencies, travel producers, owner of the ticket distribution network and other persons involved such as trade associations. A second type of data gathering has been a questionnaire which has been designed and distributed to 5000 different households based on location and income. The idea was to let the respondents answer questions about their perceptions of their relations with exchange partners (firms’ and people). Our rate of responses became 24, 88 % (1244/5000) and the questionnaire consisted of 141 questions. In the questionnaire we use a seven digit scale with the anchor points disagree - agree totally. We constructed our questionnaire in a way that our respondents could choose to answer the questions in two different settings; either with air-travelling or banks in mind. As an example, the question “Earlier exchanges have great influence on which product I buy” is not something that our respondents answered in general but, in my case, with air-travelling in mind. The division between those respondents who decided to answer our questionnaire with air-travelling in mind compared to those with banks in mind become air-travelling 73, 1 % to banks 26, 9 %. When divided our respondents regarding sex, 31, 8 % of our respondents were males and 61, 9 % females with a total average in age of 46, 15 years old. To measure the strength of the relation between an end-consumer (respondent) and an air-travel firm we decided to split our sample between those who had bought something on the Internet and those who has not bought something on the Internet. The reason behind this split is that we assume that Internet, as a rather new distribution channel, has made our respondents think and evaluate their exchange partners more the before Internet and not taken them for granted. Here we use the assumption that a relation in a regular store is not the same as on the Internet even thou the actors are the same. We will exemplify in a simple illustration. An end-consumer (trustor) always book and buy his air-travel tickets through a travel agency where our end-consumer visits a specific office. Through these exchanges the end-consumer has gained experiential-based trust in the travel agency. Next summer when our end-consumer decides to buy the ticket through the same travel agency, but on the Internet, the relation is not the same and the experiential-based trust is of no, or limited use. The result from our questionnaire showed that 80, 6 % of our respondents had bought something on the Internet. We are aware of that the general percentage in Sweden for exchanges on the Internet is lower then our figures. This systematic error could be because of the questionnaire design where many questions aim towards our respondents’ perception of their Internet use and habits. 
In the empirical part we will statistically test our idea that knowledge-based trust can be divided into experiential based and objective based trust. To get some coherence in our reasoning we will go through the same tests for all different types of trust. Starting with building a construct based on questions from our questionnaire, to see if we measure the same thing. When we have found questions that build up to a construct we will examine these questions more, by looking at their means. As we use a seven digit scale a low mean (below point four) equals low impact on that specific part of trust on the trust an end-consumer have for the exchange partner. We will also split our sample on Internet uses and non-Internet users to demonstrate that trust is not general but specific. The empirical part will start by analysing experiential based trust then the three types of objective trust; personal-based trust, non-biased media trust and commercial media trust. 

Testing the strength of experiential-based trust 

Building an experiential-based trust construct from our questionnaire with three questions; “earlier exchanges have great influence on which product I buy”, “I prefer to buy the product where I have bought it before”, “I credence stores more from which I have earlier experiences”. As a first test to see if these questions correlate with each other we conducted a two tailed Spearmans correlation test. The result we got was that the correlation is significant on the 0, 01 level. We also conducted a test of the Chronbach’s alpha and the result was .737, which is over the limit to be significant which .7, according to the SPSS manual (Pallant 2001). Finally we conduct a factor analysis and the result we got was;

	 
	Component
	Extraction

	Earlier exchanges have great influence on which product I buy
	,733
	,537

	I prefer to buy the product where I have bought it before
	,867
	,751

	I credence stores more from which I have earlier experiences
	,831
	,691


Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

These questions explain 65,970 % of the total variance with an Eigenvalue of 1,979, the next component has an Eienvalue of .645 (to become a component of their own, the Eignevalue has to be at least 1.0). A result from the correlation test and the factor analysis are that these three questions correlate with each other and also the construct variance is above the cut of point of 1.0. We have found three questions that influence experiential-based trust. 

Now we have information that these three questions correlate with each other and we can analyse them more in detail. We start by looking at their mean scores; “earlier exchanges have great influence on which product I buy” has a mean of 4, 96, “I prefer to buy the product where I have bought it before” has a mean of 4, 50, “I credence stores more from which I have earlier experiences” has a mean of 4, 76. As a first examination of these questions we find that the means are all above a normal distribution curve. From these three means can we draw a conclusion that earlier exchanges do have a positive influence on how much an end-consumer trust their exchange partners’. If we then split our sample between respondents who has bought something on the Internet and those respondents who has not bought something on the Internet, we find a remarkable difference between sample mean. Examining the mean on these questions only regarding respondents who has not bought something on the internet we find that; “earlier exchanges have great influence on which product I buy” has a mean of 5, 59, “I prefer to buy the product where I have bought it before” has a mean of 4, 92, “I credence stores more from which I have earlier experiences” has a mean of 5, 31. When we analyse the mean of these questions with a focus on those respondents who has bought something on the Internet we find that; “earlier exchanges have great influence on which product I buy” has a mean of 4, 82, “I prefer to buy the product where I have bought it before” has a mean of 4, 40, “I credence stores more from which I have earlier experiences” has a mean of 4, 63.


Descriptive Statistics

	 
	Mean total
	Mean Internet
	Mean (non) Internet

	Earlier exchanges have great influence on which product I buy
	4, 96
	4, 82
	5, 59

	I prefer to buy the product where I have bought it before
	4, 50
	4, 40
	4, 92

	I credence stores more from which I have earlier experiences
	4, 76
	4, 63
	5, 31


In these two groups; buyers on the Internet and non buyers on the Internet, we found that experiences from earlier exchanges have a positive influence on end-consumers trust in their exchange partners. We found that end-consumers whom has bought something on the Internet has “lower” trust in their exchange partners then those who has not bought something on the Internet, but still their mean is all above the normal distribution curve which should have been a mean of 4 ((1+2+3+4+5+6+7)/7=4). We conducted an independent sample test just to analyse if these differences was significant between those how has bought something on the Internet and those how has not. The result showed that there is a significant difference in the mean scores between these two groups since the values on the Sig. (2-taled) column is less then .05. 



Independent Samples Test

	 
	t-value
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean difference

	Earlier exchanges have great influence on which product I buy
	5,559
	884
	,000
	,770

	I prefer to buy the product where I have bought it before
	3,910
	897
	,000
	,522

	I credence stores more from which I have earlier experiences
	5,281
	892
	,000
	,677


The information we got from the means and independent sample t-test is that those end-consumers who has not used Internet to buy something has a significant different (higher) experiential-based trust in their exchange partners then those who has. Internet users have a lower trust in their exchange partners then those who buy their flight tickets in a regular store. 

What can be learned from this? One obvious conclusion is that experiential-based trust from earlier exchanges with one specific exchange partner is of importance for the expectations of future exchanges. That specific argument is statistically significant for both those end-consumers that have experience from exchanges on the Internet as well for those end-consumers which doesn’t have experience from exchanges on the Internet. End-consumers who have not bought anything on the Internet have a greater experiential-based trust towards their exchange partners then those end-consumers that have bought something on the Internet. At this point we can only speculate of the reason why behind the significant difference between these two groups but one reason why could be the importance of human contact. The trust could be in a specific exchange partner (person) and not in the exchange partner (firm). One such indicator, importance of human contact, is the mean between the two groups according to the question “I will always talk to competent staff before I buy the product”. End-consumers who has not bought anything on the Internet have a mean of 5, 72 on that specific question, compared to 3, 65 for the other group. 

Testing the strength of the objective-based trust 

In this empirical part we will separate objective-based trust into; personal-based, non-biased and commercial-based trust, starting with personal-based trust. Building a personal-based objective trust construct from our questionnaire with the three questions; “Suggestions from friends is always crucial when I buy the product”, “Advices from colleagues gives more credent exchanges” and “I always consult my family for advices before I buy the product”. As a first test to see if these questions correlate with each other we conducted a two tailed Spearmans correlation test. The result we got was that the correlation is significant on the 0, 01 level. We also conducted a test of the Chronbach’s alpha and the result was .610, which is below the limit to be significant which .7, according to the SPSS manual. When we took away the third question “I always consult my family for advices before I buy the product” we got a Chronbach’s alpha at .827, which is well above the limit to become significant. Here we can only guess why the question about family interaction become non significant but one speculation could be that 31 % of our sample lives in a single household which leads to friends and colleagues becomes more important. That said, calculating Chronbach’s alpha with the three questions only including those who lives in families (two or more persons) still do not reach the cut-off point of .7. Finally we conduct a factor analysis and the result we got was;

	 
	Component
	Extraction

	Suggestions from friends is always crucial when I buy the product
	,923
	,853

	Advices from colleagues gives more credent exchanges
	,923
	,853


Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

These two questions explain 85, 264 % of the total variance with an Eigenvalue of 1,705, the next component has an Eienvalue of .295. A result from the correlation test and the factor analysis are that these two questions correlate with each other and also the construct variance is above the cut of point of 1.0. We have found four questions that influence personal-based objective trust. 

When analysing these two questions mean scores; “Suggestions from friends is always crucial when I buy the product” has a mean of 3. 57, “Advices from colleagues gives more credent exchanges” has a mean of 3. 67. As a first examination of these questions we find that the means are both below a normal distribution curve. From these two means can we draw a conclusion that personal-based objective trust does have a low influence on how much an end-consumer trust their exchange partners’. If we then split our sample between respondents who has bought something on the Internet and those respondents who has not bought something on the Internet, we find a slim difference between sample mean. Examining the mean on these questions only regarding respondents who has bought something on the internet we find that; “suggestions from friends is always crucial when I buy the product” has a mean of 3, 57, which is the same mean as for the whole population. The second question “Advices from colleagues gives more credent exchanges” has a mean of 3, 69. When we analyse the mean of these questions with a focus on those respondents who has not bought anything on the Internet we find that; “suggestions from friends is always crucial when I buy the product” has a mean of 3, 61, “Advices from colleagues gives more credent exchanges” has a mean of 3, 55. Before we discus the implications of these means we also conducted an analyse of the mean for the third question “I always consult my family for advices before I buy the product”, which we abandoned after the Chronbachs alpha become too low. The question mean for the whole group become 3, 61; 3, 98 for those who has not bought something on the Internet and 3, 53 for those how has, which indicates that the standard deviation is larger then for the other two questions in the construct. The means also show that the non-users of Internet almost have a positive influence on the question “I always consult my family for advices before I buy the product” since the mean score is 3, 98. 


Descriptive Statistics

	 
	Mean total
	Mean Internet
	Mean (non) Internet

	Suggestions from friends is always crucial when I buy the product
	3, 57
	3, 57
	3, 61

	Advices from colleagues gives more credent exchanges
	3, 67
	3, 69
	3, 55

	I always consult my family for advices before I buy the product
	3, 61
	3, 53
	3, 98


In these two groups; buyers on the Internet and non buyers on the Internet, we found that personal-based objective trust does have a low influence on how much an end-consumer trust their exchange partners. We found that end-consumers whom has bought something on the Internet has “lower” personal-based trust in their friends then those who has not bought something on the Internet, but still their mean is all below the normal distribution curve which should have been a mean of 4,0. On the other hand, those end-consumers who have bought something on the Internet take advices from colleagues considerable more then those who have not bought something on the Internet. When we conducted an independent sample t-test just to analyse if these differences was significant but the result showed that there is not a significant difference in the mean scores between these two groups since the values on the Sig. (2-taled) column is more then .05. The information we got from the means and independent sample test is that those end-consumers who has not used Internet to buy something has not a significant different personal-based trust in their exchange partners then those who has. The third question “I always consult my family for advices before I buy the product” is the only question that has a significant difference between those who has bought something on the Internet and those who has not. Non-users of the Internet consult their families significantly more then those respondents who use the internet for exchanges. 

Independent Samples Test

	 
	t-value
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean difference

	Suggestions from friends is always crucial when I buy the product
	,272
	893
	,770
	,042

	Advices from colleagues gives more credent exchanges
	-,894
	864
	,373
	-,141

	I always consult my family for advices before I buy the product
	2,437
	893
	,016
	,450


What can be learned from this? One obvious conclusion is that personal-based objective trust from friends and colleagues is of low importance for the trust an end-consumer has in their exchange partners. That specific argument is statistically significant for both those end-consumers that have experience from exchanges on the Internet as well for those end-consumers which doesn’t have experience from exchanges on the Internet. End-consumers who have not bought anything on the Internet have a greater personal-based objective trust towards their friends then those end-consumers that have bought something on the Internet; Internet users, instead, listens more to advices from colleagues then those who have not bought anything on the Internet. We do not have any suggestions why these non-significant but visual differences appear between these two groups. Another conclusion is that non-users of Internet consult their families for advices before they buy the product statistically significant more then those respondents who have bought anything on the Internet. 

Trust in” unbiased” media

Building a ”unbiased” media trust construct from our questionnaire with the four questions; “Features in TV, radio or papers help consumer’s to find the best product”, “I find the best exchange partner through features in TV, radio or papers”, “Features in TV, radio or papers diminish exchange uncertainty” and “Tests in TV, radio and papers safeguards exchanges”. As a first test to see if these questions correlate with each other we conducted a two tailed Spearmans correlation test. The result we got was that the correlation is significant on the 0, 01 level. We also conducted a test of the Chronbach’s alpha and the result was .711, which is above the limit to be significant which .7, according to the SPSS manual is. Finally we conduct a factor analysis and the result we got was;

	 
	Component
	Extraction

	Features in TV, radio and papers help consumer’s find the best product
	,824
	,680

	I find the best exchange partner through features in TV, radio and papers
	,793
	,629

	Features in TV, radio or papers diminish exchange uncertainty 
	,703
	,495

	Tests in TV, radio and papers safeguards exchanges
	,609
	,371


Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

These questions explain 54, 36 % of the total variance with an Eigenvalue of 2,174, the next component has an Eienvalue of .929. A result from the correlation test and the factor analysis are that these four questions correlate with each other and also the construct variance is above the cut of point of 1.0. We have found four questions that influence”unbiased” media trust.

When analysing these four questions mean scores; “Features in TV, radio and papers help consumer’s find the best product” has a mean of 3. 14, “I find the best exchange partner through features in TV, radio and papers” has a mean of 2. 68, “Features in TV, radio or papers diminish exchange uncertainty” has a mean of 3. 72, interesting to note is that the forth question, “Tests in TV, radio and papers safeguards exchanges” has a mean of 4. 09. A first examination of the questions gives us information that three questions; “Features in TV, radio and papers help consumer’s find the best product”, “I find the best exchange partner through features in TV, radio and papers” and “Features in TV, radio or papers diminish exchange uncertainty” are below a normal distribution curve. From these three means can we draw a conclusion that unbiased media have low impact on how much an end-consumer trust their exchange partners’. All these three questions have in common that they include the words “features in TV, radio or papers”. The forth question which uses the word “tests” have a mean above the normal distribution curve. In opposition to the first conclusion we draw from unbiased media is that the last questions show that unbiased media have a positive influence on objective trust. Looking at the question “Tests in TV, radio and papers safeguards exchanges” gives us a hint that positive trust in unbiased media is not directed towards finding the best product or partner but rather safeguards the exchange, most specifically through tests. Tests in TV, radio and papers safeguards exchanges have a clear positive influence on end-consumers trust in their exchange partners. If we then split our sample between respondents who has bought something on the Internet and those respondents who has not bought something on the Internet, we can only find a small difference between sample mean. 


Descriptive Statistics

	 
	Mean total
	Mean Internet
	Mean (non) Internet

	Features in TV, radio or papers help consumer’s find the best product
	3, 14
	3, 08
	3, 15

	I find the best exchange partner through features in TV, radio or papers
	2, 68
	2, 66
	2, 69

	Features in TV, radio or papers diminish exchange uncertainty 
	3, 72
	3, 69
	3, 88

	Tests in TV, radio or papers safeguards exchanges
	4, 09
	4, 34
	4, 04


In these two groups; buyers on the Internet and non buyers on the Internet, we found small differences between group mean in three of the questions “Features in TV, radio or papers help consumer’s find the best product”, “I find the best exchange partner through features in TV, radio or papers” and “Features in TV, radio or papers diminish exchange uncertainty”. Common for these questions is also that they all have a slightly higher mean for those respondents who have not bought anything on the Internet. Again it is interesting to note that questions regarding “features in TV, radio or papers” are well below the normal distribution curve. The results from the forth question “Tests in TV, radio and papers safeguards exchanges” is interesting since the mean are above the normal distribution curve and the mean is higher for those end-consumers whom buys their products on Internet. This result is in opposition to the other questions since these all have a higher mean for those respondents who have not bought anything on the Internet. The direction of this result points towards Internet users have a higher tendency to use and trust tests then those end-consumers that not uses the Internet for exchanges. We conducted an independent sample test to analyse if this difference was significant between those how has bought something on the Internet and those how has not. The result showed that there is not a significant difference in the mean scores between these two groups since the values on the Sig. (2-taled) column is above .05 which is the cut-off point. 

What can be learned from this? One conclusion is that unbiased media trust is not of importance for the trust an end-consumer has in an exchange partner. That specific argument is statistically significant for both those end-consumers that have experience from exchanges on the Internet as well for those end-consumers which doesn’t have experience from exchanges on the Internet. Important to the first conclusion is that the words “features in TV, radio or papers” is included in the question. Here we found that trust in unbiased media is not of importance and our end-consumers do not trust unbiased media to find their best exchange partners or products. A second conclusion is that trust from unbiased media is of importance for the trust an end-consumer has in an exchange partner. The second conclusion builds it argument on the notions that Tests in TV, radio or papers safeguards. The difference from the first conclusion is that in that specific question the end-consumer has already found an exchange partner but the tests rather safeguards the exchange then help find the partner or product. Here media rather becomes a judge then a finder for trust. Another way to describe the situation is to state that tests in TV, radio or papers gives end-consumers confidence in their expectations that exchange partners’ (things or people) will perform a particular action and not fail them. Here it is also interesting to note that end-consumers who has bought something on the Internet has higher objective trust in tests then those end-consumers who chooses to buy their tickets in regular stores. 

Trust in commercial media

Building a commercial media-based trust construct from our questionnaire with the two questions; “Advertising makes it harder for consumers to find the best exchange partner” and “Advertising leads to doubtful exchanges”. As a first test to see if these questions correlate with each other we conducted a two tailed Spearmans correlation test. The result we got was that the correlation is significant on the 0, 01 level. We also conducted a test of the Chronbach’s alpha and the result was .523, which is below the limit to be significant which .7, according to the SPSS manual. The SPSS manual proclaim that short scales, which they define as scales with less then ten items, it is common to find Chronbach alpha values as low as .5. Here they declare it more appropriate to report the mean inter-item correlation which should be a number between .2 and .4 (Pallant 2001: 85). Our inter-item correlation .354 and are significant on the 0.01 level which is a good fit according to the SPSS manual. Finally we conduct a factor analysis and the result we got was;

	 
	Component
	Extraction

	Advertising makes it harder for consumers to find the best exchange partner
	,823
	,677

	Advertising leads to doubtful exchanges

	,823
	,677


Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

These questions explain 67, 699 % of the total variance with an Eigenvalue of 1,354, the next component has an Eienvalue of .646. A result from the correlation test and the factor analysis are that these two questions correlate with each other and also the construct variance is above the cut of point of 1.0. We have found two questions that influence commercial media-based trust.

When analysing these two questions mean scores; “Advertising makes it harder for consumers to find the best exchange partner” has a mean of 3. 25 and “Advertising leads to doubtful exchanges” has a mean of 3. 47. As a first examination of these questions we find that the means are both below our normal distribution curve. Since these two questions both had negative wordings “makes it harder” and “doubtful exchanges”, high numbers on the mean scores equals low advertising influence on the business exchanges. What we cannot state is that low numbers on the mean scores equals high advertising influence just that our respondents disagree to our statements that advertising leads to suspicions, regarding business exchanges. As the normal distribution curve in our survey is 4.0 and these two questions mean scores are lower to that we can draw a conclusion that biased media trust do not have a negative influence on how much an end-consumer trust their exchange partners’. If we then split our sample between respondents who has bought something on the Internet and those respondents who has not bought something on the Internet, we find some interesting difference between sample mean. Examining the mean on these questions only regarding respondents who has not bought something on the internet we find that; “Advertising makes it harder for consumers to find the best exchange partner” has a mean of 3, 08 which is below mean for the whole population. The second question “Advertising leads to doubtful exchanges” has a mean of 3, 79 which is above the mean for the whole population. When we analyse the mean of these questions with a focus on those respondents who has not bought anything on the Internet we find that; “Advertising makes it harder for consumers to find the best exchange partner” has a mean of 3, 28, “Advertising leads to doubtful exchanges” has a mean of 3, 40. 


Descriptive Statistics

	 
	Mean total
	Mean Internet
	Mean (non) Internet

	Advertising makes it harder for consumers to find the best exchange partner
	3. 25
	3.28
	3.08

	Advertising leads to doubtful exchanges
	3.47
	3.40
	3.79


In these two groups; buyers on the Internet and non buyers on the Internet, we still do not find any number above the normal distribution curve. This leads to the conclusion that end-consumers do not percept that advertising is harmful to their business exchanges. Commercial media trust does not have a negative influence on the business relation. Another interesting point is that the mean for users of the Internet is higher then the mean for non-users when it comes to percept the influence of advertising to find the best exchange partner but the condition is opposite when it comes to advertisings leads to doubtful exchanges. We conducted an independent sample test to analyse if these group differences was significant between those how has bought something on the Internet and those how has not. 



Independent Samples Test

	 
	t-value
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean difference

	advertising makes it harder for consumers to find the best exchange partner
	-1.194
	831
	,234
	-,200

	advertising leads to doubtful exchanges
	2.202
	813
	,029
	,383


The result showed that there is a significant difference in mean scores between these two groups regarding the question “advertising leads to doubtful exchanges” since the values on the Sig. (2-taled) column is less then .05, but not for the question “advertising makes it harder for consumers to find the best exchange partner”. The information we got from the means and independent sample test is that those end-consumers who has not used Internet to buy something has a significant different (higher) doubt regarding commercial media then those end-consumers who has bought something on the Internet. 

What can be learned from this? One conclusion is that commercial media-based trust is not of importance for the trust an end-consumer has in an exchange partner. That specific argument is statistically significant for both those end-consumers that have experience from exchanges on the Internet as well for those end-consumers which doesn’t have experience from exchanges on the Internet. What we cannot state is that commercial media is important for the trust an end-consumer have in their exchange partner. 

Conclusions

We have in this paper discussed trust both theoretically and empirically. The paper begun with a theoretical argumentation that trust is based on knowledge where we citied McAllister when he stated that “given total knowledge, there is no need to trust, and given total ignorance, there is no basis upon which to rationally trust” (1995:26). Then we separated knowledge-based trust into two different categories based on Penrose separation of knowledge; experiential and objective. That separation leads us into two types of knowledge-based trust experiential-based trust and objective-based trust. Here we argued that objective-based trust can be in three different forms; personal, un-biased media and commercial media. These three types of objective-based trust have to be connected back to our focal link between end-consumer and air-travel firm to become of importance. As an example, we didn’t ask the question “Tests in TV, radio or papers safeguards exchanges” in general but more specific safeguards air-travel exchanges.

The empirical results we got from our questionnaire were that experiential-based trust is of importance for end-consumers. End-consumers that not use the Internet to buy flight tickets have a significant higher trust in their exchange partners then those end-consumers that buy their tickets on-line but they both are significantly high. It was harder to find positive impact of objective-based trust for the exchange between end-consumers and firms’. In only one aspect did the objective-base trust have a positive impact and that was when it comes to tests in TV, radio or papers. Here we found that both end-consumers whom buy their tickets on Internet and those that buy their tickets in regular stores have a positive trust towards tests. Even more interesting is that those end-consumers that use the Internet to buy their tickets trust test more then non-users of the Internet. One reason could be the non existing human contact on the Internet but both users and non-users of the internet had low impact on friends, colleagues and families’ on the focal exchange. It is too early to draw any “hard” conclusion on the strength of the relation between firms’ and end-consumers but it seems to be that experience is of importance and something that connects the actors.  
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