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Abstract

Trust is a social and psychological phenomenonithatdely acknowledged as contributing
to many forms of exchange, including e-commercéhamges. Researchers have suggested
that trust beliefs and cultural factors are closelated. Due to the international nature of
business to consumer e-commerce, it is likely thatinfluence of culture may extend to
online consumers’ trust responses. This paperribesc an in-progress study where a
previously validated trust measurement instrumendeing applied in both the United States
and in Ireland — counties that differ in terms odlividualism, uncertainty avoidance, and
power-distance. It is anticipated that the stuglutts, when available, will provide a refined
understanding as to the influence of national celton the generation on online consumers’
trust beliefs and thus make a valuable contribution only to information systems and
diffusion research but also to online vendors &irtlattempts to engender consumer trust in
their websites.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The importance of the trust construct and its irfice on human behaviour is widely
acknowledged by academics from across a wide speciof intellectual disciplines.
Sociologists (Gambetta, 1988), psychologists (DHEYtsl962), organisational behaviour
scientists (Kramer, 1999; Kramer & Tyler, 1996; htig, 1996; Mayer, Davis & Schoorman,
1995; Sitkin & Roth, 1993), as well as economis§illlamson, 1974; Zucker, 1986),
anthropologists (Ekeh, 1974), and political scisti(Barber, 1983) have contributed to the
wide body of work that exists on this topic. lhet Information Systems (IS) field,
researchers have shown an increasing awarenessvafiist contributes towards the success
of many types of virtual environments (e.g. Cyakt2005; Sillence et al; 2004; Briggsal.,
2004; Geferet al., 2003; Cortitoreet al, 2003; Huanget al., 2003; Belanger et al., 2002;
Shankar et al 2002; Koufaris and Hampton Sosa, ;2G@#n, 2003; Lee et al., 2001). It is
considered to have critical importance for the sgscof on-line consumer purchasing
(Reichheld and Schefter, 2000; Jarvenpaa and Mekgti 1999).

Despite increasing awareness of the influenceust wn behavioural outcomes such as online
purchasing, studies on the construct tend to peoaidimited view of the phenomenon. In
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part, this stems from the conceptual and operdticoafusion that surrounds the construct.
For example, Grabner-Krauter and Kaluscha, (20@®erve that research in this area is
limited by differing conceptualizations of the ctmst and a blurring of the distinction
between trust and its antecedents. Moreover, tleemo consensus as to how the trust
construct should be operationalised (Bhattacheg662). Compounding the problem is the
fact that many of the scales used in trust studies on-line context are neither theoretically
grounded nor validated. This confusion has marmfésh studies that examine isolated
dimensions of the construct such as privacy (Hoffni®99), structural assurances (Belanger
et al., 2002) or specific technical antecedents such asettproposed in the Technology
Acceptance Model (in which Davis (1989) proposes tntention to use a technology is
predicted by beliefs regarding the perceived edsese and the perceived usefulness of the
technology (see Pavlou, 2003)).

The United States is the leader in online shoppiagdwide with online retail sales totalling
$44 billion in quarter 3 of 2006, a 12% lift wheonspared with quarter 3 of 2005 (Mulpuru
2006). In Europe the number of online shoppersdrasn from 42% in 2003 to 56% in
2006, with the UK consistently remaining the Eumpdeader in online shopping and
countries such as Germany, the Netherlands, alydsl®wing a strong increase in adoption
of online shopping (Retimsa, 2006). Studies ofrenkhopping in Ireland are limited, but a
2002 study found that the number of Irish Interasérs buying on-line, having risen each
quarter for several years, fell for the first tinteat year (Amarach Consulting (2002).
Further studies in 2003 found that although nehdif of the Irish population had Internet
access, only 38% of Irish Internet users had maderaline purchase and the majority of
those were in the 35 - 49 age category and basedbiin. It appears that, although there has
been a significant increase in the number of Iigkrnet users over the past decade, only a
modest fraction of those users have made purcloasesthe Internet.

It is conceivable that Irish consumers’ hesitar@yarchase online is related to their lack of
trust in online vendors. The objectives of thiseash are accordingly twofold; firstly to
examine whether the antecedents of consumer mulsttérnet shopping differ significantly
between consumers in Ireland and the United Sta#ssecond objective is to examine
whether patterns of trust behaviour exhibited bppbe working in the information and
communications technology (ICT) industry are diéier from their peers who, while business
and computer literate, are working in non-ICT sfiegbbs.

2 TRUST IN E-COMMERCE

Trust is a social and psychological phenomenonhhatbeen studied as a personality trait, as
a social tie between actors, as an emergent pyoped mutual exchange, and as a feature of
a community as a whole (Chopra and Wallace, 20038)}this study, trust is viewed from an
interpersonal perspective (Chopra and Wallace, P@GORI is defined as an attitude of
confidence directed towards the online vendor thay be influenced by the personality of
the trustor and the attributes of the trustee (Ma&yeal. 1995). Trusting beliefs have been
shown to positively influence online consumers’ghase intentions (Verhagen al., 2006;
2004; McKnightet al; 2002; Lim et al, 2001; Jarvenpaat al, 2000). Consequently,
understanding the factors that influence the gdimeraof trusting beliefs in an online
environment is of considerable interest to reseasche.g. Wang and Emurian, 2005; Briggs
et al.,2004; Corritoreet al, 2003; Geferet al, 2003, Gefen and Straub, 2003; Sharstaal

Proceedings of European and Mediterranean Confexencinformation Systems 20@EMCl S2007)
June 24-26 2007, Polytechnic University of Valen8ipain www.emcis.org



Pg 18-3

2002; Koufaris and Hampton Sosa, 2002; McKnightl, 2002, Chen and Dhillon, 2003;
Leeet al.,2001).

The literature provides considerable evidence ahatimber of factors have strong predictive
importance and are therefore deserving of condidarin any examination of trust. These
factors include the characteristics of the onlinendor (Chen and Dhillon, 2003;
Bhattacharjee, 2002; Lee and Turban, 2001; McKreglat., 2002; Peterst al.,1997; Mayer
et al., 1995; Covello, 1992; Barber, 1983), situationattdas (Bigley and Pearce, 1998;
Hagen and Choe, 1998; Lewicki and Bunker, 199%;i§itl995; Ring & Van De Ven; 1992),
third party certification (McKnight and ChervanyQ@.; Hoffmannet al, 1999; Jarvenpaa
and Grazioli, 1999; Kovaet al., 2000a; 2000b; Cheskin Research, 2000), the indaVisiu
propensity to trust (Kim and Prabhakar, 2004; Lee &urban, 2001; Gefen, 2000; Kim and
Prabhakar, 2000; Egger, 2000; Gefen, 2000; McKnaghdl., 1998; Ambrose and Johnson,
1998), a personality characteristic (Gurtman, 1988) the influence of perceived risk
(Verhageret al.,2006; 2004; Paviou and Gefen, 2004; Van der Hrjj@@03; Pavlou, 2003;
Grabner-Krauter and Kaluscha, 2003; Hardin, 20@tyehpaaet al., 2000; Snijders and
Keren, 1999; Hoffmaet al.,1999; Rousseaet al.,1998;Mayeret al.,1995).

Because of their importance, the influence of tHes#ors - the characteristics of the online
vendor, situational factors, third party certificat, the individual’'s propensity to trust, and
the influence of perceived risk on the consumetisttresponse — are examined in this study
of consumer trust in online shopping. In choosignodel to conduct the study it was
therefore of particular importance that each okéheonstructs were adequately represented.
Comprehensive reviews of all trust studies and tnsdels were undertaken and a number of
models were found to address many of the key isstiesncern in this study (e.g. Kini and
Choobineh, 1998; Tan and Thoen, 2000-2001; and rEd#0). However, the model
deemed to be the most suitable for the purposési®ftudy was that proposed by Cheung
and Lee (2000) as it captures the most significaatt of trust antecedents, derived from
different lines of previous research, and prest@s as an integrated entity that can provide
direction for empirical testing. For example, theasurement instrument contains 30 items
measuring trust antecedents such as perceiveditgecomtrols (Gauzente, 2004), perceived
privacy controls (Belangest al., 2002), the vendors perceived integrity (Chen andi@h
2003), the vendors perceived competence (McKneghal., 2002), personality (Kim and
Prabhakar, 2004), cultural environment (Shangaral., 2002; Hagen and Choe, 1998),
experience (Kong and Hung, 2006) third party redogn (McKnight and Chervany, 2001),
legal framework, (Bigley and Pearce, 1998; Fukuyah®®5), and perceived risk (Verhagen
et al.,2006; Van der Heijdeat al.,2003, Jarvenpaet al.,2000).

2.1 National Culture & Trust in eCommerce.

The influence of national culture on trust beliafed trust outcomes has long been asserted
(Gefen and Heart, 2006; Gefen al, 2005; Doneyet al., 1998; Fukuyama, 1995; Zucker
1986). However, Gefen and Heart (2006) note thapide repeated theorisations of trust and
national culture as intricately related construets,ommerce trust researchers have for the
main part (exceptions to this being Gefen and HE&@®6), Connolly (2004) and Javvenpaaa
and Tractinsky (2000)) ignored the potential eeat national culture. They note that the
majority of e-commerce trust research has beenuwad in the United States, a country that
exhibits high levels of individualism and uncertgimvoidance (Hofstede, 1980) and assert
that this raises the questions as to whether rélsemonducted in the US can in fact be
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generalised to other counties. In their (2006it@efen and Heart examined differences in
three trust beliefs of vendor integrity, benevokeaod ability between the US and Israel. The
paths through which the trust beliefs were engerdlerere familiarity and predictability and
the beliefs were examined in terms of the influeoicthese beliefs on behavioural intentions.
The study found significant differences in the gaffom integrity to purchase intentions
(with integrity showing a stronger effect in the Arntan sample in relation to purchasing
intentions) and suggest that this may be the regulbe US being a highly individualistic
culture. Gefen and Heart therefore posit thatrdiselts indicate that conclusions based on US
studies cannot and should not be automaticallyieghpd other cultures and they accordingly
emphasise the need for researchers to includenaatialture in e-commerce trust studies.

The four dimensions of national culture as ideatifby Hofstede (1980) are individualism-
collectivism, power distance, uncertainty avoidanaed masculinity. The first of these,
individualism (IDV), is described by Hofstede as the degree to whiclvitheals are
integrated into groups. On the individualist side aocieties in which the ties between
individuals are loose: everyone is expected to lafikr him/herself and his/her immediate
family. The opposite to this is collectivism whicbhmprises societies in which people from
birth onwards are integrated into strong, cohegjveups often extended families (with
uncles, aunts and grandparents) which continue egting them in exchange for
unquestioning loyalty. In a collectivist societydimiduals tend not to trust strangers
(Fukuyama, 1995). On the other hand, in an indiaiidt culture trust of strangers tends to be
higher.

The second dimension is the Power Distance IndBX)(®hich is the extent to which the less
powerful members of organizations and institutiglilee the family) accept and expect that
power is distributed unequally. This representsjuradity (more versus less), but defined from
below, not from above. It suggests that a socidguel of inequality is endorsed by the
followers as much as by the leaders. Researchfétend O’ Hara, 1995) has shown that
individuals from countries that with high PDI sceréend to have less trust for service
providers than do individuals.

The third dimension of national culture that Hoflgediscusses is the Uncertainty Avoidance
Index (UAI). This dimension deals with a society's toleranceufmcertainty and ambiguity
and indicates to what extent a culture programsnisnbers to feel either uncomfortable or
comfortable in unstructured situations. Uncertaiatyoiding cultures try to minimize the
possibility of such situations by strict laws andes, safety and security measures. The
opposite type, uncertainty accepting cultures, racge tolerant of opinions different from
what they are used to; they try to have as fewsrakpossible, and on the philosophical and
religious level they are relativist and allow manyrents to flow side by side. The fourth of
Hofstede’s cultural dimensions is masculinity. Mamity (MAS) refers to the distribution

of roles between the genders, which is anotherdomahtal issue for any society to which a
range of solutions are found.

The model used in this study was developed andiat&d in Asia (Hong Kong), a country
that exhibits (Hostede 1980) very low levels afividualism, has a high rank on the power
distance index and low levels of uncertainty avoa#a These scores are in marked contrast
to those of the United States and Ireland. Formgye, the US shows a very high
individuality index with a score of 91. Irelandp the other hand, scores about 70 on the
individualism index while Hong Kong scores markettiwer with a score of only 25. The
PDI score for Hong Kong is high at 68 while the sasgore for the US is 40 (in a 11- 104
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scale) but Ireland scores only 28 on this rankig.terms of the UAI index, the U.S ranks
low at 46 (in an 8-112 scale) but Ireland ranksldaver at 35 with Hong Kong lowest at a
score of only 29. This indicates that Hong Kongswamers and Irish consumers tend to be
more tolerant of uncertain situations than are Acaeis. As all three countries are similar in
the masculinity index with Hong Kong at 57, the BfS62 and Ireland at 68, masculinity is
not hypothesised as an aspect of national cultba¢ ¢ould provide an explanation for
differences in trust beliefs between these cowntri@ addition, it should be noted that while
the US and Ireland are by no means polar oppositesach of the cultural indices,
differences between them are evident in terms i@ettof the four indices, in particular the
individualism index and to a lesser degree the palistance and uncertainty avoidance
indices.

The hypothesized effects of national culture oninenlconsumer’s trust beliefs will be
examined by comparing the same model developedvalidated in Hong Kong with data
collected in the US and Ireland. If regardlessational culture the trust antecedents were
found to be similar, this would point to the cu#iindependence of the model. However, if
the results differ markedly, this would confirm tbencerns of researchers (e.g. Fukuyama,
1995) regarding the generalisation of US trustissud

3 MEASUREMENT INSTRUMENT

In their model (figure 1) Cheung and Lee show tt@tsumer trust in on-line shopping is
predicted by two sets of antecedents — factorsdresite a sense of vendor trustworthiness
and factors related to the external environmertie former relate to the vendor’s perceived
integrity and competence and the vendor’s secanty privacy controls. The latter (external
environment) encompass third party recognition .(esgals of approval) and the legal
framework. The model shows that the effect of kxsts of factors on the consumer’s trust
beliefs is moderated by the consumer’'s propengtytrtist. It also acknowledges the
relationship between perceived risk and the ontioesumer’s trust response. The thirteen
hypotheses regarding the proposed trust antecedbatsnfluence of propensity to trust on
the online consumer’s trust response, and theioaktip between perceived risk and the

Tiustworthiness of Intemet Viendor

Perceived Security Control
Perceived Privacy Contrg
Perceived Integrity K

Thust in Intemet Perceived
Shopping Risk

Bxdemal BErvironent

Third Party Recognition
Legal Framework

Propensity to Trust

online consumer’s trust response are shown in ajipdn

Proceedings of European and Mediterranean Confexencinformation Systems 20@EMCl S2007)
June 24-26 2007, Polytechnic University of Valen8ipain www.emcis.org



Pg 18-6

Figure 1. A Conceptual Model of Trust in Interné@bBping (Source: Cheung and Lee,
2000)

In the measurement instrument for this model, tbel@nating variable ‘Propensity to Trust’ is
a composite of three sets of items. These arpe(gonality items relating to the individual’s
tendency to trust, (ii) experience items relatingthie individual’'s previous experience and
(iii) cultural environment items relating to thevé of trust in the individuals environment.

4 METHODOLOGY

The measurement instrument proposed by Cheung & wvas extended to include
demographic information and was applied to two sétsamples in both Ireland and the
United States. In each country, one set of respatschad less technical backgrounds and the
other set had highly technical backgrounds.

For the Irish section of this study, the first séenvas obtained from the Irish Master of
Business Administration (MBA) Association. It casted of 255 individuals who completed

an MBA degree in the preceding 10 years and wexdugites of six universities in Ireland. In

the United States, the first sample chosen forghidy was obtained from two postgraduate
classes at Northeastern University Boston and cisexbi75individuals.

For the Irish section of the study, the second samjas obtained from the Irish Computer
Society (ICS) and consisted of 218 consumers wghiytechnical backgrounds. To become
a professional member of the Irish Computer Socretgessitates having a degree in a
technical discipline along with a minimum of 3 ygawork experience in a technical or
technical-related position. These requirementsl wilprove the likelihood that the
respondents will have adequate disposable incordeterhnical competency to engage in
online shopping. However, it is reasoned thatratividual could have recently joined the
ICS but that their technical knowledge could besiderably outdated (which would reduce
their knowledge and experience of online shoppingd. overcome this potential limitation,
an age limit of 45 years of age was imposed onptmticipants selected. For the United
States section of the study, the second sampleistedsof employees of the Computer
Services department at a major east coast uniyéndgihe United States. These employees by
nature of their occupation are highly technicabath their educational background and level
of technical skill. This sample comprisediB8ividuals.

The data collection section of this research igenily in-progress and when completed
checks for the internal reliability of each constrwill be made using Cronbach’s Alpha
values and factor structures will be examined. tkinbasis of these test results, direct and
partial correlation tests, regression analysis, AMAOand independent T-Tests will be
applied.

5 SUMMARY

This paper has described an in-progress studyaihat to provide increased insight into the
nature of the trust construct as observed in theveur of users and potential users of online
shopping. This study will significantly extend ounderstanding of the phenomena along a
number of dimensions. It is the first large-scamapirical study of its kind comparing the
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antecedents of consumer trust in online shoppingeland and the United States. It therefore
provides insight into the influence of nationaltavk on the antecedents of consumer trust in
online shopping. It clearly distinguishes betwemisttand trust antecedents - an issue that has
plagued trust research to date, builds on conckgdtians of trust accepted by researchers
and applied a validated measurement instrument ithatpreviously been used by a trust
researcher in another country. Finally, by exangnihether patterns of trust behaviour
exhibited by people working in the information andmmunications technology (ICT)
industry differ from their peers who work in nondiGpecific jobs, the results of this study
will provide insight as to the degree to which tachl skill influences the online consumer’s
trust response. Thus, it is anticipated that #s¢ tesults will increase our knowledge of the
factors that predict consumers’ trust in onlineging response and provide insight into the
influence of cultural factors on the trust resporiges refined understanding of the predictors
and moderators of consumer trust will make a vd@abntribution to not only to information
systems research but also to the overall body oketiag, trust and diffusion research while
providing practitioners with the insights necess#&wy improve consumer trust in their
websites.

References

Agarwal, R. 2000. ‘Individual Acceptance of Infortim Technologies.” In Zmud, R.W. (edfjraming the
Domains of IT ManagemenRinnaflex Educational Resources, Ohio, pp. 85 - 104

Ajzen, I. 1985. ‘From Intentions to Actions: A Thgmf Planned Behavior'. In J. Kuhl and J,

Beckman (Eds.Action-Control: From Cognition to Behavioureidelberg: Springer, pp. 11-39.

Ajzen, I. and Fishbein, M. 198@nderstanding Attitudes and Predicting Social Beban Prentice-Hall,
Englewood Cliffs, NJ.

Amarach Consulting TrendWatch Technology Repori&ai@ar 2, 2002. Available at
http://www.amarach.com/news/press.htm

Ambrose, P.J and Johnson, G.J. 1998. ‘A Trust Moti@uying Behavior in Electronic Retailinghssociation
for Information Systems, America’s Confereri8altimore, Maryland, August 416", 263-265.

Bandura, Albert. 1986Social foundations of thought and action: A soaafnitive. Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice Hall. xiii, 617 pages. 013815614X.

Barber, B. (1983)The Logic and Limits of TrusRutgers University Press, New Brunswick, NJ

Barney, J.B., and Hansen, M.H. 1994. ‘Trustworthin@s a Source of Competitive Advantad&frategic
Management Journal,5, 175-190.

Belanger, F., Hiller, J. S., Smith. 2002. W. J. Siworthiness In Electronic Commerce: The Role Q¥dry,
Security, And Site Attributes. Journal of Stratelgiformation Systems, 11, 245-270.

Bhattacherjee, A. 2002. “Individual Trust in Onlikérms: Scale Development and Initial Tesigurnal of
Management Information Systerfi, 211-241.

Bhattacharjee, Y. 2000, ‘A swarm of little note&ime, 16 September, A4-A8.

Bigley, G.A., and Pearce, J.L. 1998. ‘Straining $8rared Meaning in Organisation Science: Probleinis ust
and Distrust’, Academgf Management Revie®3(3) 405-421.

Borchers. S. A. 2001. ‘Trust in Internet shoppiAgtest of a measurement instruménProceedings of the
Association for Information Systemfgjanta, GA. August 2001.

Bowlby, J. 1982Attachment and Loss. Volume 1: AttachmBasic Books, New York.

Briggs, P., Simpson, B., and De Angeli, A. 2004.udt and Personalisation: A Reciprocal Relatiorghip C-
M Karat, J. Blom and J. Karat (Ed€)esigning Personalized User Experiences for eCoroeétluwer
Academic Publishers, 2004.

Burt, R.S., and Knez, M. 1995. ‘Trust and ThirdtRasossip In R.M. Kramer and T.R. Tyler(Eds.Jrust in
Organizations: Frontiers of Theory and Researthpusand Oaks, CA: Sage, 68-89.

Butler, J.K. 1991. ‘Towards Understanding and MeagsuConditions of Trust: Evolution of a Condition$
Trust Inventory.'Journal of Management,7, 643-663.

Butler, J.K., and Cantrell, R.S. 1984. ‘A Behavlobgecision Theory Approach to Modeling Dyadic Trust
Superiors and Subordinateg?sychological Report®5, 9-28.

Proceedings of European and Mediterranean Confexencinformation Systems 20@EMCl S2007)
June 24-26 2007, Polytechnic University of Valen8ipain www.emcis.org



Pg 18-8

Cap Gemini Ernst & Young study, 2000. ‘Perceptiohdrust’, February 18 2004. ECommerce Alerts Issued
by Bennett Gold, Chartered Accountaisailable at
http://www.e-commercealert.com/article618.html

Chen, S. C. and Dhillon, G.S. 200mterpreting Dimensions of Consumer Trust in E-Goence’, Information
Technology and Management, 4: 303-313.

Cheskin Research and Studio Archetype/Sapient. .20Dfust in the Wired Americas’, Available at
http://www.studioarchetype.com/cheskin.

Cheskin Research and Studio Archetype/Sapient {19@®ommerce Trust Study’ 1-33. Available at
http://www.studioarchetype.com/cheskin/

Cheung, C., Chan, G. and Limayem M. 2005. ‘A CaitiReview of Online Purchase Behaviour: Empirical
Research’Journal of E-Commerce in Organisatior®4): 1-19.

Cheung, C. M. K. and Lee, M. K. O. 2003. ‘An Intative Model for Consumer Trust in Internet Shopping
Proceedings of the European Conference on Infoona8ystems (ECIS 2003yaples, Italy, 19-21 June
2003, published on CD Rom.

Cheung, C. M. K. and Lee, M. K. O. 2002. ‘Trust limernet Shopping: Instrumental Development and
Validation through Classical and Modern ApproacheAdvanced Topics in Global Information
Management, F Tan (ed) , Idea Group Publishid§A, 25-41, (Chapter IlI).

Cheung, C. M. K. and Lee, M. K. O. 2001.Trust imidrnet Shopping: Instrument Development and Vabda
through Classical and Modern Approache3yurnal of Global Information Managemen®(3): July-
September 23-35.

Cheung, C. M.K. and Lee, M. K. O. 2000a. ‘A Trusbdi#l for Internet ShoppingWorld Multiconference on
Systemics, Cybernetics and Informa(8€1) Vol. I1X:. 2207 — 2217.

Cheung, C and Lee, M. 2000. ‘Trust in Internet ghiog: A Proposed Model and Measurement Instrumeint’.
Proceedings of the 2000 Americas Conference omrrtion Systems (AMCIS)ugust 3-5, 2000: 681-689.

Cho, N. and Park, S. 2002. ‘Development of eleétraommerce user-consumer satisfaction index (EG sl
Internet Shopping'lndustrial Management and Data Syster13](8): 400-405.

Chopra, K. and Wallace, W. A. 2003. ‘Trust in Eteciic Environments’ Proceedings of the S6Hawaii
International Conference on System Scienklesvaii, January, 2003

Connolly, R (2004) ‘The role of Trust in the Adamti of Business-To-Consumer Electronic Commerce: An
Information Systems PerspectivBhD Dissertation;Trinity College Dublin, Ireland.

Consumer WebWatch Research Report 2002 ‘A Maftérust. What Consumers Want from Websites’. Apri
16", 2002. http://www.consumerwebwatch.org.news/1 rabshtm

Corner, J. L., Thompson, F., Dillon, S., and DooBn (2005) ‘Perceived Risk, the Internet Shopixgerience
and Online Purchasing Behavior: A New Zealand Retige’, Journal of Global Information Management,
April =June 2005, 13(2): 66-88.

Corritore, C.L., Kracher, B. and Wiedenbeck, S.200®n-line Trust: Concepts, Evolving Themes, A Mbt
International Journal of Human-Computer Studig8; 737-758

Covello, V.T. 1992. ‘Trust and Credibility in Riskommunication’ Health Environment DigesY/ol. 6(1), 1-3.

Cyr, D, Bonanni, C, Bowes, J. and lIsever, J. 20B8yond Trust: Website Design Preferences Acragitu@es’
Journal of Global Information Managemen3(4): 24-52.

Davidow, W.H., and Malone, M.S. 1992. The Virtuar@oration: Structuring and Revitalizing the Corgtan
for the 2" Century, Harper Collins Publishers, New York.

Doney, P.M. and Cannon, J.P.1997. An Examinatiothef Nature of Trust in Buyer-Seller Relationshjps’
Journal of Marketing61(2): 35-51.

Doney, P.M., Cannon, J.P., and Mullen, M.R. 19%hderstanding the Influence of National Culturetba
Development of TrustAcademy of Management Revi@B(3): 601-620.

Deutsch, M. 1962. ‘Cooperation and Trust: Some Tétaal Notes.’ In M. R. Jones (EdNgbraska Symposium
on Motivation 275-319. Lincoln, Neb.: University of Nebraska$§s.

Di Biaggi, M. 2003.. ‘Trust Generation Through Eategal Mechanisms: Reputation as a Valued Asset in
eMarkets’,Proceedings of the Y&Bled eCommerce Conferendene, 2003.

Egger, F.N. & B. de Groot. 2000. Developing a Modgllrust for Electronic Commerce: An Applicatiom &
Permissive Marketing Web SitPoster Proceedings of thé"9nternational World Wide Web Conference ,
Amsterdam (The Netherlands), May 15-19, 2000: 92-93

Ekeh, P.P. 1974&0cial Exchange Theory: The Two Traditioréeinemann Educational, London

Erikson, E.H. 1968 dentity: Youth and CrisisNew York: Norton.

Fukuyama, F. 1995. Trust: The Social Virtues amdGheation of Prosperity. New York, Free Press.

Proceedings of European and Mediterranean Confexencinformation Systems 20@EMCl S2007)
June 24-26 2007, Polytechnic University of Valen8ipain www.emcis.org



Pg 18-9

Gabarro, J.J. 1978. ‘The Development of Trust,ukerfice and Expectations’, In A.G. Athos and J.J.a@ab
(3ds.),Interpersonal Behavior: Communication and Understiag in RelationshipsEnglewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice Hall: 290- 303.

Gambetta, D.G. (Ed.). 1988rust: Making and Breaking Cooperative RelatioBasil Blackwell., New York.

Ganesan, S. 1994. ‘Determinants of long-term oaigom in buyer-seller relationshipslournal of Marketing
58 (April): 1-19.

Gauzente C. 2004 'Web Merchants' Privacy And SecuBtatements: How Reassuring Are They For
Consumers? A Two-Sided Approacyournal of Electronic Commerce Researb(B): 181-198.

Gefen, D.; Heart, T. (2006) ‘On the Need to Inclidegional Culture as a Central Issue in E- Comméircest
Beliefs’, Journal of Global Information ManagemeNpl. 14, Issue 4, 1-30.

Gefen, D., Rose, .M., Warkentin, M., and Pavloy,(P004) ‘Cultural Diversity and Trust in IT Adopti: A
Comparison of USA and South African e-Votedgurnal of Global Information Syster(3:1), 54-78

Gefen, D. & Straub, D. 2003. ‘Managing User TiinsB2C e-Services'e-Service Journal2(2): 7-24.

Gefen, D., Karahanna, E. & Straub, D. 2003. ‘Trarst TAM in On-line Shopping: An integrated mod&llS
Quarterly, 27(1): 51-90.

Gefen, D. Srinivasan Rao, V. and Tractinsky, N0OO2a. ‘The Conceptualization of Trust, Risk and ifThe
Relationship in Electronic Commerce: The Need fdarifications. Proceedings of the 36 Hawaii
International Conference on System Scien2663.

Gefen. D. 2000. E-commerce: The Role of Familiadahd Trust. The International Journal of Management
Science28(6):725 — 737.

Goldsmith, R. E. and Bridges, E. 2000. E-Tailing ®etailing: Using attitudes to predict online bwyi
behaviourQuarterly Journal of Electronic Commerck, 245 — 253.

Grabner-Krauter, S. and Kaluscha, E. A. 2003. ‘Eioal research in on-line trust: a review and caiti
assessmentlhternational Journal of Human-Computer Studig8: 783-812.

Gurtman, M. B. 1992. ‘Trust, distrust, and intequeral problems: A circumplex analysisJournal of
Personality and Social Psycholodd2: 989-1002.

Hagen, J.M.,and Choe, S. 1998. ‘Trust in Japan@sefirm Relations: Institutional Sanctions MatteRcademy
of Management Reviev23(3): 589-600.

Hampton-Sosa, W. and Koufaris, M. 2005. ‘The EffetWeb Site Perceptions on Initial Trust in the i@w
Company’,International Journal of Electronic CommercH)(1):55-81.

Hardin, R. 2001. ‘Conceptions and Explanations afsT, In Karen Cooke (Ed.Jrust in SocietyNew York,
Russell Sage Foundation.

Hermes 2000. ‘Electronic Retailing and eMarketihiman Awareness Network of eCommeitssue no 5,
September-October 2000: 1-5. http://www.eltrun.ageébewsletters/1/5.pdf

Hoffman, D. L., Novak, T.P., and Peralta, M. 19%uilding Consumer Trust On-lineCommunications of the
ACM, 42(4), April:80 - 85.

Hofstede, G. 1980. ‘Motivation, Leadership, and &rgation: Do American Theories Apply abroad?’
Organizational Dynamig9(1): 42-63.

Hovland, C.l., Janis, I.L.,, and Kelley, H.H. 1953ommunication and PersuasiolNew Haven CT: Yale
University Press.

Huang, H., Keser, C., Leland, J., and ShachatQQ3.2Trust, the internet, and the digital divitBM Systems
Journal 42(3): 507-518.

Jarvenpaa, S.L., Tractinsky, N. and Vitale, M. 20@bnsumer Trust in an Internet Store: Across-@nallt
Validation’, Journal of Computer Mediated Communicati@(i-2): 45-71.

Jarvenpaa, S.L., and Grazioli, S. 1999, ‘Surfingolg Sharks: How to Gain Trust in CyberspaceTimancial
Times, Mastering Information ManagemeitMarch 15: 2-3.

Jarvenpaa, S.L., & Leidner, D.E. 1998. ‘Communimatiand Trust in Global Virtual TeamsJournal of
Computer-Mediated Communication, 3(4) Available at
http://www.ascusc.org/jcmc/vol3/issue4/jarvenpaalht

Jasperson, J. Sambamurthy, V. and Zmud, R.W. 18@@jal influence and individual IT use: unravetjithe
pathways of appropriation move®roceeding of the 3linternational conference on Information Systems
Charlotte, North Carolina, United States: 113 —.118

Johnson, C. and Grayson, D. 2005 ‘Cognitive ane&fe Trust in Service Relationshipdqurnal of Business
Research58(4) 500-507.

Khare, R and Rifkin, A. 1997. ‘Weaving a Web of 3ruln World Wide Web Journal, Web Security: A Matter
of Trust 2(3), O’ Reilly & Associates: CA.: 77-112.

Kim, D. and Benbasat, I. 2003. ‘Trust-Related Argums in Internet Stores: A Framework for Evaluation
Journal of Electronic Commerce Researat(2): 49-64.

Proceedings of European and Mediterranean Confexencinformation Systems 20@EMCl S2007)
June 24-26 2007, Polytechnic University of Valen8ipain www.emcis.org



Pg 18-10

Kim, K. K. and Prabhakar, B. 2004. ‘Initial Trustcathe Adoption of B2C e-Commerce: The Case ofrhae
Banking.’ Database for Advances in Information 8ys$, 35(2): 50-65.

Kim, K. and Prabhakar, B. 2000. ‘Initial Trust, Peived Risk, and The Adoption of Internet Bankini,
Proceedings of the Twenty-First International Coafeee on Information Systent3airo, Egypt, December:
537 - 543.

Kini, A. and Choobineh, J. 1998, ‘Trust in Electio Commerce: Definition and Theoretical Considerat’,
Proceedings of the $Hawaii International Conference on System Scigridasvaii, 1998

Kong, W. and Hung, Y.C. 2006. ‘Modeling Initial afkpeat Online Trust in B2C E-commerd@rbceedings
of the 38" Hawaii International Conference on System Sciendasvaii, January, 2006.

Koufaris, M., and Hampton-Sosa, W. 2002. ‘Custoifreist Online: Examining the Role of the Experiemdth
the Web Site’,CIS Working Paper Serie<icklin School of Business, Baruch College, Newrk.o
Available at http://cisnet.baruch.cuny.edu/papers/

Kovar, S.; Burke, K.; and Kovar, B. 2000a. ‘Selligbtrust: an exploratory examination of factorffuiencing
consumers’ decision to use online distribution ctedsi, The Review of Accounting Information Systems
4(2): 39-52.

Kovar, S.; Burke, K.; and Kovar, B. 2000b. ‘ConsuniResponses to the CPA Assuranc&yurnal of
Information Systemd4(1): 17-35.

Kramer, R. M. 1999. ‘Trust and Distrust in Orgati@as: Emerging perspectives, enduring questioishual
Review of Psycholog$0: 569-598.

Kramer R. M. and T.R. Tyler (Eds.). 1998rust in Organizations: Frontiers of Theory and Baxh
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage: 261-287.

Kraut, R. Rice. R. Cool, C. Fish. R. 1998. ‘Vamstiof Social influence: The role of social normshie success
of a new communication mediun@rganization Sciencé&(4) July—August: 437-453.

Larzelere, R., and Huston, T. 1980, ‘The Dyadicstr8cale: Toward Understanding Interpersonal Tiust
Close RelationshipsJournal of Marriage and the Familyi2: 595-604.

Lee, M. & Turban, E. 2001. ‘A Trust Model for Comser Internet Shoppinglnternational Journal of
Electronic Commerges(1): 75-91

Lewicki, R.J., and Bunker, B.B. 1995. ‘DevelopingdaMaintaining Trust in Work Relationships’, InNR.
Kramer and T.R. Tyler (Eds.Jrust in Organizations: Frontiers of Theory and Bash Thousand Oaks
CA: Sage: 114-139.

Lewis, J. and Weigert, A. 1985. ‘Trust as a SoRiedlity’, Social Forcesp3: 967-985.

Lieberman, J.K. 1981 he Litigious SocietyBasic Books, New York.

Lim, K.H., Sia, C.L., Lee, M.K.O. and Benbasat2001. ‘How Do | Trust You Online, and If So, WillBuy?:
An Empirical Study on Designing Web Contents to Elep Online Trust’, Working Paper 2001.

Madu, C.N. and Madu, A.A. 2002. ‘Dimensions of elify’, International Journal of Quality and Reliability
Management]19(3): 246-58.

Mayer. R. C., Davis, J.D. and Schoorman, F.D. 1985.Integrative Model of Organisational Trus&cademy
of Management Revigew®0(3):.709 — 734.

McFall, L. 1987. ‘Integrity’ ,Ethics,98: 5-20.

McKnight, D.H., Choudhury, V. and Kacmar, C. 200Reveloping and Validating Trust Measures for E-
Commerce: An Integrative Typologyhformation Systems Researdl3(3): 334-359.

McKnight, D.H. and Chervany, N.L. 2001. ‘What Trugeans in E-Commerce Customer Relationships: An
Interdisciplinary Conceptual Typologyhternational Journal of Electronic Commerd&2): 35-59.

McKnight, D.H. Cummings, L.L and Chervany, N.L. B9Initial Trust Formation in New Organisational
Relationships’ Academy of Management Revie23(3): 473-90.

Mishra, A. 1996. ‘Organizational Responses to Grishe Centrality of Trust’, In R.M.

Parnell, J. A.; Shwiff, S; Lei Y; Langford, H. (2B0‘American and Chinese Entrepreneurial and Marabe
Orientations: A Management Education Perspectimégrnational Journal of Managemer#Q(2): 125-138
Mulpuru, S. 2006'US eCommerce Outlook For Q4 2006: A Recap Of Q3620@line Retail Sales And
Overview Of The Upcoming HolidayForrester Research Business View Research Docyi®etaber 20,

2006.

Paviou, P and Gefen, D. 2004. ‘Building Effectivenli@e Marketplaces with Institution-Based Trust’,
Information Systems Research, 15(1): 37-59.

Pavlou, P. 2003. ‘Consumer Acceptance of Electrcdd@mmerce — Integrating Trust and Risk in the
Technology Acceptance modelihternational Journal of Electronic Commerc&3): 69-103.

Peters, R.G. Covello, V.T. and McCallum D.B. 199The Determinants of Trust and Credibility in
Environmental Risk Communication: An Empirical SgydRisk Analysis17(1): 43-54.

Proceedings of European and Mediterranean Confexencinformation Systems 20@EMCl S2007)
June 24-26 2007, Polytechnic University of Valen8ipain www.emcis.org



Pg 18-11

Ratnasinghan, P. 1998. ‘Trust in Web-based Elemtr@ommerce Security’|nformation Management and
Computer Security§(4): 162-168.

Reichheld, F. F. and Schefter, P. 2000.. ‘E-Loyaltpur Secret Weapon on the Welblarvard Business
Review 78: 105-113.

Reitsma, R. 2006. ‘Europe’s 2006 Online Shoppingdszape’ Forrester ResearclBusiness View Research
DocumentSeptember 14, 2006.

Ring, P.S., and Van de Ven, A. 1992. ‘Structuringperative relationships between organizatioBfategic
Management Journal,3: 483-498.

Rogers, E.M. 198diffusion of Innovationskree Press, New York.

Rogers, E.M. 196Diffusion of Innovationskree Press, New York.

Rotter, J. 1980. ‘Interpersonal Trust, Trustworésis and Gullibility’ American Psychologisg85: 1-7.

Rotter, J. 1971. ‘Generalised Expectancies forpaiesonal Trust’/American Psychologis6: 443-452.

Rotter, J. 1967. ‘A New Scale for Measurement ¢édpersonal TrustJournal of Personality,35: 651-665.

Rousseau, D.M. Sitkin, S.B. Burt, R.S. and CameZer1998. ‘Not So Different After All: A Cross-Digtine
View of Trust’, Academy of Management Revi@8(3): 393-404.

Shankar, V., Urban, G.L., Sultan, F., 2002. ‘Orelirust: a stakeholder perspective, concepts, dadins, and
future directions’Journal of Strategic Information Systefiy3-4), 325-344.

Shapiro, S.P. 1987. ‘The Social Control of Integoeral Trust’ American Journal of Sociolog93: 623-658.

Sillence, E., Briggs, P., and Fishwick, L. 2004ru3t and Mistrust of Online Health Sites’.@omputer Human
Interaction CHI 2004 Vienna, Austria. ACM.

Sitkin, S.B. 1995. ‘On the Positive Effect of Leigation on Trust, In R.J. Bies, R.J. Lewicki, afJ.
Sheppard (Eds.Research on Negotiation in Organizatio@eenwich, CT: JAl Press. 5: 185-217.

Sitkin, S.B.; and Pablo, A.L. 1992. ‘Reconceptualig the Determinants of Risk BehaviouAcademy of
Management Review,/: .-38.

Sitkin, S.B., and Roth, N.L. 1993. ‘Explaining tHamited Effectiveness of Legalistic “Remedies” for
Trust/Distrust’,Organizational Science4: 367-392.

Snijders, C., and Keren, G., 1999. ‘Determinaritsust’. In: Budescu, D.V., Erev, I., Zwick, R. d&.),Games
and Human Behavior: Essays in Honor of Amnon Rafopawrence Erlbaum, Mahwah, NJ: 355-383.

Staples, D. S., and Ratnasingham, P. 1998. ‘TtiustPanacea of Virtual Management?’ In R. Hirsahhé/.
Newman, and J.I. DeGross (Ed$?ypceedings of the Nineteenth International Confeeson Information
Systemdelsinki, Finland, December: 128-140.

Strickland, L.H. 1958. ‘Surveillance and Trusturnal of Personality26: 200- 215.

Tamimi, N, Rajan M. and Sebastianelli, R. 2000.rn8&marking the Home Pages of Fortune 500 Companies
Quality Progress33(7): 47-51.

Tan, M. & Teo, T. S. H. 2000. ‘Factors influencithge adoption of Internet banking’. 1(5): 1-42.

Tan, Y-H & Thoen, W. 2000-2001. ‘Toward a Generiodeal of Trust for Electronic Commercéiternational
Journal of Electronic CommercB(2): 61-74.

Taylor, S. and P. A. Todd. 1995. ‘Understandinginfation Technology Usage: A Test of Competing Mgde
Information Systems Researéh44-76.

Van der Heijden, H. Verhagen, T, and Creemers, B032 ‘Understanding Online Purchase Intentions:
Contributions from Technology and Trust PerspestivEuropean Journal of Information Systemi®(1):
41-48.

Verhagen, T., Meents, S. and Tan, Y. 2006. ‘PeexkRisk and Trust Associated with Purchasing attEdeic
Marketplaces’,_Serie Research Memorar@201, Free University Amsterdam, Faculty of Ecoitan
Business Administration and Econometrics.

Verhagen, T., Tan, Y. and Meents, S. 2004. ‘An [irgd Exploration Of Trust And Risk Associated Wit
Purchasing At Electronic Marketplaceéh]Bled eCommerce Conference, Bled, Slovenia, Jur2322004.
Wang, Y.D., and Emurian, H.H. 2005. ‘An Overview @fline Trust: Concepts, Elements, and Implications

Computers in Human Behavijd1(1), 105-125.

Wicks, A.C., Berman, S.L., Jones, T.M. 1999. Thei8tire of Optimal Trust: Moral and Strategic Ingplions.
Academy of Management Revi@4(1): 99 — 116.

Williamson. O.E. 1974Markets and HierarchiesNew York: Free Press.

Zucker, L.G. 1986. ‘Production of Trust: Institutal Sources of Economic Structure, 1840 — 1920'Staw,
B.M., and Cummings, L.L. (edsRResearch in Organizational Behavio8; 53-111. JAI Press, Greenwich,
CT. D.L., T.P. Novak, and Peralta, M.A. (1999)

Wingreen, S. and Baglione, S. 2005. ‘Untangling thtecedents and Covariates of E-Commerce Trust:
Institutional Trust Vs Knowledge-Based Trustectronic Markets15(3): 246-260.

Proceedings of European and Mediterranean Confexencinformation Systems 20@EMCl S2007)
June 24-26 2007, Polytechnic University of Valen8ipain www.emcis.org



Pg 18-12

APPENDIX 1: RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

(CTIS = Consumer Trust in Internet Shopping)

Proposition 1: The perceived security control of aninternet vendor is positively
related to (CTIS).

Perceived security control refers to the Internseéns’ perception of the Internet vendoys’
ability to fulfil security requirements, such astl@ntication, integrity, encryption, ard
non-repudiation.

Proposition 2: The perceived privacy control of aninternet vendor is positively
related to CTIS.

Perceived privacy control is conceived as the Im¢rusers’ perception of the Internet
vendor’s ability to protect consumers’ personalommfiation collected during electronic
transactions from unauthorized use or disclosure.

Proposition 3: The perceived integrity of an Interret vendor is positively related to
CTIS.

Perceived integrity refers to the Internet usererqepton of on the vendor’'s hones
For instance, whether it has consistent actionsetivér its actions are congruent with jts
own words, and whether its transactions with itesugmers are fair.

Proposition 4: The perceived competence of an Inteet vendor is positively
related to CTIS.

Perceived competency is defined as the Internesuperception of the skills, abilities
and expertise of Internet vendors.

Proposition 5: The perceived effectiveness of th&itd party recognition is positively
associated with CTIS. Third party recognition refers to the assurance \pded by
independent bodies that the Internet vendor istwaghy.

Proposition 6: The perceived effectiveness of theedal framework is positively
associated with CTIS.

Legal framework refers to the law and code of graciestablished to protect Internet
shoppers during electronic transactions.

Proposition 7: Propensity to Trust moderates the riationship between the perceived
security control of an Internet vendor and CTIS.

Proposition 8: Propensity to Trust moderates the riationship between the perceived
privacy control of an Internet vendor and CTIS.

Proposition 9: Propensity to Trust moderates the riationship between the perceived
integrity of an Internet vendor and CTIS.

Proposition 10: Propensity to Trust moderates the elationship between the

 The explanations that accompany each propositederived directly from Cheung & Lee (2000).
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perceived competence of an Internet vendor and CTIS

Proposition 11: Propensity to Trust moderates the elationship between the
perceived effectiveness of the third party recognibn and CTIS.

Proposition 12: Propensity to Trust moderates the elationship between the
perceived effectiveness of the legal framework an@TIS.

Proposition 13: CTIS is negatively associated withperceived risk in Internet
shopping.

(Source: Cheung and Lee, 2000)
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