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Abstract 
 

Purpose: The purpose of this master dissertation is to examine current research on trust 
and its building process in business to business relationship from marketing and 
behavioral sciences perspectives.  

Research Questions: (1) What relationships do inter-organizational trust and inter-
personal trust have? (2) How trust is built from perspectives of business and behavioral 
sciences? (3) What benefits and limitations do trust researches in behavioral sciences 
have, comparing to trust research in marketing? 

Research Design/Methodology: Qualitative research conducted a literature review 
between business administration and behavioral sciences, and interdisciplinary interviews 
with nine scholars and four business managers. Meanwhile, criteria are generated to 
ensure research quality. 

Findings: The finding of this research claims that interpersonal and interorganizational 
trusts are linked with organizational learning theory. Trust-building process is a social 
cognition sequence, which developed based on theory of social cognition and social 
interaction. A conceptual framework of trust-building process on the basis of social 
cognition was developed. 

Managerial Implications: This research suggests that mangers need to improve 
companies’ learning and cognition capability in order to identify new business 
opportunities, reduce the risk on mistakenly trust ineptitude partners, and increase 
companies’ competitive advantages.  

 

Keywords: Trust, Trust Building, Interpersonal Trust, Inter Organizational Trust, Social 
Interaction, Social Cognition, Business to Business Relationship, Marketing, Behavioral 
Sciences.   
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Trust is not just a word on the back-side of one dollar bill. Researchers (Edlund, 2012; 
Hejerm, 2012; Huemer,2012; Nordvall, O., 2012) believe that trust is the basis of the 
intimate relationship between humans to build a society (Edlund, 2006) and a state. 
Managers (Li, 2012; Xu,2012) highlight the importance of trust which is the center of 
building close and high-quality business to business relationship with customers, 
suppliers, and collaborators. When companies lose or lack of trust, they cannot build the 
basic connection with other market actors. This will directly push their business into 
danger. An example in real business world (Li, 2012) is that one start-up company 
entered real estate market. The founder of this company has a reputation on his proficient 
skills, execution, and he builds the company with an elite team and mature resources. 
Outsiders believe this is the raising of a new empire. However, the company can hardly 
survive in the industry at beginning. The reason for this company’s hardship time is clear, 
because “nobody in the industry trusts it” (Li, 2012). 

Market is the place where suppliers and customers making exchanges for goods and 
services (Håkkanson et al., 1982). Unlike consumer market, where each customer is a 
single consumer, in business market, companies have to face fewer and larger customers 
and suppliers (Kotler et al., 2009). In addition, even there are fewer customers in the 
market, but customers in a business market are more powerful and influential, and 
expecting for customized market offerings (Håkkanson et al., 1982; Kotler et al., 2009). 

In business market, buyers are more powerful than single consumer. Each transaction 
includes more exchanges of resources and larger scale of procurement on goods. Several 
researchers (e.g. Dwyer et al., 1987; Grönroos, 1994; Huemer, 1998; Morgan & Hunt, 
1994; Wilson, 1995) highlight the importance of building a long-term relationship (Berry, 
2002; Ganesan, 1994) in business market. It is necessary for companies gaining trust 
from their potential partners, in order to build a successful relationship in business market 
(Wilson and Jantrania, 1993). 

1.1. Business to Business Relationship and Trust  
Trust is one of the most prerequisites to establish business relationships by researchers 
over time (Anderson and Narus, 1990; Huemer, 1998; Håkansson et al., 1982; Morgan 
and Hunt, 1994; Mayer et al., 1995). The importance of relationship is an influential link 
in marketing since the 1980s by Nordic schools (Grönroos, 1994). The American 
Marketing Association (AMA) Defines marketing as “an organizational function and a 
processes of creating, communicating, and delivering value to customers and also 
managing customer relationships in ways that benefit the organization and its 
stakeholders”. (Definition available on the website of American Marketing Association 
‘www.marketingpower.com’) 

The American Marketing Association’s definition of marketing clearly emphasizes that 
managing relationship is the focus of marketing processes. Relationship marketing is 
crucial, especially for business market (Doney & Cannon, 1997; Kotler et al., 2009). 
Because of fewer buyers and sellers in business market, repurchases from previous 
suppliers are unavoidable. On the other hand, unlike consumer market, suppliers also 
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have to deal with customers that may have more power (e.g. human resources, capital, 
and networks) than them in business market (Kotler et al., 2009). Therefore, building a 
trustworthy relationship with partners directly links to companies’ survival and 
development in market. Building successful relationship with customers can bring 
numerous benefits to a company, such as sustainable long-term growth, influence 
partners’ decisions, strengthen the durability in an uncertain and risky environment, etc. 
(Håkansson et al., 1982; Kotler et al., 2009). In academia world, researchers (Grönroos, 
1994, Håkansson & Snehota, 1995) discuss the importance of relationship marketing 
overtime. Grönroos (1994; 1996) suggests that managers should consider building 
relationships with customers as a basis of their marketing process. 

Trust is one of the central elements of successful seller-buyer relationships (Doney and 
Cannon; 1997; Håkkanson et al., 1982; Jarillo, 1988), and it is also one of the prime 
concepts of business relationships (Mooreman et al., 1993). Kotler, Keller, Brady, 
Goodman, and Hansen (2009) believe high level of trust can help company fulfilling 
customers’ needs, and providing vertical coordination between companies, forming 
strategic alliances (Webster, 1992), finding new business opportunities (Dwyer et al., 
1987; Håkkanson et al., 1982), emerging vertical integrations (Webster, 1992), and 
increasing a company’s performance (Sako, 1992). Furthermore, trust is one of the most 
valuable competitive advantages for company competing in business market (Barney & 
Hansen, 1994; Bejou, et al., 1998). 

1.2. Challenge of trust research  
As a crucial concept, researchers have debated trust over forty years (Deutsch, 1958; 
Gambetta, 1988; Luhmann, 1979; Fukuyama, 1995; Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Mayer et al., 
1995; McEvily & Tortoriello, 2011). In 1980s and 1990s trust research embraced its 
booming that a lot of milestone researches (Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Mayer et al., 1995; 
McEvily & Tortoriello, 2011) published. However, when the new millennium came, trust 
researches slow down their pace and hardly have breakthrough for many years 
(Bachmann, 2011; Li, 2011). 
 
The first challenge regarding to trust research in business is researchers fail to clarify a 
consistent definition for trust. Therefore, researchers use the same word with totally 
different connotation (Huemer, 1998; McKnight and Chervany, 2000). Moreover, there is 
a debate about how trust emerge. Researchers fail to metric the building process with 
consistent measurements (McEvily & Tortoriello, 2011). In addition, trust is a concept 
relating to interpersonal and inter-organizational relationships (e.g. McKnight and 
Chervany, 2000; Rousseau et al., 1998). Thus, trust relates to individual behavior and 
also organizations’ actions. However, researchers neglect the relationship between 
interpersonal trust and interorganizational trust (Rousseau et al., 1998). 
 
Unlike the obstacles of trust research in business study, researchers in behavioral sciences 
have gained achievements that may solve the conflicts of trust study. For example, a 
research carried out by Kosfeld, Heinrichs, Zak, Fischbacher, and Fehr (2005) have found 
neuropeptide such as oxytocin can increase human’s trusting behavior by affecting an 
individual’s ability on sensing risk. This research in behavioral science provides evidence 
for a hypothesis that trusting depends to behaviors of sensing and taking risks (e.g. 
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Huemer, 1998; Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Mooreman et al., 1993, etc.). In addition, trust is 
the central of build a successful business relationship (Håkansson, et al., 1982). Moreover, 
some researchers (Li, 2011; McKnight and Chervany, 2000; Rousseau et al., 1998) 
suggest introducing trust research in behavioral sciences to business studies. Hence, it is 
not only valuable but also necessary to introduce trust research in behavioral sciences 
into trust research in marketing. 

1.3. Research Purpose 
The purpose of this master dissertation is to examine current research on trust and its 
building process in business to business relationship from marketing and behavioral 
sciences perspectives. Based on the purpose of the research three questions are raised: 
  
  

1. What relationships do inter-organizational trust and inter-personal trust have 
2. How trust is built from perspectives of business and behavioral sciences 
3. What benefits and limitations do trust research in behavioral sciences have, 

comparing to trust research in marketing 
 

The focus of this study can be summarized as the figure shows below (see Figure 1.1) 
 

 

Figure 1.1 The Focus of this Study 
 
The figure above illustrates the focus of this study: the circle of marketing represents 
marketing research, which concerns knowledge in marketing research. The circle of 
behavioral sciences represents the studies of human society, human behavior, and 
relevant areas. Circle of trust is the topic of this master dissertation. The following 
statements, paragraphs, discussions and arguments will strictly limited in the area 
illustrated above to fulfill the research purpose and answer raised questions. 
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1.4. Structure of the Thesis 
 
The first chapter of this dissertation is the introduction of whole study. Chapter 2 deals 
with the concern of research methods and data collection techniques, and correspond the 
whole research procedures. Literature review relates to relevant knowledge, concept, 
theories and framework is presented in Chapter 3. Chapter 4 demonstrates data collection 
results and presents sampling results. Chapter 5 covers analysis of collected data. Chapter 
6 is the conclusion of this study.  
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Quality Criteria 

Chapter 2: Research Methodology 
  
Authors choose qualitative approach as the research approach of this dissertation, in order 
to fulfill its research purpose and answer research questions. To be more straightforward, 
qualitative approach deals with data formed by concepts and words (Bryman & Bell, 
2007). Shui, Hair, Bush, and Ortinau (2009, p.171) suggest that qualitative research can 
help researchers to achieve the goal of "understanding of ideas and objects". Meanwhile, 
the qualitative researches are mostly designed as the exploratory type (Saunders et al., 
2009). 
 
The purpose of this research is to “understands trust in business to business relationship 
between business and psychology perspectives". Therefore the qualitative research is the 
appropriate research type to meet this purpose. Shui, Hair, Bush, and Ortinau (2009) 
argue that the exploratory research is mostly used way to explore the nature of a research 
target. "Understanding trust" requires exploring current knowledge of trust as researchers 
report the complexity of trust research. In addition, as one identified obstacle of trust 
research, researches in different disciplines working toward different direction over years 
that created large knowledge gaps in trust research. Thus, based on the research purpose, 
this study need gain knowledge of trust in business research and behavioral sciences, and 
obtain insight from experts in different disciplines to fill the gap of current knowledge.  
  
An extensive literature review and in-depth expert interviews are chosen as our research 
methods, which focusing on concepts of trust and trust research in business and 
behavioral sciences. Data collection procedure of this study is simplified as the figure 
below (See Figure 2.1).  

Figure 2.1 Data Collection Procedure 

Decide 
Research 
Purpose 

Decide 
Research 
Approach 

Decide 
Research 
Methods 

Data 
Collection 
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2.1. Research Philosophy 
Ontology and epistemology are stressed in order to inform readers about the view of 
knowledge in this study. Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2009) regard the importance of 
research philosophy, which is it relates to research’s view and development of relevant 
knowledge. Thus, it is necessary to inform readers about how the knowledge is developed.  
Trust is a concept with many implications and connotations (Huemer, 1998). Different 
researches have researched trust before this study. Moreover, trust is a social reality 
(Lewis & Weigert, 1985) which means it is an existing phenomenon in the society.  

2.1.1. Ontology 
“Ontology is concerned with nature of reality” (Saunders et al., 2009, p.4). This statement 
implies that any existence in the world will correspond to a concept that can be used to 
understand the existence. The existence exists with or without the knowing by humans, 
which is the objectivism (Saunders et al., 2009). As a phenomena trust has exist before 
the very first completed research on trust. On the other hand, social entities will be 
perceived and be given meaning by humans. This is the assumption of subjectivism 
(Saunders et al., 2009) of ontology. Researchers have provided amount of researches on 
trust, and also the authors of this thesis will review previous research of trust and develop 
those understandings.  

2.1.2. Epistemology 
Epistemology is about the nature of knowledge (Bryman & Bell, 2007). Epistemology 
concerns how to acquire knowledge and what is knowledge (Saunders et al., 2009). The 
concept of knowledge in terms of epistemology is the intersection of a substance and the 
perception of this substance. As a social reality (Lewis & Weigert, 1985) trust exist 
independent from researchers understanding of this concept. In addition, researches of 
trust not always reflect the truth of trust precisely (McKnight and Chervany, 2000). 
Hence, epistemology is the part of researches, which can represent the truth of trust. In 
this study, previous researches will be reviewed and also interview among researchers 
will be made, which is guided under the philosophical consideration stated above. 

2.2. Academic Bibliographies 
One research method we used to answer raised questions in Chapter 1 is literature review. 
The complexity of trust research has been identified and recognized by researchers 
(Huemer, 1998; McKnight and Chervany, 2000; Morgan and Hunt, 1994). Since there is 
no consistence definition of trust, a number of researches of trust led to confusing and 
misinterpreting results (Mayer et al., 1995; Huemer 1998). Lacking of consistence 
definition implies that trust has many different definitions. Theories and frameworks 
based on these definitions are surely not alike. Therefore, reviewing massive literature is 
required, in order to clarifying definitions of trust and gaining knowledge of trust.  
 
Jesson, Matheson, and Lacey (2011, p. 9) simply define the literature review “is a re-view 
of something that has already been written”. By doing literature review researchers are 
“able to point out the contradictions and gaps in existing knowledge” (Jesson et al., 2011, 
p.10). To answer our research questions, we need to gather information of trust research 
that already done by other researchers in business and behavioral sciences. Moreover, 
according to the motivation in Chapter 1, Knowledge gap exists between trust research in 
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business and behavioral sciences. Hart (1998) suggests that literature review is an 
appropriate method for the research that try to obtain the comprehensive understanding of 
a subject, and it also fit for the studies that focusing on the tracing of the origin of a 
concept, an idea, a theory, etc. Therefore, literature review is suitable for our research 
purpose and questions. Keeping above motivations in mind, the focus of searching on 
literature concentrates on the literatures relating to business and behavioral science. 
 

2.2.1. Literature Search 
In order to conduct an extensive literature review regarding trust researches between 
business and behavioral sciences, throughout literature search is necessary. The literature 
of this study all came from scientific journal and academic literatures such as academic 
books and doctoral dissertations. Two authors of this one-year master dissertation are 
both students in the Umeå School of Business and Economics of Umeå University. We 
primarily gather relevant literatures from the libraries of Umeå University. Furthermore, 
online academic bibliographies are also chosen as our source of data. The search of 
literature and relevant information follows suggestions and instructions of relevant 
researchers (Bryman & Bell, 2007; Hart, 1998, 2001; Jesson et al., 2011; Shui et al., 
2009). Literature search in libraries of Umeå University is based on library classifications 
and catalogs (Hart, 2001). Online literature search of this study stated below.  
 

2.2.2. Online Academic Bibliographies 
 
As a new research tool that developed from technologies (Bryman and Bell, 2007), using 
internet for research expand the availability of sources and gathering data for researchers 
(Jesson et al., 2011). The internet can not only benefit researchers in terms of data 
collection, but also the growing of online secondary data sources can also make research 
being “timely and cost-efficient” (Shui et al., 2009, p. 161). 
 
To carry out this study, authors reviewed 130 academic literatures. Despite directly 
available sources in university libraries, other literatures are acquired from electronic 
academic databases. In addition, to ensure authenticity and reliability of searched articles, 
this study uses online academic databases such as Academic Search Elite 
(www.ebscohost.com/academic), JSTOR: Journal Storage (www.jstor.org), Emerald 
(www.emeraldinsight.com), etc. as the source of electronic literature. Two major reasons 
drive this study using the internet sources are: (1) the accessibility of data. Authors of this 
master dissertation are students of Umeå University. The university has connected to a 
number of online academic databases. It provides great benefits for this research, and 
searching relevant data becomes faster and more efficient. (2)  As an academic study, this 
thesis follows standards of academic research. The chosen databases are the databases 
that created for academic purpose. Thereby, choosing peer-reviewed sources can greatly 
contribute to reliable findings and outcomes for this study (Denscombe, 2007; Hart, 2001; 
Jesson et al., 2011). 
 

http://www.ebscohost.com/academic
http://www.jstor.org/
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/
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2.2.3. Literature Search Process and Quality Control 
  
Following the suggestions of literature search offered by Hart (2001), literature search 
process is concluded into following steps. (1) Based on the research purpose and 
questions that mentioned above, we identified and classified several key words and 
phrases that can describe this study such as trust, relationship marketing, industrial 
marketing, trust in business, and trust in psychology etc. (2) Using the single word and 
phrase such as trust or relationship marketing to conduct broad search results. (3) Using 
combination of words and phrases to obtain precise results. The literature search results 
follow with quality evaluation. Quality evaluation processed under academic norms. 
  
In this research quality evaluation regarding to literature search follows researchers’ 
suggestions (Denscombe, 2007; Hart, 2001; Jesson et al., 2011). (1) The relevance of 
searched results. In this point of view, acceptable results are limited in the disciplines of 
business and behavioral sciences. To meet this requirement, results are evaluated by 
reviewing discipline belongingness of results, the appropriateness of research methods, 
and the reliability of their references, in order to evaluate if the results are relevant to our 
research. (2) The popularity of a literature. Denscombe (2007) implies citation number of 
a literature indicate the acceptance of this research in its territory. Online bibliography 
databases (e.g. Academic Search, JSTOR, Emerald, etc.) provide citation counting 
systems. These systems directly benefit the literature search evaluation in terms of value 
assessment of a literature. Thus, this study primary prefers the most cited literatures, 
since they have been accepted by most scholars. However, popular literatures still be 
reviewed to confirm whether its quality has fulfill academic standards. (3) Up-to-date 
sources. The sources of research should always keep updating to the latest publications 
(Denscombe, 2007), so the research can absorb new breakthrough and knowledge of 
relevant area. Also updating secondary sources can avoid the risk of process similar 
research in without knowing. (4) The journal assessing website, for example, 
Harzing.com (www.harzing.com) is also used to evaluating the quality of searched results. 

2.3. Primary Data Collection 
Based on the research purpose and research questions of this study, researching 
definitions of trust and its implications is a verbal study. Therefore, as we mentioned in 
previous sections, we choose qualitative approach as our research approach. To utilize 
primary data collection for this master level study in marketing. The in-depth interview is 
chosen as the primary data collection method. 

2.3.1. The Advantages of Interview 
An in-depth interview is “a formal process in which a trained interviewer asks a subject a 
set of predetermined and probing questions usually in a face-to face setting” (Shui et al., 
2009, p.205). Interview has advantages comparing with other methods (Shui et al., 2009): 
(1) Flexibility. Interviews enable interviewers asking wide variable questions to 
interviewees.  (2) Richness of data. During an interview, interviewer collects data from 
interviewee’s answers. Interviewer can also capture his/her emotion, attitude, facial 
expression. The verbal answers and those reactions together form data with rich 
information. (3) Ability to gain better understanding and insight of a topic. Interview 
technique stresses close understanding of research contexts and events (Saunders et al., 

http://www.harzing.com/
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2009). (4) Preparation for larger research efforts. As a technique that theory follows data, 
collected data during interviews are also a preparation for further research such as 
experiment and theory testing (Shui et al., 2009).  

2.3.2. Types of interview 
Interview has been used widely in social science research as a method to collect primary 
data. (Bryman & Bell, 2007, 2011; Saunders et al., 2009; Shui et al., 2009). Different 
types of interviews can be classified based on different categories. Saunders et al., (2009, 
p. 320) note one of the typologies related to the level of “formality” and “structure”, 
which means classify interviews by how interview question and interview procedure be 
formulated and processed: 

Structure interview use “predetermined” questions (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 320), and its 
interview procedure stick on the fixed questions. Interviewer read out research questions 
and recording different participants’ responses. Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, (2009) 
note structure interview applied to collect quantifiable data. 

Semi-structured interview is the interview which researchers use a list of topics and 
questions that cover the crucial issues of a research to guide an interview, while some 
extra questions may put forward during an interview. During an interview, interviewer 
start with a pre-set context or question to guide the interview, however researcher will 
raise dissimilar questions with different participants, it is necessary to recording for 
future research. 

Unstructured interview processed without a formal organized structure. It allows 
researcher to explore an interesting area (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 321). Without guideline 
and predetermined questions researcher follows participants’ opinion. It requires 
interviewer’s listening and communication skills. 

Among these three types of interview, semi-structured interview is mostly proper for our 
study. In this study we attempt to answer raised questions such as explain the relationship 
between interpersonal trust and interorganization trust. Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 
(2009, p.322) “In an exploratory study, in-depth interviews can be very helpful to ‘find 
out what is happening [and] to seek new insights’ (Robson 2002, p.59 cited in Saunders 
et al., 2009, p. 322)”. In addition it is important for this study to deal with the factors 
affecting trust. “Semi-structured interview may be used in order to understand the 
relationships between variables, such as those revealed from a descriptive study 
(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 322).” Thus, semi-structured interview is suitable technique to 
collect primary data for this research and its purpose. 

2.3.3. Designing Interview 
It is important for researchers to guide the research process, for the reason of establish a 
quality study with qualitative method such as semi-structured interview (Bryman & Bell, 
2011). Designing interview questions not only involve research questions, but also 
contain reviewed academic literature (Warren, 2002). Thereby, an interview guide is 
required for this study. Questions for the interview adapt principle from broad to specific. 
We set three main questions to attract respondents’ interest in invitation letter for 
interview, and several follow-up questions that used to reveal implications of answers 
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regarding three main questions. Interview questions based on an extensive literature 
review and the formulation of interview questions applied the suggestions from 
researchers (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 477; Shui et al., 2009, p. 209). Considering issue of 
validity which is vital to this study, the questions are all developed from the research 
purpose of this study which is “understand trust in business to business relationship from 
marketing and behavioral sciences perspectives” and relating questions.  

2.3.4. Sampling Interview 
Finding Respondents 

Warren (2002) notes qualitative interviewing is a conversation based method. Data 
collected by researchers asking and listening respondents (Rubin & Rubin, 1995). 
Moreover, face-to-face interview is widely accepted by researchers (Warren, 2002). It 
can create close interaction between interviewer and interviewee, which can generate 
quality outcomes (Johnson, 2002). However, this research does not referring any personal 
privacy and sensitive issues. Therefore, telephonic interview is also applicable to 
collected data, since its convenience (Saunders et al., 2009).  

Respondents are chosen based on three accepted interviewing principles: (1) particular 
respondents, (2) convenience, and (3) “snowball” process. The following text will 
motivate each principle separately.  

Choosing particular respondents is the process of locating key informants for this 
qualitative interview (Warren, 2002). As a degree dissertation, researchers such as 
professors, doctoral students are chosen as the key respondents, because their high insight 
in specific territory and academic standard. Experts can simplify complex phenomena 
into understandable words (Johnson, 2002). Interviewing experts can instantly generating 
accurate knowledge during the conversation. In this research, researchers are located 
based on their academic credentials in terms of academic publications. The potential 
respondents both in business and behavioral science are generated during the literature 
review. Experts’ academic credentials, in a sense, are linked to their academic 
publications (Denscombe, 2007). Hence, the criteria of locating respondents are similar to 
the criteria applied in literature search, which have been stated in previous sections.  

The convenience means put series of facts into consideration in theoretical sampling, 
such as budget, time, approachable respondents, etc. It is important to choose accessible 
data and approachable respondents, in order to complete this thesis. This is a master level 
dissertation that has limited time to accomplish, and there is no any academic fund or 
commission funding this research. Based on this situation, choosing researchers in Umeå 
University can benefit this study such as low cost, time saving, accessible data and 
approachable respondents in terms of convenience and fulfilling academic standards 
(Warren, 2002). The geographical closeness between interviewer and interviewee can 
provide advantages on checking respondents’ background by using the internet and visit 
each institution. 

“Snowball” is a process of locating respondents during carry out theoretical sampling. 
That is finding out “who fulfills the theoretical criteria, then that person helps to locate 
others through her or his social networks” (Warren, 2002, p. 87). This technique 
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especially suitable for the “occurrence of needed respondents is rare in a population” 
(Warren, 2002, p. 87). Compare with whole population, there are very few scholars 
researching trust both in business and behavioral sciences at Umeå University 
(see www.umu.se). With the helping of located key respondents, this research has 
possibility to gain a wide range of knowledge and overcome the matter of lacking of 
suitable respondents in terms of Umeå University. Another situation of this research is to 
interview respondents with real-world managerial backgrounds. Respondents with these 
characteristics are located by authors’ social networks, which are acceptable accordingly 
(Warren, 2002). 

For the reasons of convenience, the sampling used non-probability technique to locate 
respondents in both business and behavioral sciences fields, which means finding 
respondents does not based on a total population. Nevertheless, because of the scarcity of 
approachable researchers, and as an inter-disciplinary research, this study is to gain initial 
outlook of trust from business and behavior sciences perspectives. Thus, replicate data 
collection is not the concerning of qualitative research (Golafshani, 2003). The technique 
applied in sampling is still appropriate (Bryman & Bell, 2011; Johnson, 2002; Warren, 
2002). Furthermore, even located respondents come from different culture background. 
Though, from the perspective of behavior sciences, the self and culture relate to 
individual’s social cognition (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Rotenberg, 2010). Because of 
the purpose of this research is to research a social phenomenon from inter-disciplinary 
aspect. Respondents’ cultural backgrounds do not affect the data collection in terms of 
quality and results.  

Sampling Results 

Requests for interview be sent by e-mail to each potential respondents. Considering 
respondents need prior invitation to arrange their schedule, invitation message were sent 
one week before the estimate interview date. Moreover, invitations may be blocked 
mistakenly, for the reason of their mail-box may set up spam-lock software. An extra 
request also sent when prospective respondents did not reply requests. The interview 
request (Appendix 1 & 2) and interview questions (Appendix 3 & 5) can be found in the 
end of this dissertation. 

By using the principles introduce above, 36 interview requests have been sent by e-mail, 
22 among the population replied, and 13 out of the 22 replies agreed to participate 
interviews. The preferred interview method is face-to-face interview. Interactive face-to-
face interview can make interviewee feel more open to a topic (Saunders, et al., 2009). 
Telephonic interview especially used on managerial interview for convenience reason. 
Chosen managerial interviewees share same nationalities can make the interview easier in 
terms of language barrier, and due to the interview content relating to business operations 
(Bryman & Bell, 2007). The respondents and interview intentions are listed in the table 
(Table 2.1) below. 

  

http://www.umu.se/
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Table 2.1 Respondents’ Knowledge Domain and Interview Intention 
Academic Interviews 

No. Participant Knowledge Domain Interview Intention 

1 Dai Bo Sociology/Scioeconomy Gaining insights and perspectives on trust 
research 

2 Mikael Hjerm Sociology Gaining insights and perspective son trust 
research in behavioral sciences 

3 Pontus Bergh Business Administration Gaining insights and perspectives on trust 
research 

4 Anna-Carin Nordvall Marketing/Psychology 
Gaining insights and perspectives on trust 
research; Prepare for interview in 
behavioral sciences 

5 Jonas Edlund Sociology Gaining insights and perspectives on trust 
research in behavioral sciences 

6 Lars Huemer Business Administration Gaining insights and perspective on trust 
research 

7 Olov Nordvall Psychology Gaining insights and perspectives on trust 
research in behavioral sciences 

8 Urban Ekman Physiology Gaining insights and perspectives on trust 
research in behavioral sciences 

9 Fredrik Bergström Physiology Gaining insights and perspectives on trust 
research in behavioral sciences 

Managerial Interviews 

No. Participant Company Occupation Interview Intention 

10 Xu Hongchun Senior Engineer  Gaining insights of trust from managerial 
perspectives 

11 Li Hongbin Senior Project Manager  Gaining insights of trust from managerial 
perspectives 

12 Panneerselvam.S Project Manager Gaining insights of trust from managerial 
perspectives 

13 Venkat Raman.S Branch Manager Gaining insights of trust from managerial 
perspectives 

 

Respondents Characteristics 

After interview requests were acceded, interviews with participants were conducted in 
dated time and place. In order to conduct quality interviews, a series preparation 
including interview simulation and familiarity of interview questions were carried out. 
Furthermore, before the interview, the consent for recording interview and the rules and 
regulations were also been informed. The table (Table 2.2) below illustrates respondents’ 
characteristics, and related statements are followed. 
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Table 2.2 Respondents Characteristics 
Academic Interview 

No. Respondent Academic 
Title 

Country 
of 

Resident 

Interview 
Method 

Interview 
Date 

Interview 
Duration 

1 Dai Bo Assoc. 
Prof. Dr. P.R.China Telephonic 2012-5-9 23 min. 

2 Mikael Hjerm Prof. Dr. Sweden Face to 
Face 

2012-5-
10 41 min. 

3 Pontus Bergh Assoc. 
Prof. Dr. Sweden Face to 

Face 
2012-5-
10 31 min. 

4 Anna-Carin 
Nordvall Dr. Sweden Face to 

Face 
2012-5-
10 25 min. 

5 Jonas Edlund Prof. Dr. Sweden Face to 
Face 

2012-5-
14 

1 hr. 10 
min. 

6 Lars Huemer Prof. Dr. Norway Telephonic 2012-5-
15 45 min. 

7 Olov Nordvall Dr. c. Sweden Face to 
Face 

2012-5-
16 20 min. 

8 Urban Ekman Dr.c. Sweden Face to 
Face 

2012-5-
21 1 hr. 

9 Fredrik 
Bergström Dr.c. Sweden Face to 

face 
2012-5-
21 1 hr. 

Managerial Interviews 

No. Respondent Position 
Country 

of 
Resident 

Interview 
Method 

Interview 
Date 

Interview 
Duration 

10  Xu Hongchun Senior 
Engineer P.R.China Telephonic 2012-5-

23 42 min. 

11 
Li Hongbin 

Senior 
Project 
Manager 

P.R.China Telephonic 
2012-5-
23 1 hr. 22 

min. 

12 PanneerSelvam 
Subramaniam 

Project 
Manager India Telephonic 2012-5-

24 42 min. 

13 Venkat Raman.S Branch 
Manager India Telephonic 2012-5-

25 51 min. 

 

Respondent1 is an associate professor of sociology and socioeconomy in School of 
Development Studies, Yunnan University, China. She received her doctoral degree of 
ecology in Beijing University. She is currently focusing on research of sustainable 
development and social diversity, and the tutor of graduate studies. She is also a guest 
scholar of universities such as Beijing University, China, and Purdue University, USA. 
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Respondent 2 is a Professor of sociology in Umeå University. His research interests are 
focusing on nationalism and xenophobia, and integration and multiculturalism. His 
recently research concerning to the relationship between trust and welfare state. 
Meanwhile, he is the National Coordinator for the European Social Survey 

Respondent 3 is an associate professor of business administration. He acquired his Ph.D. 
in Business Administration in 2009. His research areas are learning in small-medium 
enterprise (SME), and companies’ competence development. His recent research was 
focus on trust and learning among entrepreneurs. 

Respondent 4 is an associate professor of marketing, senior lecture in Umeå University. 
Her major research area is neuromarketing, consumer behavior, and decision making. She 
is dedicating to introduce neuroscience into marketing research after gained Ph.D. in 
psychology. 

Respondent 5 is a Professor of Sociology in Umeå University. He gained his Ph.D. in 
Sociology in Umeå University, 1999. His main research area is comparative political 
sociology and stratification. He is the head of the part of the International Social Survey 
Program (ISSP). He gained a research grant, which focus on citizens’ trust in political 
and welfare specific institutions. 

Respondent 6 is a professor of business administration in Norwegian Business School 
(BI). He got his Ph.D. degree in business administration in Umeå University, 1998, with 
a dissertation “Trust in Business Relations: Economic Logic or Social Interaction”.  His 
research interests include interorganization relationship, trust and identity. 

Respondent 7 is a PhD candidate in Department of Psychology of Umeå University, his 
researches relating to working memory and cognitive psychological training, which to 
provide support and suggestions on children learning and education.  

Respondent 8 is a doctoral student in Department of Biology, Umeå University. His 
research interest is human brain and the human brain functions of different modules. 
Meanwhile, he also focus on fMRI (Functional Magnetic Resonance Imaging) brain 
imagine research to understand to human behaviors. 

Respondent 9 is a doctoral student in Department of Biology, Umeå University. His 
research area is cognitive neuropsychology relating to cognitive process such as 
perception, memories, learning, and decision making.    

Respondent 10 is a senior engineer and the head of technology department. The company 
he is working for is a railway system construction company. He is responsible for 
company’s research and development. He has a wide range of connections with other 
suppliers and customers from domestic to foreign firms.  

Respondent 11 is a senior project manager in a private owned urban landscaping 
company. The company’s major customers are real estate developers and government. Its 
major business is provide urban landscape solutions, for instance, designing gardens, 
constructing horticultural sites, and offering outdoor landscape solutions for its customer.  
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Respondent 12 is a Project Manager in one of the largest Indian information services and 
solutions provider. Their clients include world major electronic devices providers. His 
role is to manage the different team and delivers the product as per the client’s 
requirements, and providing internal quality support and collecting metrics data to 
analysis and define action plans to improve. 

Respondent 13 is into a capital market- broking industry, and current occupation as a 
branch manager. Where the respondent core responsibility is generating share trading 
volumes in view to make profitability for the client & the company and enhancing the 
revenue with a team of investment advisors, analyzing the scrip movements, monitoring 
clients’ positions and margins, etc. 

Data Preparation 

The data preparation and analysis follows the procedure that suggested by researchers 
(Bryman & Bell, 2011; Saunders et al., 2009). The collected data are summarized from 
interview audio recording and self-memos from interviewer. (1) The collected qualitative 
data are the word-data, and the interview results were categorized into categories 
(Saunders et al., 2009). During the transcription of collected data, respondents are coded 
with respondent numbers, and summarized the interview data. The presentation of the 
data was highlighted the interviews perspectives on trust, and their professional focus. 
Thus, there are some different while presenting respondents’ answers. (2)Since the 
interview is a semi-structured interview. When interviewer processed interviews, 
interview questions were not asked stick on the order listed. It was depended on the 
answering of respondent. Hence, the transcription of interview results also including the 
rearrange and paragraphing of respondents’ answers.    

Data Analysis 

Meanwhile, the data analysis process followed the template analysis technique. Template 
analysis is “essentially a list of the codes or categories that represent the themes revealed 
from the data that have been collected” (Saunders, et al., 2009, p.505). The analyzing of 
collected data is based on the (1) comparison of different respondents’ answers to the 
same questions, (2) highlighting each respondent’s insights and perspectives on particular 
questions. (Bryman & Bell, 2011; Saunders et al., 2009) 

2.3.5. Research Ethics 
The issues of ethics are highly concerned in this research, and each ethical issue is 
checked by sticking on suggestions of research methodology referring to research ethics. 
(Saunders et al., 2012, p.236). (1) On the stage of topic formulation, the integrity and 
objectivity of topic is checked. (2) During the data collection, the sensitive issues that 
may lead to ethical hazards are avoided, especially considered some participants’ privacy 
and relevant benefits, managerial respondents working companies are made anonymous. 
(3) The presenting and analyzing collected data remained objectively and confidentially. 
(4) No risks and inducements behaviors are involved in the whole research procedure. 
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2.3.6. Quality Criteria 
Validity and reliability are two important aspects to establish a quality quantitative 
research (Saunders et al., 2009). Nevertheless, researchers (Bryman & Bell, 2011; 
Golafshani, 2003) argue validity and reliability in quantitative research may not 
applicable for qualitative research. For instance, reliability in quantitative research means 
the degree of a study can be replicated. However, it is very difficult to replicate an initial 
study concerning social reality like this research (Bryman & Bell, 2011). The data 
collection procedure in qualitative research occurred in a series circumstances and 
environments that is not able to reproduce twice (Bryman & Bell, 2011; Denscombe, 
2007). However, as an academic paper, it is crucial to deliver quality outcomes by 
building up quality criteria. Bryman and Bell (2011, p.395) propose alternative criteria to 
evaluate qualitative research, they are credibility, transferability, dependability, 
confirmability, and authenticity. 

Credibility 

Credibility is the evidence that a study follows procedure as it intended (Shento, 2004). 
Thus, credibility can be achieved by following all the rules to ensure the credible results 
from data collection. In this study, authors achieve credibility by managing the accuracy 
of the report, critical and logical thinking, and strictly following required academic 
standards (Saunders et al., 2009; Shui et al., 2009). 

Transferability 

Transferability refers to the generalizability of a qualitative study (Bryman & Bell, 2011). 
Transferability is achieved by presenting research context and assumptions that are 
central in the research. In this case, theoretical framework based collected data have been 
built. Future researchers can exam the transferability by conduct new researches. 

Dependability 

Dependability means researchers should audit their research criteria that can gain the 
same results twice (Bryman & Bell, 2011). However, as above mentioned, measuring a 
social reality twice is two independent events (Denscombe, 2007). Especially some 
variables such as circumstance, environment, and context can be inconsistent. Based on 
this point of view, all interviews have been documented by recordings and self-memos. 
The interview was simulated before the meeting with respondents, and each interview 
was strictly following the interview questions and data collection procedure.  

Confirmability 

Confirmability regards to author can eliminate bias by reexamine collected data 
throughout the research as much as possible. In order to ensure research is mostly close to 
complete objectivity. This study have amount of works on interpreting respondents 
answer, and  the authors of this dissertation try to remain in a neutral position during data 
collection, data interpretation, and data analysis procedures.  
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Authenticity 

Authenticity means researcher should create an open and genuine atmosphere while 
collecting data. It is important to ensure there is no incident that will impact interviews. 
This study controls authenticity by (1) throughout preparation for interview, (2) nice and 
friendly attitude during the whole conversation, (3) concerning respondents’ 
comfortableness in terms of interview place and time (Johnson, 2002).  

 

2.4. Methodology Limitations   
Admittedly, there are some limitations of our research. First, qualitative research as a 
‘word’ research cannot provide quantifiable research results. This characteristic may 
cause the research results are hard to distinguish, since the accuracy of ‘words’ are 
always questionable. Second, the data collection is a procedure of interviewer-
interviewee interaction, and interprets interviewees’ answers. This may lead to an issue 
that interpretation of collected is not conduct objectively. In addition interviewee may 
misunderstand the interview questions, faulty recall of memory, reserve due to the 
concerning of social acceptability, etc. (Bryman & Bell, 2011; Saunders et al., 2009; Shui 
et al., 2009). Keep the limitations in mind, the data collection have follow above 
mentioned procedure, and the interviewers attempted to minimum the limitations as text 
above. 
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Chapter 3 Literature Review 

3.1. Literature Review of Trust in Business 

3.1.1. Definitions of trust in business  
Trust has been researched overtime (Deutsch, 1958; Gambetta, 1988; Luhmann, 1979; 
Fukuyama, 1995; Moorman, et al., 1993; Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Mayer et al., 1995; 
McEvily & Tortoriello, 2011). Though, debates and disagreements on the definition of 
trust have been highlighted by many researchers (Baier, 1986; Huemer, 1998, McKnight 
and Chervany, 2000). In this section, the most accepted definitions (McEvily & 
Tortoriello, 2011) of trust in marketing and business will be discussed. 

Trust “existing when one party has confidence in an exchange partner’s 
reliability and integrity”. Morgan & Hunt (1994, p.23) 

Morgan and Hunt’s definition of trust regards that confidence is the precondition of trust. 
The sensation of this confidence relates to partner’s reliability and integrity. From their 
definition of trust, they believe that trust must base on certain precondition, which in their 
case is confidence. Admittedly, trust will not exist if trustor has no confidence on its trust 
target (Giddens, 1990; Huemer, 1998). However, Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman (1995) 
argue that the word ‘confidence’ cannot describe trust properly, since confidence is a 
positive feeling and expectation towards its target, and it cannot describe risk taking (e.g. 
Deutsch, 1958; Huemer, 1998; Luhmann, 1979), which is a basic prerequisite of trust. 
Risk taking means when one actor decided to trust its target, there is a possibility that the 
actor may be hurt or be damaged by actor’s trust target. Confidence merely implies a 
positive feeling or expectation to its target without any implication of taking the chance 
of being damaged. Thus, this definition has its limitation on defining trust. 

 Trust is “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 et al., (1995, p.712) 

The definition of trust from Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman (1995) cover trust 
incompletely. Their definition properly describes some aspects of trust, such as trust is 
the action that trustor will expose in vulnerability, and trustee plays an important role on 
impact and influence trustor during trustor’s vulnerability.  The vulnerability in trust is a 
“consequence” of risk taking when an actor trusts its target (Huemer, 1998, p.100).  
Mayer, Davis and Schoorman (1995) make a good description on the trustor be 
vulnerable and take risk.  

Nevertheless, one critical aspect is ignored, which is, trust contains trustor’s positive 
expectation to trustee. In their definition (Mayer et al., 1995, p.712) they notice that 
trustee’s action is “important” to the trustor. But this does not mean that trustor is willing 
to be damaged or in a dangerous position no matter what. Trustor also needs to perceive 
that its target of trust will benefit to trustor. Bergh et al., (2009) note that trust include 
trustor’s intention to gain access to trustee’s competence. From this point of view, trustor 
still has the tendency to control the situation, and benefit itself by gaining access to 
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trustee’s competence. Hence, trust cannot be defined as giving up all power of control 
toward trustee.        

Trust “is a psychological state comprising the intention to accept 
vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or behavior 
of another” Rousseau et al., (1998, p. 395) 

Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, and Camerer’s definition (Rousseau et al., 1998) of trust is the 
most acceptable definition in relation to the action of trust, except their definition 
neglects causes and outcomes of trust. Trust generates cooperation which has been 
regarded by scholars (Anderson & Narus, 1990; Bergh, 2009; Gambetta, 1998; Huemer, 
1998).  

The inconsistent definitions of trust are problematic that lead researches working toward 
different directions. In addition, this disagreement makes the concept become even more 
complex in terms its implication. By interpreting and indicating definitions that 
mentioned above, there are some characteristics have been revealed to researchers, which 
Huemer (1998) classify these characteristics into four categories. 

First, trust implies phases rather than a single action. Trust cannot happen by a simple 
action, it is not a case that trustor decided to trust its trustee so the bond of trust emerged. 
Even three definitions of trust (Mayer et al., 1995; Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Rousseau et al., 
1998) stated above clearly show their perspectives and considerations are not similar. 
One rare agreement of interpreting trust is that, trust needs a building phases or processes 
(Lorenz, 1999; Luhmann. 1979; Ring & Van de Ven, 1994; Zucker et al., 1996).  

Second, trust happens in a context of uncertainty and risky (Yamagishi et al., 1998). The 
trusting action may case an actor in the danger of being hurt by its trustee. Luhmann 
(1979) argues trust exiting in a dangerous circumstance, which means there is possibility 
trusting behaviors can lead to greater damage than benefits trustor. Huemer (1998) 
further explain this argument that without the possible damage, the situation becomes to a 
simply pros and cons assessment, therefore it cannot be treated as trust. Trusting action 
has the possibility to cause trustor’s “regret” (Huemer, 1998, p.100).  

Third, the trusting action implies that trustor has choice to trust or not to trust (Barber, 
1983; Dasgupta, 1988; Lorenz, 1999). The paradox of trust appears in this argument. On 
one hand, trust requires trustor become vulnerable and anticipates that trustee will not 
abuse its positive intention and benefit trustor, while trustor expose itself in the 
environment of risk and uncertainty. On the other hand, trustor attempts to gain a control 
of trustee’s behavior (Bergh et al., 2009; Deutsch, 1958; Gambetta, 1988; Huemer, 1998) 
to minimize or avoid trustee’s opportunistic behavior (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). Oakes 
(1990) further argues this paradox as the duality of trust. Oakes (1990) believes if trustor 
can fully manipulate trustee, then there is no need to put itself in vulnerable, and taking 
the risk. Thus, there is no need of trust. Bergh et al., (2009) note that one party has the 
intention to use another party’s abilities to benefit itself by building trust. Therefore, the 
duality of trust and control (Reed, 2001) is a tricky and paradox mixture. 
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Finally, trust is a knowledge based process. Researchers believe despite trust only 
happens in uncertainty circumstance, the action that trustor make a move to trust its target 
also imply trust depending on knowledge (Bachmann & Inkpen, 2011; McKinght et al., 
1998; Luhmann, 1979, 1988; Uslaner, 2002). Knowledge is gained from former 
experience and learning (McKinght et al., 1998), and the learning can be treated as an 
organization’s internal knowledge generation (Becerra et al., 2008; March, 1991). 
Luhmann (1979) further argues that trust happens not merely relies on knowledge, it also 
requires good knowledge for a context. He labels this knowledge as familiarity. Becerra, 
Lunnan, and Huemer (2008) note in the context of business world, good knowledge for 
particular subjects is explicit knowledge. However, a notation must be made here which 
is familiarity does not equals to trust. Trust must build on familiarity, the familiarity of 
certain subjects and situations come from actor’s learning from environment (Huemer, 
1998). Learning does not mean uncertainty and risk can be eliminated. Håkansson and his 
group (1982) argue in a buyer-seller relationship, the risk and uncertainty decreasing 
while the relationship between two parties growth. But the risk and uncertainty keep 
existence in the external environment even trust has emerged between trustor and trustee. 
Luhamnn (1979; 1988) believes that trust is learning processes require gaining 
knowledge and figuring out new situation and circumstance. March (1991, p.71) reports 
learning from “old certainties” and exploring “new possibilities” are two different types 
in organizational leaning. They are “exploitation” and “exploration” learning in terms of 
organizational learning (March, 1991, p.71).  

In next section, most accepted approaches of trust research in marketing and business will 
be presented and argued. The statement for organizational learning follows the presenting 
of approaches on trust research. 

 

3.1.2. Approaches of Trust Research in Marketing and Business 
Trust in business and economic area has been widely researched relating to game theory 
and classic economic theories (Ring & Van de Ven 1994; Webster, 1992; Williamson, 
1975). Morgan (1991) argues that economists’ theory on trust is not appropriate for 
business and marketing, since business activities are not taking place in a perfect market, 
where the information, power, barriers, and technologies are equal for every actor. Thus, 
business schools start introducing theories of sociology into business and marketing 
research (e.g. Grönroos, 1994; Håkansson et al., 1982; Morgan, 1991), which lead the 
booming of trust theory in the late of twenty century (Seppänen et al., 2000). Huemer 
(1998) argues that compare with the trust researches in economics which focusing on 
avoiding risk and threat in market by using transaction cost and game theory, the joint of 
sociological theories on trust research such as social interaction and networking help 
marketers improving their learning capability and capturing business opportunity. The 
following trust approaches are developed in this context.  

Mayer et al., (1995) 

McEvily and Tortoriello (2011, p.23) reviewed 171 papers which were published in last 
48 years, they found 129 different measures of trust among trust researches. They 
highlight there are three dimensions of trust that are mostly operationalized by 
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researchers, which are “ability/competence”, “benevolence” and “integrity”.  (McEvily 
and Tortoriello, 2011, p.34). These three dimensions were proposed by Mayer, Davis and 
Schoorman (1995), which known as ‘ABI’.  

Ability or competence in their proposed model (Mayer et a., 1995, p. 717) means one 
actor’s “skills”, “competencies”, and “characteristics” that empower its utilization on 
some particular fields. Benevolence is the optimistic feeling that trustor believe its trust 
target attempts to behave with good intention and benefit to trustor (Deutsch, 1960; Kee 
& Knox, 1970; Mayer et al., 1995). Integrity means trustor’s trust target has “principles” 
and bottom lines on particular thing, and trustor believes these principles are right or 
“acceptable” (Mayer et al., 1995, p.719).  

Mayer, Davis and Schoorman (1995) argue these three domains are the factors of 
trustworthiness. Trustworthiness is an attribute that trustor use to perceive if its trust 
target is worthy to trust. Their model illustrates that trustor behaves to trust trustee when 
trustee is perceived as trustworthy, and trustor will take the risk in this relationship. Then, 
the outcome of this interaction will become feedback to re-perceive current or new trust 
target. Though, the limitation of their model is it merely focusing on the inter-
organizational relationship, and individuals involving in organizations been ignored. In 
addition, their model cannot be generalized as the approach for all trust contexts (Mayer 
et al., 1995, Mayer et al., 2007; Seppänen et al., 2007).     

Moorman et al., (1993) 

Moorman, Deshpandé and Zaltman (1993, p. 83) categorized their framework of trust 
into three phases: antecedents, processes, and outcomes. The antecedents phase includes 
the perception of the whole environment and context of a trust development process from 
interpersonal level to interorganizational level, such as perceive abilities, organizational 
structure, importance of task, etc. This approach implies the emerging of trust is based on 
the perception of various antecedents. Outcomes are results of emerged trust between two 
actors (Bachmann & Inkpen, 2011). Moorman, Deshpandé and Zaltman (1993) stress the 
critical roles of vulnerability and uncertainty in relation to their trust framework. Since 
trust will not exist with the missing of vulnerability and uncertainty. 

The framework’s categorization is noteworthy. Also the framework (Moorman et al., 
1993) provides an implication that trust is a learning process which has been proposed by 
other researchers (Deutsch, 1958; Luhmann, 1979). 

Morgan and Hunt (1994) 

The research from Morgan and Hunt (1994) is the most welcoming trust research in 
marketing area (Baines, et al., 2011; Kotler et al., 2009). After a wide sampling and 
research among American companies, they conceptualize a commitment-trust model of 
relationship marketing (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). In their model (Morgan & Hunt, 1994, 
p.22) they link trust as the precondition of relationship commitment (Gabarino &Johnson, 
1999), and three factors highly affect trust, which are “shared value”, “communication”, 
and “opportunistic behavior”.  
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Shared value means trustor believes that its trust actors have common value as itself, 
which is “about what behaviors, goals, and policies are important or unimportant, 
appropriate or inappropriate, and right or wrong” (Morgan & Hunt, 1994, p.25). In their 
model, shared value is positively linked to trust, which means high level of shared value 
will increase trust. Communication is related to trust positively (Morgan & Hunt, 1994) 
that means effective communication (both informal and formal) will increase trust in 
relationship marketing. Opportunistic behavior is the self-interest based behavior that 
trustee may behave to ensure its maximization on benefit. The opportunistic behavior is 
negatively related to trust, which means the increase of opportunistic behavior will 
decrease the level of trust in a relationship (Morgan & Hunt 1994, p. 25).  

Even the commitment-trust model is a breakthrough of trust research in relationship 
marketing (Baines et al., 2011; Palmatie et al., 2006; Kotler et al., 2009), Morgan and 
Hunt (1994) admit there are debates when measuring trust, and the measures of trust will 
be different depending on the research structures and procedures.  

Above mentioned three model and approaches are extremely noteworthy. Even the 
measuring of trust remains complex and ambiguous. But there is one similarity underling 
among researches. Dietz (2011) points out regardless the great disagreement of trust 
research. One similarity exists in trust research over years, which is that, almost all the 
trust building processes can be categorized into three stages: input, processing, and output 
(Dietz 2011, p. 219). This argument drags the focus of measuring trust back to 
understanding its building process. Relationship is based on two actors’ mutual trust 
(Håkansson et al., 1982), and trust emerges under uncertain situations and one actor 
attempts to gain the access of another actor’s ability in order to benefit the actor itself. 
Hence, it is clear that trust is a learning process (Becerra et al., 2008; Huemer, 2004a; 
Luhmann 1979; Moorman et al., 1993). 

3.1.3. Organizational Learning 
One crucial task for marketing researchers and managers is to understand market and 
customer (Chung & Jackson, 2011; Cravens & Piercy, 2009; Huemer 2004a, 2004b; 
Kotler et al., 2009; McAllister, 1995). Cravens and Piercy (2009) stress the importance of 
companies’ learning capability on competing and cooperating in changing business 
environment. March (1991) reports that organizational learning can be divided into two 
major types, which are exploration and exploitation learning. Exploration learning 
includes learning “things captured by terms such as search, variation, risk taking, 
experimentation, play, flexibility, discovery, innovation.”, on the other hand, exploitation 
includes learning “things [such] as refinement, choice, production, efficiency, selection, 
implementation, execution” (March, 1991, p. 71). He (March, 1991) further argues that 
explicit and implicit are two kinds of choices while organization conducts exploration 
and exploitation learning. As their names imply, explicit choices come from clear and 
direct information such as calculations, alternatives, strategies, etc. In contrast, implicit 
choices come from organizational culture, norms, etc. 

For the study of trust in business to business relationships, one learning model is 
noteworthy. That is the mutual learning model (Meindi et al., 1994). The mutual learning 
model is used to describe the dual learning process in knowledge development of an 
organization. The mutual learning model means for an organization, an existing reality in 
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the world with many dimensions which outside of the organization, its importance for the 
organization is neutral. In another word, the organization considers that existence (the 
reality) is not important for its operation. While the individuals in the organization start to 
notice the reality. They identify and judge one or some dimensions of the reality and form 
a new belief and attitude toward this reality. Meanwhile, the organization adapts these 
beliefs and attitudes which come from its individuals, and form a new organizational 
belief (Paxton, 2007). Thus, the reality is learned and judged by the organization and its 
individuals. A notation in this process is that, the organization only learned part of the 
reality’s dimensions, the codes of those dimensions do not always represent true reality 
and its dimensions (March, 1991). 

Based on reviewed literature and studies, definitions, measurements, and explanations of 
trust remain disagreements. But building of trust in business relations as a learning 
process has been clearly revealed, and is admitted by scholars (Becerra et al., 2008; 
Huemer, 1998; Luhmann 1979; McKinght et al., 1998; Moorman et al., 1993; Uslaner, 
2002). The mutual learning model inspired this study that individuals influencing 
organizational knowledge. Since, trust has been regarded as a learning process, it is 
reasonable to check the knowledge in other disciplines (McKinght & Chervany, 2000; 
Rousseau et al., 1998). The following text is focusing on notable knowledge in terms of 
behavioral sciences. 

3.2. Trust and Noteworthy Concepts in Behavioral Sciences  
Bringing the study of trust from marketing to behavioral sciences, the journey seems like 
a trip of a wanderer looking for his/her root. Sociologist Niklas Luhumann’s theories 
have been widely used by researchers in business administration on studies of trust (e.g. 
Mayer et al., 1995). Going into the society and enter the individual level, the famous 
psychoanalyst Sigmund Freud provides a simple but notable idea for trust research. He 
claimed that the childhood of an individual can determine his/her future mental 
development (Shaffer, 2009). The following text will attempt open a new sight for trust 
research on marketing from the perspective of behavioral sciences. 

As an element of social reality (Lewis & Weigert, 1985; Ping, 2011), trust has been 
studied in difference disciplines, for instance, sociology, psychology, and economics, etc. 
Since trust is a concept with abundant connotations. A number of studies (Insko et al., 
2005; McAllister, 1995; Rotenberg, 2001) with dissimilar focus and directions about trust 
have been done in the area of behavioral sciences. Marketing researchers should notice 
three fields, they are research on social cognition (Fiske & Taylor, 1991), research of 
interpersonal trust during childhood and adolescence (Rotenberg’s 2010), and research of 
attachment theory (Bretherton, 1992). The upcoming text will introduce and explain these 
researches separately. Before the explanation, we need to rewarm theories of social 
interaction. 

 

3.2.1. Social Interaction 
The concept of social interaction has been introduced into marketing study for 30 years 
(Håkansson et al., 1982). It is necessary to rewarm some core concepts for further 
discussion of trust research in marketing. In social interaction, a simplified interaction 
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sequence can be briefly concluded as an actor triggers the interaction toward to target, 
and then the target responds to the actor (Cantor & Kihlstrom, 1982).  

Darley and Fazio (1980) divide the interaction process into several steps: (1) in the first 
step of interaction cycle, an actor must have certain goals that the actor wishes to 
accomplish in an interaction. After forming expectancy, actor starts perceiving the 
external situations, such as environment, atmosphere, circumstance, etc. The actor also 
will evaluate the internal knowledge, such as the actor’s abilities, skills, competences, etc. 
The actor will attempt to relate its internal knowledge to the goal of its interaction.  (2) 
After the goal of interaction become clear, actor starts taking actions to its interactive 
target by providing general information and clearing the goal of interaction gradually 
(Darley & Fazio, 1980). (3) After actor initiated action to targets, the target follows the 
same pattern from perceiving situation, forming and gathering relevant information and 
knowledge both internal and external. Then, the target entered the interaction situation 
and will form a preliminary impression of the actor. (4) After form the impression of the 
actor, the target responses to actor by making certain moves, behaviors, or sending 
message to actors. (5) The initiator (actor) of the interaction will interpret the target’s 
response based on his/her knowledge and situation. Meanwhile, actor will form an 
impression or new understanding about the target and modify its movement to target 
(Darley & Fazio, 1980). This process will continue and last for a period of time until all 
the goals that from very beginning and formed later in the interaction are accomplished or 
terminated. 

In a social interaction sequence, actor and target will generate new knowledge about 
themselves, and external environment. Knowledge in this sequence for both parties 
cannot be labeled as ‘right’ or ‘wrong’. It is based on each particular cases and each 
party’s self-cognition (Cantor & Kihlstrom, 1982). Darley and Fazio (1980) imply that 
during a social interaction process, both participants of the interaction are in learning and 
cognition. The study of individuals’ or groups’ behaviors at large context of society is 
known as social cognition (Fiske & Taylor, 1991). 

3.2.2. Social Cognition 
Fiske and Taylor (1991) explain social cognition is the process that individuals (groups) 
trying to make sense about the society, others, and themselves. Lewin (1935) proposes 
that behaviors are the consequence based on internal factors and external environment.  
Cognition process mainly includes (1) Perceiving and recognizing. In this process, inputs 
are taken into meaningful information (Fsike & Taylor, 1991; Galotti, 2008). One type of 
perception is done by actors without any awareness (Eysenck & Keane, 2010). Because, 
individual (group) exposes at a large world and is affect by some kinds of stimulus 
passively (Fiske & Taylor, 1991). Another type is actors activating the perception. This 
circumstance generally motivated by actor’s need of cognition, such as trying to 
understand situation or particular object (Eysenck & Keane, 2010). Recognizing is the 
process that individual (group) perceived information from external environment, and 
identify the situation and objects (Eysenck & Keane, 2010; Fiske & Taylor, 1991). (2)  
Categorizing and scheming. After perception, external stimulus represented into concepts, 
and classified into different categories (Galotti, 2008). In another word, categorizing and 
scheming are the process that “makes assumptions about other people, ourselves, and the 
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situations we encounter” (Fiske & Taylor, 1991, p.97). (3) Memorizing and recalling. In 
memorizing process, information is encoded by brain. Individual or group categorize and 
integrate situations or someone’s personality into different assumptions and self-generate 
several frames to hold information, in order to deal with similar inputs in the future. 
(Eysenck & Keane, 2010; Galotti, 2008). (4) Using and manipulating is the function that 
applying given and gathered information, internal knowledge to solve problem and make 
decision (Galotti, 2008). In this stage, the information that has been transformed into 
internal knowledge will be used for reasoning and evaluating new situations (Eysenck & 
Keane, 2010; Fiske & Taylor, 1991). Knowledge will be used for problem solving and 
decision making. In cognitive psychology, problem solving is a “cognitive activity that 
involves moving from the recognition that there is a problem through a series of steps to 
the solution” (Eysenck & Keane, 2010, p.458), and decision making is defined as 
“selecting one out of a number of presented options or possibilities, with the decision 
having [some] consequences” (Eysenck & Keane, 2010, p.458). The restate of social 
interaction and social cognition is serving for the convenient of explaining trust under the 
context of behavioral sciences.  

3.2.3. Trust in Developmental Psychology  
Many theories and studies throughout the world regard the importance of trust. 
Researchers believe without interpersonal trust, the human society cannot exist (O’Hara, 
2004; Warren, 1999). However, the study of trust is not completed. Rotenberg (2010) 
point out that, even the study of trust in psychology has started from the very beginning 
of the discipline, but there is a lack of researches in trust. He further argues that 
childhood and adolescence interpersonal trust relate to (1) physical health, (2) cognitive 
functioning, (3) social functioning, and (4) the development and maintenance of close 
relationship. Keeping the importance of interpersonal trust during childhood and 
adolescence in mind, Rotenberg and his colleagues (Rotenberg, 1994; Rotenberg et al., 
2005) develop a framework to conceptualize interpersonal trust, which is known as 3 
(bases) × 3 (domains) × 2 (target dimensions), abbreviated as the BDT framework. The 
BDT framework conceptualizes interpersonal trust into three aspects, which are bases of 
trust, domains of trust, and dimensions of the target of trust (Rotenberg, 2010).  

The framework includes the following three bases of trust: (1) reliability, 
which refers to a person fulfilling his or her word and promise; (2) 
emotional trust, which refers to a person refraining from causing emotional 
harm […] and (3) honesty, which refers to a person telling the truth and 
engaging in behaviors […]. The three domains are: (1) cognitive/affective, 
which comprises individuals’ beliefs and feelings that others demonstrate 
the three bases of trust; (2) behavior-dependent, which comprise individuals 
behaviorally relying on others to act in a trusting fashion as per the three 
bases of trust; (3) behavior-enacting (trustworthiness), which comprises 
individuals behavioral engaging in the three bases of trust. […] the 
components of the specificity dimension of the target of trust (ranging from 
general category versus a specific person) and familiarity of the target of 
trust (ranging from slightly familiar to highly familiar). (Rotenberg, 2010, 
p.9-10) 
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Rotenberg (2010) notes the BDT framework emphasizes mutual trust between a person 
and his or her trust target. Unlike trust researches in business area, which only focus on 
explain and measure exist trust within or between complex organizations (e.g. Mayer et 
al., 1995; Morgan & Hunt, 1994), developmental psychologists trace back to the 
beginning of a life and try to clear clews by finding the thrum. Rotenberg (2010) 
highlights the BDT as a framework that treat trust as a phenomenon with various faces 
rather than a simply accumulating statistic factor. 

3.2.4. Attachment Theory 
For each individual, the first relationship is the relationship between an infant and his or 
her caregivers. Therefore, this relationship is such crucial and can be regarded as the 
“prototype” of his or her future relationships (Rotenberg, 2010, p.14). A classic theory 
relating to the close relationship between an infant and his or her caregivers is attachment 
theory. It applied to explain long-term relationships between two or more individuals 
(Bretherton, 1992). This theory was developed by psychoanalyst John Bowlby and 
developmental psychologist Mary Ainsworth in 1960s (Bretherton, 1992). The 
attachment theory implies that except the basic need of survival, infant also has the social 
and emotional needs. In order to develop a close relationship with caregiver, an infant 
will attempt to trust at least one caregiver, who is active to the interaction with the infant. 
Otherwise, the infant will face mental and social dysfunction during his or her growth. 
This means a person without any intimated relationship during his or her infant and 
childhood, his/her will not be able to trust other people, establish or maintain 
relationships, or express his/her emotion properly (Delgado, 2008; Fehr, et al., 2005; 
Gurtman, 1992; Lewin, 1935; Paxton, 2007;). In another word, infant who is cared 
properly by caregiver will become skillful on social interaction that can easily establish 
and maintain relationships in society. Researches (Bowlby, 1969, 1973) in attachment 
theory also suggest that individual can not only build a close relationship with one person, 
but also possible to form new relationships while maintain an established relationship. In 
addition, individual will be more active to trust and build a new relationship with 
‘strangers’, when the environment and circumstance is similar to established relationship. 
Thus, attachment theory provides explanations of why individual can develop series 
complex relationships among people and group within his or her whole life. That is for 
basic need of survival both in natural and social world. The attachment theory not only 
impacts the developmental psychology, buy also expands a fresh aspect for social 
psychology in 1960s (Bretherton, 1992).  

3.3. Relating to Business to Business Relationship 
Behavioral sciences reveal fundamental reasons of trusting behavior, they are for survival 
(e.g. Bowlby, 1969, 1973; Rotenberg, 2010), cooperation (Aron et al., 2001), and 
competition. The relevant researches that mentioned above imply that trust is a learning 
process across individuals’ lifespan (Rotenberg, 2010). Previous sections also confirmed 
that trust research in business indicate trust has the characteristic of learning. However, 
regarding trust merely as a learning process cannot cover the fact that trustor requires 
verifying and evaluating trustworthiness towards to its trust character (Holmes, 1991). 
One similarity of different trust building processes that mentioned above is that trust 
development following three major steps, which are: antecedents, processes, and 
outcomes (Dietz, 2011; Moorman et al., 1993). Adapting theories and frameworks that 
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are mentioned in this chapter, an interesting overlapping among trust and cognitive 
sciences revealed. (See Figure 3.1) 

 

 

Figure 3.1 A Comparison between Social Cognition Process and Trusting Process in 
Business Relations 

Source: Adapting from Darley & Fazio (1980); Dietz (2011); Fiske & Taylor (1991); 
Huemer, (1998); Håkansson et al., (1982); Luhmann (1979); March (1991); Mayer et al., 
(1995); Morgan & Hunt (1994).  

Above figure shows a similarity between social cognition process and trust development 
process in business relations. The social cognition process chart is in the upper position, 
where the trusting process in business relations located lower. ‘Situation’ corresponds to 
the ‘need of trust’ which represents an actor is affected by the external environment or 
self-needs (Kramer, 1999), then triggered the following steps. ‘Forming knowledge’ and 
‘organizational learning’ (Reed, 2001) are the phase that actor tries to understand its 
situation by gathering information and maneuvering stored knowledge. ‘Using 
knowledge’ corresponds to ‘trustworthy evaluation’ which actor using the information 
and knowledge to evaluate the trustworthiness. The information and knowledge are 
gained from previous step and the actor in this step tries to generate actions. The last step 
is that actor make the actual action which will cause a series consequences. 

The literature review of this study reveals a high similarity between social cognition 
process and trust development process, which raises a proposition. Despite the studies 
have been done in transaction cost and social interaction theories (e.g. Håkansson et al., 
1982; Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Williamson, 1993), there is a possibility that trust is a social 
cognition process (Cantor & Kihlstrom, 1982; Fiske & Taylor, 1991). In order to gain 
more knowledge regarding to trust in business to business relationship and behavioral 
sciences, and validate the proposition that trust is related to social cognition, thirteen in-
depth interviews were processed, and the interview results are stated in next chapter.  

 

 



 

28 
 

Chapter 4: Interview Results 
In this chapter, the interview results will be presented based on proposed research 
purpose and questions. Respondents’ answers stated below have been categorized into 
different themes from original interview recording, self-memos, and word-transcript. For 
the convenience of knowing the basic information of interviews and interview intention, 
the list of academic interviews is listed below (See Table 4.1). 

Table 4.1 List of Interview Respondents 
Academic Interviews 

No. Participant Knowledge Domain Interview Intention 

1 Dai Bo Sociology/Socioeconomic Gaining insights and perspectives on 
trust research 

2 Mikael Hjerm Sociology Gaining insights and perspectives on 
trust research in behavioral sciences 

3 Pontus Bergh Business Administration Gaining insights and perspectives on 
trust research 

4 Anna-Carin Nordvall Marketing/Psychology 
Gaining insights and perspectives on 
trust research; Prepare for interviews in 
behavioral sciences 

5 Jonas Edlund Sociology Gaining insights and perspectives on 
trust research in behavioral sciences 

6 Lars Huemer Business Administration Gaining insights and perspectives on 
trust research 

7 Olov Nordvall Psychology Gaining insights and perspectives on 
trust research in behavioral sciences 

8 Urban Ekman Physiology Gaining insights and perspectives on 
trust research in behavioral sciences 

9 Fredrik Bergström Physiology Gaining insights and perspectives on 
trust research in behavioral sciences 

Managerial Interviews 

No. Participant Company Occupation Interview Intention 

10 Xu Hongchun Senior Engineer  Gaining insights of trust from 
managerial perspectives 

11 Li Hongbin Senior Project Manager  Gaining insights of trust from 
managerial perspectives 

12 PanneerSelvam 
Subramaniam Project Manager Gaining insights of trust from 

managerial perspectives 

13 Venkat Raman.S Branch Manager Gaining insights of trust from 
managerial perspectives 

Note: For the reason of protecting companies’ secrecies the companies that mentioned in 
the following statements are all anonymous. 
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4.1. Trust 
In this section respondent s answers relating to insights of trust will be presented under 
relevant themes 

4.1.1 Perspectives of Trust 

Academic Views of Trust 
Dai (2012) introduces Adam Smith’s concept of ‘economic man’ or ‘Homo Oeconomicus 
(in Latin)’ to explain her understanding. This concept implies when human involves in a 
decision or a judgment that relates to economic benefit, decision always tends to be 
rational and self-interested. Moreover, from the perspective of economic logic, any actor 
relating to economic activities will and should behave for the purpose of maximize self-
interest. The only reason that motivates an individual to behave benefiting others is that, 
he or she wants to gain economic benefits from others. She further provides an example: 
the reason for a doctor opens his own clinic and cure patients is not because he has the 
fully compassion to human beings, but he wants benefit from healing his patients. Thus, 
self-interest is linked to trust, or at least self-interest cannot be damaged. Otherwise, there 
is no trust. “This is the rational explanation” she says. In economic research, one 
fundamental research is the effective allocation of resources, which means to maximize 
the utility of input resources. When using approaches of economy to understand the 
society, the resources are not only about resources in nature, but also about social 
resources, such as social networking. Since human behaviors in economic activities are 
rational, interpersonal relationship should also be rational. In addition, relationships have 
rich implications of utility. When person attempts to buy a commodity from seller, in 
order to purchase, buyer must trust the commodity will have a positive ‘utility’ to his/her 
needs. Without trust, there will have no purchasing, not to mention relationship. 

Hjerm (2012) argues that trust is a “daily” word that people use almost everywhere, but 
no one can solve the battle of defining trust. He explains “what we can say is that we trust 
the things you promise to do.” He argues trust is an “umbrella concept”, which has 
various implication and connotations. “There are many other concepts that relate to the 
concept trust like dependent, expectation, keeping promise, etc.” The respondent regards 
the importance of trust in society. He believes trust is the foundation to make institutions 
working. Then he introduces the concept of “reciprocity” with a further explain. 
“Reciprocity means one actor behaves with good will to respond another actor’s positive 
behavior.” Reciprocity has been put together with trust to research social cooperation. “A 
research (Fehr et al., 2002) has shown some evidences if they can be fairly treated, actors 
in a social interaction willing to cooperate with each other, and they prefer to punish 
those actors who have unfairly behaviors. We can see this kind of interesting connection 
between trust and reciprocity. At least, trust-reciprocity provides a good explanation on 
cooperation behavior. In the research I mentioned (Fehr et al., 2002), a strict rule applied 
to punish unfairly and self-interest behavior. Almost all the participants show reciprocal 
behaviors.” The experiment, in a sense, builds a clear social norm, and when participant 
sense there are no space for self-interest behaviors, almost all the people tend to act for 
others’ benefit. “After read this experiment and you think about trust again, you will 
realize that they have formed interpersonal trust, and also institutional trust.” Hence, we 
can say when the situation is clear and direct understood by actors, they can easily build 
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trust. “We always try to trust someone.” For example, “when I found a wallet I will try to 
return it to its owner. This altruism behavior is because I wish somebody will also send 
my wallet back to me, when I lost my wallet. The action of send wallet back to its owner 
is a kind of trust between me and another person.” 

Edlund (2012) introduces that his first research relating to trust is about the relationship 
between trust and welfare state. The result shows, there is no correlation between 
individual trust towards to the state and the overall welfare state support withdrawal. 
Usually there is a very weak relationship between the level of trust and support for 
government intervention in welfare. Welfare state preferences determined by knowing 
what kind of trust people have in it. “Some people against welfare state because they 
doubt there is enough resources to keep welfare state running smoothly, and they are 
willing to increase their social or daily spending to increase the social benefits. Other 
people against welfare state are purely related to the anti-welfare state sentiments”, says 
the respondent. He confirms that defining trust is difficult, he define trust as “if one has 
trust in someone or some institutions, one will believe that other party will behave in an 
honest way”, says the respondent. For instance, “if somebody cannot keep his promise, 
instead of cheating or lying, he chooses to explain it, and give some good reason why he 
cannot keep it, he still can be trusted”. He thinks it has to do with both. It depends on the 
amount of trust one put in others. 

Huemer (2012) argues that trust is very important in today’s business activities, even in 
most of the cases, trust only indirectly relates to different main-topics of business 
researches, such as value creation, leadership, customer relationship management, etc.  
Especially, trust exists in many business activities, scholars and managers more or less 
treat trust in very surface level of understanding. He presents that mainstream research 
and management put very little attention on trust, and they regard trust only “indirectly” 
affect companies and their value chain. But “when we view the whole value chain, trust 
become very important on how to build whole supply chain and value chain in order to 
create value”, says the respondent, “Sometimes we give credit to trust for expanding 
different successes. Sometimes we blame trust when something goes wrong”.  

From the perspective of psychology, Nordvall, O. (2012) believes that two things can 
affect the willing of trust: Firstly, social power, which is the ability to influence others. 
People with more social power, for instance, people with more wealth, status, or wisdom 
will gain trust more easily. Secondly, the inferences, which is using previous knowledge, 
or information he/she has to make judgment to trust or not. He further argues that trust is 
also a risk taking behavior. Some studies (Galván, 2012; Fehr et al., 2005) show that risk 
taking is motivated by pursuing rewards of risky behavior “like gambling”. Individual 
take risk for reward (Galván, 2012), “when a people engage into behavior he/she does not 
just want to harm him/herself. Taking risk is because there are some benefits by engage 
into a risky situation”, says the respondent. Individual must perceive and evaluate the 
benefit contains in a risky behavior is “worthy to take a chance” he further argues “since 
different people have different perception and evaluation. Some people take risky 
behaviors which in others’ point of views are extremely dangerous. Some people may 
take risky behavior just for fun. But the so called ‘fun’ is also the reward from taking risk 
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behavior.” Thus, the risk taking is because conducting into a risky behavior the reward is 
more than harms relatively.   

Ekman (2012) starts that, in neuroscience, brain has been identified functioning as an 
information processor. Human brain can be divided into different function modules such 
as social cognition module, memory module, perception module, etc. Those modules are 
connected by cellular fibers, which make all function sectors working together. So, 
“when some part of a person’s brain damaged he/she may lose some functions, or even 
change personality.” Some chemical compounds are playing the role of transmitters to 
sending signal from one module to another in human brains. The respondent notes that in 
recent years, some breakthroughs relating to trust in neuroscience has been made, which 
researchers (Kosfeld, Heinrichs, Zak, Fischbacher, and Fehr, 2005) found oxytocin is the 
biological basis for interpersonal trust. “As a neurotransmitter, oxytocin can make affect 
individual’s willingness of trusting another” by increasing individual’s acceptance of 
taking risk (Kosfeld et al., 2005). He explains the research of Kosfeld, Heinrichs, Zak, 
Fischbacher, and Fehr (2005) in neuroscience is extremely noteworthy, because it not 
only finds the biological explanation of interpersonal trust, but also reveals “what kind of 
behavior is trust” in terms of human brain functions. The research relating to oxytocin 
(Kosfeld et al., 2005) shows trust is the behavior that only human and advanced mammal 
(e.g. chimpanzee) have, which implies the trusting ability directly linked to cooperation, 
nurturing, and communication. These behaviors “are somehow distinguish us from 
animals, and experiments relating to oxytocin are surely important to explain why we 
have such complex network called society”, says the respondent. Oxytocin has identified 
have a crucial effects for understanding human behavior and interpersonal relationship 
(Nowakowski, et al., 2010), “It is of course important, that infant-mother relationship has 
been treated as the prototype of human relationship, organization also formed by a group 
of people”, says the respondent. 

Managerial Views of Trust 
Xu (2012) states trust emerges gradually from “many times of cooperation, hardships that 
two parties have been through together”. However, defining or explaining trust in his 
point of view is every difficult. “It like attempting to explain what is happiness, different 
people having different answers, since companies and people in those companies have 
different experiences and understanding.” He answers that because the different needs 
and requirements. Trust between his company and its connections are relatively different. 
“Trust in our case is quite broad, it has many aspects.” For instance, “every contract we 
get from our customers will have different requirements. So, we have to choose different 
solutions for them, also it is impossible to let our company to handle the whole industrial 
chain. We also need other companies’ help, especially, when we lack of some 
competences to accomplish our customers’ requirements. Because of the company’s scale, 
in most cases, there are a lot of suppliers will contact us. When we interact with these 
companies, one problem is that some supplier invested a lot in order to get our order. Our 
suppliers can provide very cutting-edge solutions for us. However, they always demand 
us to buy their solutions again, if we have a one-time cooperation. Suppliers think what 
we want is merely an outstanding market offering, and a good solution can gain our trust 
once for all. It is true that we want good solutions, but we also need consider budget, 
regulations, social atmosphere, etc. The railway system constructions in most cases are 
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government’s infrastructure investments. So, we also need to consider government’s loan 
from bank, what will be the reasonable price for the public, and will the public accept 
new technology or does it safe, etc. Except good market offering, we also need a close 
partnership, not a company asking for wild prices.”   

He admits (Xu, 2012) trust is crucial for their business, for example it can form strategic 
alliance between companies, but because of the company’s special position that between 
customers and suppliers, it is very difficult to have a long-term relationship with suppliers. 
“We can have very good relationship with companies, when their sizes are relatively 
smaller than us. When they become larger and larger, they become to our competitors, 
and trust gradually loses in combat of interests.” He states inside of the company when a 
former collaborator turns into a competitor, managers and employees accuse that 
company’s behavior is unethical. “People feel be betrayed and angry.” In his point of 
view trust is also a concept that related to morality, “Trust is about ethical behavior, 
unethical behavior will of course destroy trust.” He states willing to trust others is also 
the acceptance that another people or company shares same value with trustor. “Trust is 
the foundation of two companies’ cooperation. There are many faces of trust and it really 
depending on what we are looking for. Their competences can make us relying on them, 
and they will not break or abuse our dependence.” Xu (2012) gives credit on high level of 
trust, and he believes high level of trust can greatly benefit to firms. For example, “tide 
over the crisis together, helping us to solve internal affairs, reduce our company’s 
dependence on short-term transaction.”  

Another manager, Li (2012) highlights that in the industry he is working with. Trust 
between companies is built upon mutual benefit. “Our partners have needs of gain profit, 
so do we. Only we can benefit each other mutually, trust can be built and last. If the very 
basically mutual benefit cannot be satisfied, may companies will only have one or two 
transaction with each other.” When talking about how will he defines trust, he says “I 
have learned many aspects about trust. It is really difficult to describe it with one 
sentence. For me, two companies’, or two people’s trust must base on having abundant 
knowledge and understanding between each other. No matter their strengths or 
shortcomings, two partners must understand each other mutually.” Li (2012) gives an 
example about what benefits that trust can bring to a company. “We have built a long-
term relationship with one of the largest real estate company (company A) in this region, 
and we have very high level of trust between each other. After many years cooperation, 
we can together submit bid for very large project that we can never achieve all by 
ourselves. Now, when they develop new projects, they will not invite public bidding. 
Instead they give all the works that relating to urban landscaping and horticultures to us 
directly, so we don’t need put a lot of resources on wining every project one by one.” 
High level of trust, not only causes the long-term relationship, and lower costs between 
two companies, but also formed a strategic alliance. 

Subramaniam (2012) states trust as “responsibility for taking a good care of somebody or 
something. According to the respondent trust is very important. Clients should trust him 
to provide more work. For example, he got released from his client to take up some more 
responsibility within his own organization. But after few months they called him back to 
take up some new projects under the same clients as they expected him to kick start the 
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project due to the business critically and they felt he can run projects without issues. This 
is the trust on him from both of own organization and clients. Now he is given the full 
support to set up a new team and it is running very smooth. 

For Raman.S (2012) trust means making an exchange with someone when you do not 
have full knowledge about them, along with their intent and products they are offering to 
you. Possibly in some unspecified way at some unspecified time in the future. He 
believes transparency and reliability particularly important for trust. Therefore strive for 
open dialogue with all capital market participants by providing personalizing services by 
assigning each client to their customer relationship managers. For instance, the 
personalize service through reading customers portfolio from time to time and giving a 
right call to them for their action on it may make feel the customers secured. 

4.1.2. Individual and Organizational Trust 

Academic Views of Individual and Organizational Trust 
Dai (2012) believes that ‘trust’ is merely about the relationship between individual and 
individual. The so called organizational trust is just a complex network formed by 
different interpersonal relationships. The relationship between individual and 
organization is relationship of interests. There is a mutual beneficial agreement 
underlying their relationship. A worker chooses to work in a factory is motivated by his 
very basic need of food and living. Factory hires a worker for the purpose that he or she 
can work for the owner of a factory so the owner can gain expected benefit by hiring 
workers to produce products. No matter the trust in a relationship is between companies 
or individuals, their relationship will at least benefit both actors. In another word, the 
utility of their relationship must maintain in positive. “As I mentioned, because every unit 
in economic world pursues interest, they will also make sure they can acquire the 
maximized benefit from trusting another unit, and that is the reason we using game 
theory to research trust in economic world.” The happen of trust is on the equilibrium 
where each unit in a relationship can both receive interest. 

Hjerm (2012) notes “it is very difficult to clear the relationship between individual trust 
and organizational trust. The need of trust can force organizations try to meet or influence 
individuals in order to gain their trust, on the other hand, individuals’ trust can also shape 
and influence organizations. It is more like a chicken-egg problem.” For instance, 
“Because interpersonal trust, individuals bond together and form communities for the 
purpose of survival. In a community we can see the coordination and cooperation 
between individuals and groups. Over years development of social interactions, trust has 
become a part of morality”, which means “the label of morality on trust has an impact 
that force people and organizations always try to behave the way to be trustworthy. 
Society promotes trust as a moral concept, and trustworthy also becomes an identity.”  
Individual will seek similarities with another individual to judge if this person is 
trustworthy. Groups will also seek identities they all share before they trust each other. 
Thus, trust between organization and organization, person and person, person and 
organization only happens when most of their characteristics are in common. For trust 
between organization and organization, the majority of each organization must have same 
identities to have trust. “But like always we need to know what is majority and what does 
most of them mean. It is very difficult to solve this kind of battle in social sciences.” 
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In the interview of Edlund (2012), he states in a society, there are individuals, and of 
course, they are regulated in a direction or an institutional framework. It is really 
necessary that each person at least the majority of them believes that the institution is 
working in a fair and efficient way. If people trust institution, they would have some level 
of trust between people, even people do not like each other, but still they believe the 
institution will treat them equally. He argues that interorganizational trust is mostly 
constructed on trusting between majorities, sharing same identities and shared value. “It 
is not a percentage; it is more like a general sense of belonging to an identity. The 
majority has some overall feelings that together, they share some same values”. He states 
that, societies which have people trust each other seems can perform much better. Trust 
in organization is difficult to measure, and therefore hard to tell if it is really important. 
But he definitely thinks trust between individuals is quite important. If it is individual 
trust, trust is more like an emotion; but the organizational trust is more like a decision 
making. 

Managerial Views of Individual and Organizational Trust 
Despite the interviews among researchers, one manager (Xu, 2012) states the types of 
individual trust and organizational trust is highly depending on the specific situations and 
also companies’ organization structure.” It is possible that an individual leave a company 
and the company’s network been transferred with the leaving of that person. This will be 
dramatically influence the companies which highly dependent on individuals such as 
start-up companies, or small medium enterprises. Another possibility is when an 
individual left, the company or the organization still there, even the person’s leaving may 
alter some changes on company’s connections.” For companies, identify the importance 
of individual trust or organizational trust need distinguish company’s organization 
structure. There is one type of company that “board of direction is responsible for all 
business processes, every decision must be approved from bottom to top in its hierarchy. 
In this type of organization the absent of one single manager will cause the collapse of 
whole organization. We can say its partner will surely trust individuals more than the 
organization.” He emphasizes for the business relationship with this type of company, its 
partners will more focus on individuals’ abilities and skills within the company. The 
second type of company “follows the procedures and company’s concrete regulations.” 
This kind of company obey rules and business processes, even some managers and 
executives are missing the company still can have a stable performance. The 
collaborators of this kind of company will surely trust the company as a whole 
organization more than trust specific individuals. For the company like this, its partner 
surely concern more about if the company’s situation and performance is “normal”. 

The Indian respondents (Raman.S., 2012;  Subramaniam, 2012) believes in business to 
business relationships, the trust is mostly based on interorganizational trust. 
Subramaniam notes, for example, if he need some support from clients project team to 
deliver the good product back to them. He needs a support and trust from the group of 
people from that particular project. The same case, if he needs to create a good reputation 
to bring more business to our company, then he needs to trust the supplier as a single 
organization. In addition, Raman.S states their company mainly trust the company as an 
organization, for instance, they strongly encourage the company who has good 
governance and policies.  
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4.1.3 Trust, Losing Trust and Distrust 

Academic Views of Trust, Losing Trust and Distrust 
Huemer (2012) regards the debate of trust and distrust. It is noteworthy that people 
related distrust with there is no trust, or lack of trust, which the respondent believe this 
association is incorrect. “It is like making a comparison between love and hate, if there is 
no love, then, of course there is no hate in a relationship.”  Thus, “when there is no trust, 
there is no platform for aggregating trust. Trust is usually based on something, such as 
experience, familiarity, understanding, and context.” Otherwise, it is different concept 
such as gambling. He emphasizes that trust usually based on “something”, if there is 
nothing based on, the situation can only be regarded as lack of trust, rather that distrust. 
The respondent does not agree to equal distrust with lack of trust. Because of some 
researchers mix the concept of distrust and lack of trust “To develop a relationship from 
distrust to trust is very different thing comparing to develop a relationship from lack of 
trust to trust.” He gives an example that a company attempted to enter a new market in 
South American. One Norwegian company belief they came into the region in a neural 
way. But the fact was they enter the market with a lot of distrusts, which “based on over 
five hundred years oppressions, and bad experience about Europeans”. 

Managerial Views of Trust, Losing Trust and Distrust 
Meanwhile, managers notes even they have gained trust from another party the trust still 
cab be lost or even become distrust. Xu (2012) argues even two company have built high 
level of trust, but their relationship also can broke, when trust is losing. “Trust will 
definitely lose when a partner cannot keep their promise, or behaves only focus on its 
own interest.” He explains “trust cannot be built in a moment, losing of trust also will not 
happen in a day. It is because of a partner’s behaviors, after two or three times of 
cooperation we will start not trust the company.” However, even trust has lost among two 
companies. It is still likely to rebuild their trust. “After all, doing business is driven by 
profit and interest, we will of course get together with strangers or enemies for our 
common interest, but when we lost trust toward another company, it is very hard to say 
we can cooperate just like old time, even we re-build our relationship.” 

Li (2012) highlights this issue and provides a detail answer. He stresses when individuals 
leave the company, especially those who have built some connections with other 
companies, “they will also bring part of our customers’ or suppliers’ trust away with 
them”. He says “the owners of most companies are worrying about this situation, it also 
happening in our company. This is a hidden trouble, we know it is there, and all we can 
do is waiting until it happens”, however, the talent employees leave a company cannot 
always bring the trust and social connections with them. The respondents provide an 
example, “in company B, the former Chief Executive Officer (CEO) who has a widely 
social network and also a skillful manager left company B, and brought almost all the 
elites away with him. Most people in the industry believe they will build a strong and 
powerful start-up. One year later, they were fighting for their survival. The reason is that 
this incident more or less impacted the local industry. Other business actors in the 
industry felt suspicious about this former CEO’s integrity and sense of moral, and start 
turning to not trust this people. Now, that new company finally get through its difficulties, 
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but most of its business relationships are built with new customers and suppliers, only 
very few were the relationships that manager brought from company B.” 

The respondent (Li, 2012) provides another example about losing trust and cause the end 
of relationship. Company C was also one of the largest real estate companies in that 
region. The landscaping company used has very close relationship with Company C. “We 
were really trust each other, and the outcomes of our cooperation received very high 
reputation”, says the respondent. The relationship between the urban landscape company 
and company C took a sudden turn into worse, and gradually they have “very unhappy 
experience”. The respondent says “company C owned us almost 100 million Chinese 
yuan arrear”. In 2008, company C faced a serious problem on sales, which caused by 
financial crisis, mistaken decision making, and failures on biding construction permission. 
At the beginning of all problems comes, the landscaping company still cooperate with 
company C, and tried to help company C to get through hardship. But, when mistakes of 
company C piled up, and debts increased, a number of its collaborators started finish 
relationships with company C. Even the urban landscaping has lost its patient to company 
C, but the respondent confirms rebuilding trust with company C still possible. 
“Companies get together for mutual benefit. If they can benefit us, then we can re-build 
trust naturally. Someday when company C can be recovered, we still will cooperate with 
them.” The respondent explains the reason is that “after all, we have cooperated before, 
and we know them very well. It is way much better than we choose to cooperate with a 
new company.” He also admits there will have some rifts between the urban landscaping 
company and company C, since the previous unpleasant makes the landscaping company 
may suspect company C. On the other hand, company C may feel the landscaping 
company cannot support them when the company was in difficulties. 

Indian manager (Subramaniam, 2012) states all deviations from the original goal will 
lead to distrust. Meeting their expectations always well and this will help them to 
understand us better. It is possible with providing action plans and addresses the concerns. 
This will help to regain the trust. Another Indian manager (Raman.S., 2012) believes the 
losing of trust happens only if they fail to maintain and communicate with the customer 
at regular intervals. He believes that he can repair the relationship by having a 
conversation on their requirement which bound to our company policy. 

 

4.2. Trust-Building 
In this section respondent s answers relating to trust-building process will be presented 
under relevant themes 

4.2.1. Trust-Building as a Learning and Cognitive Process 

Academic Views of Trust-Building as a Learning and Cognitive Process 
Bergh (2012) argues that for companies, building trust is a learning process. He 
introduces that more and more individuals have started-up their own business. The 
number of small-medium enterprises (SME) in Sweden is increasing. For those 
companies, they are facing some situations, for instance, finding business opportunities, 
entering a business network, and managing their own businesses. Unlike large scale 
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companies, entrepreneurs of start-ups not just are owners, but also are managers. There 
are number of entrepreneurs start their own business with only a business idea, or a new 
technology. They have very little knowledge about business, and how to operate their 
own companies. The situation inspired the respondent, and he and his working partner 
designed a research (Bergh, Thorgren, and Wincent, 2009) by putting entrepreneurs into 
a learning network to observe how they learn from each other.  Entrepreneurs did not 
know each other when they entered the study network, so they reserved to share their 
knowledge. “In order to share and learn knowledge from each other, we need them to 
trust each other”, says the respondent. The respondent (Bergh, 2012) note that their 
research shows trust is important for the build of a learning network. During the 
interaction in the network, each actors changed their cognition and emotion, which led to 
the changes of their own businesses. He further explains that in SME, entrepreneurs play 
“multi-function” roles in their companies. Individuals represent whole company, the 
personal changes on cognitions and emotion also causes the changes of their companies’ 
future directions and decision makings. In their observation, the respondent and his group 
confirms that trust is built and extend from very basic level to high level closeness. He 
states “trust is directly link to those SME’s learning ability, on the other hand, the 
learning ability of those SME’s owners will impact the companies’ capabilities on find 
new business opportunities.” He concludes the trust building is an incremental process. 

From the perspective of psychology, Nordvall, A. (2012) states learning is a cognitive 
process, it is based on memory and how individuals can utilize memory in different ways. 
Memory can be divided into different categories, such as working memory and long-term 
memory. Learning is the procedures that human process the information in the working 
memory and store the information in the long-term memory. So there are two different 
processes which involve in leaning: first, the working memory perceives, processes, and 
analyzes information. Then, the long-term memory keeps information in the human mind, 
so people can recall it when it’s necessary. Learning also can be seen as a motional 
dimension or motivation dimension, for instance, if people want to learn something, they 
have to be motivated to learn it, because if they are not motivated, they will forget the 
information, since the information will not be processed in the working memory. People 
have to memorize something, because they know they will be rewarded later. For 
instance, a student wants to study for the exam, memorize all the concepts, and figure out 
all the problems, because he wants the pass grade. The pass grade can be seen as a 
motivation, also can be seen as a reward. To sum up, there are two different ways of 
learning: the emotional way with motivation, rewards and so on; the cognitive way with 
the long-term and working memories process the information.  

She (Nordvall, A., 2012) further argues that when “we talk about cognitive ability, we 
think all individual have some kind of general level of cognitive ability, because you 
know when you hear a telephone number, if you repeat it a lot of times you will 
remember it. But we also talk about the cognitive ability is limited, because the limitation, 
you cannot learn everything you hear or see. So you have to choose what information you 
are interested in”. That is where the motivation takes place, because if individual 
interested in something, the learning process will be much easier. There is another 
important concept in related to cognitive ability, which is over load of information. When 
all the information pieces comes to a person, such as reading a book, watching TV, or 
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hearing something, if individual don’t have the filter of interests, s/he will be over loaded. 
Information over load will affect the learning process, make the learning outcome worse. 
Since the over loaded information will only be processed in working memory, but will 
not go to the long term memory, so people cannot remember it afterwards.  

Huemer (2012) regards trust has its duality in learning process. “You have to learn to 
trust, and then when you trust, you dependent on trusting that you will learn more. If you 
don’t trust, you tend to become close. You don’t open up for new information. It goes 
back to learning to trust and trust to learn even more. That makes [the trust-building 
becomes] dynamic again and ongoing, I think there will have some interesting overlap”, 
says the respondents. Then, he puts a notion on “trust has been present previously as the 
center and core” of building business relationship. But “trust been used in a rather 
shallow way” that no one has done in-depth research on trust and organizational learning. 
In a company trust also related to leadership that is “leader can influence followers”, 
furthermore “followers also will try to influence leaders” in some circumstance. In 
organizational learning trust “defined in different ways depending on its influence flow”. 
The respondent thinks the definition of trust is all about “it depends”, he believes trust is 
a “sense of typing” concept. The label of trust is very broad. 

Managerial Views of Trust-Building as a Learning and Cognitive Process 
As a manager, Li (2012) mentions his company identified two situations, one is their 
potential customers will initiate the action and attempt to contact them. The second 
situation is they will trigger the interaction with their potential customer. “For the first 
situation, we believe before our potential customer come to visit us, they have 
investigated or evaluated our company, this is also the thing what we will do before we 
want to cooperate with a new partner.” He further introduces that except the information 
their potential customers can gain from company’s office building, website, and potential 
customers’ social network. There is another method that these companies apply, which is 
visiting their finished outdoor landscapes. This is the most direct and effective way for 
their potential customers to know the company. Thus, the company values the benefit 
from company’s image among public. This urban landscaping company set very strict 
rules and invested a lot on training maintenance personnel. The firm not only requires its 
maintenance personnel dressing the uniforms with company’s logo, they also have to take 
class about the knowledge of flowers, plants, and trees. Except the course relating to 
horticulture, outdoor personnel must take the training about eloquence. So, when those 
personnel working they can also manage a good interaction with citizens. Moreover, the 
company will examine outdoor personnel each quarter. In order to ensuring they are 
skillful and “walking in the way that they should be, talking in the way that they should 
be”. All these inputs is because the company believes “our potential customers are 
somewhere among the citizens”, says the respondent.  

Li (2012) further explains the second situation is the company will contact its potential 
customer positively. He states “in our company, we established a department which 
focusing on early stage preparation for each project.” This department is responsible to 
contact and communicate with potential customers by introducing company’s products 
and services. This department is a special department that only has the head of the 
department, but without any subordinates. In the view of the respondent, this company 
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emphasizes on the coordination between different departments. When company launch a 
project, the project manager and the head of this department will choose the most suitable 
employees from other departments such as department of design, department of 
horticulture, department of public relations, etc. to form a hot group in order to build 
connection or win a contract from customers. “We try our best to ensure that our 
customers clear that our products and services are not just some potted plants or couple 
sanitation workers. We demonstrate some of our famous works to our customers to let 
them know those wonderful and beautiful outdoor landscapes that they have experienced 
come from our efforts. After they identified our works, we further introduce how great 
efforts we have made on preparation these successful projects. We also take a lot of 
variables into account such as the geographical structure of that area, how we learn from 
our customers, and how to present our solutions. All information relating to how we 
achieved that successful project will be concretely introduced our potential customers.” 
He notes most of the time, initial contact is successful, and the problem is some 
customers might have the concern about they cannot afford the solution. In this 
circumstance, “it is really important to be honesty, the price must be transparency”, by 
listing the construction fees and costs, “sometime we will also help them to evaluate how 
to use the budget will be the best options.” The respondents believe the honesty, clear 
demonstration, and showing successful samples are the secrets to gain trust from 
potential customers.   

Li (2012) says “maintaining this high-level of trust is not relying on beer and skittles.” He 
argues maintaining trust must depend on market offerings’ quality, company’s 
competence, and customer centered executions. He gives additional details that the 
qualities of this company’s offerings do not just satisfy customers’ requirement, “you 
need also let customers see your development and improvement over each projects”. In 
urban landscaping industry the safety of construction is also a vital aspect of customers’ 
impression, “even we have gain trust from our customers, but no one expecting accident 
happens on construction sites. To guarantee our workers safety, following regulations, 
and consider citizens feeling are also the critical aspects to maintain trust with our 
customers”, says the respondent. Beyond these, to maintain trust, respondent have a 
strong faith in their later stage maintenances. He raises his tone and stresses “you must 
make sure you maintain the landscapes wholeheartedly. The later stage maintaining must 
make the end users satisfy also.”  

Subramaniam (2012) introduces their own organization help clients to run their business 
very smooth. His clients are very much person dependent, so when they expect him to 
come back, his company requested him to join back with them and requested to maintain 
the trust that helped them to bring more projects and it is almost 100% gain. They will 
show their existing strength on client’s domain area. Share some case studies. Finally 
make them comfortable on what they need (requirements). 

Raman.S (2012) states their company gain unfamiliar customers by doing new 
relationship strategy to gain trust from offering, displays, to factsheets, etc., and also 
referral contest existing customers. For instance, referral contest is an activity which is 
done for their existing customers where they have to refer new customers and deals and 
the highest referrer will be rewarded with cool gifts. Through this they will have an 
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introduction with the unfamiliar customers and start building our relationship from that 
point. They have a CRM (Customer Relationship Management) team which tracks and 
manages all aspects of a company's interactions with its customers, strengthens its 
relationships and keeps its customers informed and engaged through Email messages, 
newsletters, and surveys: Provide product and service updates, promote goods and 
services, and communicate news and events. Feedback: Ask for, capture, and act on your 
customer's input. Insight: research your customers' markets, strategies, and goals. 
Customer loyalty: implement loyalty, affinity, and rewards programs. For instance, in 
building customer relationships, they always remember to value the "personal touch." 
Just to get to know their customer "as a person." By trying to establish personal bonds 
goes a long way toward building lasting relationships. They strongly believe their efforts 
will be rewarded with repeat business, referrals, and satisfied, loyal customers. 

4.2.2. Trust-Building as a Problem Solving and Decision Making Process 

Academic Views of Trust-Building as a Problem Solving and Decision Making Process 
In psychology, Nordvall, A. (2012) explains that reasoning is about rational thinking, it’s 
about when you have to make decision. You will use reasoning to make the most rational 
choice. Reasoning is a kind of individual’s rationality, is about weighting pros and cons, 
positive and negative, consequences etc. Reasoning is very important, it’s like a filter, 
preventing us from processing all the information we obtained. Reasoning is a rational 
processes, it is more about we learning from mistakes we made. If we make a decision 
based on reasoning, based on the knowledge we have, we will make more rational 
decision. The difference between reasoning and judging is that, reasoning is the process 
of problem solving, where judging is more about the result or the conclusion. She notes 
that problem solving relies on attributes, people weight attribute with each other, put 
different information pieces together, and come out with different solutions. Nordvall, A. 
(2012) explains that decision making in most of the case is choosing the best options that 
an individual have. In another word, decision making process, people choose the most 
rational choice, in the other words, the best decision. 

Huemer (2012) argues there is debate about whether trust is a decision making process. 
From his point of view, trust is not a decision making process. “Trust evolve and growth 
in many different way. Although managers may seat together and figure out what is 
going on then make a decision, which is more implicit decisions such as company want to 
get the contract form another company. However, the sensation of trust is underpinned 
with explicit knowledge. Trust is related to many decisions, but not that often explicitly 
focus on can we trust or not trust.” 

Nordvall, O. (2012) explains that from the perspective of developmental social and 
personality perspective, a person’s life can be divided into eight stages. The ability of 
trust formed in the first stage (birth to 2 years old) of a person’s life (Kruglanski & 
Higgins, 2007). The respondent states if infant cannot be well nurtured by his or her 
caregivers, infant will become untrustworthy and suspicious, and this argument has been 
proved by previous literature review. He notes that from the perspective of psychology, 
trust has a very important characteristic, which is individual must rely on others’ help to 
actualize his/her vital goals. Furthermore, “if individual has ability to achieve all his/her 
goals by him/herself, then they don’t need to count on other people. Also, we don’t need 
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to trust anyone”, says the respondent. Thus, trust interpersonal relationship implies to 
involving others to enhance individuals themselves. This kind of involvement is called 
“self-expansion” (Aron et al., 2001). He explains that improving and enhancing 
him/herself is individual’s primary motivation. In self-expansion process “people need 
using or involving others into a relationship to help them achieve their goals. You have to 
gain other people’s trust, in order to use other’s abilities to actualize your own purpose”, 
says he. He notes the situation is also very similar in group to group relationship that one 
group will also intend to expand themselves. On the other hand, others also have the 
motivation for enhancing themselves that is why they “also need your trust, so they can 
use your abilities to helping them”. The respondent argues, the trusting behavior will also 
expose oneself at risk, “what if he/she failed on the things that I am counting on him/her”, 
and respondent believes taking risk is an interesting issue regarding to trust.       

Bergström (2012) introduces, from the perspective of neuroscience, when put individual 
trust into cognitive science, the whole topic of trust for cognitive science is “very broad”. 
He explains that from the cognitive science attribute human cognition into perception, 
learning, memory, categorize, thinking, reasoning, decision making, etc., and trust must 
at least has two actors in a relationship, their behavior on building of trust go through 
these themes of cognitive sciences. Thus, “trust as a psychology concept is very hard to 
locate where it happens in a whole cognitive process”, says the respondent. He explains 
this by giving an examples relating to trust building that “we must first realize something 
we really have to do, but we cannot finished it by ourselves, then we will try to find the 
‘right guy’ who can help us to solve the problem. This stage has included perception, 
memory, and reasoning [in terms of cognitive science]. We must know the ‘right guy’ 
really has the strength to help us solve the problem. The so called ‘strength’ comes from 
our former cognition from other contexts, and then we make interaction with the ‘right 
guy’ and emerge trust”, says the respondent. He further argues that from the perspective 
of cognitive science, trust is on the basis of cognition process, and for organizations such 
as companies, there also need considering the organizational cognition (Spender, 1998). 
The organizational cognition including a variety range of knowledge and information, but 
basically it is more about the collective learning and collective memory (Spender, 1998). 
The respondent suggests “since trust is a process of cognition in interpersonal level, there 
must have some similarities regarding to trust and group learning and cognition.”   

Mangerial Views of Trust-Building as a Problem Solving and Decision Making Process 
Li (2012) explains because of the influence of this period of financial crisis, most 
suppliers are facing the situation of lacking cash. The problematic on turnover not only 
exist on suppliers but also happening on this urban landscaping company’s customers. Its 
customers have more requirements but only willing to pay less money. Thus, the 
suppliers tend to be more cautious compare with five years ago. 

Li (2012) describes when build relationship with new supplier, the department that 
mentioned above will also form a team that the team members are chosen from other 
departments. They start contact the new supplier by sending people or team to introduce 
the company itself. “We start introduce our company, what we are doing, and why we 
come to visit them. Then, we will present our company’s purchasing volume on the 
products or services they are offering, eventually we will present how much value we 



 

42 
 

want to produce this year”. The respondent notes that during introductory meeting, they 
will continuous offer examples about products and services that they want to buy from 
the supplier, and also this company will show the close relationship between it and its 
customers. “We give the examples to potential suppliers, also we tell them how much 
money do these projects worth”, says the respondent. He explains, the effect of the 
financial crisis still going on, and there is an uncertainty on market, suppliers prefer to 
build long-term relationship with the company that holds a place in the industry. In order 
to maintain their cash flow, supplier surely wants its customer purchase from it “over and 
over again”.  

There is one situation “when the scale of project is very large, and the budget is 
extremely high. We cannot pay off all the money at once, we need divided the payment 
into several times.” He gives an example that one of its customer “ask to construct a 
garden in their new developed real estate product. The budget to construct the garden is 
300 million Chinese yuan (which approximate to 340 million Swedish krona). About 60 
million yuan of the budget is the payable accounts to one of our supplier.” The urban 
landscaping company just built an initial trust with the supplier, and the 60 million will 
worth the supplier’s annual turnover. “It seems reasonable to pay off all the money in one 
transaction, but we just start cooperate with each other. Their market offerings are quite 
good and the prices are very reasonable.” The concern of the landscaping company is the 
60 million yuan transaction will increase the power of the supplier, and make the supplier 
start cooperate with the landscaping company’s competitors. Hence, they decided to pay 
off the whole 60 million yuan in a year, instead of in one transaction. During the year, 
they cooperated with the supplier in other projects and led to a mutual beneficial 
agreement between the landscaping company and its new supplier. Regardless the reason 
that the company does not want to lose its new supplier, the most important reason is the 
company does not want to affect the trust between it and its other suppliers. “Basically, 
we pay our suppliers by installments.” It is because the landscaping company may also 
have the time when insufficient on cash in some period. “If our suppliers sense that our 
company is not stable, we will gradually lose trust from them”, says the respondents. 
Moreover, paying by using installment to all the suppliers will make suppliers believe the 
company treated all suppliers equally, and maintain trust between the landscaping 
company and its “old suppliers”. He concludes the trust building is rolling a snowball. 

4.3. Obstacles and Future Direction of Trust Research 
In this section respondent s answers relating to obstacles and future direction of trust 
research will be presented under relevant themes 

Dai (2012) states even there are disagreements on defining trust, she still believes every 
definition has connections with other definitions. The inconsistency of defining trust is 
just the matter of different focuses, and viewpoints. However, she highlights there is a 
dilemma of the order of trust and self-interest. “We do not actually know either we trust 
so we will gain benefits for ourselves, or because we have unfulfilling needs and desire 
so we choose to trust.” Respondent believes it will be “particularly meaningful” if future 
research can clarify whether trust is an antecedent of self-interest or trust is a 
consequence of self-interest. 
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Hjerm (2012) explains the ‘institution’ in his research are not only include corporations 
but also political and governance agencies. “It is a very simple and general idea for 
institutions to know how many people they need to make their function. Exactly how 
many people we have to need?” He states the main obstacle of trust research is “how to 
measure trust?” The respondent agrees the empirical researches regarding to trust 
somehow are “messy”. “Researchers identified many factors that affect trust. When we 
process empirical research, trust can correlate to everything!” He says “we know it is a 
key concept, but we have over used this word which cause we do not know what it 
means”. The “problem” of measuring trust maybe is because “we do not know what we 
want to do”. For example, “when we examine institutional trust, we have difficulties on 
how to separate personal trust and institutional trust. Most of time, we can hardly identify 
the full factors of trust. ” Despite the difficulty on empirical artifacts, the other challenge 
remains on the explanation trust. He notes this disagreement on defining trust is not only 
because its complexity, but also every case of trust is extraordinarily unique and it is hard 
to compare researches. He (Hjerm, 2012) points out the future of trust research will 
unavoidable involve natural sciences into this area. For example, by using the scientific 
method such as computed axial tomography (CAT) scan and genetic analysis, we may 
have the possibility to reveal the reason of trust and what we mean when we say trust. 

Nordvall, A. (2012) have a strong faith that the future direction in marketing would be 
more about neuromarketing, more and more quantitative experimental data to understand 
consumers’ mind. Since without thoroughly understand what’s going on in their mind, 
merely observe customer will not enough. 

Edlund (2012) believes the main obstacle of trust research in his area is to clarify the 
boundary of trust and distrust. It is extremely difficult to clarify the boundary. He asks 
“when people answer questions about if they trust politicians or government?” It is hard 
to know if people are just unhappy with how things are functioning today or they still 
have a deeper trust in it. Therefore, it is extremely difficult to set a boundary between 
trust and distrust. He suggests that, the future research could be some experimental 
researches in game theory, and how to rebuild trust from an extraordinarily low level of 
trust. For instance, “how to make people in South American or Russia rebuilds trust 
toward governments?” Trust between market actors also needs future research, since it is 
a new area in sociology and political science, no one has actually done anything about it, 
and therefore there are no data trying to measure trust between market actors. He states 
“It’s a brilliant idea to bring market into the trust research, since the market is like a 
counter part of the state in some sense, at least in Sweden.” 

Huemer (2012) highlights the main challenge is scholarships must “understand what they 
mean, when people talking about trust” not just the traditional explore on academic, and 
he still believes “after many years since I note this challenge, I still think it is the major 
challenge of trust research. The label of trust is very broad, very wide and very popular. 
You really have to be careful, although we are talking about different things. We use the 
same label in the conversation”. In addition, there is another challenge on how to measure 
trust, he admits “of course you can measure it, and it has been measured in a lot of ways. 
These researches come to the senses on how you define and restrict trust. It is difficult to 
measure it.” The foremost issue of trust research is that scholars need to clear “what is 
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trust, what does ‘trust’ mean.” The lack of research in area drives a lot of new researches 
but also makes many efforts “comes in vain”. Additionally, the respondent believes the 
new methodologies and breakthrough such as in neuroscience will certainly link to the 
personal level of trust. Though, he reminds that relationship in psychology and business 
“are quite different in many ways”. The trust in business to business relationship has 
more freedom on choices and the dependence is different compare with psychology. 

Ekman (2012) believes the development of new technologies of neuroscience can provide 
more evidence and scientific explanation on brain function and human behaviors. 
However, he feels skeptical that using the knowledge in neuroscience to explain trust in 
terms of business and marketing.  He notes that neuroscience is depending on the subject 
such as psychology because “in psychology we must identify what people are doing, then 
we can examine how people do these things. Neuroscience in a sense is relating to 
psychology, if psychology somehow make a mistake, the neuroscience will not generate 
right results”, says the respondent. He believes the new technologies can certainly 
provide benefits to trust research only when “we know what we are doing”, says the 
respondent. 

Bergström (2012) considers the new technologies will surely benefit to trust research in 
neuroscience and provide conclusive results for trust research in psychology. He notes 
“almost every breakthrough in neuroscience and psychology sound so easy, but 
researchers actually have spent years on explaining and designing experiment.” He shows 
the confidence that neuroscience can find the explanation to solve the battle of what does 
trust mean by using cutting-edge devices to examining which part of the brain is activated. 
However, the respondent does not think the research technique can be applied by for 
other disciplines outside of behavioral sciences such as business administration. “I think 
the concept of neuro-economy is a fallacy.” He believes researches of trust in psychology 
may contribute greater than the trust researches in neuroscience, “Researchers in business 
should understand that neuroscience is theoretically based on the psychology. Most of 
tasks of neurosciences are given by psychologist.” 
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Chapter 5: Analysis 
In this chapter, respondents’ answers regarding research questions will be analyzed in 
order to answer research questions and fulfill the purpose of this study.  

5.1. Interpersonal and Interorganizational trust 
 
Respondents show diverse opinions in terms of relationship between interpersonal trust 
and interorganizational trust. These different answers can be summarized into a table 
(See Table 5.1). The table illustrates respondents’ answers of interpersonal trust and 
Interorganizational trust. The row on the left represents respondents’ answers on the basis 
of interpersonal trust. The row in the middle represents respondents’ answers about the 
relationship between interpersonal trust and Interorganizational trust. The row on the 
right represents respondents’ answers about the basis of interorganizational trust. For the 
convenience of analysis, IPT (interpersonal trust) and IOT (interorganizational trust) are 
used to represent interpersonal trust and interorganizational trust accordingly. In this 
section, these opinions and differences will be analyzed. 

Table 5.1 Relationship between Interpersonal Trust and Interorganizational Trust 
 

Interpersonal Trust Relationship between IPT 
and IOT 

Interorganizational Trust 

Self-interest (Dai, 2012) IPTs form IOTs (Bergström, 
2012; Dai, 2012; Ekman, 2012) 

Complex networks of 
Interpersonal Relationship (Dai, 
2012) 

Sharing Values  
(Edlund, 2012) 

IPTs and IOTs are mutual 
affecting each other  
(Hjerm, 2012) 

Majority share same identities 
(Hjerm, 2012; Edlund, 2012) 

Emotion (Bergström, 2012; 
Edlund, 2012; Ekman;  
Nordvall, O., 2012) 

IOTs influence IPTs  
(Edlund, 2012; Hjerm, 2012; 
Nordvall, O., 2012) 

Decision Making  
(Edlund, 2012) 

Reciprocity (Hjerm, 2012) Organizational Learning  
(Nordvall, A., 2012; Bergh, 
2012; Bergström, 2012; Huemer, 
2012; Li, 2012) 

Predictability and explicit 
knowledge (Huemer, 2012) 

SMEs’ business nature (Bergh, 
2012) 

Situation based (Xu, 2012) B2B relations (Raman.S., 2012; 
Subramniam, 2012) 

Source: Adapting from Interview Results 
 

5.1.1. Interpersonal Trust 
Interpersonal trust depends on self-interest (Dai, 2012), which means individual expects 
to gain benefits from trusting another person. Dai (2012) further argues, in the economic 
world, profit and interest shape trusting behavior. Bergh (2012) notes that individual 
attempts to benefit his/herself by trusting other people, especially in start-up companies, 
where entrepreneurs play multi-roles in the company. In SME, entrepreneur wants to gain 
others’ trust, so she/he can make the business work. In addition, Herjm (2012) argues that 
a trusting behavior can only exist when two partners can both be benefited in a 
relationship. Thus, trust is also a reciprocal behavior that two parties in trust must sense 
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the trusting behavior will benefit them. From this point of view, trustor will evaluate if 
the trustee can bring expected benefit to trustor. However, respondents (Bergström, 2012; 
Edlund, 2012; Ekman; Nordvall, O., 2012) argue that, in interpersonal trust, trusting 
behavior not always rational, which means individual assessing trustee’s trustworthiness 
is not fully objective, even in an economic world. 
 
Individual's assessing trustworthiness depends on her/his previous knowledge (Bergström, 
2012). This knowledge learned from daily life (Nordvall, O., 2012; Rotenberg, 2010) 
When a person facing an experienced situation, s/he will recall and associate some 
similar characteristics that can be used to identify the situation. Then, this person will 
behave to trust another person or not to trust depending on previous knowledge. However, 
the knowledge does not always relevant to a situation. Individual has a chance to link 
irrelevant characteristics of a situation together. For instance, there is a saying “never 
trust a ginger”. This irrelevant impression will lead trusting become irrational behavior 
(Bergström, 2012; Ekman, 2012; Nordvall, O., 2012; Rotenberg, 2010). 
 
As mentioned above, individual’s desire of gaining benefits initiate trusting behavior. 
Trusting another person is because the trustee has specific ability to achieve trustor's 
desires. Hjerm (2012) argues trust only exist when two people or parties in a relationship 
can both beneficial from each other, which is reciprocity. However, trustor perceiving 
another person’s ability is not always rational behavior, his/her trusting behavior is 
affected by situation, circumstance, and also previous knowledge, which Bergström 
(2012) identifies trusting behavior as a cognitive process.  
 

5.1.2. Interorganizational Trust 
Unlike interpersonal trust, interorganizational trust is more rational (Edlund, 2012; 
Raman.S., 2012; Subramniam, 2012). Huemer (2012) argues that trust in a business to 
business relationship must build on predictability and explicit knowledge. The 
predictability does not only relate to trust behavior, but also link to self-interest (Huemer, 
2004). Moreover, interorganizational trust is on the basis of explicit knowledge, which 
means a company must acquire knowledge about its targets, in order to trust this target. 
Managers (Li, 2012; Raman.S., 2012; Subramniam, 2012; Xu, 2012) accept this 
argument. Li (2012) provides evidence that building trust with another organization must 
ensure the organization can obtain sufficient information from another party in order to 
activate trust. Respondents believe (Bergh, 2012; Huemer, 2012; Li, 2012) explicit 
knowledge can reduce the uncertainty of a relationship. As stated before, trust happens in 
uncertain environments, which need two partners taking the risk in their relationship. 
Nevertheless, when the level of uncertainty is too high, and the potential benefit of a 
relationship is unknown, it is impossible for two organization establishing trust (Dai, 
2012; Hjerm, 2012; Huemer, 2012; Li, 2012). 
 
In business to business relationship, organizations gain profits from their business 
activities (Dai, 2012; Kotler et al., 2009). Building long-term relationship with business 
partner is for company’s stable and sustained growth (Håkansson et al., 1982). In addition, 
a company tends to trust companies, which share similar identities and characteristics 
(Edlund, 2012; Hjerm 2012; McKnight et al., 1998; Morgan & Hunt, 1994). In order to 
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build trust, common identities and traits need to be shared by majorities or decision 
makers within two parties (Li, 2012; Xu, 2012). The shared identities imply organization 
has relevant knowledge about these characteristics. 

5.1.3. Relationship between Interpersonal and Interorganizational Trust 
 
Regardless the inconsistent answers from respondents relating to the relationship between 
interpersonal and interorganizational trust, as a crucial aspect, interorganizational trust 
and interpersonal trust mutual affect each other. (Hjerm, 2012). Huemer (2012) 
introduces the concept of organizational learning (March, 1991) can provide enormous 
benefit to understand this relationship. 
 
Respondents (Edlund, 2012; Hjerm, 2012; Huemer, 2012) consider that trust emerging 
from different situations and routines. According to organizational learning theory 
(March, 2012) those situations and routines can be treated as the inputs of a trusting 
behavior, and company’s attitude of its trusting target is neutral in the beginning of a 
social interaction process. The relationship between interpersonal and interorganizational 
trust illustrates in a simpler way, by using the theory of mutual learning (March, 2012). 
The scenario below depends on the respondents’ answers and explanations of relationship 
between interpersonal and interorganizational trust (Dai, 2012; Bergh, 2012; Bergström, 
2012; Edlund, 2012; Hjerm, 2012; Li, 2012; Xu, 2012). 
 
Assuming there are three basic attitudes ‘+’, ‘0’, and ‘-’, which represent positive (+), 
neutral (0), and negative (-). There is a social reality with three domains, domain I, 
domain II, and domain III. 

Scenario 1: 
A company wants to build initial trust with a partner, and based on its knowledge, 
the company think those three domains are essential for the company to build trust 
with its partner. Before they decided to building a relationship with the partner, the 
company’s attitude toward its partner is neutral (0). 
 
After the decision is made, the company sends employees to contact the partner, 
and employees find that the partner has a positive index on the domain I, a positive 
indication on domain II, and a positive index on domain III. Thus, employees form 
perceptions that the partner’s domain I is positive (+), domain II is positive (+), and 
domain III is positive (+). These employees reported the positive attitudes of those 
three domains, their report cause the company’s neutral stance changed. 
Consequently, the company’s attitude of the partner changed to positive (+), and 
the company begin to trust the partner. 

Scenario 2:   
An individual joined a company, and the individual has neutral attitude toward to 
domain I (0), domain II (0), and domain III (0). On the other hand, the company has 
negative attitudes toward to domain I (-), domain II (-), and domain III (-). The 
individual notice then modified his/her attitude of those domains, which becomes to 
domain I (-), domain II (-), and domain III (-). 
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The company made a decision send the individual to evaluate the trustworthiness of 
a partner, and s/he found the company has three characteristics, domain I, domain II, 
and domain III. Since s/he has modified her/his attitude of those domains, s/he 
reported to the company that the partner is not worthy to trust.  

 
The notation that needed here is the scenarios above are simplified illustration of the 
relationship between interpersonal and interorganizational trust in a context of 
organizational learning. Huemer (2012) notes the existing organizational learning is more 
complex, and Hjerm (2012) highlight this process in reality is a dynamic sequence. 
 
The discussion of the relationship between interpersonal trust and interorganizational 
trust among respondents does not show a clear clarification of interpersonal trust and 
interorganizational trust. Respondents and studies (Håkansson et al., 1982; March, 1991; 
Reed, 2001; Zaheer et al., 1998) report Interpersonal trust and interorganizational trust 
have the sequence of mutual effects. From the perspective of social cognition (Chen et al., 
2011; Fehr, 2009) and organizational learning (March, 1991; Huemer et al, 2004), 
interorganizational trust piles up while the interpersonal trust between two organizations 
established. Before the emerging of interorganizational trust, there is no relationship 
between two organizations and their roles for each other are neutral. The knowledge of 
each organization generated during the communication between individuals among two 
organizations. The accumulations of individuals’ knowledge gradually affect 
organizational knowledge and emerge trust (Bergh et al., 2009; Bergh, 2012; Cox, 2004; 
Chung et al., 2011, Huemer, 2012). However, the precise answer cannot be given based 
on collected data (Blumer, 1954). Dai (2012) believes that organizational trust depends 
on the increment of interpersonal trust. However, there is no clear evidence to support 
this belief. While the trust building process among small-medium enterprises’ learning 
network (Bergh, et al, 2009; Gadde et al., 2003) implies that interorganizational trust 
depends on interpersonal trust, Hjerm (2012) emphasis that individuals are living in a 
society which has existed before those individuals births. Thus, the external environment 
will certainly shape individuals’ behaviors. Nevertheless, one respondent (Bergh, 2012) 
argues that from the perspective of organizational learning process, individuals, 
especially managers may have the ability to building Interorganizational trust by building 
interpersonal trust. 
 
The debating and questioning will continue exist unless the meaning of trust can be 
clarified and recognized (Huemer, 2012). In some cases, the discussions and arguments 
do not depend on the same meaning and implications regarding to trust. Amount of 
researches has agreed this challenges (e.g. Huemer, 1998; McKnight and Chervany, 2000; 
Li, 2011; Rousseau et al., 1998). 

5.2. Trust-Building as a Social Cognition Process 
Bergh (2012) believes that trust-building process is an incremental process based on 
learning. In addition, Huemer (2012) argues that trust-building process relates to 
organizational learning process. Nordvall, A. (2012) further argue that learning is a 
cognitive process. Li (2012) confirms this claim from a managerial perspective. 
Håkkanson et al. (1982) reports business to business relationship is two actors mutual 
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interaction. Initiator triggers a social interaction, and the initiator has certain goal that 
need be accomplished during the interaction (Darley & Fazio, 1980). Dai (2012) 
emphasis in business activities, the goal depends on self-interest, which means one party 
want to gain benefit by interacting with another party. When the party does not have the 
competence or ability to fulfill or obtain the benefit, the party has to acquire others’ 
ability or competence to helping itself to gain the benefit (Bergh, 2012; Bergström, 2012; 
Luhmann, 1979; Nordvall, O., 2012). Thus, trust-building is also for solving an indented 
problem which one party is not capable to solve the problem by itself (Luhamann, 1979; 
Nordvall, A., 2012; Xu, 2012). 
 
In this interaction, two actors continuous communicating and modifying their movements 
to fulfill the initial goals and also the additional goals that may increment during the 
interaction (Darley & Fazio, 1980). Fiske and Taylor (1991) point out that two actors 
changing of goals and movements during an interaction are because actors' perception of 
new information and response to this new information. From this point, as a cognition 
process, trust is a sequence of figuring out whether the target is trustworthy (Bergström, 
2012, Darley & Fazio, 1980; Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Rotenberg, 2010). 
 
Respondents in behaviors sciences, especially in physiology confirms that trust building 
process overlapping with the major processes of cognitive process (Ekman, 2012; 
Bergström, 2012). Thus, the proposition of trust building process is a social cognition 
(Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Hjerm, 2012; Walsh, 1995) process can be claimed. Furthermore, 
based on the collected primary and secondary data, the trust-building process can be 
conceptualized as following framework (See Figure 5.1) 
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Figure 5.1 Trust-Building Process 
Source: Adapting from Darley & Fazio (1980); Dietz (2011); Fiske & Taylor (1991); 
Håkansson et al., (1982); March (1991); Mayer et al., (1995) and collected primary data. 
 
The trust-building process framework illustrates the trust-building process in business to 
business relationship, which grounded from theories of social cognition (Bergström, 2012; 
Cantor & Kihlstrom, 1982; Darley & Fazio, 1980; Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Nordvall, O., 
2012). The conceptual framework comes from previous studies in business 
administration, behavioral sciences, and the primary data that collected in this study. The 
framework identifies two interaction parties in the trust-building process where actor 
starts the interaction including specific goals (Darley & Fazio, 1980). Every trusting 
action contains different intentions, which depends on external circumstances and 
internal needs (Berg et al., 1995). For instance, the goal of building trust, which focus on 
gaining access for the target’s competence. Its input will be ability, skills, competence, 
etc (Mayer et al., 1995). The trustworthy assessment (Thomas & Skinner, 2010) in the 
context of gaining target’s competence is evaluating target’s expertise on required 
competences (Bergman et al., 2012). When explicit knowledge formed, actor will makes 
move to initial trust (McKinght et al., 1998) target and building initial relationship with 
target, and closing trusting gap. Meanwhile, actor take the risk that trust target may not 
behave as actor’s anticipating, or in this case target’s competence cannot be utilized and 
benefit to actor (Bergman et al., 2012; McCabe et al., 2003). The building of trust will 
generate outcomes which are depending on two parties’ relationship, such as cooperation, 
commitment (Huemer, 1998), etc. The outcomes of a trusting action will get the 
information and feedbacks (Fehr, 2009; Zak et al., 1998) join the sequence, and new 
knowledge merges and affecting future trusting action (March, 1991). The actor will not 
trust a target, when actor senses that the target cannot fulfill its goal by building a 
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relationship, or trustee hurt the actor previously. Then, the experience relating to this 
unsuccessful interaction becomes new knowledge joining the interaction in the future 
(Garfinkel, 1963; Gausdal, 2012; March, 1991). The framework only illustrate one cycle 
of the trust-building process, in reality world, the cognition will keep going until one 
party terminated the process (See Figure 5.2).  

 

 

 

Figure 5.2 The Trust-Building Cycle 
Source: Collected primary data  
 
Above figure illustrates the trust-building process in sequence cycles. Party I and Party II 
are two actors of the trust-building process. One respondent argues that companies rarely 
making a decision for the reason of trusting another company. According to expectancy 
confirmation, an interaction never triggered because actor merely wants the interaction 
with its target (Darley & Fazio, 1980). The whole process implies the other goals that one 
party need to accomplish. When the problem is identified, the cycle enters the general 
social cognition process. 
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5.3. Benefits and Limitations of Trust Research in Behavioral Sciences 
over Business Administration 
As above mentioned, trust is a dynamic concept with many disagreements (Hjerm, 2012; 
Huemer, 2012; Mayer et al., 1995; Luhmann, 1979; Rotenberg, 2010). However, as the 
introducing of the concept of social cognition have revealed a new path that may solve 
the battles of trust studies in business administration. The major obstacle of current trust 
studies in business is the lack of a consistent definition of trust (Edlund, 2012; Hjerm, 
2012; Huemer, 2012). Huemer (2012) argues without a consistent definition of trust 
researchers of trust will be meaningless. Another obstacle of trust research is the 
challenging of measuring trust (Bergh, 2012; Edlund, 2012; Hjerm, 2012; Huemer, 2012). 
Hjerm (2012) and Huemer (2012) critique current researches measure trust under 
different situations and interpretations of trust. 

Respondents (Bergström, 2012; Edlund, 2012; Ekman, 2012; Hjerm, 2012; Huemer, 
2012, Nordvall, A., 2012) pointed out, trust research in behavioral sciences has some 
advantages that can benefit the current research in business administration. Ekman (2012) 
and Bergström (2012) note the researches and techniques of neuroscience may provide 
the answer to the meaning of trust by scanning different modules of the human brain. 
Bergh (2012) notes trust is a concept with rich implications, simply by using a 
questionnaire to measure trust is not sufficient. Nordvall, A. (2012) explains that 
researchers can gain insight about human behavior, by conducting qualitative experiment 
in behavioral sciences. Huemer (2012) regards researches in behavioral sciences will 
surly contribute to trust research in business administration, especially the individual 
level of trust. Hjerm (2012) further suggests it is also necessary to do gene test in order to 
reveal the nature of trust. To sum up, using techniques and methods in behavioral 
sciences will provide a new route to answer the fundamental issue of trust research such 
as the definition of trust, and the implications of trust. Solving the battles on defining 
trust will provide enormous benefit and change current research situation of trust in 
business administration. 

However, Bergström (2012) and Ekman (2012) remain skeptical about applying the 
techniques of neuroscience into trust research in business. They believe neuroscience 
highly depends on psychology, and the research results of neuroscience must be 
explained by psychology. Business research does not capable to interpret and explain the 
research results of neuroscience. Furthermore, Huemer (2012) notes even he believes 
behavioral sciences can contribute the individual level of trust research. However, 
behavioral sciences will have little contribution to the trust research on the organizational 
level, due to individual trust and organizational trust are different concepts. 
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Chapter 6: Conclusion 
This is a master level dissertation with a study of trust in business to business relationship 
from a perspective of marketing and behavioral sciences. In order to fulfill the research 
purpose and answer research questions of this study, the authors of this dissertation 
conducted an extensive literature review and multi- discipline interviews among business 
and behavioral sciences. From the results of literature review and multi- discipline 
interview, we found that there is an overlapping between research on trust-building 
process and cognition process. In addition, in order to fulfill the purpose of this study, 
authors of this master dissertation attempted to answer three raised questions during this 
research. 

The relationship of interpersonal and interorganizational trust 
Respondents have different opinions regarding to the relationship of interpersonal and 
interorganizational trust. However, as previous sections have discussed, from their 
answers some clues can be identified. This study found that interorganizational trust is 
more rational than interpersonal trust. This means companies tend to made the best 
choice on trusting another company. This study confirms that in business to business 
relationship, interpersonal trust in a self-interest based behavior. One respondent (Dai, 
2012) believes individuals involving in economic activities will behave rationally. 
However, respondents in behavioral sciences (Bergström, 2012; Edlund, 2012; Ekman, 
2012; Hjerm, 2012, Nordvall, O., 2012) argue individual make a decision depends on 
previous knowledge and experience, and these knowledge and experience may not 
connected to the trusting behavior casually. 
 
Respondents (Edlund, 2012; Raman.S., 2012; Subramniam, 2012) believe 
interorganizational trust is a decision making process, which based on predictability and 
explicit knowledge. Moreover, interorganizational trust in business to business 
relationship also implies one party wants to gain the access of another party’s 
competence in order to benefit the actor itself. 
 
Nevertheless, there is no agreement on the relationship between interpersonal and 
interorganizational trust during the interviews. Interpersonal and interorganizational trust 
in business to business relationship is mutual cognition sequence, where individual may 
affect the organization, and also organization can affect individual. 

Trust-Building as a Social Cognition Process from Perspectives of Business and 
Behavioral Sciences  
This study regard trust-building process is not only social interaction process, but also a 
process of social cognition. Based on the social interaction theory, one actor needs to 
accomplish particular goals in the interaction with another actor. 
 
Regarding trust-building in business to business relationship as a social cognition process 
provides an explanation about how trust emerges between two actors, which trust is 
fowling the social cognition process of perceiving, reasoning, judging, and decision 
making. As mentioned above, one actor triggered an interaction with another actor in 
order to accomplish certain goals. The actor enter the trust building process with certain 
inputs, which come from external and internal circumstances that the actor will use these 
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knowledge and information to assess the trustworthiness of another actor, when the actor 
make a judgment that another actor is trustworthy. The actor will behave to trust another 
actor and also taking the risk of being vulnerable.  

Benefits and Limitations of Trust Research in Behavioral Sciences over Business 
Administration 
The benefits from behavioral sciences are that behavioral sciences give new tasks to 
business researchers and business managers to solve, which is researching trust as 
cognition based sense of typing, rather than identify and measure its factors and outcomes. 
Future trust research can divided into different phases of cognition process and gain more 
insights from the perception of trust, categorization of trust, trust memories, reasoning 
and judging the trust situation, and trust as a problem solving and decision making 
intermediate. The suggestion from behavioral sciences implies the qualitative experiment 
and new research approach in natural sciences such as CAT-scanning and genetic 
research may resolve questions of trust research in business and marketing. In addition, 
explanation and clarification of the meaning of trust must re-stress again, without a 
unified explanation and clarification, it is extremely difficult to achieve any breakthrough 
in trust researches. 

6.1. Research Contribution   
The major contribution of this study is attempting to introduce the concept in behavioral 
science to fill the gap with current trust researches in business and marketing (Mayer et 
al., 1995; McKnight & Chervany, 2000; Ping; 2011). A multi-disciplines research has 
conducted with 13 in-depth interviews. This study proposes that trust is a social cognition 
process, which one step forward from social interaction to social cognition. The 
managerial interviews surprisingly confirm the feasibility of proposed framework of 
trust-building process. Interviews among managers also provide evidence to strong 
argument that trust is a learning process, and social cognition process. 
 
In this study, we formulated a trust-building process framework based on both secondary 
and primary data. The framework uses a view of social cognition to explain the trust-
building process, and point out that the disagreement and several of types of trust are 
merely the difference on inputs of trust building process. This study has revealed that 
introducing behavioral sciences into trust research in business and marketing can refresh 
the stiff situation of trust researches. 

6.2. Managerial Implications 
This study reveals trust highly relate to learning and knowledge process. As the 
statements in previous chapters, in business to business relationship, trust is the 
intermediate of two companies building relationship and the business relationship link to 
companies’ performance. Company with strong learning capability will have the 
possibility to find new business opportunities, reduce the risk of expose itself in danger 
by mistakenly trust another company, and increase company’s competitive advantage. 
Hence, it is necessary for managers increase companies’ cognition and learning capability, 
in order to improve companies’ performance. This study regards the trust-building 
process as a social cognition process, which provides the possibility to inform managers 
about how to build trust with potential business partner. 
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6.3. Limitation and Future Research Direction 
 
The limitation of this study primarily is that the research cannot provide a precise answer 
about what does trust mean. This study attempts to explain the relationship between 
interpersonal trust and interorganizational trust. However, based on collected data both 
primary and secondary, there is no agreed argument that can be used to finish the 
debating between interpersonal trust and interorganizational trust. One suggestion for this 
debating is to understand their relationship by applying learning theory from both 
organization and individual perspectives. The preliminary finding of this issue is that 
both interpersonal trust and interorganizational trust following the similar pattern of 
cognitive process. 

Because of limited time and accessible resources, contacted respondents do not represent 
the total population of trust researchers both in business and behavioral sciences. The 
academic interviews are mostly concentrating on researchers in Umeå University. This 
problem does not affect the validity and reliability of this research. Since, this study is 
preliminary introducing behavioral science into trust research in business. Moreover, the 
whole data collection procedure has strictly followed quality criteria. Respondents’ 
answers fulfill research questions and the purpose of this study appropriately. 
Furthermore, some located respondents are the leader of trust research in their territories. 
Hence, the results of this study can provide a valuable contribution for trust and 
relationship marketing research. 

For the future research, the first and foremost issue is solving the battle of defining trust. 
This is a crucial problem and the authors of this study urge this issue must be solved. 
Otherwise, any research on trust will lose their value in terms of academic research 
(Huemer, 2012). Without a consistent definition of trust, conducting further researches on 
trust will be extremely difficulty. Another research direction is to understand the meaning 
of trust when individual and organization using the concept. This master dissertation 
revealed using the knowledge and techniques in behavioral sciences immensely benefit 
current research of trust in marketing and business area. This study also argues that trust-
building proncess is a social cognition process, which also needs further research by 
applying qualitative experiment from the perspective of behavioral sciences. 
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Appendix 1: Introduction letter to respondents 
Dear Mr. /Mrs. [Respondent Name], 

We are two master students in Umeå School of Business and Economics of Umeå 
University. Our research interest is trust in business relationship, and we are 
currently conducting a study that investigates into the implications of trust in 
different disciplines as a part of the preparation for our M.Sc. thesis in marketing.  

Trust is a complex and ambiguous concept that has been studied in different 
disciplines, and different directions. Therefore, we would like to gain 
knowledge of trust from your research area by conduct a semi-structured 
face –to-face interview with following questions: 

1. What studies have been done of trust in your research area? 
2. What are the challenges and future directions of trust research in your 

research area? 
3. How the studies on trust in your research area can provide benefits to trust 

research in other disciplines (i.e. business, relationship marketing, etc.)? 

Considering your fully arranged schedule, the interview is designed to cover the 
most vital aspects of our research, and the interview duration is set about 25 
minutes. Your expertise will greatly help and enhance our research, and it will 
be our honor to listen your response. Do you have time in this week or next week 
to share your expertise? 

Thank you very much and we are looking forward to hear from you soon. 

 

Kindest Regards, 

Zenan Pu and Boopathi Eswaramoorthy 
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Appendix 2: Introduction letter to respondents (Telephonic 
Version) 
Dear Mr. /Mrs. [Respondent Name], 

We are two master students in Umeå School of Business and Economics of Umeå 
University. Our research interest is trust in business relationship, and we are 
currently conducting a study that investigates into the implications of trust in 
different disciplines as a part of the preparation for our M.Sc. thesis in marketing.  

Trust is a complex and ambiguous concept that has been studied in different 
disciplines, and different directions. Therefore, we would like to gain 
knowledge of trust from your research area by conduct a semi-structured 
telephonic interview with following questions: 

1. What studies have been done of trust in your research area? 
2. What are the challenges and future directions of trust research in your 

research area? 
3. How the studies on trust in your research area can provide benefits to trust 

research in other disciplines (i.e. business, relationship marketing, etc.)? 

Considering your fully arranged schedule, the interview is designed to cover the 
most vital aspects of our research, and the interview duration is set about 25 
minutes. Your expertise will greatly help and enhance our research, and it will 
be our honor to listen your response. Do you have time in this week or next week 
to share your expertise? 

Thank you very much and we are looking forward to hear from you soon. 

 

Kindest Regards, 

Zenan Pu and Boopathi Eswaramoorthy 
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Appendix 3: Interview Guide 
Opening 

a. Again, thank you very much for taking your precious time to participate 
our research. 

b. The purpose of our research is to learn about trust from business research 
and [respondent’s discipline]. 

c. The data derived from recording this interview in treated in compliance 
with the Swedish Personal Information Act (Personuppgifslag 1998:204). 

d. You are free to choose to answer a question and the interview will be 
stopped if you desire. 

e. The interview will be summarized and analyzed with other interview 
together in order to generate research findings 

f. The interview contains 9 questions and other interesting questions will be 
raised during the interview. 

g. The timeframe of this interview is about 25 minutes 

Questions 

1. Could you please describe the current state of trust research in your 
research area? 

2. Why trust is important in your research area? 
3. Why do people (organization) trust each other from your perspective 
4. What studies have been done of trust in your area?  

5a. For the interview in behavioral sciences: How the studies in your area can 
benefits other disciplines (for example, business, relationship marketing)? 

5b. For the interview in business administration: How the studies in other 
disciplines (for example, psychology, sociology) can benefits current 
studies in business? 

6. How will you define trust? 
7. When there is a disagreement on how to define trust what is it that usually 

causes such disagreements? 
8. What is the major obstacle of doing research on trust in your area 
9. What is the future direction of trust research in your research area 
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Appendix 4: Establishing “Informed-Consent” Status 
 

Dear Mr. /Mrs. [Name of Respondent], 
 
Thank you very much for taking your time 
 
In order to establish credibility for my empirical findings of our 
dissertation, we would like to record the interview for future analysis 
and interpretation. We hope that is fine for you (the data and the data 
collection during the interview are compliance with the Swedish 
Personal Information Act (Personuppgifslag 1998:204). 
 
Again, thank you very much and I will visit you at 10.00 on Thursday 
this week. 
 
Kindest Regards  
 
Zenan Pu and Boopathi Eswaramoorthy 
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Appendix 5: Managerial Interview Questions 
 

The whole interview is set about 15 min. All the information that collected during 
this interview will be protected by Swedish Personal Information Act 
(Personuppgiftslag 1998:204) 

1. Please briefly describe your industry, current occupation and what you do 
in the company. 

2. Is trust important in your industry? (What benefits can trust brings to 
company.) Could you give an example? 

3. What will your company do, when your company tries to gain trust in a 
new relationship with a new customers or suppliers? Could you give an 
example? 

4. What will your company do, when your company tries to maintain trust in 
an established relationship with your customers or suppliers? Could you 
give an example? 

5. What will your company do in order to trust (or not to trust), when a new 
customer or a new supplier wants to establish a new relationship with your 
company? 

6. When you trust your customer or supplier, are you trust certain people in 
the company, or you trust the company as an organization? Could you give 
an example? 

7. What situation will cause the losing of trust between you and your 
customer (or supplier)? 

8. From your perspective, when distrust happens, is it possible to repair the 
relationship between your company and your customer (or supplier)? 

9. How will you define trust? 

 

Thank you for the participation! 
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Appendix 6: Contacted Academic Experts  
No. Knowledge Domain Academic Title Name Country of Resident Affiliation University  
1. Sociology Professor Jonas Edlund Sweden Umeå University 
2 Sociology Professor Mikael Hjerm Sweden Umeå University 
4 Sociology Professor Stefan Svanllfors Sweden Umeå University 
5 Sociology Professor Olle Persson Sweden Umeå University 
6 Sociology Professor Jonas Höög Sweden Umeå University 
7 Psychology Professor Emeritus Bo Molander Sweden Umeå University 
8 Psychology Professor Eva Magnusson Sweden Umeå University 
9 Psychology Professor Louise Rönnqvist Sweden Umeå University 
10 Psychology Professor Maria Grazia Carelli Sweden Umeå University 
11 Business Administration Doctor Anna-Carin Nordvall Sweden Umeå University 
12 Physiology Professor Lars Nyberg Sweden Umeå University 
13 Business Administration Doctor Sara Thorgren Sweden Luleå University of Technology 
14 Business Administration Professor Lars Huemer Norway BI Norwegian Business School 
15 Business Administration Doctor Pontus Bergh Sweden Umeå University 
16 Business Administration Doctor Sabine Gebert-Persson Sweden Mid-Sweden University 
17 Psychology Doctor Annika Nordlund Sweden Umeå University 
18 Psychology Professor Ken Rotenberg U.K. Keele University 
19 Psychology/Neurobiology Professor Markus Heinrichs Germany Freiburg University 
20 Business Administration Professor Peter Ping Li Denmark Copenhagen Business School 
21 Sociology/Political Science Doctor Linda Berg Sweden Göteborgs University 
22 Sociology/Political Science Doctor Marcia Grimes Sweden Göteborgs University 
23 Sociology Doctral Student Andrej Kokkonen Sweden Göteborgs University 
24 Sociology/Political Science Doctor Staffan Kumlin Sweden Göteborgs University 
25 Sociology/Political Science Professor Lennart J. Lundquist Sweden Göteborgs University 
26 Sociology/Political Science Doctor Bo Rothstein Sweden Göteborgs University 
27 Psychology Doctoral Student Olov Nordvall Sweden Umeå University 
28 Physiology Doctoral Student Urban Ekman Sweden Umeå University 
29 Physiology Doctoral Student Fredrik Bergström Sweden Umeå University 
30 Socioecomoy Doctoral Student Dai Bo P.R.China Yunnan University 

 

 

mailto:k.j.rotenberg@psy.keele.ac.uk
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Appendix 7: Contacted Mangerial Respondent 
No. Occupation Name Industry Country of Resident 
31 Owner Rob Britton General Consultant U.S.A 
32 Owner Jean-François Boily Environmental Consaultant Sweden 
33 Senior Project Manager Li Hongbin Urban Landsaping P.R.China 
34 Senior Engineer Xu Hongchun Railway Construction P.R.China 
35 Project Manager PanneerSelvam Subramaniam Information Technology India 
36 Branch Manager Venkat Raman.S Capital Market India 

 



 

 

Umeå School of Business and Economics 

Umeå University 

SE-901 87 Umeå, Sweden 

www.usbe.umu.se 
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