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Practitioners believe that “creating or expanding business relationships is not about selling — it’s
about establishing trust” (Myatt 2012, p. 1), yet practitioners have little guidance about whether
sources of trust (brands and employees) are substitutable and when each is most effective for
creating and expanding business relationships. Thus, this research investigates the simultaneous
effects of interpersonal and brand trust and identifies factors that leverage the effectiveness of
each. Across four studies that include longitudinal survey, experiment, and field study methods,
the author demonstrates that interpersonal and brand trust can substitute. The marginal
effectiveness of brand trust reduces as interpersonal trust increases, and vice versa. Given that

they can substitute, it is critical to understand when each is most effective. Exploring factors that



moderate the effectiveness of interpersonal and brand trust, the author finds that socially
integrative factors—age, interdependence, community values, and residential stability—enhance
the effectiveness of interpersonal trust on performance while reducing the effectiveness of brand
trust on performance. By exploring the effects of social integration on customer relationship
performance, the author integrates theories from economics, sociology, and social psychology to
understand the effects of demographic shifts that are fundamentally changing the customer base

within the U.S. and thereby altering how firms can effectively develop customer relationships.
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Research Overview

Academics and practitioners view customer trust in a selling firm as essential to customer
relationships—trust encourages exchange and builds commitment, thereby reducing competitive
threats and increasing performance (Chaudhuri and Holbrook 2001; Doney et al. 2007; Grayson
et al. 2008; Palmatier et al. 2006; Sirdeshmukh et al. 2002). In fact, trust has been described as
the “key determinate” of commitment, “cornerstone” of loyalty, and “essential element” of
sustainable market share (Sirdeshmukh et al. 2002, p. 15). It is therefore no surprise trust has
been labeled the “single most powerful” tool for marketers (Berry 1996, p. 42), and, consistent
with this, building trust is a primary goal of marketing initiatives (Myatt 2012). Though many
researchers identify myriad benefits of trust, few consider how the effectiveness of trust may
depend on its source. Research has demonstrated that for any given selling firm, there are two
primary sources of trust: brands and employees. Though brand trust correlates with employee
(interpersonal) trust, customers distinguish between these two sources (Doney and Cannon 1997;
Grayson et al. 2008; Yim et al. 2008; Yoon et al. 2006), and firms face tradeoffs in establishing
and promoting source trustworthiness. For example, State Farm insurance steadfastly promotes
its reliable agents, whereas Travelers insurance promotes its reliable brand and accompanying
umbrella logo. Thus, whether interpersonal and brand trust are substitutes and when each is more
effective are critical to successful customer relationship performance. Accordingly, the goal of
this research is to examine whether interpersonal and brand trust can substitute and identify
market-based factors that enhance the effects of interpersonal and brand trust on customer
relationship performance.

Research has demonstrated in a business-to-customer (B2C) context, customer

relationships are primarily formed with a firm (Yim et al. 2008), which contrasts with research in



business-to-business (B2B) contexts demonstrating customer relationships can be formed with a
firm or a salesperson (Palmatier et al. 2007). It follows, then, that in B2C contexts brands are the
ultimate driver of customer performance—employees are effective because they enhance the
brand, and employees are ineffective when they do not (Wentzel 2009). However, many firms
maintain a portfolio of brands and can sometimes improve customer retention by ‘killing off’
brands (Kumar 2003). Thus, an alternative perspective, adopted in this research, is that brands
and employees are simultaneous sources of trust that ultimately enhance exchange performance.
In other words, customers in B2C become committed to exchange with certain selling firms
because they view the firms’ brands and employees as trustworthy. From this perspective,
employees work alongside brands, and trust in one may obviate trust in the other. For example, a
customer may commit to exchange with Apple because he views either the iPad brand as
trustworthy or the store ‘specialist’ as trustworthy. From this perspective, both interpersonal and
brand trust enhance exchange performance simultaneously, and whether each can substitute, as
the example implies, is critical for marketing strategy.

Furthermore, identifying conditions that enhance the relative effectiveness of
interpersonal and brand trust is important as investing in and promoting employees vs. brands
represent key strategic tradeoffs. Researchers have heretofore not considered such moderating
conditions. To understand when interpersonal and brand trust are more effective—when
customers respond more favorably to employees or brands as the source of trust—I consider
socially integrative factors that enhance the importance customers place on people around them,
which then influences the value placed on people in the marketplace, thus creating a “person
premium” effect that enhances the effectiveness of interpersonal trust and reduces the

effectiveness of brand trust. Social integration refers to the importance individuals place on



others in their social environment (Baller and Richardson 2002), which, when low, results in
self-reliance and sometimes detrimental seclusion (Durkheim [1897] 1951). Economic theories
suggest social integration occurs in customers’ personal lives but influences how customers
interface with the market (Hirschman 1982). Current demographic shifts may be enhancing the
importance of social integration in the U.S. Customers are becoming older, more interdependent,
more invested in their communities, and more residentially stable (Census 2010b; Hofstede et al.
2010; Oishi et al. 2007), factors | expect will be socially integrative and thus influence the
effectiveness of interpersonal and brand trust. To understand the effects of social integration, |
examine each of the aforementioned factors, which I selected because (1) each is shifting and (2)
each represents social integration at micro (e.g., individual), meso (e.g., group), or macro (e.g.,
community) socio-ecological levels (McPherson et al. 2001; Sampson et al. 2002).

| cover each factor in greater depth in the literature review, but first I introduce them
here. Age, the first proposed socially integrative factor occurs at the individual or micro level
and refers to the biological maturation of consumers, which, as a demographic variable, has a
long history of use in market segmentation and targeting—age is associated with income, asset
accumulation, amount of leisure time, physical appearance, health, and many other factors that
can influence consumer needs (Economist 2002). As consumers age, they experience cognitive
deficits stemming from neuronal changes; neurons become slower to emit signals and slower to
respond to signals that other neurons emit (Denney Nw 1982; Onofrj M 2001; Verhaeghen et al.
1998). Exemplifying these changes in marketing, Yoon (1997) finds that older consumers tend to
engage in schema or theme-based processing that reduces memory for incongruities (e.g., a news
program that showcases poetry, magic shows, and award-winning recipes would be presenting

highly incongruent content) during nonoptimal times of day when processing capacity is more



limited, but use detailed processing strategies during optimal times of day when cognitive
capacity is less limited. Thus older consumers have less control, and reductions in control
increase communal orientation, or the extent to which individuals “consider others while
thinking or engaged in decision-making, irrespective of their intentions toward others (i.e., bad
versus good)” (Rucker et al. 2012, p. 356) Therefore as consumers grow older, they are more
prone to rely on others, even if they do not particularly favor others. I propose that this tendency
to rely on others increases social integration and encourages customers to value interpersonal
trust more than brand trust as they age.

The second socially integrative factor, interdependence, to refers to a consumer’s
construal of the self as a part of rather than separate from close others and in-groups (Markus and
Kitayama 1991). Self-construal varies both across and within societies (Vandello and Cohen
1999). Within the United States, the number of citizens who are from more culturally
interdependent (collectivist) societies such as those in Latin America and east Asian and is at an
all-time high (Census 2010a), suggesting that while the United States is historically very
independent (Hofstede et al. 2010), interdependence is playing an increasingly critical role
within U.S. markets. | anticipate that as interdependence increases, consumers will value others
more and, in turn, value interpersonal trust more than brand trust.

The third socially integrative factor, community values, refers to importance placed on
developing and maintaining relational ties with one's local geographic community” (Burroughs
and Rindfleisch 2002, p. 357). The notion of ‘neighborhood’, which is often synonymous with
community, is an important conceptual feature of community values—those with high
community values invest in the welfare of physically proximal others (Glynn 1986; Sampson

1988; Sampson et al. 1997). Ostensibly, community values may appear similar to interdependent



self-construal, since both involve thoughts related to others, but community values are self-
transcendent instead of self-focused (Burroughs and Rindfleisch 2002). | expect those with
greater concern for their community to be more value others more, and I therefore consider
community values a third socially integrative factor.

The final socially integrative factor | consider, residential stability, refers to perceived
stability of residents in a local geographic area, which enhances local friendship ties, community
values, and social (civic) participation (Sampson 1988; Sampson et al. 2002). Research has
demonstrated that residential stability can be socially integrative in two ways: it increases efforts
to help others, and reduces the perceived and actual threat of others—enhancing feelings of
safety (Sampson et al. 1997). Residential stability has been shown to influence customer
purchase decisions. For example, using data collected by the Minnesota Driver and Vehicle
Services, Oishi and colleagues (2007) found that consumers living in zip codes with greater
residential stability were more likely to purchase critical habitat license plates that supported the
ecological welfare of the state. Thus, just as the factors above enhance the value place on others,
| expect residential stability to increase the value customers place on those in their social
environment and the value placed on interpersonal vs. brand trust.

By examining the moderating effects of socially integrative factors, this research makes
six primary contributions to marketing theory and practice. First, in Studies 1 and 2 |
demonstrate the substitutive effects of interpersonal and brand trust. Previous research suggests
interpersonal trust simply augments or contributes to brand trust (Doney and Cannon 1997; Yim
et al. 2008). Departing from this perspective, | demonstrate that the main effects of interpersonal
trust decrease when brand trust is high, and the converse. In Study 1, for example, | demonstrate

that increases in brand trust do not have a significant effect on performance when interpersonal



trust reaches approximately 66%, suggesting that when interpersonal trust is slightly above
neutral, brand trust no longer has a positive effect on performance. Alternatively, increases in
interpersonal trust do not have a significant effect on performance when brand trust is
approximately 78%, suggesting that brand trust must reach a higher threshold before
interpersonal trust is no longer effective. This finding contributes to theories of how brand and
interpersonal trust influence customer relationship performance by suggesting that a “pass-
through” model stipulating that interpersonal trust only influences performance by merely
“passing through” or increasing brand trust (Yim et al. 2008) ignores important main and
interactive effects. Furthermore, this finding informs marketing strategy. While brand trust is a
regularly evaluated brand metric (Harris-Poll 2010), interpersonal trust is not. If managers
assume brand trust reflects interpersonal trust (in Study 1 brand and interpersonal trust across
categories were only weakly correlated at r=.18, p<.01), they may be over or underinvesting in
initiatives, such as communication or 3" party reviews, to enhance brand trust. In other words, if
brand trust is relatively low, but interpersonal trust is relatively high, measuring only brand trust
but not interpersonal trust may falsely encourage attempts to increase brand trust.

As a second contribution, I demonstrate that customer age enhances the effectiveness of
interpersonal trust but suppresses the effectiveness of brand trust. From a longitudinal sample of
615 actual customers, | observed a significant and positive moderating effect of age on the effect
of interpersonal trust on performance, such that for older customers (those who are one standard
deviation above the mean or 46 years old), increases in interpersonal trust have a positive and
significant effect on performance (b=1.42, p<.01), whereas for younger customers (those who
are one standard deviation below the mean or 25 years old), increases in interpersonal trust have

no effect on performance (b=.25, NS). Furthermore, for older customers, increases in brand trust



had no effect on performance (b=.11, NS), but for younger customers, increases in brand trust
had a significant positive effect on performance (b=1.49, p<.01). Thus, evidence supports
theorizing that age increases the importance placed on proximal others, and the importance
placed on specific others extends to importance placed on people more generally, enhancing the
effects of interpersonal trust and reducing the effects of brand trust.

Third, in Study 2 | demonstrate that interdependence has similar moderating effects on
the effectiveness of interpersonal and brand trust. Using a sample of online respondents
considering a hypothetical iPad purchase, | find that higher levels of interdependence, which is
uncorrelated with age, enhance the effect of interpersonal trust on performance and suppress the
effect of brand trust. Specifically, the effects of interpersonal trust on performance are positive
and significant (b=5.76, p<.01) for those with high interdependence, whereas the effects of
interpersonal trust are negative and significant for those with low interdependence (b=-2.21,
p<05), suggesting that those with low interdependence are willing to pay significantly less as
interpersonal trust increases. Alternatively, the effects of brand trust on willingness to pay are
positive and significant for those with low interdependence (b=6.79, p<.01), whereas the effects
of brand trust on performance are not significant for those with high interdependence (b=.31,
NS). Thus, as consumers become increasingly interdependent, they are more responsive to
interpersonal trust and less of brand trust, consistent with the notion that importance
interdependent customers place on in-group members extends to increase the importance they
place on people more generally.

Fourth, in Study 3 | demonstrate that community values enhance the effectiveness of
interpersonal trust but suppresses the effectiveness of brand trust. Aside from demonstrating yet

another socially integrative factor with effects similar to but separate from age and



interdependence, this study also demonstrated that merely replacing the word “brand” with
“people” replicated the pattern of effects observed in studies 1 and 2 (where trust was measured
rather than manipulated). Specifically, a false feedback manipulation was deployed. Respondents
who believed they had higher community values were more loyal, willing to pay, and willing to
engage in positive word of mouth when interpersonal trust was highlighted, whereas respondents
who believed they had lower community values were more loyal, willing to pay, and willing to
engage in positive word of mouth when brand trust was highlighted. These effects were separate
from those of age and interdependence, suggesting social integration at a community level
influenced the effectiveness of brand and interpersonal trust in a manner similar to but separate
from the effects of lower level socially integrative factors.

Fifth, in Study 4 | anticipate that residential stability enhances the effectiveness of
interpersonal trust but suppresses the effectiveness of brand trust, and | find evidence that brand
trust is more and less effective when residential stability is low and high, but interpersonal trust
is equally effective across levels of residential stability. Specifically, by combining data from
several secondary sources, | match residential stability patterns at a county level with brand
perception ratings at an individual level for consumer insurance brands. Furthermore,
independent research assistants aggregated and rated promotional material for all brands for the
data period and identified trust sources as primarily interpersonal or brand. | found that in areas
with low residential stability, there was a negative effect of focusing on interpersonal rather than
brand trust (b=-.15, p<.01), whereas there was no significant difference in areas with high
residential stability (b=-.02, NS). Similarly, in areas with low residential stability, there was a
significant negative effect of focusing on interpersonal than brand trust (b=-.15, p<.01), whereas

there was no significant difference when residential stability was high (b=.05, NS). Therefore,



residential stability, similar to the other factors above, influences the effectiveness of source
trust. In the case of residential stability, the effects appear to be primarily associated with brand
trust, with brand trust being more effective in areas with less residential stability. However, these
results suffer limitations—measures of interpersonal and brand trust may have been too general
to capture interpersonal trust effects since coding was based on limited available national
promotion media. Overall, however, these results suggest an important role of resident stability
as a moderator of the relative effectiveness of brand trust.

Sixth, I find evidence that commitment mediates the moderating effects of social
integration. Specifically, in Study 3 I find that exchange commitment mediates the moderating
effects of community values on the effects of interpersonal and brand trust on firm performance.
In other words, customers made to believe they had higher community values were more
motivated to commit to an exchange with a firm when interpersonal trust was emphasized,
whereas customers made to believe they had lower community values were more motivated to
commit to an exchange when brand trust was emphasized. Commitment then resulted in higher
performance (willingness to pay, word of mouth, and loyalty). This is consistent with my
theorizing that social integration creates a “person premium’” that then enhances the likelihood
customers will value the exchange relationship (i.e., be committed).

Overall, then, this research contributes to marketing thought by demonstrating
substitutive effects of interpersonal and brand trust, proposing social integration as a moderator
of the effects of interpersonal and brand trust, identifying four factors—age, interdependence,
community values, and residential stability—that are socially integrative and thus influence the
effectiveness of interpersonal and brand trust, and demonstrating the moderated effects stem

from a motivational process whereby customers with higher social integration are more
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motivated to commit to exchanges founded on interpersonal trust and customers with lower
social integration are more motivated to commit to exchanges founded on brand trust, and this

commitment ultimately enhances firm performance.
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Literature Review

Firm Trust and Customer Relationships

Trust is an assessment of reliability and integrity (Fang et al. 2008) based on either
previous experience, reputation, or necessity, as is the case when experience and reputation are
absent (Darke et al. 2008), that customers use in a compensatory manner when complete
information is unavailable (Guseva and Rona-Tas 2001). For example, a pedestrian with no cell
service may trust a stranger on the street for directions because there is no other choice. While
elaborate typologies of trust have been proposed (Castaldo 2007), in marketing, the effects of
trust have been examined from three primary theoretical perspectives: trust as information-
processing, trust as governance, and trust as a foundation for customer relationships.

From the information processing perspective, trust is simply information (Maheswaran et
al. 1992) that is constructed (i.e., trust is formed), especially in conditions of high uncertainty
(Kollock 1994), to help quantify aleatory (irreducible) uncertainty (e.g., an unknowable outcome
such as the likelihood a product will fail), and support claims that reduce epistemic uncertainty
(e.g., a knowable outcome such as whether a new product is compatible with a current device;
Hora 1996). From this perspective, trust creates certainty through two related direct and
supportive cognitive processes. The direct process, as Chaiken (1980), elegantly demonstrated,
occurs when individuals expend minimal cognitive resources under conditions of low
involvement, and trust is used as a simple cue that triggers feelings of certainty stemming from
favorable thoughts related to the trusted source. In other words, when trust is present and
individuals are producing few thoughts, the thoughts that are produced tend to be favorable and
source-focused (e.g., AT&T is a good brand) rather than capability focused (e.g., AT&T has

reduced transmission intereference; Maheswaran et al. 1992). The supportive process,
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alternatively, occurs when individuals expend elaborate cognitive resources under conditions of
high involvement and trust then becomes information that can reinforce claims made by trusted
source, especially when claims are ambiguous (Chaiken and Maheswaran 1994). Therefore, if
thinking elaborately, a customer who trusts AT&T would believe ambiguous network quality
claims and thus feel certain about a purchase, whereas a customer who is not thinking elaborately
and who trusts AT&T would simply retrieve favorable attitudes about the brand and thus feel
certain about a purchase, since favorable attitudes create generalized certainty that have an
insulating effect on evaluations, even in light of unfavorable information (Pullig et al. 2006).

These two processes by which trust facilitates decision making are additionally supported
in neurological research, which demonstrates there are costly, more evaluative neural correlates
of trust that exist in more recently evolved regions of the brain and relate to ongoing assessments
of intentions and abilities (e.g., the resources provided by brands versus relationships), and less
costly, less evaluative, more basic or global correlates of trust that exist in older, more
emotionally-based brain regions (Krueger et al. 2007). Thus trust plays a role in facilitating both
slow and fast thinking related to evaluation and quick inference, which may co-occur (Meyers-
Levy and Maheswaran 2004).

Alternatively, a separate, much broader view of trust comes from research on governance
rooted in functional theories. From this perspective, trust is a social mechanism that allows
systems of exchange to function (Fallding 1963). In other words, trust is one of several
governance mechanisms that regulates the behavior of market participants, who, absent controls
such as trust, would engage in opportunistic behavior (Grewal et al. 2010). This view of trust is
at the level of the market, and it assumes trust is one of many available tools, an alternative

example of which is monitoring or contracts. Thus, whereas the information processing
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perspective is concerned with trust as it is cognitively processed, the governance perspective is
concerned with trust as is it exists in and shapes markets (Guseva and Rona-Tas 2001). Between
these two perspectives exists a third perspective that focuses squarely on exchange.

The third theoretical perspective, which | adopt in this research, is that of trust as the
foundation of relational exchange (i.e., customer relationships). Customers prefer to exchange
with and become committed to trusted firms (Dwyer et al. 1987; Morgan and Hunt 1994;
Palmatier et al. 2006). This is because as exchanges with trusted partners repeat over time,
integrative bonds such as emotional attachment form, even when exchanges are novel as in an
experimental paradigm (Molm et al. 2012). Ample research demonstrates customers distinguish
between a firm’s brands and its employees (Grayson et al. 2008; Palmatier et al. 2007; Wentzel
2009; Yim et al. 2008), and below I consider interpersonal and brand trust as primary sources of
firm trust.

Interpersonal Trust. Interpersonal trust has been integral to exchange in markets for
goods and services since trade first began (Palmatier 2008). Table 1 summarizes representative
research on interpersonal trust in the customer relationship domain. While some view
interpersonal trust as an impediment to free market dynamics due to its potential constraints on
self-interest, as the individual becomes reliant on specific others (Hakansson and Snehota 2002),
research demonstrates that interpersonal trust generally facilitates information transfer and
cooperation and is thus a customer resource, even in open-market bazaars (Geertz 1978).
Interpersonal trust, like many relational processes, develops in stages (Dwyer et al. 1987), at
varying rates of change (Palmatier et al. 2013), and influences multiple exchange outcomes
(Beck and Palmatier 2012). While there is some evidence interpersonal trust can make customers

uncomfortable or avoidant (Blocker et al. 2012; Mende et al. 2013), firms invest in building
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interpersonal trust in line with decades of research demonstrating positive effects on performance
(Palmatier et al. 2006).

Although researchers have demonstrated differences between interpersonal and brand
trust (Palmatier et al. 2007; Wentzel 2009; Yim et al. 2008), the two are often conflated. For
example, Grayson, Johnson, and Chen (2008) recognize there may be differences between trust
of an individual and trust of a selling company (presumably their brand), but high correlations
between their measures of trust prohibited separate analyses. This may be because trust suffers
halo effects, which may occur more frequently for some firms (Leuthesser et al. 1995). However,
since customers do make perceptual distinctions between brands and people (Yoon et al. 2006),
and since firms make tradeoffs in which they emphasize (trustworthy brand or trustworthy

people behind it), understanding how interpersonal trust differs from brand trust is paramount.
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TABLE 1
REPRESENTATIVE RESEARCH ON INTERPERSONAL TRUST

Primary Constructs

Authors Year ] Target Context Method Key Findings
Examined
For most trusted partners, trust and commitment were both higher in situations of high quality
Trust, commitment, . Fictitious . uncertainty. For least trusted partners, buyers were considered least trustworthy when quality was
Kollock 1994 b . . Individual Experiment . ty p . y . Y q ty
uncertainty, reputation exchange uncertain, whereas sellers were considered most trustworthy when quality was uncertain. Thus
sellers, even least trusted sellers, are trusted more when uncertainty is high.
Trust, commitment, . . . . .
o ' Selling B2B: Tire Trust and commitment serve as to mediate effect of relational antecedents on performance outcomes
Morgan and Hunt 1994 communication, benefits, . Survey , ) . .
. . company retailers (e.g, cooperation). Trust has a direct effect on outcomes and an indirect effect through commitment.
cooperation, uncertainty
Supplier trust, salesperson  Individual B2B: Industrial Trust of an individual was significantly associated with trust of a selling company, and vice versa.
. . : Industria - . . . . .
Doney and Cannon 1997 trust, choice, future and selling manufacturers Survey After controlling for experience, trust had no remaining effect on anticipated future interaction,
u
anticipated interaction company though selected sellers were trusted much more than unselected sellers.
Trust, commitment, . ; . - . . . .
. : . Selling B2C: Theater For occassional customers, satisfaction is a mediator of effect of attitudes on future intentions,
Garbarino and Johnson 1999 satisfaction, future Survey . . .
intentions company company whereas for consistent customers, trust and commitment mediate.
in
De Wulf, Odekerken- Trust, commitment, Sellin B2C: Food Perceptions of relationship investments increase relationship quality (trust, commitment, and
Schroder, and 2001 relationship investments, com af a ar;el reta’il Survey satisfaction), which enhances behavioral loyalty . Interpersonal communication has the strongest
lacobucci loyalty bany pparel association with perceived relationship investment.
Individual B2C: Retail
Sirdeshmukh, Singh, Competence, benevolence, n 1v1du-a S C: Retai In a retail context, value mediates effect of trust on loyalty, whereas in an airline context, value
2002 and selling apparel and Survey . . . . .
and Sabol trust, value, loyalty e partially mediated the effect of trust in management policies and practices on loyalty.
company airlines
Trust, commitment, . B2B: Across o Trust (distrust) at the dyadic level spreads to (lack of) commitment between firms, which works
Narayandas and Selling Qualitative . . o .
Rangan 2004 performance, power company several field study over time to balance (deteriorate) initial contract terms and subsequent performance and improve
asymmetry industries (worsen) initial power assymetries and performance.

Trust, expertise,
2006 cooperation, expectations
of continuity
Agency, intraentity trust,
and interorganizational

Palmatier, Dant,
Grewal, and Evans

Fang, Palmatier,

2008
Scheer, and Li trust, coordination,
responsiveness
System, generalized, and
Grayson, Johnson, and y g
2008 narrow-scope trust,

Chen . .
satisfaction, performance

Individual or
organization

Individual
and selling
company

Selling
company

111 academic .
. Meta-analysis
studies
B2B:
International Survey
joint ventures

B2C: Financial

. Survey
services

Expertise and communication are most effective at building customer trust. Objective financial
performance is driven most by relationship quality (composite measure of relationship strength).
Trust has largest effect on expectations of continuity and cooperation.

Collaborating firms interorganizational trust enhances coentity investment. Interorganizational trust
enhances the positive effect of intraentity trust on coordination and its negative effect on
responsiveness.

Effect of overall trust of an industry (system trust) on satisfaction and performance is mediated by
trust in individual sellers (narrow-scope trust), suggesting that system helps build trust at a local-
level, which ultimately drives performance outcomes.

Note: outcome variables emphasized in italics.
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Brand Trust. Brands have been emblematic of selling organizations since as early as the
thirteenth century when Venetian merchants began applying watermarks to their products
(Colapinto 2011). In fact, many dominant US brands began as family names to reflect the people
behind the product (e.g., Singer began as a family-owned business; Colapinto 2011). The
transition from family name to managed product brand became a primary focus in the early
1900s as companies like Proctor & Gamble began developing targeted brand strategies (Berthon
et al. 1999). Thus brands began as representations of firms but have transitioned to have multiple
associations (John et al. 2006), which marketing researchers have sought to understand for the
better part of a century (Aggarwal and McGill 2012; Erdem and Swait 2004; Erdem et al. 2006;
Fournier 1998; McDermott 1936; Nixon 1936). Table 2 lists representative research on brand
trust.

The strong emphasis on brand relationships in recent years has led to research that does
not distinguish brands from employees. For instance, Aggarwal (2004) examines ‘brand norms’
by evaluating participants’ responses to hypothetical service scenarios that involve different
experiences interacting with people at a fictitious company. Here, it is not clear if the norms
associated with the exchange are brand-based (i.e., object-based) or person based (i.e., related to
the hypothetical people with whom participants imagined interacting). It is possible that
associating the brand with quid-pro-quo self-interest (exchange norms) rather than concern for
others’ needs (communal norms) is different than such associations applied to the people
executing the exchange, given that impressions of individuals are often more integrative and
succinct than impressions of groups of individuals (McConnell et al. 1997) or objects. It is also
possible that a brand merely sets customer expectations for how employees will behave, but

experiences of actual behavior should quickly replace those expectations. For Aggarwal’s
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research, participants may have perceived parity between the brand and its service staff, since no
other information was available, but indeed differences in brand impressions and employee
impressions may influence overall attitude toward the purchase (Wentzel 2009).

However, brand trust is a specific source of trust that can help build customer
relationships. This is because as a brand is continually associated with met expectations,
customer grow to prefer a trusted brand and become committed to it (Chaudhuri and Holbrook
2001). Thus, just as interpersonal trust, brand trust is an important ingredient to exchange

commitment.
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TABLE 2
REPRESENTATIVE RESEARCH ON BRAND TRUST
Authors Year Primary C({nstructs Target Context Method Key Findings
Examined
. Brand valence (trust), Under conditions of low importance, brand trust results in positive brand attitudes that led
Maheswaran, Mackie, . B2C: Tele- . . . .
. 1992 involvement, product Company brand o Experiment  to favorable product evaluations. Under high importance, brand trust only influenced
and Chaiken ’ communications . .
evaluations product evaluations when brand attributes were relevant.
Leuthesser, Kohli, and Brand attributes, global brand B2C: Home Overall brand impression bla.se§ ratl.ng.s ofmde.pendent brand_ characterls.tlc.s, m.aklng the
. 1995 Product brand Survey assessment of such characteristics difficult. This halo effect bias may be indicative of
Harich assessment, halo effect cleansers o .
individual-level brand equity.
Chaudhury and Brand trust, brand affect, B2C: multiple Brand trust and brand affect influence behavioral and attitudinal loyalty. Behavioral loyalty
2001 brand loyalty, market share, Product brand . Survey .. o 1s
Holbrook . categories results in increased market share, whereas attitudinal loyalty enhances willingness to pay.
wilingess to pay
Dillon, Madden, Brand-specific associations, . Bran.d.assoc.lauons can be decoupled mto. ratings of global brand cl.laractu.erlstlcs and
. . . . B2C: multiple specific attribute performance. Global ratings account for more variance in responses from
Kirmani, and 2001  general brand impressions, Product brand . Survey . . . ,
. . categories low experience customers. Product extensions and brand equity depend on customer's
Mukherjee brand equity o .
abilities to make attribute-level assessments.
Erdem. Swait. and Price, credibility, quality, B2C: Electronics, Survey Brands serve to signal quality, reduce risk, increase price expectations, and reduce
Valenz’uela ! 2006 information costs, risk, Product brand food information search costs, all of which, except price, increase purchase intentions . These
purchase intentions relationships are enhanced when customers are uncertainty avoidant.
Brand . ice fail B2C: Food Service failures differentially impact subsequent evaluations of firms with high (vs. low)
Roehm and Brady 2007 ran e,qulty’ Serw,ce a l,lre' Company brand i _00 Experiment brand equity (familiarity). Severe failures result in reduced delayed (vs. immediate) ratings
evaluation delay, distraction service . . R . R . .
for high equity (vs. low equity) brands. Distraction works to reduce negative evaluations.
Fischer, Vélckner, and Brand .relev.ance in Ca.tegory Company and  B2C: multiple Rl.sk'refiuctlon and social signaling ar(.e positively associated V\./l.th the relevance of. a brand
2010 (BRiC), risk reduction, . Survey within its category. Overall brand equity and ad spend are positively correlated with
Sattler . product brands categories 2
symbolism relevance within category.
Park, Maclnnis, Brand attachment, attitude ) Individual brand attachment (self connection and prominence) motivates purchases, even
. . . Company and . Experiment; . . L
Priester, Eisingerich, 2010 strength, purchase, share of B2C: Retail when purchases are difficult, and increases purchase share. This is separate from the
. product brands survey o .
and lacobucci wallet positive effects of brand attitude.
Yannopoulou, Brand crisis, media B2C: Packaged o Negatl.ve effect.? of produ.ct recall on brand trust were amplified by m(.edla dissemination of
. . 2011 e . Product brand Qualitative recall information; negative effects were more severe for those who did not use rather than
Koronis, and Elliott amplification, brand trust food
those who used the affected product.
Herbst, Finkel, Allan, Trust, disclaimer speed, . . Trust reduces the negative impact of mess.age .cues (disclaimer speed). such.that for
2012 Productbrand B2C: Electronics Experiment  untrusted and unknown brands, speedy disclaimers reduce purchase intentions, whereas

and Fitzsimons

purchase intention

for trusted brands, speedy disclaimer have no adverse effect on purchase intention.

Note: outcome variables emphasized in italics .
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Interpersonal Trust, Brand Trust, and Customer Commitment. Research has
demonstrated that interpersonal and brand trust are correlated, and this correlation is presumed to
reflect a sort of “transference” where interpersonal trust transfers to the brand, and vice versa
(Doney and Cannon 1997; Grayson et al. 2008; Yim et al. 2008), though these effects may also
stem from a halo process, whereby positive affect associated with one object transfers to a
related object, here employees and brands (Holbrook 1983; Leuthesser et al. 1995). However,
from a customer relationship perspective, the interrelationship between brand and interpersonal
trust may be more complex than simple correlations suggest.

Most research examining both brand and interpersonal trust in the customer domain
ultimately finds that the customer relationship with the firm ultimately mediates performance
outcomes. For example, Yim, Tse, and Chan (2008) explicitly measure loyalty to staff and
loyalty to a selling firm, and authors find that though loyalty to staff has a significant effect on
loyalty to a selling firm, loyalty to staff has no effect on share of purchase intentions. Instead,
authors find that firm loyalty intentions significantly predict share of purchase intentions,
suggesting that the relationship with the firm (not staff) ultimately drives performance outcomes.
This is in contrast to research in the business-to-business domain suggesting the customer
relationship with an employee exerts direct and significant effects on performance outcomes,
even after accounting for the effects of loyalty to a selling firm (Palmatier et al. 2007). Thus, it is
likely that in the B2C domain, interpersonal relationships do not directly influence firm
outcomes, but instead interpersonal relationships enhance firm relationships that in turn influence
firm outcomes. With this in mind, brand trust and interpersonal trust are each contributing to the

same customer-firm relationship. If this view is valid, then brand and interpersonal trust may



20

ultimately substitute for the trust needed to support a customer-firm relationship, which is a
prediction | will elaborate upon in the proceeding conceptual model.
Firm Performance Outcomes

Ultimately, brand trust and interpersonal trust should positively enhance exchange
commitment and drive performance. In particular, I focus on three performance outcomes that
result from customer relationships: willingness to pay, word of mouth, and loyalty (Palmatier et
al. 2006). I refer to all outcomes as ‘firm performance’, since most research makes comparable
predictions about each. Willingness to pay represents the amount of money a customer will
exchange for value provided (Miller et al. 2011; Rucker and Galinsky 2008), and since
customers that feel a strong sense of commitment that builds over time (Homburg et al. 2005).
Next, | consider word of mouth. Word of mouth refers to the likelihood of customers to
recommend and speak favorably about a seller (Berger J 2011). Word of mouth is an outcome of
strong customer relationships as customers have strong and accessible attitudes that favor sellers
with whom they feel they have a relationship (Palmatier et al. 2006). Lastly, I consider loyalty.
Loyalty refers to the “favorable correspondence between attitudes and behaviors” stemming
from an underlying motivation to maintain a relationship with one entity over another (Dick and
Basu 1994, p. 102). Customers with a strong relationship with sellers, who are highly committed,
express greater loyalty to that seller stemming from norms of reciprocity and mutuality that
govern the exchange (Oliver 1999). Overall, willingness to pay, word of mouth, and loyalty are
three performance outcomes that are specifically influenced by customer relationships. Overall, |
expect interpersonal and brand trust to enhance customer relationships (commitment) and
enhance performance outcomes. Extant research has previously established these causal links,

but in the next section | consider factors that influence the relative effectiveness of interpersonal
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and brand trust, which is moderation that has received very little attention to date.
Social Integration and the Market

To understand when interpersonal and brand trust is more effective, |1 examine various
factors related to the level of customer social integration. Social integration is a concept
developed primarily in sociology; it refers to the importance individuals place on others in their
social environment (Baller and Richardson 2002), which, when low, results in self-reliance and
can increase self-destructive behaviors (Durkheim [1897] 1951). Thus, social integration has
both positive and negative implications for the self and society. In the United States, social
integration is a complicated concept. If defined based solely on level of autonomy, the U.S.
would appear to have very low social integration, as it is much more individualistic than other
cultures (Hofstede et al. 2010). Alternatively, if defined by civic engagement or number of social
ties, the level of social integration in the U.S. is unclear, as research documents decreases and
increases in civic engagement (Hoover 2014; Putnam 1995), as well as unclear changes in
number of social ties (McPherson et al. 2006; Paik and Sanchagrin 2013). Here, | define social
integration as the importance placed on others in one’s immediate social environment. | expect
that factors will increase this importance or relative value and thus be socially integrative. Then,
| anticipate that because interpersonal trust involves relying on an individual, and brand trust
involves relying on a transferable object, levels of social integration will influence the
effectiveness of interpersonal and brand trust as individuals who are more or less socially
integrated will be motivated to form or avoid relationships with people vs. brands.

In what follows I describe four factors I expect will influence social integration. | identify
factors by considering various levels of customers’ social experiences. Specifically, from a

socio-ecological perspective (McPherson et al. 2001; Sampson et al. 2002), | examine factors at
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the individual (micro), group (meso), and community (Macrosson) levels and consider how
factors at each level are socially integrative. | specifically consider age, group interdependence,
community values, and residential stability as four factors that represent each level of a
customer’s social environment.

Customer Age. Age is proposed as the first socially integrative factor, which occurs at the
individual level, as research suggests age increases the tendency of individuals to rely on others,
even if older individuals are not particularly fond of those they rely on. Age refers to the
biological maturation of customers, which, as a demographic variable, has a long history of use
in market segmentation and targeting—age is associated with income, asset accumulation,
amount of leisure time, physical appearance, health, and many other factors that can influence
customer needs (Economist 2002). However, although age is frequently correlated with customer
needs, it remains a weak indicator. For example, though many marketers assume customer
identities are formed early in life and thus believe older customers tend to buy products
consistent with long-held self-perceptions, researchers have recently demonstrated that identities
can change or be ‘renewed’ throughout adulthood (Schau et al. 2009). Thus, age only weakly
corresponds to customer desires, but research suggests age is significantly associated with the
tendency to rely on others, which stems from reductions in the ability to be self-reliant.

Researchers have found several psychological processes related to physiological changes
in the brain that occur as age progresses that place constraints on individuals’ abilities to be self-
reliant and separate from others. These processes are cognitive and motivational. Cognitive
changes stem from reductions in abilities to perceive, recall, process, and solve problems, even
those that are routine, which occur both from disuse as individuals attempt fewer complex

problem solving tasks as they age and from decline as neurons become slower to emit signals
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and slower to respond to signals that other neurons emit (Denney Nw 1982; Onofrj M 2001,
Verhaeghen et al. 1998). These cognitive deficits impair the performance of complex
information search and retrieval tasks. For example, Cazja and colleages (2001) found in a
longitudinal complex computer search task that older participants were significantly slower at
correctly navigating tasks relative to younger participants, even accounting for computer
experience.

In the domain of customer behavior, age-related cognitive deficits have been found to
influence how customers process firms’ claims. For example, relative to younger customers,
older customers are much likelier to process pragmatic implications as direct assertions, even
when an advertisement is in front of them (Gaeth and Heath 1987). In other words, an
advertisement may include a direct assertion such as, “Tread on Michelin tires lasts all winter,”
or a pragmatic implication such as, “Have a safe winter with Michelin tires.” The former
message involves a specific, verifiable claim, whereas the latter involves a general claim that
may be incorrectly interpreted as a verifiable claim—in the first message, tires are claimed to last
all winter, in the second message, tires are not claimed to last all winter. Older customers are
more likely to view these messages as equivalent due to a more limited processing capacity. In a
similar vein, Cole and Gaeth (1990) demonstrated that older customers are less capable of
incorporating even objective information (nutritional information) into purchase decisions. The
authors found that though decision aids could enhance recall generally, they were no more
effective for older than younger customers (experiment 2). Taken together, these findings
suggest cognitive deficits limit ability to process information, which is critical to any behavior
and especially critical to consumption.

The experience of cognitive deficits changes motivations for older customers. To
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overcome cognitive deficits, customers are motivated to adopt strategies to compensate. One
such strategy is the use of schema rather than detailed processing of information. Demonstrating
this, Yoon (1997) finds that older customers tend to engage in schema or theme-based processing
that reduces memory for incongruities (e.g., a news program that showcases poetry, magic
shows, and award-winning recipes would be presenting highly incongruent content) during
nonoptimal times of day when processing capacity is more limited, but use detailed processing
strategies during optimal times of day when cognitive capacity is less limited. Younger
customers were more likely to use detailed processing regardless of time of day. Thus, older
customers may vary processing strategy as a means of overcoming cognitive deficits.

In addition to processing strategies, older customers can also choose to outsource
cognitive control. One means of achieving this is to fixate longer on environmental cues rather
than form mental representations in a decision task, which is more likely among older than
younger individuals (Spieler Dh 2006). Another method of cognitive outsourcing involves
relying on others for support. For example, older customers with greater access to social support
are able to more successfully perform health-relevant tasks, which contributes to reduced
mortality (Penninx et al. 1997). More generally, simply feeling less in control of one’s cognitive
processing may influence the extent to which individuals seek support from others. Supporting
this, Rucker, Galinsky, and Dubois (2012, p. 356) posit that reductions in power increase
communal orientation, or the extent to which individuals “consider others while thinking or
engaged in decision-making, irrespective of their intentions toward others (i.e., bad versus
good).” Therefore as customers grow older, they are more prone to rely on others, even if they do
not particularly favor others.

Thus, | propose age is an important socially integrative factor insofar as it reduces power
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and autonomy by increasing cognitive deficits, thereby increasing the tendency of individuals to
rely on and value others. As a byproduct of this tendency, it is possible that being forced into
conditions of greater social integration causes individuals to reduce dissonance by focusing
attention only on positive rather than negative features of their relationship (Luong 2011). In
other words, because age forces individuals into greater conditions of social integration,
individuals may learn to ignore the negative features of relationships with others as a means to
cope with that integration.

Customer Interdependence. Whereas age socially integrates out of necessity, the next
factor, interdependence, socially integrates based on the desire to incorporate others in one’s
self-concept and is thus more volitional. Interdependence refers to a customer’s construal of the
self as a part of rather than separate from close others and in-groups (Markus and Kitayama
1991). Self-construal varies both across and within societies (Vandello and Cohen 1999). Within
the United States, the number of citizens who are from more culturally interdependent
(collectivist) societies such as those in Latin America and east Asian and is at an all-time high
(Census 2010a), suggesting that while the United States is historically very independent
(Hofstede et al. 2010), interdependence is playing an increasingly critical role within U.S.
markets.

Interdependence reflects the collective self both within small and large groups, with
interdependence associated with smaller groups emphasizing allocentric or relational
belongingness and interdependence associated with larger groups emphasizing belongingness in
social categories such as athlete (Brewer and Gardner 1996). In general, interdependence has
been found to have effects on both customer perception and motivation. In terms of perception,

for example, researchers have found a higher perceptual fit between ads promoting togetherness
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among those with high interdependence because those with high interdependence are already
focused on togetherness, whereas ads promoting separateness have a higher perceptual fit among
those with low interdependence who are more focused on differentiation and uniqueness, and
these rival perceptual congruencies ultimately enhanced ad appeal differently for those with high
vs. low interdependence (Wang et al. 2000). Furthermore, the fit of such messages depends on
the level of commitment to a firm. For example, customers with high firm commitment
experience a greater fit when the message is consistent with the chronically accessible construal
of self, whereas those with low commitment experience a greater fit when the message is
consistent with the temporarily activated (latent) construal of self (Agrawal and Maheswaran
2005). This research highlights the fact that interdependence varies both across individuals
(chronically) and within individuals at various points in time (i.e., when latent interdependence is
activated).

Aside from influencing perceptions, interdependence also influences motivations. For
example, while firm commitment may moderate the perceptual fit of advertisement messages for
those with high versus low chronic interdependence, interdependence may also influence
whether customers form commitment to firms. Researchers have demonstrated that
advertisements consistent with a customers’ in-group enhance self-brand connections for all
customers, but advertisements consistent with an outgroup reduce self-brand connections
especially for those with low interdependence (high independence), since those with high
independence have higher self-differentiation goals (Escalas and Bettman 2005). In other words,
the strong focus on togetherness that is characteristic of those with high interdependence
increases the commitment or connection between the self and a brand but limits dissociations

from even out-groups. It is worth noting that from this experimental paradigm, the brand is
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emblematic of group membership and is not the relational partner, per se.

Furthermore, the emphasis on togetherness of those with high interdependence can
influence the relative effectiveness of loyalty programs that are either inclusive or exclusive.
Specifically, for customers primed to feel more interdependent, attitudes and behavioral
intentions associated with an inclusive loyalty program were much higher than those toward an
exclusive loyalty program, reflecting the motivations of those with higher interdependence to
maintain harmony with and include rather than exclude others (Barone and Roy 2010). Thus the
simple tendency to view the self as part of a group influences responses to marketing tactics,
which may be even coincidental to the group (in the aforementioned study, they were
hypothetical), suggesting interdependence has a powerful effect on customer motives.

The effects of interdependence on customer motives can even extend beyond social
situations. For example, Mandel (2003) demonstrated that those primed with interdependence are
more likely to take financial risks such as playing the lottery, but less likely to take social risks
such as choosing the wrong attire for a social occasion. Additionally, consistent with the
behavioral restraint required for functional group membership, those with high interdependence
are motivated to suppress impulsive tendencies, whereas those with higher interdependence are
not. Illustrating this, Zhang and Shrum (2009) demonstrated that when peer pressure is present,
those with higher interdependence (vs. independence) reported lower attitudes toward immediate
beer drinking, which was attenuated when interdependent customers were depleted of cognitive
resources (via a thought suppression task; experiment 3). Thus, interdependent self-construal
fundamentally shifts the motivations related to group membership, consistent with the self-view
that one is a part of rather than separate from social groups.

Overall, I identify interdependent self-construal as a second socially integrative factor
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because it enhances the value and importance placed on close others. The tendency for
interdependence to enhance the importance placed on others differs from the effects of age, since
age increases the importance placed on other due to necessity, whereas interdependence
increases the importance placed on others due to cultural influences and norms. Indeed, older
customers may have very have very independent views of the self but remain very dependent on
others and thus see value in them. Whereas age influences social integration at the individual
level, interdependence is a group-level construct since groups are required for an interdependent
self-view to arise. The next socially integrative factor, community values, reflects social
integration at a level higher than groups and close others.

Customer Community Values. Community refers to a dense structure of
interrelationships that form within a social network (Girvan and Newman 2002), and community
values are the importance “placed on developing and maintaining relational ties with one's local
geographic community” (Burroughs and Rindfleisch 2002, p. 357). The notion of
‘neighborhood’, which is often synonymous with community, is an important conceptual feature
of community values—those with high community values invest in the welfare of physically
proximal others (Glynn 1986; Sampson 1988; Sampson et al. 1997), whereas those with low
community values base relational ties on interest rather than location (Glynn 1986), a practice
reflected in participation in ‘brand communities’, which are not confined to any specific
geographic location (Algesheimer et al. 2005; Muniz Jr and O'Guinn 2001; Thomas et al. 2013).
Illustrating this distinction, Oishi and colleagues (2007) demonstrate that those with high
community values will support local athletic teams regardless of whether they are winning,
whereas those with low community values support local teams only when they are winning—that

is, only when they garner attention from a broader set of sports enthusiasts. Thus, community



29

values shape motivations to rely on, support, and be concerned with others in one’s geographic
vicinity.

Ostensibly, community values may appear similar to interdependent self-construal, since
both involve thoughts related to others, but community values are self-transcendent instead of
self-focused (Burroughs and Rindfleisch 2002). In other words, those with high community
values focus on the welfare of others without concerns for the welfare of the self. This is in line
with research examining agency and communion as general dimensions of traits valued in self
and others (Abele and Wojciszke 2007). According to this research, when taking the perspective
of the self, individuals favor agency traits that enable the pursuit of personal goals. Alternatively,
when transcending the self and taking the perspective of others, individuals favor communion
traits that enable consideration and mutual well-being. However, when the other-perspective is
that of a close rather than general other, individuals again favor agency traits. This is because
personal goals can be constrained or limited by the abilities of close others who may aid or
impede goal pursuit. Thus, a person with high interdependence remains more self-focused and is
thus not necessarily a person with high community values, and someone with high community
values “transcends” the self by behaving in ways that are desired in ideal others, not in ways that
are merely self-interested.

Consistent with the view that community values are separate from interdependent self-
construal, research has found that areas across the United States with higher community values
(e.g., greater civic engagement) actually tend to be more individualistic, not more interdependent
(Allik and Realo 2004). This is because as individuals become more autonomous and less
constrained by the abilities of close others, they become more reliant on the norms of trust and

fairness common to members of society. Indeed, community size and market integration
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correlate with fairness (Henrich et al. 2010). Thus, though community values are separate from
interdependence, those with high community values tend to promote the welfare of others.

The chronic tendency to promote the welfare of others, which is endemic to those with
high community values, should enhance the extent to which individuals are socially integrated.
As mentioned, social integration involves valuing interrelationships with others, and to the extent
that individuals care about others’ welfare (i.e., have high community values), others should be
seen as more valuable or important. Consistent with this idea, Oishi and colleagues (2007) found
that individuals in a minimal group paradigm who spent more time with the same small group
rather than different groups, and thus developed a sense of identity with the “local” community,
were more likely to help a confederate in that community, an effect that was only partially
mediated by identification with the community. Thus, those with greater concern for their
community were more helpful to individuals in that community, even at a personal cost to the
self. I therefore consider community values a third socially integrative factor.

Residential Stability and Customer Neighborhoods. The fourth and final socially
integrative factor considered here is residential stability. Unlike the first three factors, which
research suggests are independent, residential stability and community values are interrelated.
Residential stability refers to the perceived stability of residents in a local geographic area, which
enhances local friendship ties, community values, and social (civic) participation (Sampson
1988; Sampson et al. 2002). Whereas community values are from the perspective of the
individual (he or she values his or her community), residential stability involves both the
individual (he or she is residentially stable) and those nearby (who are also residentially stable).
As a result, residential stability is either examined at the community level to predict community

outcomes (Yancey and Ericksen 1979), or at the community level to predict individual outcomes



31

(Chaix et al. 2007). Here | examine the effects of residential stability on the individual’s
tendency to value others.

Research has demonstrated that residential stability can be socially integrative in two
ways: it increases efforts to help others, and reduces perceived and actual violence—enhancing
feelings of safety. Residential stability increases the motivations of individuals to help others or
engage in procommunity action by increasing the collective efficacy of residents in a community
(Sampson et al. 1997). In other words, those who live in an area with high residential stability
believe they and others in their community have the ability to achieve collective outcomes and
thus apply effort toward achieving those outcomes. This results in such things as higher purchase
rates of products that support the community. For example, using data collected by the
Minnesota Driver and Vehicle Services, Oishi and colleagues (2007) found that customers living
in zip codes with greater residential stability were more likely to purchase critical habitat license
plates that supported the ecological welfare of the state. This effect held even when controlling
for such factors as income and political affiliation. In a later study, authors found that even
temporary communities consisting of stable (vs. unstable) workgroups resulted in greater helping
behavior among group members, an effect that was partially mediated by identification with the
temporarily constructed community. Thus, the greater the stability, the more likely individuals
are to help each other, stemming from the belief that help should be provided and that it can be
(via collective efficacy). The helpfulness and concern for others that is created by high levels of
residential stability even reduces suicide rates (Baller and Richardson 2002), suggesting a far-
reaching effect of stability.

Residential stability also reduces perceived and actual violence, thus increasing the

perception of safety in a community (Sampson et al. 1997). This is an important feature of social
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integration, since it enhances the value of others by making them less threatening. In other
words, it reduces perceptions that would otherwise make others seemingly less valuable (e.g.,
violent others are to be avoided, not valued). Just as the effects of residential stability on
intention to help others is mediated by community affiliation (Oishi et al. 2007), the effects of
residential stability on reduced violence are mediated by collective efficacy (Sampson et al.
1997), suggesting community is the primary mechanism by which residential stability exerts
effects.

In marketing research, residential stability has received little attention. Although social
psychologists find that residential stability is associated with such things as ethical product
consumption and sporting game attendance patterns (Oishi et al. 2007), residential stability does
not appear in any of the major marketing journals. In fact, in general neighborhood effects tend
to be limited to research on product diffusion (Goldenberg et al. 2009). Here | consider
residential stability as a fourth socially integrative factor that may have important implications
for customer behavior. This is because, as residential stability increases, individuals, by way of
community identity and collective efficacy, tend to place more value on others. They come to see
those in their immediate social environment as worth helping and as less threatening.

Overall, I expect these four socially integrative factors: age, interdependence, community
values, and residential stability, to influence the way customers respond to interpersonal versus

brand trust, as | outline in the next section.
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Conceptual Model and Hypotheses

The following section provides the theoretical arguments for my conceptual model (see
Figure 1). Table 3 lists all constructs, definitions, and sample items. | begin by offering
predictions for the main effects of interpersonal and brand trust on firm performance. Because
these predictions are supported by previous findings (i.e., they are replications), | do not offer
formal hypotheses. Then, | present a formal hypothesis for the interaction of interpersonal and
brand trust on performance (H1). This is the first new prediction offered. Following this, | offer
theoretical arguments for why | anticipate each socially integrative factor will moderate the
effectiveness of interpersonal and brand trust, and | summarize these predictions in eight
hypotheses. Overall, | expect a similar pattern of results for each socially integrative factor, but |
expect these effects will occur for different reasons. Then, finally, I offer two predictions for
mediation that are consistent with the overall premise that socially integrative factors shift
motivations to build commitment with either people or brands.

Figure 1
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK: MODERATING EFFECTS OF SOCIAL INTEGRATION ON
INTERPERSONAL AND BRAND TRUST
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TABLE 3
CONSTRUCTS, DEFINITIONS, AND REFERENCES
Construct Study  Definition Sample measure Reference
Interpersonal 1,2,3,4 Anassessment of reliability and integrity "This person is very Fang et al. 2008; Yim et al.
trust ina firm's employee, agent, or other trustworthy." 2008
representative.
Brand trust 1,2,3,4 Anassessment of reliability and integrity "This brand is very Chaudhuri and Holbrook
in a firm's brand or brands. trustworthy." 2001; Yim et al. 2008
Commitment 3 Desire to maintain a valued relationship. "l am committed to this Palmatier et al. 2006
seller.”
Age 1 The biological maturation of consumers. Age inyears. Cazja et al. 2001; Schau et
al. 2009
Interdependence 2 Construal of the self as a part of rather "It is important for me to Markus and Kitayama
than separate from close others and in- maintain harmony within ~ 1991; Singelis 1994;
groups. my group.” Vandello and Cohen 1999
Community 3 Importance “placed on developing and "l am very concerned Burroughs and Rindfleisch
values maintaining relational ties with one's about the welfare of my 2002, p. 357
local geographic community.” community."
Residential 4 Perceived stability of residents in a local Proportion of residents Oishi et al. 2007; Sampson
stability geographic area. who do not move year- 1988; Sampson et al. 2002
over-year.
Willingnesstopay 1,2,3 Maximum amount of money a customer "How much (%) more or Palmatier et al. 2006;
will exchange for value provided. less are you willing to Rucker and Galinsky 2008
pay for a product from
this firm?"
Word of mouth 3,4  Likelihood of consumers to recommend "I am likely to Berger and Schwartz 2011
and speak favorably about a seller. recommend this firm."
Loyalty 3,4  the “favorable correspondence between "I would consider this Dick and Basu 1994, p. 102

attitudes and behaviors” stemming from
an underlying motivation to maintain a

relationship with one entity over another.

firm before any
competing firm."

Effects of Interpersonal and Brand Trust on Firm Performance

The Effect of Interpersonal and Brand Trust on Firm Performance. Interpersonal and

brand trust are expected to have positive effects on firm performance. This is because customers

are more likely to be committed to firms who have trustworthy agents and/or trustworthy brands

(Doney and Cannon 1997; Grayson et al. 2008; Holbrook 1983; Leuthesser et al. 1995; Yim et

al. 2008). This occurs because interpersonal and brand trust both increase the value of a
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customer-firm relationship, which should ultimately increase customer commitment and result in
greater firm performance. Thus, while I do not offer any formal hypothesis, | expect, as has been
shown in prior research, that interpersonal and brand trust will positively impact firm
performance.

The Interaction Between Interpersonal and Brand Trust on Firm Performance.
Furthermore, because customers maintain relationships at the firm level in a business-to-
customer context, as prior research suggests (Yim et al. 2008), | anticipate interpersonal and
brand trust will substitute (negatively interact) on performance. In other words, | expect the
marginal effectiveness of interpersonal (brand) trust on performance to reduce as levels of brand
(interpersonal) trust increase.

This prediction is supported by theories related to how trust is relied upon in exchange.
Namely, previous research has demonstrated that as trust or certainty from one source increases
to a sufficient level, trust from other sources no longer has an effect on purchase decisions
(Jacoby et al. 1994). In other words, customers seek a level of sufficient confidence that may be
achieved by trust (Maheswaran et al. 1992). Thus, as interpersonal or brand trust increases, trust
from the alternative source should be less relevant. Therefore,

Hi: Brand and interpersonal trust will have substitutive effects (negatively interact) on

firm performance.
Moderating Effects of Socially Integrative Factors

Aside from the main and interactive effects of interpersonal and brand trust, it is
important to know when trust from each source is more effective. This is because if trust can
substitute, it is critical to know to which source customers are more responsive so managers may

calibrate investments accordingly. To understand when each is more effective, | consider the
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moderating effects of socially integrative factors discussed in the literature review. | expect that
as these factors increase the social integration of customers, they will enhance the effects of
interpersonal trust and suppress the effects of brand trust. Said differently, | expect that
conditions of reduced social integration will enhance the effectiveness of brand trust, as
customers are conditioned to rely on instruments that recuse the self from direct reliance on
others. Brands are one such instrument, since customers may rely on brands in many different
locations and contexts (Erdem et al. 2004), whereas reliance on specific others is location and
context dependent.

Moderating Effects of Customer Age. First, | consider the effects of customer age. As
described, customer age refers to the maturation of customers and is specifically associated with
cognitive deficits that occur as complex problem solving becomes less frequent (disuse) and as
neurons become less communicative (decay), thus reducing older customers’ abilities to process
complex information and complete complex tasks (Denney Nw 1982; Onofrj M 2001,
Verhaeghen et al. 1998). As older customers lose control of their cognitive functioning, they are
more likely to outsource cognitive control as a coping mechanism. One means of outsourcing is
simply to reference environmental cues more frequently as memory reminders (Spieler Dh
2006). An alternative strategy for of outsourcing involves increasing reliance on other people to
help with complex tasks, which appears to be an increasingly attractive strategy as old age
progresses, even if customers are not fond of others or do not generally enjoy relying on them
(Penninx et al. 1997; Rucker et al. 2012). Thus, | expect that as customers age, they will place
more importance on others, even if they retain autonomous self-views. | expect the importance
placed on others in customers’ personal lives to transfer to importance placed on individuals in a

commercial setting. In other words, valuing people generally should result in valuing
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interpersonal trust specifically. Alternatively, since relying on a brand does not necessarily
involve relying on another person—indeed, brands are objects—as customers grow older, they
should value brand trust less. Thus,

H,: As customer age increases, (a) interpersonal trust will have a stronger effect and (b)

brand trust will have a weaker effect on firm performance.

Moderating Effects of Interdependence. The second moderating factor | assess is
interdependence. Customer interdependence integrates customers by influencing customers’ self-
view. As customers increase perceptions they are part of a group, they come to rely on and value
group members more. | anticipate these effects, which occur in the context of customers’ close
social relationships, will have subsequent effects on market-based exchange. This expectation
parallels research demonstrating that customers’ level of interdependence can incidentally
influence their responsiveness to certain advertisements that promote togetherness or
separateness (Wang et al. 2000). Similarly, those with high interdependence prefer loyalty
programs that are associated with inclusion rather than exclusion (Barone and Roy 2010). Thus,
individuals with high levels of interdependence, who are focused on togetherness and inclusion,
seem to place greater importance on others, relative to customers with low interdependence who
are focused on autonomy.

In exchange, brand trust and interpersonal trust vary with regard to the level of person
involvement. Interpersonal trust requires customers to rely on specific others, which necessitates
placing importance or value on other people. Alternatively, brand trust does not necessarily
involve other people. In a sense, brand trust is ‘person free’, which is one reason brands are so
instrumental to companies with operations that span large geographies (Erdem et al. 2004). Thus,

overall, I expect that as customer interdependence increases, interpersonal trust will be more
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valued by customers and will thus have a stronger effect on firm performance. Alternatively, as
interdependence decreases, | expect customers will place less value on others and more value on
transferable objects that obviate the need of others—brands. Thus brand trust should have a
stronger effect on performance for those with low levels of interdependence. Therefore, |
anticipate,

Has: As customer interdependent increases, (a) interpersonal trust will have a stronger

effect, and (b) brand trust will have a weaker effect on firm performance.

Moderating Effects of Community Values. The third moderating factor | assess is
community values. Community values are socially integrative insofar as they enhance the
concern customers have for specific others in their local geography. As mentioned in the
theoretical background, community values are distinct from interdependence in that they are self-
transcendent rather than self-focused (Burroughs and Rindfleisch 2002). A person considering
his level of interdependence is making self-evaluations, whereas a person considering his level of
community values is making an evaluation that is outside the self. Indeed, in the United States,
interdependence is very low, but community values are historically fairly high (Hofstede et al.
2010; Putnam 2000).

| anticipate that the chronic tendency of those with high community values to promote the
welfare of those in their community will influence the extent to which they value people in
exchange. In other words, placing value on specific others in the community should increase the
extent to which customers place value on others in exchange. I expect this will enhance the
effects of interpersonal trust. This expectation is similar to those provided above, but for
different reasons. Whereas age may enhance the effect of interpersonal trust on performance

because individuals are forced to rely on others as they get older and thus see value in them, and
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interdependence may increase the effects of interpersonal trust because individuals see
themselves as part of small, personal groups, | expect community values will increase the effects
of interpersonal trust on performance because individuals are in a sense trained to value people
in their community, regardless of their age or group affiliations. Alternatively, | expect those
with low community values to place importance on exchange sources that are independent of
their community, as is the case of brands. Thus | expect that as community values decrease, the
effect of brand trust on performance outcomes will increase. Thus, | anticipate,

Hj: As customer community values increase, (a) interpersonal trust will have a stronger

effect, and (b) brand trust will have a weaker effect on firm performance.

Moderating Effects of Residential Stability. The fourth moderating factor | assess is
residential stability. Residential stability is proposed as a socially integrative factor because as
individuals remain in a neighborhood, and as neighbors remain, customers increase their number
of local friendship ties, collective efficacy, and social (civic) participation (Sampson 1988;
Sampson et al. 2002). In addition, customers living in areas with higher residential stability are
less likely to perceive their neighborhood as violent and threatening, which is mediated by
perceptions that neighbors have the ability to combat violence (Sampson 1991). Therefore, those
in areas with high residential stability have both greater involvement with those in their
community, and view others as less threatening, both of which I expect will influence the extent
to which customers place value on others. In other words, as customers are concerned with the
welfare of others and perceive others to be less threatening, they should feel other people are
more important.

As residential stability increases, | anticipate customers will value interpersonal trust

more than brand trust, in line with predictions above regarding other socially integrative factors.
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In other words, those in areas with higher residential stability should place more value on
interpersonal trust, whereas those in areas with lower residential stability should place more
value on brand trust. This is because residential stability increases the value placed on others in
general, which | expect will specifically translate into the value placed on others in exchange,
such that,

Hs: As residential stability increases, (a) interpersonal trust will have a stronger effect,

and (b) brand trust will have a weaker effect on firm performance.

Mediating Role of Commitment. Finally, | consider commitment as a mediator of the
moderated effects of social integration on the effect of interpersonal and brand trust on
performance outcomes. As | have argued until this point, | expect customers with higher social
integration to be more motivated to form relationships with people rather than brands, and |
expect customers with lower social integration to be more motivated to form relationships with
brands rather than people. Commitment, which refers to the desire to maintain a valued
relationship (Morgan and Hunt 1994; Palmatier et al. 2006), should reflect such a motivation.
Thus, although I anticipate that overall trust will be sufficient to enhance firm performance
outcomes, | expect trust associated with a person or brand to influence exchange commitment
differently depending on customers’ levels of social integration. For those with high social
integration, | expect interpersonal trust to enhance commitment, which will in turn influence
performance outcomes. For those with low levels of social integration, | expect brand trust will
enhance exchange commitment, which will in turn influence performance outcomes. Thus,
although customers primarily form exchange commitments with firms overall (Yim et al. 2008),
the trust on which that commitment is based should be more effective when it matches the level

of importance customers place on people versus brands. | therefore expect,
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He: Exchange commitment will mediate the moderated effects of brand and interpersonal
trust on firm performance.
Overview of Studies

The primary goals of this research is to demonstrate brand and interpersonal trust are
distinct, test whether they are substitutes (negatively interact), test moderating factors that
influence the efficacy of each, and test whether commitment mediates these moderating effects.
A secondary goal is to demonstrate these effects hold across multiple purchasing contexts and
generalize across multiple methodological approaches. Furthermore, theory suggests socially
integrative factors are distinct, so | designed my research approach specifically to assess
correlations between these factors. | therefore examine the effects of brand and interpersonal
trust and the moderating role of socially integrative factors as follows.

First, in Studyl, | survey actual customers about a purchase they are considering and test
whether age moderates the effects of interpersonal and brand trust on willingness to pay.
Furthermore, | examine whether interpersonal and brand trust substitute (negatively interact).
The benefit of this approach is | am able to test whether these effects occur beyond the effects of
any specific product category. In addition, | measure willingness to pay one week after
independent variables are collected in order to reduce common method variance concerns
(Avolio et al. 1991).

Then, in Study 2, | examine the moderating effects of interdependence on interpersonal
and brand trust within one purchase context. Specifically, | survey respondents about their
willingness to pay for a product from a single manufacturer. In addition, | again test whether
interpersonal and brand trust are substitutes (negatively interact). Also, | measure age,

community values, and residential stability to assess correlations among socially integrative
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factors to assess discriminant validity of proposed constructs.

In Study 3 I take a different approach and assess the effects of community values using
an experiment. Because no manipulation for community values exists, | developed a
manipulation using a false feedback technique (Ross et al. 1975). While this approach does not
allow me to test whether brand and interpersonal trust are substitutes, it does allow me to rule out
variables that systematically covary across individuals via randomization. Furthermore, in this
study | examine the mediating role of commitment. Testing mediation using an experimental
approach provides a firmer base for causal inference.

Then, in Study 4, | use secondary data to examine whether residential stability moderates
the effectiveness of positioning strategies that emphasize interpersonal trust vs. brand trust using
several matched secondary datasets. Ultimately, then, | test the effects of proposed socially
integrative factors on interpersonal and brand trust that is measured (Studies 1 and 2),
manipulated (Study 3), and differentially emphasized in marketing strategies (Study 4).
Furthermore, 1 examine multiple purchase categories across studies as well as multiple
performance outcomes, which include: willingness to pay (Studies 1, 2, and 3), word of mouth

(study 3 and 4), and loyalty (studies 3 and 4).
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Study 1: Trust Substitution and Moderating Effect of Customer Age

The goal of Study 1 was to assess whether interpersonal and brand trust are substitutes
and to test whether age moderates the effects of interpersonal and brand trust on performance. To
accomplish this, | surveyed actual customers about a purchase they will make in the near future,
with the stipulation that the purchase includes both a brand and an employee. | then measured
brand and interpersonal trust and several other purchase characteristics as controls. Then |
examine how interpersonal and brand trust interact and how age moderates the effectiveness of
each on willingness to pay, which was measured one week after the initial measures of
interpersonal and brand trust, as well as controls.

Method

Procedure. Three-thousand and ninety three university alumni were contacted as part of a
larger marketing survey and asked to participate in a “customer experience questionnaire” that
would involve a one-week follow-up. Twelve-hundred and thirty-three respondents opened the
initial survey (39% of those contacted), 1,123 completed the first survey (T;; 36% of those
contacted), and 615 completed the second survey (T; 52% of those who completed the first).
Thus, overall complete response rate was approximately 20%. The final sample (66% male;
Mage=36) represents well-educated adult customers. Respondents were asked to consider a brand-
related purchase they are likely to make in the near future that would involve an interaction with
a sales associate, agent, service representative, or other employee. Then, after completing initial
measures outlined below, respondents submitted the survey and were contacted one-week later
(T2) with a brief follow-up survey. As an incentive, respondents were entered into a drawing to
win a $500 tablet device. Because the dependent variable (willingness-to-pay) was lagged by one

period to control for common method bias and enhance causal inference, | lost some data. In
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addition, missing values forced me to exclude some data from analyses using pairwise deletion.

| assess possible nonresponse bias with two approaches. First, | conducted tests to
compare early and late respondents for two periods, according to demographic information and
measured constructs. The results from univariate and multivariate analyses indicated that these
respondents constituted the same population (p>.05). Furthermore, | compared those who
completed surveys on only the first period to those who completed the first and second periods.
Again, results from univariate and multivariate analyses indicated these respondents constituted
the same population (p>.05). The relatively high rate of response, along with these test results,
suggested that nonresponse bias was not an issue.

Key Dependent Variable. The primary outcome of interest was willingness-to-pay, which
| measured at T, with a price-independent percent-based item, which is applicable across
categories (Rucker and Galinsky 2008), that involved a 100-point sliding scale with the
instructions “If O represents the average price of this product or service, how much (%) more or
less are you willing to pay for a product or service from this firm? (-50% to +50%).” All other
measures occurred at T;.

Primary Explanatory Variables. Respondents rated interpersonal trust (Palmatier et al.
2009) by rating focusing on the employee associated with their purchase and rating agreement (1
= strongly disagree, 9 = strongly agree) with three items (0=.95) that included, “This person is
very trustworthy,” “I have a high degree of confidence in this person,” and “This person has
higher than average integrity.” Then, respondents completed the same three-item (o =.95)
measure for brand trust with the exception that the word “person” was replaced by the word
“brand.” Age, the moderator of interest, was measured using a single fill-in item: “Please

indicate your age.”
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Control Variables. Control variables were included at the individual, offering, and
relationship levels. To account for the possibility that generalized trust, which refers to the
dispositional expectations one has about others in general (Zucker 1986), is correlated with age
and thus influences the extent to which interpersonal trust may be credible and therefore valued,
which | believe to be an unlikely possibility, generalized trust was measured as in prior research
using a single item (1 = not very trusting, 9 = very trusting) adapted from prior research
(Grayson et al. 2008) that involved answering the question, “In general, how trusting are you of
others?” To account for specific offering-related characteristics that may make people vs. brands
more important and thus influence the relevance of trust in each, | measured visibility,
complexity, and service level. Visibility was measured using three items (0=.90) that involved
rating agreement (1 = strongly disagree, 9 = strongly agree) with statements that included, “Use
of this product/service is very public,” “Many people would be able to see me with this
product/service,” and “This product/service is very visible to others.” Complexity (Swaminathan
2003) was measured using three items (a=.80) that involved rating agreement (1 = strongly
disagree, 9 = strongly agree) with statements that included, “This product/service is extremely
complex,” “This product/service is very complicated,” There are many features associated with
this product/service.” Furthermore, service level was measured using a single item based on
previous service research (Fang 2008) that involved a bipolar scale (1 = mostly a product, 9 =
mostly a service) rated in response to the question, “Is what you are buying more of a product
(e.g., stereo, camping gear) or more of a service (e.g., education, medical procedure)?” Then,
two exchange-level measures were collected. First, because interpersonal trust may require more
interpersonal interaction than brand trust, which older customers may have had more time to

establish, duration was measured using a single item (1 = a very short time, 9 = a very long time)
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that involved responding to the question, “How long have you known the company associated
with this purchase?” Then, because the brand of a product can differ from the brand of the firm
offering it, which may have resulted in situations where interpersonal trust reflected a firm’s
brand and brand trust reflected the trustworthiness of an upstream channel partner, brand
configuration was measured using a single item (yes/no) in response to the question, “Is the
brand of the product or service the same as the brand of the company selling it?”” Descriptive
statistics for all measured variables are available in Table 3.

Measurement Validity. To assess measurement validity, | conducted a confirmatory
factor analysis using the r package “lavaan” (Rosseel 2012). Consistent with expectations, all
standardized loadings were high (average loading was .88) and significant (p<.01). Furthermore,
comparative fit index (CFI) was .96, Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) was .94, root mean square error
of approximation (RMSEA) was .07, and standardized root mean square residual (RMSR) was
.07, all within acceptable ranges. Furthermore, items discriminated. Table 3 shows average
variance extracted (AVE) for all measured items, which were larger than corresponding shared

variances (intercorrelations?) for all possible pairs of constructs. Table 4 lists summary statistics.
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Table 4

Summary Statistics from Study 1
Construct M SD AVE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Generalized trust 558 186 — —
2. Product visibility 6.29 256 .93 .02 .90
3. Product complexity 582 2.07 .86 .05 .27 .80
4. Servicelevel 411 348 — .07 -52 -02 —
5. Relationship duration 6.44 271 — .07 .25 .03 -30 —
6. Brand configuration 1.46 S50 — -01 -08 .02 .00 -20 —
7. Interpersonal trust 578 207 .92 17 -24 -01 .33 -10 .05 .95
8. Brand trust 6.85 1.65 .87 .09 .24 .02 -19 .34 -20 .18 .95
9. Consumer age 35.74 10.60 — .01 -06 .04 .04 .13 .01 .04 .03 —
10. Willingness to pay 416 11.63 — .05 -07 .00 .09 .07 -04 .18 .16 .05 —

Note: Chronbach's alpha presented in diagonal; off-diagonal indicates Pearson correlation coefficients. Bolded coefficients are
significant at p <.05.

Model Development
All variables were mean-centered for ease of interpretation. | model the effect of
interpersonal and brand trust on willingness to pay at the individual level and examine the
moderating effect of individual i ’s age. Because individuals are nested within purchase category,
| used a hierarchical model that includes a random effect for category (assigned a priori based on
purchase similarities) to capture extraneous variation between categories (Gelman 2007). Each
observation, yj;, represents the willingness to pay for each respondent i in category j. In matrix
notation, our model takes the form,
yi = Xif + Zibi + &
bi ~ Ng(0,'¥)
&~ Nn; (0, 6°A)
where y; is the nj x 1 vector of observations for the i-th respondent, X is the n; x p matrix
for the fixed effects for observations of respondent i, £ is the p x 1 vector of fixed-effect

coefficients, i.e. interpersonal trust, brand trust, age, generalized trust, visibility, complexity,
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service level, duration, and brand configuration, Z; is the n; x q matrix for the random effects for
observations in group i, b; is the q x 1 vector of random-effect coefficients for group i,
I.e. category, & is the n; x 1 vector of errors for observations in group i, ¥ is the g x g covariance
matrix for the random effects, and 6°A, is the n; x n; covariance matrix for the errors in group i. |
estimate the model using restricted maximum likelihood.
Results and Discussion

Main Effects of Interpersonal and Brand Trust. Table 5 displays estimation results.
Results indicate interpersonal and brand trust each have positive effects on willingness to pay,
even accounting for the simultaneous effects of each other. Specifically, the effect of
interpersonal trust is positive and significant (b=.84, p<.01), as is the effect of brand trust (b=.82,
p<.05). The estimates are comparable, suggesting the effect size of interpersonal and brand trust
is equivalent. Although these effects are comparable, correlation results suggest interpersonal
and brand trust are fairly independent (r=.18, p<.05). This is in contrast to prior research that
finds interpersonal and brand trust are highly correlated (Grayson et al. 2008), suggesting that
though interpersonal and brand trust may be highly correlated within a purchase category, they
are weakly correlated across purchase categories, highlighting the necessity of capturing cross-
category heterogeneity. Next, | consider the substitution effects of interpersonal and brand trust.

Substitution of Interpersonal and Brand Trust. Results indicate interpersonal and brand
trust indeed substitute, offering evidence in support of H1. Specifically, the negative interaction
term (b=-.31, p<.05) suggests that as interpersonal trust increases, the effects of brand trust
decline, and vice versa. These effects thus suggest that once sufficient trust is reached, trust from
additional sources does not contribute to performance. To better understand these effects, |

conducted a spotlight analysis (Spiller et al. 2013). Results reveal that increases in brand trust do
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not have a significant effect on willingness to pay when interpersonal trust is rated 6 out of 9
(p>.05). Alternatively, increases in interpersonal trust do not have a significant effect on
willingness to pay when brand trust is rated 7 out of 9 (p>.05). Thus there is a slight asymmetry
between interpersonal and brand trust, such that interpersonal trust obviates brand trust at lower
levels.

Moderating Effects of Customer Age. To assess whether age moderates the effectiveness
of interpersonal and brand trust, I included an interaction term between interpersonal trust and
age and brand trust and age. Results reveal significant effects in the opposite direction.
Specifically, the positive effects of interpersonal trust are enhanced as age increases (b=.05,
p<.05), whereas the positive effects of brand trust are reduced as age increases (b=-.06, p<.05).
This evidence supports hypotheses H2a and H2b, which suggest that as age increases customers
are more socially integrated, which enhances their valuation of interpersonal and brand trust. To
assess the effects of interpersonal and brand trust for older and younger customers, | again
conducted a spotlight analysis (see Figure 2). Results reveal that for older customers (those who
are one standard deviation above the mean or 46 years old), increases in interpersonal trust have
a positive and significant effect on willingness to pay (b=1.42, p<.01), whereas for younger
customers (those who are one standard deviation below the mean or 25 years old), increases in
interpersonal trust have no effect on willingness to pay (b=.25, NS). Furthermore, for older
customers, increases in brand trust have no effect on willingness to pay (b=.11, NS), but for
younger customers, increases in brand trust have a significant positive effect on willingness to
pay (b=1.49, p<.01). Therefore, the effects of interpersonal trust on willingness to pay are
significant and positive for older customers, whereas the effects of brand trust on willingness to

pay are significant and positive for younger customers.
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Figure 2
STUDY 1: EFFECTS OF INTERPERSONAL AND BRAND TRUST ON WILLINGNESS TO PAY FOR
OLDER AND YOUNGER CONSUMERS

Willingness Willingness
to pay to pay
20% A 20%

15% 15% -

10% - 10% -

5% - Sb=.25 5% -

- -

——
- - -

0% 0%

Older consumers b=.11

5% - -5% -

Level of interpersonal trust Level of brand trust

Notes: **p<.01; effects calculated at mean of all other variables from Study 1 model 2. For example, the effects of
interpersonal trust on willingness-to-pay are at mean brand trust. “Older” (46.33 years) refers to one standard
deviation (10.60) above the mean (35.73), whereas “younger” (25.13) refers to one standard deviation below the
mean.

Alternative Explanations. | did not observe any significant main effects of any control
variables (generalized trust, visibility, complexity, service level, and brand configuration), nor
was the significance of the interaction terms contingent upon the inclusion of these controls.
Thus, the observed effects were independent of control variables and robust to their inclusion,
suggesting effects were not due to differences in perceived visibility, complexity, service level,
duration, or brand configuration, which may have been correlated with customer age.

Thus, 1 find evidence supporting the moderating role of customer age on the effects of
interpersonal and brand trust. In Study 2, | examine whether age correlates with other socially
integrative factors to assess its independence from these factors. Also, | examine the moderating

role of interdependent self-construal.
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TABLE 5
STUDY 1: MODERATING EFFECTS OF AGE

Performance outcome:

Willingness to pay
95% HPDI

Fixed effects B (S.E) Lower Upper

Intercept 4.33 **  (.54) 295 5.77
Controls

Generalized trust 27 (-30) -.29 .88

Visibility -.29 (.26) -.81 .24

Complexity .02 (-27) -53 .54

Service level .16 (-19) -.24 .54

Duration .26 (-22) -17 71

Brand configuration -.28 (1.10) -2.54 184
Primary predictors

Interpersonal trust .83 **  (.30) 23 1.43

Brand trust .82 * (.36) .09 154

Age .04 (.05) -.06 13

Age x interpersonal trust .05 * (-02) .00 .10

Age x brand trust -06 * (.03) -12 -01

Interpersonal x brand trust -31* (-16) -63 -01
Random effects

Offering category .39 (-00)

Model Characteristics
-2 Log Likelihood 1,755
AIC 3,541
BIC 3,602
REML deviance 3,511

Notes: *p<.05; **p<.01; sample includes 455 consumers across 8
categories; willingness to pay measured one-week after all
predictors.
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Study 2: Moderating Effects of Self-Construal

The goals of Study 2 were threefold. First, Study 2 primarily tests the moderating role of
self-construal on the effects of interpersonal and brand trust on willingness to pay. Additionally,
Study 2 seeks further support for the substitutive effect of brand and interpersonal trust by testing
whether these two sources of trust can substitute even within in a context where a brand is
dominant (e.g., for the customer technology company Apple). Additionally, in Study 2 | examine
the relative independence of socially integrative factors by examining their correlation. This
study involves a survey of customers about a hypothetical product purchase.

Method

Procedure. Three-hundred U.S. participants (56% male, Mag = 33) who were recruited
using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk participated in the survey online for compensation ($.25).
Respondents were shown an Apple iPad advertisement (see Appendix A) and asked how much
they would be willing to pay of the iPad. Then, respondents completed measures of interpersonal
and brand trust, measures of interdependence, and several other measures used as controls.
Following this, respondents were thanked.

Measures. The primary dependent variable of interest was willingness to pay, as in Study
1. Willingness to pay was measured via response to the question, “If O represents the average
price for a tablet computer, how much (%) more or less are you willing to pay for an Apple
iPad?” Following this, respondents completed the same three measures used in Study 1 to assess
interpersonal trust (0=.95) and brand trust (¢=.96). Then respondents completed a 12-item
(0=.80) measure of interdependence (Singelis 1994) that included items such as, “It is important
for me to maintain harmony within my group.” Then respondents completed a 15-item

materialism scale (Richins 2004) divided into three sub-dimensions, based on prior scale
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development, that included a 5-item (o=. 85) measure of materialistic success that included items
such as, “The things | own say a lot about how well I'm doing in life,” a 5-item (a=.73) measure
of materialistic centrality that included items such as, “The things | own aren't all that important
to me,” and a 5-item (a=.81) measure of materialistic happiness that included items such as, “I'd
be happier if | could afford to buy more things.” Then respondents completed a 9-item (0=.91)
community values measure (Burroughs and Rindfleisch 2002) that included items such as, “I am
very concerned about the welfare of my community.” Then respondents indicated how long they
have lived in their current home, since residential stability is believed to be a predictor of sense
of community (Glynn 1986). Following this, respondents indicated gender, age, income, and
were thanked.

Measurement Validity. To assess measurement validity, | conducted a confirmatory
factor analysis using the r package “lavaan” (Rosseel 2012). Consistent with expectations, all
standardized loadings were high (average loading was .72) and significant (p<.01). Furthermore,
comparative fit index (CFI) was .93, Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) was .92, root mean square error
of approximation (RMSEA) was .05, and standardized root mean square residual (RMSR) was
.06 all within acceptable ranges. Furthermore, items discriminated. Table 3 shows average
variance extracted (AVE) for all measured items, which were larger than corresponding shared
variances (intercorrelations?) for all possible pairs of constructs, with the exception of
materialism measures, which are subcomponents of the same higher-order latent construct
(Richins 2004), suggesting discriminant validity may not be expected. Table 6 lists descriptive

statistics.
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Table 6

Summary Statistics from Study 2
Construct M SD AVE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Age 3292 10.87 — —
2. Gender 1.44 .50 — 13 —
3. Income 4.96 2.87 — .15 .05 —
4. Residential stability = 2.72 3.22 - .08 .14 -.06 -
5. Material success 3.37 1.30 .68 -25 -.04 .01 -.04 .85
6. Material centrality 376 111 44 -20 .06 .07 .03 .69 .73
7. Material happiness 419 1.20 .58 -28 .02 -10  -.03 .60 .58 .81
8. Community values 4.25 1.13 .52 .15 .19 .02 -.00 -11 -19 -20 91
9. Interdependence 4.63 .80 .61 .02 .08 -03  -.04 .02 -.09 -.05 .36 .80
10. Interpersonal trust 5.81 1.81 72 .09 17 .10 .00 .20 A2 .08 .18 .26 .95
11. Brand trust 5.96 2.20 .80 .13 .20 .05 11 .26 17 13 13 .21 .81 .96
12. Willingness to pay 1.65 2232 — .07 .14 .03 .03 27 .20 .14 13 .19 .55 .58 —

Note: Chronbach's alpha presented in diagonal; off-diagonal indicates Pearson correlation coefficients. Bolded coefficients are significant at p<.05.

Results and Discussion

Moderating Effects of Interdependent Self-Construal. Table 7 lists estimation results
from an ordinary least-squares regression. Consistent with H3a and H3b, the effects of
interpersonal and brand trust are significantly moderated in opposite directions by
interdependence. Specifically, the interpersonal trust has a stronger effect on willingness to pay
as interdependence increases (b=4.92, p<.01), whereas brand trust has a weaker effect on
willingness to pay as interdependence increases (b=-3.93, p<.01). To examine these effects, |
conducted a spotlight analysis (Spiller et al. 2013) at one standard deviation (.80) above and
below the mean level of interdependence (M=4.63). Figure 3 illustrates results. The effects of
interpersonal trust are positive and significant (b=5.76, p<.01) for those with high
interdependence, whereas the effects of interpersonal trust are negative and significant for those
with low interdependence (b=-2.21, p<05), suggesting that those with low interdependent self-
construal are willing to pay significantly less as interpersonal trust increases. Alternatively, the
effects of brand trust on willingness to pay are positive and significant for those with low

interdependent self-construal (b=6.79, p<.01), whereas the effects of brand trust on willingness
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to pay are not significant for those with high interdependent self-construal (b=.31, NS). Thus,
there exists an asymmetry between interpersonal and brand trust, such that interpersonal trust can
actually have negative effects on willingness to pay for customers who desire greater autonomy

from others.

Figure 3
STUDY 2: EFFECTS OF INTERPERSONAL AND BRAND TRUST ON WILLINGNESS TO PAY FOR
CONSUMERS WITH HIGH AND LOW INTERDEPENDENCE

Willingness Willingness
to pay to pay
30 4 30 4

20 - 20 -

10 10 -

-10

220 - -20 +

-30 -30 A

-40 - -40 -

Level of interpersonal trust Level of brand trust

Notes: **p<.01; effects calculated at mean of all other variables from Study 2. For example, the effects of
interpersonal trust on willingness-to-pay are at mean brand trust. “High Int.” (M=5.43) refers to one standard
deviation (0.80) above the mean (4.63) level of interdependence, whereas “Low Int.” (M=3.83) refers to one standard
deviation below the mean.

Substitution of Interpersonal and Brand Trust. Next, | examine whether interpersonal
and brand trust can substitute, as Study 1 demonstrated. Results indicate that, as in Study 1,
interpersonal and brand trust negatively interact (b=-.58, p<.05). Thus, just as before, evidence
suggests that as interpersonal (brand) trust increases, the marginal effects of brand

(interpersonal) trust decline.
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Correlations among Socially Integrative Factors. Next | consider the relative
independence of socially integrative factors. As | have argued thus far, socially integrative
factors are likely to have comparable effects on the importance customers place on others in their
personal lives, which I have proposed extends to increase the value customers place on people in
exchange vs. brands. Study 2 was specifically designed to test the relative independence of these
factors. Correlations between factors are in Table 6. Age is not correlated with interdependence
(r=.02, NS), weakly correlated with community values (r=.15, p<.05), and not correlated with
residential stability (r=.08, NS). Interdependence is weakly correlated with community values
(r=.36, p<.05) and not correlated with community values (r=-0.00, NS), which is surprising given
research suggesting that residential stability enhances community identity (Oishi et al. 2007). It
is possible that this sample was not large enough to identify correlations. Thus, overall, evidence
suggests socially integrative factors exhibit discriminant validity. Next, in Study 3, | adopt an
experimental approach to enhance causal inference about the moderating role of community

values.
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TABLE 7
STUDY 2: MODERATING EFFECTS OF
INTERDEPENDENCE
Performance outcome:
Willingness to pay
95% CI

Fixed effects B (SE) Lower Upper

Intercept -41.64 * (20.44) -81.88 -1.40
Controls

Age .06 (11) -.15 .26

Gender .18 (2.20) -4.16  4.52

Income .00 * (-00) .00 .00

Residential stability -.03 (:33) -.68 .61

Material success 2221 (1.23) -19  4.63

Material centrality 1.65 (1.38) -1.07 4.37

Material happiness -.86 (1.20) -3.21 1.49

Community values .69 (1.02) -1.32 2.70
Primary predictors

Interdependence -4.99 (4.38) -13.60  3.63

Interpersonal trust -17.44 *  (7.86) -3291 -1.97

Brand trust 25.29 **  (6.67) 12.15 38.43

Interdependence x int. trust 4,92 ** (1.65) 1.67 817

Interdependence x brand trust -3.93 ** (1.44) -6.77  -1.10

Interpersonal x brand trust -58 * (-24) -1.06 -10

Model Characteristic
R*  .3g%*

Notes: Tp<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01; sample includes 300 consumers

considering an Apple iPad.
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Study 3: Moderating Effects of Community Values

The primary goals of Study 3 are to test the moderating effects of community values on
brand and interpersonal trust and to test the mediating role of exchange commitment, thereby
providing evidence in support of H4a, H4b, H6a, and H6. The secondary goals of Study 3 are to
demonstrate the moderating effects of social integration (here: community values) on additional
performance outcomes (word of mouth and loyalty). Additionally, Study 3 adopts an
experimental approach to enhance causal inference. Lastly, whereas in Studies 1 and 2 customers
rated the level of brand and interpersonal trust, in Study 3 | manipulate the salience of the trust
source (brand vs. person). Thus, in Study 3 rather than examine differences in trust source and
level, I instead examine differences solely in trust source.

Method

Procedure. One-hundred and forty-one U.S. participants (46% male, Mage = 35) who
were recruited using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk participated in the experiment online for
compensation ($.25). Respondents were randomly assigned to one of four conditions in an
experiment with a 2 (community values: high vs. low) x 2 (trust: interpersonal vs. brand)
between-subjects design. First, respondents completed the community values manipulation
described below. Then, those in the interpersonal (brand) trust condition were asked to consider
one of two Ford automotive advertisements with the copy “people (a brand) you can trust.”
Then, participants indicated willingness-to-pay using a general measure (Rucker and Galinsky
2008) that involved a 100-point sliding scale with the instructions “If O represents the average
price of a vehicle, how much (%) more or less are you willing to pay for a vehicle from Ford? (-

50% to +50%).” Then, participants rated loyalty (Palmatier et al. 2007) to Ford using three items
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(0=.93) that involved rating agreement (1 = strongly disagree, 9 = strongly agree) with such
statements as, “l would consider Ford before any competing manufacturer.” Then respondents
rated word-of-mouth using three items (0=.96) that involved rating agreement (1 = strongly
disagree, 9 = strongly agree) with such statements as, “l| would recommend Ford to someone
seeking my advice.” Then respondents rated brand commitment using three items (0=.97) that
involved rating agreement (1 = strongly disagree, 9 = strongly agree) with such statements as, “I
would commit myself to Ford.” Then, as a manipulation check, respondents completed
Burroughs and Rindfleisch’s (2002) nine-item community values scale (a=.92), which involved
rating agreement (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) with items such as, “l am very
concerned about the welfare of my community.” Then, to rule out the possibility that
emphasizing interpersonal trust somehow gave the inanimate brand human-like qualities, thus
anthropomorphizing it, respondents completed a three-item (0=.92) measure of brand
anthropomorphism (Pankaj Aggarwal and Ann L. McGill 2007) that involved rating agreement
(1 = strongly disagree, 11 = strongly agree) with statements such as, “It feels like the brand can
do things on its own.” Then, to rule out the possibility that those with higher community values
are more attentive and thus involved when people rather than brands are highlighted, consistent
with a perceptual rather than motivational explanation, involvement and fluency were measured.
Specifically, respondents completed a three-item measure (0=.93) of involvement (Wang and
Calder 2006) that included three bipolar items (1 = not at all involved /skimmed it quickly/paid
little attention; 7 = very involved/ read it carefully/paid a lot of attention). Then participants
completed a seven-item (a=.84) measure of fluency (Kidwell et al. 2013) that involved rating
agreement (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) with items such as, “The ad was easy to

relate to.” Then respondents completed an interpersonal vs. brand trust attention check by
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responding to the question, “Which was emphasized in the ad you saw?” using a bipolar scale
that ranged from “brand trust” to “employee trust.” Then respondents indicated involvement
using a 3-item scale (a=.93) with bipolar items with anchors that included “not involved—very
involved.” Finally, respondents reported their age and gender, and were thanked.

Pretest of Community Values Manipulation. Study 3 involved a task | developed to
influence community values. | conducted a pretest to confirm the effectiveness of this task. Fifty
U.S. participants (47% male, Mage = 35) who were recruited using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk
participated in the experiment online for compensation ($.25). Respondents were randomly
assigned to one of two (high vs. low community values) conditions. First, all respondents were
presented with a list of fifteen randomly presented items they may value (local community,
family and loved ones, national economic prosperity, personal safety, personal success,
individual liberty, health and well-being, the environment, peace between countries, art and
expression, energy security, education, social mobility, possessions, business and innovation)
and asked to rank items from most important (1) to least important (15). Then, following a 5-
second “recording delay,” those in the high (low) community values condition were given the
feedback, “Results indicate that you ranked local community much higher (lower) than the
average person taking this survey. Please explain why local community is more (not as)
important to you than (as) other things such as [item ranked 15] ([item ranked 1]).” Thus false
feedback was used to influence self-perceived values just as it has been used previously to
influence self-perception more generally (Ross et al. 1975). Despite its merits, this design made
confusion possible. For example, although local community had a mean ranking of 9 out of 15,
someone ranking local community highest could receive information that he ranked it lower than

average, or the reverse, which is not possible. However, this only occurred once in the low
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community values condition and twice in the high community values condition, and excluding
these respondents did not influence results.

Following the manipulation, respondents completed several measures to check whether
the manipulation influenced community values and rule out confounds. Specifically, respondents
completed Burroughs and Rindfleisch’s (2002) nine-item community values scale (a=.94), which
involved rating agreement (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) with items such as, “l am
very concerned about the welfare of my community.” Then participants rated materialism.
Community values may suppress materialism as the two in conjunction create psychological
tension (Burroughs and Rindfleisch 2002). Furthermore, materialism may influence customers’
responses to brands by making brands seem more or less desirable (Thompson and Arsel 2004).
Thus materialism was measured using Richins’s (2004) 15-item scale, which included three 5-
item sub-dimensions: success (a=.91), centrality , and (a=.87), and happiness (0=.84), each of
which involved rating agreement (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) with items such as
“the things I own say a lot about how well I’'m doing in life.” To rule out any changes in self-
construal that may have resulted from individuals focusing on others in their community, self-
construal was measured (0=.76) using a 24-item scale (Singelis 1994) that involved rating
agreement (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) with items such as, “It is important for me
to maintain harmony within my group.” Then, because community values are self-transcendent, |
ruled out effects on other self-transcendent values by measuring family values (0=.87) using an
8-item scale (Burroughs and Rindfleisch 2002) that involved rating agreement (1 = strongly
disagree, 7 = strongly agree) with items such as, “I can't imagine having a fully satisfying life
without my family.” Then respondents rated positive (0=.90) and negative (a=.95) affect using

the 20-item PANAS measure (Watson et al. 1988) to ensure (dis)favoring one’s community did
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not influence mood. Then respondents were asked to recall their original rank (1 = highest, 15 =
lowest) of local community, which | subtracted from their actual ranking to assess whether the
manipulation biased recalled importance of community values. Then respondents indicated how
accurate (1 = very inaccurate, 9 = very accurate) the feedback was. Then respondents indicated
task involvement (1 = not involved at all, 7 = very involved), indicated gender and age, and were
thanked.

Results from a multivariate ANOVA confirmed my expectations. The community values
manipulation had a significant effect on the community values measure (Mhigh=5.48, Mow=3.78;
F(1,47) = 22.84, p<.01) and a significant effect on the difference between actual and recalled
value rank (Mnigh=2.39, Miow=-.81; F(1,47) = 12.34, p<.01), suggesting those made to believe
they ranked community values higher (lower) than average inaccurately recalled their ranking of
community values as higher (lower) than it actually was. There were no significant effects on
materialism success (F(1,47) <1), centrality (F(1,47) <1), or happiness (F(1,47) <1), self-
construal (F(1,47) <1), family values (F(1,47) <1), positive affect (F(1,47) = 1.47, p>.23),
negative affect (F(1,47) = 1.23, p>.27), feedback accuracy (F(1,47) <1), or involvement (F(1,47)
=1.15, p=.29).

Results and Discussion

Manipulation and Attention Checks. An ANOVA revealed a significant effect of the
community values manipulation on the community values measure (Migh=4.96, Miow=4.14;
F(1,137) = 20.75, p<.01). There was not a significant effect of trust source on community values
(F(1,137) = 1.42, p>.24) or interactive effect of trust source x community values condition
(F(1,137) <1). Furthermore, there was a significant effect of trust source on the source attention

check, with higher values indicating greater emphasis on interpersonal vs. brand trust
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(Minterpersonal =4.56, Myrang =2.06; F(1,137) = 24.55, p<.01). There was not a significant effect of
community values condition on source attention (F(1,137) <1) or interactive effect of community
values condition x trust source (F(1,137) <1).

Effects on Brand Performance. Results are in Table 4. While 1 did not offer any main
effect predictions, ANOVA analyses revealed a main effect of community values on willingness-
to-pay (Mhigh =.09%, Mow =-5.97%; F(1,131) = 5.45, p<.05), word-of-mouth (Mnigh =4.57, Miow
=3.69; F(1,137) = 6.71, p<.05), and loyalty (Mnigh =4.60, Mjow =3.90; F(1,137) = 4.84, p<.05),
suggesting those with higher community values are more supportive of companies in general.
However, these main effects were qualified by significant interactions with trust source for
willingness-to-pay (F(1,131) = 5.99, p<.05), word-of-mouth (F(1,137) = 9.58, p<.01), and
loyalty (F(1,137) = 9.94, p<.01). Planned comparisons reveal that for those with high community
values are willing to pay more for interpersonal than brand trust (Minterpersonal =5.25%, Mprand =-
5.07%; F(1,131) = 7.30, p<.01), engage in more WOM based on interpersonal than brand trust
(Minterpersonal =5.09, Myrang =4.04; F(1,137) = 4.36, p<.05), and report higher loyalty based on
interpersonal than brand trust (Minterpersonal =5.14, Mprang =4.07; F(1,137) = 5.14, p<.05), whereas
those with low community values are willing to pay directionally less for interpersonal than
brand trust (Minterpersonal ==7.16%, Mprang =-4.78%; F(1,131) <1), engage in less WOM based on
interpersonal than brand trust (Minterpersonal =3.17, Mprang =4.21; F(1,137) = 5.32, p<.05), and
report lower loyalty based on interpersonal than brand trust (Minterpersonal =3.44, Mprand =4.37;

F(1,137) = 4.82, p<.05).
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Figure 4
STUDY 3: MODERATED EFFECTS OF BRAND AND INTERPERSONAL TRUST ON PERFORMANCE
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Notes: First symbols (*/**) indicate significantly different within high and low community values conditions at
(p<.05/p<.01).

Mediating Role of Commitment. Just as above, there was a main effect of community
values on commitment (Mnigh =3.49, Miow =2.72; F(1,137) = 6.58, p<.05) that was qualified by an
interaction with trust source (F(1,137) = 10.78, p<.01). Comparisons reveal that those with high
community values express greater commitment based on interpersonal than brand trust
(Minterpersonal =3.99, Mprand =2.99; F(1,137) = 5.00, p<.05), whereas those with low community
values express less commitment based on interpersonal than brand trust (Minterpersonal =2.23,
Mprang =3.21; F(1,137) = 5.88, p<.05).

Next, | examine the indirect effects of community values x trust source on performance
outcomes by conducting a mediation analysis using the macro by Hayes (2013; model 8; 10,000
bootstrapped samples). For willingness-to-pay, the highest order interaction was significant

(effect = 8.53; 95% ClI: 3.28, 15.23). Furthermore, the indirect effect of trust source
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(interpersonal vs. brand) on willingness to pay was significant and negative at low community
values (effect = -4.34; 95% ClI: -8.34,-1.32) but significant and positive at high community
values (effect =4.19; 95% CI: .53, 9.20). For WOM, a similar pattern emerged. The highest order
interaction was significant (effect = 1.80; 95% ClI: .73, 2.89). Furthermore, the indirect effect of
trust source on WOM was significant and negative at low community values (effect = -.89; 95%
Cl: -1.58, -.23) but significant and positive at high community values (effect =.91; 95% CI: .05,
1.76). Additionally, for loyalty, a similar pattern emerged. The highest order interaction was
significant (effect = 1.64; 95% CI: .64, 2.76). Furthermore, the indirect effect of trust source on
WOM was significant and negative at low community values (effect = -.81; 95% CI: -1.48, -.20)
but significant and positive at high community values (effect =.83; 95% CI: .05, 1.65).
Alternative Explanations. Next, | tested several alternative explanations. First, | tested a
perceptual account of my findings by examining involvement and fluency. There were no
significant main or interactive effects on involvement (Fs(1,137) < 1.06, ps>.31). There was a
marginal main effect of community values on fluency (Mhigh=5.16, Miow=4.89; F(1,137) = 2.89,
p<.09), but there was no significant interaction with trust source (F(1,137) <1). There were no
main effects on brand anthropomorphism (Fs(1,137) <1), but there was a marginally significant
community values x trust source interaction (F(1,137) = 3.11, p<.08). Comparisons suggested
those with low community values viewed the brand as marginally more human in the brand trust
condition (Mprand=6.04, Minterpersonai=5.04; F(1,137) = 3.09, p<.09), whereas this comparison was
not significant in the high community values condition (F(1,137) <1). Though these effects may
lead to interesting questions for future exploration, they did not mediate any of the observed
effects on brand performance (95% confidence intervals for all bootstrapped mediation tests

included zero; see Table 8), and thus are not viable alternative explanations.
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Overall, Study 3 demonstrates that community values exert significant moderating effects
on the effectiveness of sources of trust and that exchange commitment mediates these moderated
effects. These results enhance support of community values as an important socially integrative
factor, as well as enhance support overall for the causal effects of social integration on customers
responses to sources of marketing trust. In Study 4, | take a broader-perspective to examine the
effects of residential stability on the effectiveness of messaging strategies focused on

interpersonal vs. brand trust.
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Table 8
STUDY 3: MODERATED MEDIATION

Indirect Standard 95% Confidence intervals
Performance outcomes

effect error Lower Upper
Willingness to pay
High community values
Commitment 3.08 1.69 46 7.31
Inolvement 1.06 .81 -.04 3.42
Fluency -.25 .76 -2.11 1.06
Anthropomorphism 48 77 -47 2.83
Low community values
Commitment -3.19 1.46 -6.88 -.99
Inolvement 14 .94 -1.93 1.92
Fluency -73 .78 -2.77 44
Anthropomorphism -91 .78 -3.28 .05
Word of mouth
High community values
Commitment .84 40 .06 1.64
Inolvement .05 .05 -01 21
Fluency -.03 .08 -.25 .09
Anthropomorphism .02 .04 -.03 19
Low community values
Commitment -.82 32 -1.48 -.23
Inolvement -01 .05 -14 .07
Fluency -.05 .08 -25 .08
Anthropomorphism -.03 .05 -.20 .04
Loyalty
High community values
Commitment .80 40 .04 1.60
Inolvement .04 .06 -.02 24
Fluency -01 .04 -15 .03
Anthropomorphism .02 .05 -.03 20
Low community values
Commitment -78 31 -1.40 -17
Inolvement -01 .05 -14 .07
Fluency -.02 .04 -17 .03
Anthropomorphism -.03 .06 -22 .04

Notes: Indirect effects computed using Hayes (2013) macro; 10,000 bootstrapped
samples; interpersonal trust coded as 1, brand trust coded as 0.
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Study 4: Moderating Effects of Residential Stability

The primary goal of Study 4 is to test the effects of residential stability on the
effectiveness of interpersonal and brand trust. To accomplish this, | examine the effectiveness of
national advertisement campaigns that emphasize brands or employees within the context of the
customer insurance industry. Furthermore, | test whether residential stability in customers’
immediate social environments influences the efficacy of interpersonal vs. brand strategies. To
assess effects on performance, | examine customer loyalty to insurance carriers.

Data

Data were compiled using four sources. | retrieved county-level residential stability variables
from data furnished by the United States Internal Revenue Service (IRS) that was recorded by
the Statistics of Income Division of the IRS for years 2009-2010 and processed by the Census
Bureau (IRS 2010). These data include migration information for U.S. tax filers and their
dependents. The Census identifies a filer and his or her dependents as migrants if the county
code associated with the address reported in a taxpayer’s filing in 2009 differs from the county
code in 2010. If the county codes are identical, the filer and dependents are marked as non-
migrants. The IRS then publicly reports county-to-county migration and county-specific non-
migration for all counties with at least ten tax returns filed. Although these data compose the
largest U.S. migration database available, they are limited. As the IRS (2010) describes, these
data do not include migration for those who do not file, so they may underrepresent the poor and
elderly. Also, they do not include anyone who files after late September, which may include very
wealthy individuals with complicated tax returns. Despite limitations, these data are the largest
sample of U.S. migration available publicly and thus should adequately reflect objective

residential stability across the U.S. at a county level. County-level controls were extracted from
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the decennial U.S. Census (2010b).

| retrieved customer brand measures from data collected by Harris Interactive’s EquiTrend
(2010) survey, an annual poll of nationally representative US customers age 15 and older. For
2010, Harris Interactive provided responses from 19,707 customers (53% male, mean age of
47.24 years) across over 1,000 brands. For the purposes of this study, | examined the subset of
the dataset that included all available customer insurance providers, which totaled twelve.
Customer insurance was selected as the industry because trust is especially important in financial
services markets (Grayson et al. 2008; Guseva and Rona-Tas 2001), and thus insurance
companies are expected to all emphasize trustworthiness. Furthermore, all brands are national
brands. Lastly, because insurance agents and underwriters are integral to the insurance
purchasing process, all companies have the opportunity to emphasize either interpersonal or
brand trust.

I matched the information provided in the Harris Interactive dataset to the IRS migration and
Census data by linking customer zip codes from the Harris Interactive data to county codes from
the IRS data using zip-to-county linkages made available by the Missouri Census Data Center
(Blodgett 2012). This provides a final dataset of brand attachment and loyalty with
corresponding measurements of population migration patterns for each customer’s county of
residence. The final fully matched sample included 5,950 customers across 1,217 U.S. counties.

Migration patterns are visible in Figure 5.
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Figure 5
STUDY 4: RESIDENTIAL STABILITY ACROSS THE CONTIGUOUS UNITED STATES

Notes: Data are quintiled population stability scores computed as number of non-migrants divided by sum of inward and
outward migrants for each county based on IRS (2010) data. Darker shades indicate greater stability. White indicates data
are missing.

Key Dependent Variables. Performance outcomes included loyalty and word of mouth.
Loyalty, which was operationalized as purchase intention, was measured by Harris Interactive
using the following item: “If price were not a consideration, how likely are you to purchase
products or services of [this insurer] in the future?” (1 = never, 4 = absolutely). Word of mouth,
which was operationalized as positive word of mouth minus negative word of mouth, was
measured using two items: “How often do you tell others, through any means of communication,
how good [this insurer is]?” (1 = never, 5 = very often); and “How often do you tell others,
through any means of communication, how bad [this insurer is]?” (1 = never, 5 = very often).
This measure of word of mouth conforms to previous “net” word of mouth measures (Reichheld
2003).

Primary Explanatory Variables. Primary explanatory variables included trust positioning
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(interpersonal vs. brand) and residential stability. Trust positioning was determined based on
independent coding of insurers’ advertisements. Specifically, a research assistant blind to the
study design collected five print and multimedia advertisements for each insurer for 2010, and
then two additional research assistants independently reviewed all advertisements and provided
an overall rating based on whether advertisements predominantly emphasized employees or
brands (92% agreement, differences discussed). To accomplish this, coders were given
instructions to indicate whether ads “primarily emphasized the insurance company’s employees
and/or agents and secondarily emphasized or did not emphasize the company’s brand name
and/or logo” (1), or “primarily emphasized the insurance company’s brand name and/or logo and
secondarily emphasized or did not emphasize the company’s employees and/or agents” (0). By
chance, six companies were coded as emphasizing interpersonal trust (Allstate, New York Life,
State Farm, Humana Health, AIG, and Nationwide), and six were coded as brand trust
(Travelers, Blue Cross/Blue Shield, Geico, Metlife, and Conseco).

Residential stability was calculated as the ratio of nonmigrants (i.e., tax filers and their
dependents who reported the same residential county code year-over-year) to inward and
outward migrants (i.e., tax filers reporting different residential county codes year-over-year) for
each county. This variable can be interpreted as the ratio of stayers to movers, where movers
reflect those who both enter and depart a county year-over-year. For robustness, | also included a
residential stability measure from the U.S. Census. The Census estimates residential stability for
each county based on responses to the American Community Survey of 1,017,799 representative
households across the U.S. (Census 2010b). Previous research has used this measure to reflect
residential stability (Oishi et al. 2012).

Control Variables. Results did not depend on inclusion of controls with the exception of
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product usage, which is expected since state-dependence or habit is a significant driver of future
purchase (Henderson et al. 2011; Roy et al. 1996), but I included several controls at the
individual, company, and county levels for robustness. Individual controls included age and
product usage, which Harris Interactive measured as year of birth and via response to the
question, “How often do you use [this insurer]?” (1 = never, 5 = very often). For each company,
familiarity was measured via response to the question, “Please rate your familiarity with each of
the following brands” (1 = never heard of, 5 = extremely familiar). Because respondents rated a
random assortment of companies, it was possible they rated more than one insurer, which could
have inadvertently resulted in comparisons between insurers. Although the modal number of
companies rated was one, and the max number rated was five, | included number of companies
rated as an additional control to account for any effects that may arise due to comparisons among
companies. Individuals in large, dense, or retail-saturated locations may vary in their response to
branding, and since wealth may influence brand promotion strategies, at the county level, |
included population size, population density, per capita income, and per capital retail sales. Table

9 lists descriptive statistics.
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Table 9

Summary Statistics from Study 4
Construct M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Total population (000's) 695.54 1,223.48
2. Population density (000's) 1.89 .01 .15
3. Per capita income (000's) 26.41 7.02 .07 .29
4. Per capita retail (000's) 13.03 397 .05 .03 .52
5. Number of households (000's)  336.89 561.53 .99 .20 .09 .06
6. Age 46.18 16.54 -07 -06 -03 .01 -07
7. Familiarity 2.72 1.18 -00 .02 .01 .02 .00 .14
8. Current usage 1.94 1.39 -02 .01 .00 .00 .00 -.03 .44
9. Number of companies rated 1.58 .75 -02 -01 .00 .01 -02 .02 .01 .00
10.  Population stability 14.21 630 .01 -17 -22 -15 .00 .03 -02 .03 .01
11.  Word of mouth .15 140 .02 .00 .00 .00 .01 -05 .21 .47 .00 .02
12. Loyalty 4.29 173 -00 .02 .00 .00 .00 .00 .34 .55 .02 .00 .54
13.  Trustsource 1.50 .50 -02 -01 .00 .00 -.02 .00 .00 -08 .01 .00 -.06 .01

Note: Off-diagonal indicates Pearson correlation coefficients. Bolded coefficients are significant at p <.05.

Model Development

I model the effect of trust positioning on loyalty and word of mouth at the individual level

and examine the moderating effect of residential stability in individual i ’s immediate social

environment by examining the effect of stable residents in i’s county. Because individuals are

nested within county, we used a hierarchical model that includes a random effect for county to

capture extraneous variation between counties (Gelman 2007). Each observation, y;;, represents

the average amount of loyalty or word of mouth expressed by respondent i in county j. In matrix

notation, our model takes the form,

yi = Xif + Zibi + &

& ~ Nn; (O, 0'2Ai)

where y; is the n; x 1 vector of observations for the i-th respondent, X is the n; x p matrix

for the fixed effects for observations of respondent i, £ is the p x 1 vector of fixed-effect
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coefficients, i.e. trust positioning, residential stability, familiarity, usage, age, population size,
population density, per capital retail, per capita income, and number of brands rated, Z; is
the n; x g matrix for the random effects for observations in group i, bj is the g x 1 vector of
random-effect coefficients for group i, i.e. county, &; is the n; x 1 vector of errors for observations
in group i, W is the g x q covariance matrix for the random effects, and 6”A; is
the n; X n; covariance matrix for the errors in group i. | estimate the model using restricted
maximum likelihood.
Results and Discussion

Main Effects. Estimation results are in Table 10. Overall, there were no significant effects of
county-level controls on loyalty or word-of-mouth, suggesting many county characteristics have
no direct effect on these outcomes. For customer-level controls, results show a significant
negative effect of age on loyalty (b=-.06, p<.01) and word-of-mouth (b=-.03, p<.05), which is
surprising. Familiarity had a significant positive effect on loyalty (b=.07, p<.01) but not word-of-
mouth (b=.01, NS). Current usage had a positive effect on loyalty (b=.58, p<.01) and word-of-
mouth (b=.46, p<.01), which is expected given the persistent effects of state dependence
(Henderson et al. 2011). There was no effect for number of companies rated on loyalty (b=.00,
NS) or word of mouth (b=.00, NS). There was a significant negative effect of population stability
on loyalty (b=-.06, p<.01) and word-of-mouth (b=-.07, p<.05), which may reflect the reduced
tendency of individuals in more stable to form commercial relationships more generally. There
was also a negative main effect of trust source on loyalty (b=-.07, p<.01) and word-of-mouth
(b=-.05, p<.01). This main effect was qualified, however, by residential stability.

Moderating Effects of Residential Stability. Figure 6 illustrates results. Consistent with H5a

and H5b, the effects of trust source (employee vs. brand) on loyalty and word of mouth were
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moderated by residential stability. Specifically, residential stability enhanced the effect of
interpersonal trust relative to the effects of brand trust on loyalty (b=.04, p<.05) and word-of-
mouth (b=.05, p<.05), suggesting that as residential stability increases, the interpersonal trust
becomes more effective. To understand these effects further, I conducted a spotlight analysis
(Spiller et al. 2013) at low and high residential stability. Specifically, | examined the differential
effects of brand and interpersonal trust at low and high residential stability. In areas with low
residential stability, there was a negative effect of focusing on interpersonal rather than brand
trust (b=-.15, p<.01), whereas there was no significant difference in areas with high residential
stability (b=-.02, NS). Similarly, in areas with low residential stability, there was a significant
negative effect of focusing on interpersonal than brand trust (b=-.15, p<.01), whereas there was
no significant difference when residential stability was high (b=.05, NS). Thus, evidence
supports H5b but not H5a. Brand trust is significantly more effective in areas with lower
residential stability, whereas interpersonal trust is equally effective in areas with high and low

residential stability.
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Figure 6
STUDY 4: EFFECTS OF INTERPERSONAL AND BRAND TRUST ON PERFORMANCE WHEN
RESIDENTIAL STABILITY IS HIGH VS. LOW

Loyalty Word of mouth
025 - 0.25 -
0.20 - 0.20 -
0.15 - 0.15 -
0.10 - 0.10 -
0.05 - 0.05 -
0.00 - 0.00 -
High resident;
t 0
-0.05 - - flitab‘hty b=-.02 Ns -0.05
-0.10 -0.10
Brand Interpersonal Brand Interpersonal
trust trust trust frust

Notes: **p<.01; all variables z-scored; low is 2 standard deviations below mean residential stability; high is 2
standard deviations above mean.
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Fixed effects
Intercept
County-level controls
Total population
Population density
Per capita income
Per capita retail
Number of households
Consumer-level controls
Age
Familiarity
Current usage
Number of companies rated
Primary predictors
Population stability
Trust source
(interpersonal=1; brand=0)
Stability x trust

Random effects
County

Model Characteristics
-2 Log Likelihood
AIC
BIC

TABLE 10
STUDY 4: MODERATING EFFECTS OF RESIDENTIAL STABILITY
Model 1: Loyalty Model 2: Word of mouth
95% HPDI 95% HPDI
B (S.E) Lower Upper B (S.E) Lower  Upper
.05 (.04) -.02 A2 .06 (-04) -.01 .15
38 1 (.21) .03 .68 .30 (-25) -.06 .68
.03 t (.02) .00 .05 .01 (-02) -.02 .04
.01 (.01) -.01 .04 -.02 (-02) -.04 .02
-.02 (.01) -.05 .00 .00 (-02) -.03 .02
-37 t (-21) -.66 -.01 -27 (-25) -.65 .09
-06 **  (.01) -.08 -.04 -.03 * (-01) -.06 -.01
.07 **  (.02) .04 A1 .01 (-02) -.03 .05
.58 **  (.01) .55 .60 46 **  (.01) 43 .48
.00 (.01) -.02 .02 .00 (-01) -.02 .03
-06 * (-03) -13 -.01 -07 * (-04) -14 -.01
-07 **  (.02) -11 -.03 -.05 * (-02) -.09 .00
.04 * (.02) .01 .09 .05 * (.02) .01 .10
.02 (.11) .02 (11
7,105 7,750
14,240 15,529
14,340 15,630
14,210 15,499

REML deviance

Notes: Sample includes 5,950 consumers across 1,217 counties; all continuous variables were converted to z-
scores prior to estimation; tp <.10; *p <.05; **p <.01, two-tailed; HPDI refers to highest probability density
intervals; stability x trust interaction remains significant with only current usage as control on loyalty (f=.04,
p <.05) and word-of-mouth ($=.05, p<.05).
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General Discussion

Practitioners believe that “creating or expanding business relationships is not about
selling — it’s about establishing trust” (Myatt 2012, p. 1), yet practitioners have little guidance
about where they should establish that trust. Prior research suggests trust can be established on
either a firm’s brands or its representatives (Doney and Cannon 1997; Grayson et al. 2008; Yim
et al. 2008), and the present research extends these previous findings by explicating the
substitutive effects of interpersonal and brand trust and by demonstrating conditions that
leverage the effectiveness of interpersonal and brand trust on performance. Thus, establishing
and promoting interpersonal or brand trust at its surface is arbitrary, since each can substitute for
the other, however, at least four socially integrative factors inform this decision—interpersonal
trust is more effective for older customers, more interdependent customers, customers who value
their community more, and customers who reside in more residentially stable locations. Below |
discuss the implications of these findings for research and practice.

Implications for Research

Substitution of Interpersonal and Brand Trust. The current model for understanding the
simultaneous effects of interpersonal and brand trust suggests that interpersonal trust enhances
brand trust and brand trust ultimately drives commitment and performance outcomes (Doney and
Cannon 1997; Yim et al. 2008). This research departs from prior work by consider the exchange
as the fundamental unit of analysis and examining interpersonal and brand trust as simultaneous
inputs of exchange. By adopting this approach, | uncover a novel effect. In Studies 1 and 2 I find
that interpersonal trust can substitute for brand trust, and vice versa. | demonstrate that increases
in brand trust do not have a significant effect on performance when interpersonal trust reaches

approximately 66%, suggesting that when interpersonal trust is slightly above neutral, brand trust
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no longer has a positive effect on performance. Alternatively, increases in interpersonal trust do
not have a significant effect on performance when brand trust is approximately 78%, suggesting
that brand trust must reach a higher threshold before interpersonal trust is no longer effective.
Thus, whereas current models ignore this important relationship between interpersonal and brand
trust, | demonstrate this view (interpersonal and brand trust as joint inputs) sheds important
insight on the functional form of different sources of trust. Previous work has found that in some
situations trust from one source augments trust in another source. For example, trust in an
industry can augment trust in a firm (Grayson et al. 2008). At the unit of exchange, however,
trust from multiple sources takes an opposite form. Rather than enhance the effects of brand
trust, interpersonal trust obviates them. This finding has additional critical importance for
practice, which I discuss below.

Moderating Effects of Social Integration. Furthermore, my research offers a system of
effects that hold across a common set of moderators—socially integrative factors. By exploring
the effects of social integration on customer relationships, | integrate market theories from
economics and social psychological theories of interpersonal processes to understand the effects
of demographic shifts that are fundamentally changing the customer base within the U.S.

Social integration reflects the importance individuals place on others in their social environment
(Baller and Richardson 2002), and economic theories suggest social integration occurs in
customers’ personal lives but influences how customers interface with the market (Hirschman
1982). | present four factors that influence social integration: age, interdependence, community
values, and residential stability. Each factor occurs at varying levels of customer’s social
experience that range from individual (age) to community (community values and residential

stability). As customers grow older, they are more prone to rely on others, even if they do not
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particularly favor others. As customers become more interdependent, they see the self as a part
of rather than separate from close others and in-groups. As community values increase,
customers become more concerned with the welfare of others around them. As residential
stability increases, customers become less threatened by their neighbors and believe they have a
greater ability to achieve community-beneficial results. Thus, each of these factors increase the
extent to which customers value others in their everyday lives—their extent of social
integration—which in turn influences the value they place on interpersonal trust in the
marketplace relative to brand trust. As current demographic shifts are enhancing the importance
of social integration in the U.S—customers are becoming older, more interdependent, more
invested in their communities, and more residentially stable (Census 2010b; Hofstede et al. 2010;
Oishi et al. 2007)—the effects of social integration are increasingly critical to managers
developing marketing strategies.

Furthermore, this research offers commitment as a mechanism underlying the moderating
effects of social integration on the effectiveness of interpersonal and brand trust. Specifically, in
Study 3 I find that exchange commitment mediates the moderating effects of community values
on the effects of interpersonal and brand trust on firm performance. In other words, customers
with higher community values were more motivated to commit to exchange when interpersonal
trust was emphasized, whereas customers with lower community values were more motivated to
commit to exchange when brand trust was emphasized. Commitment then resulted in higher
performance (willingness to pay, word of mouth, and loyalty). This is consistent with my
theorizing that social integration creates a “person premium’ that then enhances the likelihood
customers will value the exchange relationship (i.e., be committed).

Age, Self-Construal, and Community Values. In addition to the theoretical contributions
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to interpersonal and brand trust and customer relationships, findings enrich the literature on age,
self-construal, and community values. Specifically, researchers have previously identified that
age reduces the capacity for certain types of cognitive processing (Yoon 1997), and findings
presented here demonstrate that an outcome of reductions in cognitive processing may be greater
social integration, such that older consumers place a higher premium on the people in their
immediate environment. Furthermore, this research improves the delineation between
interdependent self-construal, which is self-focused, and community values, which are other
focused. Ostensibly, though these constructs both reflect a high level of social integration, as my
findings suggest, they are socially integrative for different reasons. Customers can have high
community values and low interdependence, or the reverse. Thus findings offer evidence
delineating self-construal from community values.
Implications for Practice

Trust Trade-Offs. Findings from this research provide several important insights for
managers. While brand trust is a regularly evaluated brand metric (Harris-Poll 2010),
interpersonal trust is not. If managers assume brand trust reflects interpersonal trust (in Study 1
brand and interpersonal trust across categories were only weakly correlated at r=.18, p<.01), they
may be over or underinvesting in initiatives, such as communication or 3" party reviews, to
enhance brand trust. In other words, if brand trust is relatively low, but interpersonal trust is
relatively high, measuring only brand trust but not interpersonal trust may falsely encourage
attempts to increase brand trust. Thus the substitutability of interpersonal and brand trust
suggests managers should evaluate both when seeking to enhance trust to build customer
relationships.

Leveraging Trustworthy People and Brands. Furthermore, findings provide insight into
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when managers can benefit most from interpersonal and brand trust. For example, in Study 1,
from a longitudinal sample of 615 actual customers, | observed a significant and positive
moderating effect of age on the effect of interpersonal trust on performance, such that for older
customers (those who are one standard deviation above the mean or 46 years old), increases in
interpersonal trust have a positive and significant effect on performance (b=1.42, p<.01),
whereas for younger customers (those who are one standard deviation below the mean or 25
years old), increases in interpersonal trust have no effect on performance (b=.25, NS).
Furthermore, for older customers, increases in brand trust had no effect on performance (b=.11,
NS), but for younger customers, increases in brand trust had a significant positive effect on
performance (b=1.49, p<.01). Managers seeking to increase customer commitment among older
customers may benefit from interpersonal rather than brand trust strategies.

Furthermore, Study 2 indicates that higher levels of interdependence, which is
uncorrelated with age, enhance the effect of interpersonal trust on performance and suppress the
effects of brand trust. Specifically, the effects of interpersonal trust on performance are positive
and significant (b=5.76, p<.01) for those with high interdependence, whereas the effects of
interpersonal trust are negative and significant for those with low interdependence (b=-2.21,
p<05), suggesting that those with low interdependence are willing to pay significantly less as
interpersonal trust increases. Alternatively, the effects of brand trust on willingness to pay are
positive and significant for those with low interdependence (b=6.79, p<.01), whereas the effects
of brand trust on performance are not significant for those with high interdependence (b=.31,
NS). Thus managers seeking to build customer relationships with culturally interdependent
diasporas (Economist 2011) may find interpersonal trust is more effective than brand trust for

enhancing performance among these groups.
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Additionally, findings suggest that managers can benefit from brand trust more when
community values and residential stability are low, but benefit from interpersonal trust when
community values are high. In Study 3, respondents with higher community values were more
loyal, willing to pay, and willing to engage in positive word of mouth when interpersonal trust
was highlighted, whereas respondents who believed they had lower community values were
more loyal, willing to pay, and willing to engage in positive word of mouth when brand trust was
highlighted. Furthermore, in Study 4, in areas with low residential stability, there was a negative
effect of focusing on interpersonal rather than brand trust (b=-.15, p<.01), whereas there was no
significant difference in areas with high residential stability (b=-.02, NS). Similarly, in areas with
low residential stability, there was a significant negative effect of focusing on interpersonal than
brand trust (b=-.15, p<.01), whereas there was no significant difference when residential stability
was high (b=.05, NS). Thus, although trust source can be substituted, interpersonal vs. brand
trust can have drastically different effects depending on the level of customer social integration.
Limitations and Future Research

Despite incorporating multiple methods, multiple samples, and multiple categories, this
research contains several limitations. For example, the performance outcomes measured were all
hypothetical, and actual performance outcomes may differ. Furthermore, the effects observed for
each socially integrative factor controlled for the effects of alternate factors, where possible, but
the effects of age and residential stability did not include such controls due to data collection
limitations. As such, these effects may have been partially due to the effects of factors that were
not measured. However, the weak or absent correlations among factors reduces this concern.

This research focused on isolating the effects of separate socially integrative factors, but

future research may consider the joint effects of these factors. While I do not expect the effects
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of one factor to diminish in the presence of another—indeed, controlling for alternate factors did
not attenuate effects observed—it is possible socially integrative factors may have synergistic
effects. Future research may consider this possibility and its implications for customer

relationship strategy.



85

References

Abele, Andrea E. and Bogdan Wojciszke (2007), "Agency and Communion from the Perspective
of Self Versus Others,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 93 (5), 751-63.

Aggarwal, P. (2004), "The Effects of Brand Relationship Norms on Consumer Attitudes and
Behavior," Journal of Consumer Research, 31, 87-101.

Aggarwal, Pankaj and Ann L. Mcgill (2012), "When Brands Seem Human, Do Humans Act Like
Brands? Automatic Behavioral Priming Effects of Brand Anthropomorphism,"” Journal of
Consumer Research, 39 (2), 307-23.

Agrawal, Nidhi and Durairaj Maheswaran (2005), "The Effects of Self-Construal and
Commitment on Persuasion,"” Journal of Consumer Research, 31 (4), 841-49.

Algesheimer, Rene, Utpal M. Dholakia, and Andreas Herrmann (2005), "The Social Influence of
Brand Community: Evidence from European Car Clubs," Journal of Marketing, 69 (3),
19-34.

Allik, Juri and Anu Realo (2004), "Individualism-Collectivism and Social Capital,” Journal of
Cross-Cultural Psychology, 35 (1), 29-49.

Avolio, Bruce J., Francis J. Yammarino, and Bernard M. Bass (1991), "Identifying Common
Methods Variance with Data Collected from a Single Source: An Unresolved Sticky
Issue,” Journal of Management, 17 (3), 571-87.

Baller, Robert D. and Kelly K. Richardson (2002), "Social Integration, Imitation, and the
Geographic Patterning of Suicide," American Sociological Review, 67 (6), 873-88.

Barone, Michael J. and Tirthankar Roy (2010), "Does Exclusivity Always Pay Off? Exclusive
Price Promotions and Consumer Response,” Journal of Marketing, 74 (2), 121-32.

Beck, Joshua T. and Robert W. Palmatier (2012), "Relationship Marketing," in Handbook of
Business-to-Business Marketing, Gary L. Lilien and Rajdeep Grewal, ed. Northampton,
MA: Edward Elgar.

Berger J, Schwartz E. M. (2011), "What Drives Immediate and Ongoing Word of Mouth?," J.
Mark. Res. Journal of Marketing Research, 48 (5), 869-80.

Berry, Leonard L. (1996), "Retailers with a Future," Marketing Management, 5, 39-46.

Berthon, Pierre, James M. Hulbert, and Leyland F. Pitt (1999), "Brand Management
Prognostications,” Sloan Management Review, 40 (2), 53-65.

Blocker, Christopher P., Mark B. Houston, and Daniel J. Flint (2012), "Unpacking What a



86

"Relationship™ Means to Commercial Buyers: How the Relationship Metaphor Creates
Tension and Obscures Experience,"” Journal Consumer Research, 38 (5), 886-908.

Brewer, Marilynn B. and Wendi Gardner (1996), "Who Is This 'We'? Levels of Collective
Identity and Self Representations,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71 (1),
83-93.

Burroughs, James E. and Aric Rindfleisch (2002), "Materialism and Well-Being: A Conflicting
Values Perspective," Journal of Consumer Research, 29 (3), 348-70.

Castaldo, Sandro (2007), Trust in Market Relationships. Cheltenham, UK; Northampton, MA:
Edward Elgar.

Census (2010a), "America's Foreign Born in the Last 50 Years," (accessed May 29, 2013),
[available at http://www.census.gov/how/infographics/foreign_born.html].

Census, U.S. (2010b), "Census of Population and Housing," (accessed May 29, 2013), [available
at http://www.census.gov/prod/www/decennial.html].

Chaiken, S. and D. Maheswaran (1994), "Heuristic Processing Can Bias Systematic Processing:
Effects of Source Credibility, Argument Ambiguity, and Task Importance on Attitude
Judgment,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 66 (3), 460-73.

Chaiken, Shelly (1980), "Heuristic Versus Systematic Information Processing and the Use of
Source Versus Message Cues in Persuasion,” Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 39, 752-66.

Chaix, Basile, Maria Rosvall, and Juan Merlo (2007), "Neighborhood Socioeconomic
Deprivation and Residential Instability: Effects on Incidence of Ischemic Heart Disease
and Survival after Myocardial Infarction,” Epidemiology, 18 (1), 104-11.

Chaudhuri, Arjun and Morris B. Holbrook (2001), "The Chain of Effects from Brand Trust and
Brand Affect to Brand Performance: The Role of Brand Loyalty,” Journal of Marketing,
65, 81-93.

Colapinto, John (2011), "Famous Names," New Yorker, 87 (30), 38-43.

Cole, Catherine A. and Gary J. Gaeth (1990), "Cognitive and Age-Related Differences in the
Ability to Use Nutritional Information in a Complex Environment,” Journal of Marketing
Research (JMR), 27 (2), 175-84.

Czaja, Sara J., Raymond Ownby, Joseph Sharit, and David L. Roth (2001), "Examining Age
Differences in Performance of a Complex Information Search and Retrieval Task,"
Psychology and Aging, 16 (4), 564-79.

Darke, Peter R., Laurence Ashworth, and Robin J. B. Ritchie (2008), "Damage from Corrective


http://www.census.gov/how/infographics/foreign_born.html%5d
http://www.census.gov/prod/www/decennial.html%5d

87

Advertising: Causes and Cures," Journal of Marketing, 72 (6), 81-97.

Denney Nw, Pearce K. A. Palmer A. M. (1982), "A Developmental Study of Adults'
Performance on Traditional and Practical Problem-Solving Tasks," Experimental aging
research, 8 (2), 115-8.

Dick, Alan S. and Kunal Basu (1994), "Customer Loyalty: Toward an Integrated Conceptual
Framework," Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 22 (2), 99-113.

Doney, Patricia M., James M. Barry, and Russell Abratt (2007), "Trust Determinants and
Outcomes in Global B2b Services," European Journal of Marketing, 41 (9/10), 1096-116.

Doney, Patricia M. and Joseph P. Cannon (1997), "An Examination of the Nature of Trust in
Buyer-Seller Relationships,” Journal of Marketing, 61 (2), 35-51.

Durkheim, Emile ([1897] 1951), Suicide. London, England: Routledge.

Dwyer, Robert F., Paul H. Schurr, and Sejo Oh (1987), "Developing Buyer-Seller
Relationships,” Journal of Marketing, 51 (2), 11-27.

Economist (2011), "The Magic of Diasporas," 400 (8760).
The Economist (2002), "Marketing to the Old: Over 60 and Overlooked," (August 8th), 55-56

Erdem, Talin and Joffre Swait (2004), "Brand Credibility, Brand Consideration, and Choice,"
Journal of Consumer Research, 31 (1), 191-98.

Erdem, TiiLin, Joffre Swait, and Ana Valenzuela (2006), "Brands as Signals: A Cross-Country
Validation Study," Journal of Marketing, 70 (January), 34-49.

Erdem, Tulin, Ying Zhao, and Ana Valenzuela (2004), "Performance of Store Brands: A Cross-
Country Analysis of Consumer Store-Brand Preferences, Perceptions, and Risk," Journal
of Marketing Research, 41 (1), 86-100.

Escalas, Jennifer Edson and James R. Bettman (2005), "Self-Construal, Reference Groups, and
Brand Meaning," Journal of Consumer Research, 32 (3), 378-89.

Fallding, Harold (1963), "Functional Analysis in Sociology," American Sociological Review, 28
(1), 5-13.

Fang, E., Palmatier, R., and Steenkamp, J. (2008), "Effect of Service Transition Strategies on
Firm Value," Journal of Marketing, 72, 1-14.

Fang, Eric, Robert W. Palmatier, Lisa K. Scheer, and Ning Li (2008), "Trust at Different
Organizational Levels," Journal of Marketing, 72 (March), 80-98.



88

Fournier, Susan (1998), "Consumers and Their Brands: Developing Relationship Theory in
Consumer Research,” Journal of Consumer Research, 24 (4), 343-73.

Gaeth, Gary J. and Timothy B. Heath (1987), "The Cognitive Processing of Misleading
Advertising in Young and Old Adults: Assessment and Training," Journal of Consumer
Research, 14 (1), 43-54.

Geertz, Clifford (1978), "The Bazaar Economy: Information and Search in Peasant Marketing,"
American Economic Review, 68 (2), 28.

Girvan, M. and M. E. J. Newman (2002), "Community Structure in Social and Biological
Networks," Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 99 (12), 7821-26.

Glynn, Thomas J. (1986), "Neighborhood and Sense of Community,” Journal of Community
Psychology, 14 (4), 341-52.

Goldenberg, Jacob, Sangman Han, Donald R. Lehmann, and Jae Weon Hong (2009), "The Role
of Hubs in the Adoption Process,” Journal of Marketing, 73 (2), 1-13.

Grayson, Kent, Devon Johnson, and Der-Fa Robert Chen (2008), "Is Firm Trust Essential in a
Trusted Environment? How Trust in the Business Context Influences Customers,”
Journal of Marketing Research, 45 (April), 241-56.

Grewal, Rajdeep, Anindita Chakravarty, and Amit Saini (2010), "Governance Mechanisms in
Business-to-Business Electronic Markets," Journal of Marketing, 74 (4), 45-62.

Guseva, Alya and Akos Rona-Tas (2001), "Uncertainty, Risk, and Trust: Russian and American
Credit Card Markets Compared,” American Sociological Review, 66 (5), 623-46.

Hakansson, Hakan and Ivan Snehota (2002), "Marketing in Business Markets," in Handbook of
Marketing, Barton Weitz & Robin Wensley (Ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications.

Harris-Poll (2010), "Equitrend,” Harris Interactive, Inc.

Hayes, Andrew F. (2013), An Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional Process
Analysis: A Regression-Based Approach. New York: Guilford Press.

Henderson, Conor M., Joshua T. Beck, and Robert W. Palmatier (2011), "Review of the
Theoretical Underpinnings of Loyalty Programs,” Journal of Consumer Psychology, 21
(3), 256-76.

Henrich, Joseph, Jean Ensminger, Richard Mcelreath, Abigail Barr, Clark Barrett, Alexander
Bolyanatz, Juan Camilo Cardenas, Michael Gurven, Edwins Gwako, Natalie Henrich,
Carolyn Lesorogol, Frank Marlowe, David Tracer, and John Ziker (2010), "Markets,
Religion, Community Size, and the Evolution of Fairness and Punishment,” Science, 327



89

(5972), 1480-84.

Hirschman, Albert O. (1982), "Rival Interpretations of Market Society: Civilizing, Destructive,
or Feeble?,” Journal of Economic Literature, 20 (4), 1463-84.

Hofstede, Geert H., Gert Jan Hofstede, and Michael Minkov (2010), Cultures and Organizations:
Software of the Mind: Intercultural Cooperation and Its Importance for Survival. New
York: McGraw-Hill.

Holbrook, Morris B. (1983), "Using a Structural Model of Halo Effect to Assess Perceptual
Distortion Due to Affective Overtones," Journal of Consumer Research, 10 (2), 247-52.

Homburg, Christian, Nicole Koschate, and Wayne D. Hoyer (2005), "Do Satisfied Customers
Really Pay More? A Study of the Relationship between Customer Satisfaction and
Willingness to Pay,"” Journal of Marketing, 69 (2), 84-96.

Hoover, Tracy (2014), "The New Age of Volunteering,” in USA Today. March 21 ed.
Hora, Stephen C. (1996), "Aleatory and Epistemic Uncertainty in Probability Elicitation with an
Example from Hazardous Waste Management,” Reliability Engineering & System

Safety, 54 (2-3), 217-23.

Irs (2010), "2009-2010 Migration Data," (accessed 29 May 2013), [available at
http://www.irs.qgov/uac/SOI-Tax-Stats-State-to-State-Migration-Database-Files].

Jacoby, Jacob, James J. Jaccard, Imran Currim, Alfred Kuss, Asim Ansari, and Tracy Troutman
(1994), "Tracing the Impact of Item-by-Ltem Information Accessing on Uncertainty
Reduction," Journal of Consumer Research, 21 (2), 291-303.

John, Deborah Roedder, Barbara Loken, Kyeongheui Kim, and Alokparna Basu Monga (2006),
"Brand Concept Maps: A Methodology for Identifying Brand Association Networks,"
Journal of Marketing Research (JMR), 43 (4), 549-63.

Kidwell, Blair, Adam Farmer, and David M. Hardesty (2013), "Getting Liberals and
Conservatives to Go Green: Political Ideology and Congruent Appeals,” Journal of
Consumer Research, 40 (2), 350-67.

Kollock, Peter (1994), "The Emergence of Exchange Structures: An Experimental Study of
Uncertainty, Commitment, and Trust," American Journal of Sociology, 100 (2), 313-45.

Krueger, Frank, Kevin Mccabe, Jorge Moll, Nikolaus Kriegeskorte, Roland Zahn, Maren
Strenziok, Armin Heinecke, and Jordan Grafman (2007), "Neural Correlates of Trust,"
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 104 (50), 20084-89.

Kumar, Nirmalya (2003), "Kill a Brand, Keep a Customer,” Harvard Business Review, 81 (12),
86-95.


http://www.irs.gov/uac/SOI-Tax-Stats-State-to-State-Migration-Database-Files%5d

90

Leuthesser, Lance, Chiranjeev S. Kohli, and Katrin R. Harich (1995), "Brand Equity: The Halo
Effect Measure,”" European Journal of Marketing, 29 (4), 57.

Luong, Gloria Charles Susan Fingerman Karen (2011), "Better with Age: Social Relationships
across Adulthood,” Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 28 (1), 9-23.

Macrosson, W.D. K. (2000), "Firo-B: Factors and Facets," Psychological Reports, 86, 311-20.

Maheswaran, Durairaj, Diane M. Mackie, and Shelly Chaiken (1992), "Brand Name as a
Heuristic Cue: The Effects of Task Importance and Expectancy Confirmation on
Consumer Judgments,” Journal of Consumer Psychology, 1 (4), 317-36.

Mandel, Naomi (2003), "Shifting Selves and Decision Making: The Effects of Self-Construal
Priming on Consumer Risk-Taking," Journal of Consumer Research, 30 (1), 30-40.

Markus, Hazel R. and Shinobu Kitayama (1991), "Culture and the Self: Implications for
Cognition, Emotion, and Motivation," Psychological Review, 98, 224-53.

Mcconnell, Allen R., Steven J. Sherman, and David L. Hamilton (1997), "Target Entitativity:
Implications for Information Processing About Individual and Group Targets,"” Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 72 (4), 750-62.

Mcdermott, L. M. (1936), "Why People Buy at Department Stores," Journal of Marketing, 1 (1),
53-55.

Mcpherson, Miller, Lynn Smith-Lovin, and Matthew E. Brashears (2006), "Social Isolation in
America: Changes in Core Discussion Networks over Two Decades,” American
Sociological Review, 71 (3), 353-75.

Mcpherson, Miller, Lynn Smith-Lovin, and James M. Cook (2001), "Birds of a Feather:
Homophily in Social Networks," Annual Review of Sociology, 27, 415-44.

Mende, Martin, Ruth N. Bolton, and Mary Jo Bitner (2013), "Decoding Customer-Firm
Relationships: How Attachment Styles Help Explain Customers' Preferences for
Closeness, Repurchase Intentions, and Changes in Relationship Breadth,” Journal of
Marketing Research (JMR), 50 (1), 125-42.

Meyers-Levy, Joan and Durairaj Maheswaran (2004), "Exploring Message Framing Outcomes
When Systematic, Heuristic, or Both Types of Processing Occur," Journal of Consumer
Psychology, 14 (1-2), 159-67.

Miller, Klaus M., Reto Hofstetter, Harley Krohmer, and Z. John Zhang (2011), "How Should
Consumers' Willingness to Pay Be Measured? An Empirical Comparison of State-of-the-
Art Approaches," Journal of Marketing Research (JMR), 48 (1), 172-84.



91

Molm, Linda D., Monica M. Whitham, and David Melamed (2012), "Forms of Exchange and
Integrative Bonds," American Sociological Review, 77 (1), 141-65.

Morgan, Robert M. and Shelby D. Hunt (1994), "The Commitment-Trust Theory of Relationship
Marketing," Journal of Marketing, 58 (3), 20-38.

Muniz Jr, Albert M. and Thomas C. O'guinn (2001), "Brand Community," Journal of Consumer
Research, 27 (4), 412-32.

Myatt, Mike (2012), "To Increase Revenue Stop Selling,” Forbes.com (accessed March 3, 2014,
2014), [available at http://www.forbes.com/sites/mikemyatt/2012/05/01/to-increase-
revenue-stop-selling/].

Nixon, H. K. (1936), "Notes on the Measurement of Consumers' Attitudes," Journal of
Marketing, 1 (1), 13-109.

Oishi, Shigehiro, Felicity F. Miao, Minkyung Koo, Jason Kisling, and Kate A. Ratliff (2012),
"Residential Mobility Breeds Familiarity-Seeking," Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 102 (1), 149-62.

Oishi, Shigehiro, Alexander J. Rothman, Mark Snyder, Jenny Su, Keri Zehm, Andrew W. Hertel,
Marti Hope Gonzales, and Gary D. Sherman (2007), "The Socioecological Model of
Procommunity Action: The Benefits of Residential Stability,” Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 93 (5), 831-44.

Oliver, Richard L. (1999), "Whence Consumer Loyalty?," Journal of Marketing, 63 (Special
Issue), 33-44.

Onofrj M, Thomas A. lacono D. D'andreamatteo G. Paci C. (2001), "Age-Related Changes of
Evoked Potentials," Neurophysiologie clinique = Clinical neurophysiology, 31 (2), 83-
103.

Paik, Anthony and Kenneth Sanchagrin (2013), "Social Isolation in America: An Artifact,”
American Sociological Review, 78 (3), 339-60.

Palmatier, Robert W. (2008), Relationship Marketing. Cambridge, MA: Marketing Science
Institute

Palmatier, Robert W., Rajiv Dant, Dant P. Grewal, and Kenneth R. Evans (2006), "Factors
Influencing the Effectiveness of Relationship Marketing: A Meta-Analysis," Journal of
Marketing, 70 (3), 136-53.

Palmatier, Robert W., Mark B. Houston, Rajiv P. Dant, and Dhruv Grewal (2013), "Relationship
Velocity: Toward a Theory of Relationship Dynamics," Journal of Marketing, 77 (1), 13-
30.


http://www.forbes.com/sites/mikemyatt/2012/05/01/to-increase-revenue-stop-selling/%5d
http://www.forbes.com/sites/mikemyatt/2012/05/01/to-increase-revenue-stop-selling/%5d

92

Palmatier, Robert W., Cheryl Burke Jarvis, Jennifer R. Bechkoff, and Frank R. Kardes (2009),
"The Role of Customer Gratitude in Relationship Marketing," Journal of Marketing, 73
(5), 1-18.

Palmatier, Robert W., Lisa K. Scheer, and J. B. Steenkamp (2007), "Customer Loyalty to
Whom? Managing the Benefits and Risks of Salesperson-Owned Loyalty,"” Journal of
Marketing Research, 44 (2), 185-99.

Pankaj aggarwal and Ann I. mcgill (2007), "Is That Car Smiling at Me? Schema Congruity as a
Basis for Evaluating Anthropomorphized Products,” Journal of Consumer Research, 34
(4), 468-79.

Penninx, Brenda W. J. H., Theo Van Tilburg, Didi M. W. Kriegsman, Dorly J. H. Deeg, A. Joan
P. Boeke, and Jacques Th. M. Van Eijk (1997), "Effects of Social Support and Personal
Coping Resources on Mortality in Older Age: The Longitudinal Aging Study
Amsterdam,” American Journal of Epidemiology, 146 (6), 510-19.

Pullig, Chris, Richardg Netemeyer, and Abhijit Biswas (2006), "Attitude Basis, Certainty, and
Challenge Alignment: A Case of Negative Brand Publicity," Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, 34 (4), 528-42.

Putnam, Robert D. (2000), Bowling Alone : The Collapse and Revival of American Community.
New York: Simon & Schuster.

(1995), "Bowling Alone: America's Declining Social Capital,” Current, 95 (373).

Reichheld, Fredrick F. (2003), "The One Number You Need," Harvard Business Review, 81
(12), 46-54.

Richins, Marsha L. (2004), "The Material Values Scale: Measurement Properties and
Development of a Short Form,” Journal of Consumer Research, 31 (1), 209-19.

Ross, Lee, Mark R. Lepper, and Michael Hubbard (1975), "Perseverance in Self-Perception and
Social Perception: Biased Attributional Processes in the Debriefing Paradigm," Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 32 (5), 880-92.

Rosseel, Yves (2012), "Lavaan: An R Package for Structural Equation Modeling,"” Journal of
Statistical Software, 48 (2), 1-36.

Roy, Rishin, Pradeep K. Chintagunta, and Sudeep Haldar (1996), "A Framework for
Investigating Habits, "the Hand of the Past," and Heterogeneity in Dynamic Brand
Choice," Marketing Science, 15 (3), 280-99.

Rucker, Derek D. and Adam D. Galinsky (2008), "Desire to Acquire: Powerlessness and
Compensatory Consumption,” Journal of Consumer Research, 35 (2), 257-67.



93

Rucker, Derek D., Adam D. Galinsky, and David Dubois (2012), "Power and Consumer
Behavior: How Power Shapes Who and What Consumers Value,” Journal of Consumer
Psychology, 22 (3), 352-68.

Sampson, Robert J. (1991), "Linking the Micro- and Macrolevel Dimensions of Community
Social Organization," Social Forces, 70 (1).

(1988), "Local Friendship Ties and Community Attachment in Mass Society: A
Multilevel Systemic Model," American Sociological Review, 53 (5), 766-79.

Sampson, Robert J., Jeffrey D. Morenoff, and Thomas Gannon-Rowley (2002), "Assessing
"Neighborhood Effects": Social Processes and New Directions in Research,” Annual
Review of Sociology, 28, 443-78.

Sampson, Robert J., Stephen W. Raudenbush, and Felton Earls (1997), "Neighborhoods and
Violent Crime: A Multilevel Study of Collective Efficacy,” Science, 277 (5328), 918-24.

Schau, Hope Jensen, Mary C. Gilly, and Mary Wolfinbarger (2009), "Consumer ldentity
Renaissance: The Resurgence of Identity-Inspired Consumption in Retirement," Journal
of Consumer Research, 36 (2), 255-76.

Singelis, Theodore M. (1994), "The Measurement of Independent and Interdependent Self-
Construals," Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 20 (5), 580-91.

Sirdeshmukh, Deepak, Jagdip Singh, and Barry Sabol (2002), "Consumer Trust, Value, and
Loyalty in Relational Exchanges," Journal of Marketing, 66 (1), 15-37.

Spieler Dh, Mayr U. Lagrone S. (2006), "Outsourcing Cognitive Control to the Environment:
Adult Age Differences in the Use of Task Cues,” Psychonomic Bulletin and Review, 13
(5), 787-93.

Spiller, Stephen A., Gavan J. Fitzsimons, John G. Lynch, and Gary H. Mcclelland (2013),
"Spotlights,Floodlights,Andthe Magic Number Zero: Simple Effects Tests in Moderated
Regression," J. Mark. Res. Journal of Marketing Research, 50 (2), 277-88.

Swaminathan, Vanitha (2003), "The Impact of Recommendation Agents on Consumer
Evaluation and Choice: The Moderating Role of Category Risk, Product Complexity, and
Consumer Knowledge," Journal of Consumer Psychology 13 (1/2), 93.

Thomas, Tandy Chalmers, Linda L. Price, and Hope Jensen Schau (2013), "When Differences
Unite: Resource Dependence in Heterogeneous Consumption Communities,” Journal of
Consumer Research, 39 (5), 1010-33.

Thompson, Craig J. and Zeynep Arsel (2004), "The Starbucks Brandscape and Consumers'
(Anticorporate) Experiences of Glocalization,” Journal of Consumer Research, 31 (3),
631-42.



94

Vandello, Joseph A. and Dov Cohen (1999), "Patterns of Individualism and Collectivism across
the United States," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77 (2), 279-92.

Verhaeghen, Paul, Anneloes Vandenbroucke, and Vicky Dierckx (1998), "Growing Slower and
Less Accurate: Adult Age Differences,” Experimental aging research, 24 (1), 3.

Wang, Cheng Lu, Terry Bristol, John C. Mowen, and Goutam Chakraborty (2000), "Alternative
Modes of Self-Construal: Dimensions of Connectedness-Separateness and Advertising
Appeals to the Cultural and Gender-Specific Self," Journal of Consumer Psychology, 9
(2), 107-15.

Wang, Jing and Bobby j. Calder (2006), "Media Transportation and Advertising," Journal of
Consumer Research, 33 (2), 151-62.

Watson, David, Lee Anna Clark, and Auke Tellegen (1988), "Development and Validation of
Brief Measures of Positive and Negative Affect: The Panas Scales,"” Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 54 (6), 1063-70.

Wentzel, Daniel (2009), "The Effect of Employee Behavior on Brand Personality Impressions
and Brand Attitudes,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 37 (3), 359-74.

Yancey, William L. and Eugene P. Ericksen (1979), "The Antecedents of Community: The
Economic and Institutional Structure of Urban Neighborhoods," American Sociological
Review, 44 (2), 253-62.

Yim, Chi Kin, David K. Tse, and Kimmy Wa Chan (2008), "Strengthening Customer Loyalty
through Intimacy and Passion: Roles of Customer—Firm Affection and Customer—Staff
Relationships in Services," Journal of Marketing Research (JMR), 45 (6), 741-56.

Yoon, Carolyn (1997), "Age Differences in Consumers' Processing Strategies: An Investigation
of Moderating Influences," Journal of Consumer Research, 24 (3), 329-42.

Yoon, Carolyn, Angela h. Gutchess, Fred Feinberg, and Thad a. Polk (2006), "A Functional
Magnetic Resonance Imaging Study of Neural Dissociations between Brand and Person
Judgments," Journal of Consumer Research, 33 (1), 31-40.

Zhang, Yinlong and L. J. Shrum (2009), "The Influence of Self-Construal on Impulsive
Consumption,” Journal of Consumer Research, 35 (5), 838-50.

Zucker, Lynne G. (1986), "Production of Trust: Institutional Sources of Economic Structure,
1840-1920," Research in Organizational Behavior, 8.



95

TABLE 1
REPRESENTATIVE RESEARCH ON INTERPERSONAL TRUST

Primary Constructs

Authors Year ] Target Context Method Key Findings
Examined
For most trusted partners, trust and commitment were both higher in situations of high quality
Trust, commitment, . Fictitious . uncertainty. For least trusted partners, buyers were considered least trustworthy when quality was
Kollock 1994 b . . Individual Experiment . ty p . y . Y q ty
uncertainty, reputation exchange uncertain, whereas sellers were considered most trustworthy when quality was uncertain. Thus
sellers, even least trusted sellers, are trusted more when uncertainty is high.
Trust, commitment, . . . . .
o ' Selling B2B: Tire Trust and commitment serve as to mediate effect of relational antecedents on performance outcomes
Morgan and Hunt 1994 communication, benefits, . Survey , ) . .
. . company retailers (e.g, cooperation). Trust has a direct effect on outcomes and an indirect effect through commitment.
cooperation, uncertainty
Supplier trust, salesperson  Individual B2B: Industrial Trust of an individual was significantly associated with trust of a selling company, and vice versa.
. . : Industria - . . . . .
Doney and Cannon 1997 trust, choice, future and selling manufacturers Survey After controlling for experience, trust had no remaining effect on anticipated future interaction,
u
anticipated interaction company though selected sellers were trusted much more than unselected sellers.
Trust, commitment, . ; . - . . . .
. : . Selling B2C: Theater For occassional customers, satisfaction is a mediator of effect of attitudes on future intentions,
Garbarino and Johnson 1999 satisfaction, future Survey . . .
intentions company company whereas for consistent customers, trust and commitment mediate.
in
De Wulf, Odekerken- Trust, commitment, Sellin B2C: Food Perceptions of relationship investments increase relationship quality (trust, commitment, and
Schroder, and 2001 relationship investments, com af a ar;el reta’il Survey satisfaction), which enhances behavioral loyalty . Interpersonal communication has the strongest
lacobucci loyalty bany pparel association with perceived relationship investment.
Individual B2C: Retail
Sirdeshmukh, Singh, Competence, benevolence, n 1v1du-a S C: Retai In a retail context, value mediates effect of trust on loyalty, whereas in an airline context, value
2002 and selling apparel and Survey . . . . .
and Sabol trust, value, loyalty e partially mediated the effect of trust in management policies and practices on loyalty.
company airlines
Trust, commitment, . B2B: Across o Trust (distrust) at the dyadic level spreads to (lack of) commitment between firms, which works
Narayandas and Selling Qualitative . . o .
Rangan 2004 performance, power company several field study over time to balance (deteriorate) initial contract terms and subsequent performance and improve
asymmetry industries (worsen) initial power assymetries and performance.

Trust, expertise,
2006 cooperation, expectations
of continuity
Agency, intraentity trust,
and interorganizational

Palmatier, Dant,
Grewal, and Evans

Fang, Palmatier,

2008
Scheer, and Li trust, coordination,
responsiveness
System, generalized, and
Grayson, Johnson, and y g
2008 narrow-scope trust,

Chen . .
satisfaction, performance

Individual or
organization

Individual
and selling
company

Selling
company

111 academic .
. Meta-analysis
studies
B2B:
International Survey
joint ventures

B2C: Financial

. Survey
services

Expertise and communication are most effective at building customer trust. Objective financial
performance is driven most by relationship quality (composite measure of relationship strength).
Trust has largest effect on expectations of continuity and cooperation.

Collaborating firms interorganizational trust enhances coentity investment. Interorganizational trust
enhances the positive effect of intraentity trust on coordination and its negative effect on
responsiveness.

Effect of overall trust of an industry (system trust) on satisfaction and performance is mediated by
trust in individual sellers (narrow-scope trust), suggesting that system helps build trust at a local-
level, which ultimately drives performance outcomes.

Note: outcome variables emphasized in italics.
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TABLE 2
REPRESENTATIVE RESEARCH ON BRAND TRUST
Authors Year Primary C({nstructs Target Context Method Key Findings
Examined
. Brand valence (trust), Under conditions of low importance, brand trust results in positive brand attitudes that led
Maheswaran, Mackie, . B2C: Tele- . . . .
. 1992 involvement, product Company brand o Experiment  to favorable product evaluations. Under high importance, brand trust only influenced
and Chaiken ’ communications . .
evaluations product evaluations when brand attributes were relevant.
Leuthesser, Kohli, and Brand attributes, global brand B2C: Home Overall brand impression bla.se§ ratl.ng.s ofmde.pendent brand_ characterls.tlc.s, m.aklng the
. 1995 Product brand Survey assessment of such characteristics difficult. This halo effect bias may be indicative of
Harich assessment, halo effect cleansers o .
individual-level brand equity.
Chaudhury and Brand trust, brand affect, B2C: multiple Brand trust and brand affect influence behavioral and attitudinal loyalty. Behavioral loyalty
2001 brand loyalty, market share, Product brand . Survey .. o 1s
Holbrook . categories results in increased market share, whereas attitudinal loyalty enhances willingness to pay.
wilingess to pay
Dillon, Madden, Brand-specific associations, . Bran.d.assoc.lauons can be decoupled mto. ratings of global brand cl.laractu.erlstlcs and
. . . . B2C: multiple specific attribute performance. Global ratings account for more variance in responses from
Kirmani, and 2001  general brand impressions, Product brand . Survey . . . ,
. . categories low experience customers. Product extensions and brand equity depend on customer's
Mukherjee brand equity o .
abilities to make attribute-level assessments.
Erdem. Swait. and Price, credibility, quality, B2C: Electronics, Survey Brands serve to signal quality, reduce risk, increase price expectations, and reduce
Valenz’uela ! 2006 information costs, risk, Product brand food information search costs, all of which, except price, increase purchase intentions . These
purchase intentions relationships are enhanced when customers are uncertainty avoidant.
Brand . ice fail B2C: Food Service failures differentially impact subsequent evaluations of firms with high (vs. low)
Roehm and Brady 2007 ran e,qulty’ Serw,ce a l,lre' Company brand i _00 Experiment brand equity (familiarity). Severe failures result in reduced delayed (vs. immediate) ratings
evaluation delay, distraction service . . R . R . .
for high equity (vs. low equity) brands. Distraction works to reduce negative evaluations.
Fischer, Vélckner, and Brand .relev.ance in Ca.tegory Company and  B2C: multiple Rl.sk'refiuctlon and social signaling ar(.e positively associated V\./l.th the relevance of. a brand
2010 (BRiC), risk reduction, . Survey within its category. Overall brand equity and ad spend are positively correlated with
Sattler . product brands categories 2
symbolism relevance within category.
Park, Maclnnis, Brand attachment, attitude ) Individual brand attachment (self connection and prominence) motivates purchases, even
. . . Company and . Experiment; . . L
Priester, Eisingerich, 2010 strength, purchase, share of B2C: Retail when purchases are difficult, and increases purchase share. This is separate from the
. product brands survey o .
and lacobucci wallet positive effects of brand attitude.
Yannopoulou, Brand crisis, media B2C: Packaged o Negatl.ve effect.? of produ.ct recall on brand trust were amplified by m(.edla dissemination of
. . 2011 e . Product brand Qualitative recall information; negative effects were more severe for those who did not use rather than
Koronis, and Elliott amplification, brand trust food
those who used the affected product.
Herbst, Finkel, Allan, Trust, disclaimer speed, . . Trust reduces the negative impact of mess.age .cues (disclaimer speed). such.that for
2012 Productbrand B2C: Electronics Experiment  untrusted and unknown brands, speedy disclaimers reduce purchase intentions, whereas

and Fitzsimons

purchase intention

for trusted brands, speedy disclaimer have no adverse effect on purchase intention.

Note: outcome variables emphasized in italics .
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TABLE 3
CONSTRUCTS, DEFINITIONS, AND REFERENCES
Construct Study  Definition Sample measure Reference
Interpersonal 1,2,3,4 Anassessment of reliability and integrity "This person is very Fangetal. 2008; Yim et al.
trust in a firm's employee, agent, or other trustworthy." 2008
representative.
Brand trust 1,2,3,4 Anassessment of reliability and integrity "This brand is very Chaudhuri and Holbrook
in a firm's brand or brands. trustworthy." 2001; Yim et al. 2008
Commitment 3 Desire to maintain a valued relationship. "I am committed to this Palmatier et al. 2006
seller."”
Age 1 The biological maturation of consumers. Age inyears. Cazjaetal. 2001; Schau et
al. 2009
Interdependence 2 Construal of the self as a part of rather "It is important for me to Markus and Kitayama
than separate from close others and in- maintain harmony within 1991; Singelis 1994;
groups. my group.” Vandello and Cohen 1999
Community 3 Importance “placed on developing and "I am very concerned Burroughs and Rindfleisch
values maintaining relational ties with one's about the welfare of my 2002, p. 357
local geographic community.” community.”
Residential 4 Perceived stability of residents in a local Proportion of residents Oishi et al. 2007; Sampson
stability geographic area. who do not move year- 1988; Sampson et al. 2002
over-year.
Willingnesstopay 1,2,3 Maximum amount of money a customer "How much (%) more or Palmatier et al. 2006;
will exchange for value provided. less are you willing to Rucker and Galinsky 2008
pay for a product from
this firm?"
Word of mouth 3,4 Likelihood of consumers to recommend "I am likely to Berger and Schwartz 2011
and speak favorably about a seller. recommend this firm."
Loyalty 3,4  the “favorable correspondence between "I would consider this Dick and Basu 1994, p. 102

attitudes and behaviors” stemming from
an underlying motivation to maintain a
relationship with one entity over another.

firm before any
competing firm."
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Table 4

Summary Statistics from Study 1
Construct M SD AVE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Generalized trust 558 186 — —
2.  Product visibility 6.29 256 .93 .02 .90
3. Product complexity 582 2.07 .86 .05 .27 .80
4. Servicelevel 411 348 — .07 -52 -02 —
5. Relationship duration 644 271 — .07 .25 .03 -30 —
6. Brand configuration 1.46 S50 — -01 -08 .02 .00 -20 —
7. Interpersonal trust 578 2.07 .92 17 -24 -01 .33 -10 .05 .95
8. Brand trust 6.85 1.65 .87 .09 .24 .02 -19 .34 -20 .18 .95
9. Consumer age 35.74 10.60 — .01 -06 .04 .04 .13 .01 .04 .03 —
10. Willingness to pay 416 11.63 — .05 -07 .00 .09 .07 -04 .18 .16 .05 —

Note: Chronbach's alpha presented in diagonal; off-diagonal indicates Pearson correlation coefficients. Bolded coefficients are
significant at p <.05.
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TABLE 5
STUDY 1: MODERATING EFFECTS OF AGE

Performance outcome:

Willingness to pay
95% HPDI

Fixed effects B (S.E) Lower Upper

Intercept 4.33 **  (.54) 295 5.77
Controls

Generalized trust 27 (-30) -.29 .88

Visibility -.29 (.26) -.81 .24

Complexity .02 (-27) -53 .54

Service level .16 (-19) -.24 .54

Duration .26 (-22) -17 71

Brand configuration -.28 (1.10) -2.54 184
Primary predictors

Interpersonal trust .83 **  (.30) 23 1.43

Brand trust .82 * (.36) .09 154

Age .04 (.05) -.06 13

Age x interpersonal trust .05 * (-02) .00 .10

Age x brand trust -06 * (.03) -12 -01

Interpersonal x brand trust -31* (-16) -63 -01
Random effects

Offering category .39 (-00)

Model Characteristics
-2 Log Likelihood 1,755
AIC 3,541
BIC 3,602
REML deviance 3,511

Notes: *p<.05; **p<.01; sample includes 455 consumers across 8
categories; willingness to pay measured one-week after all
predictors.
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Table 6

Summary Statistics from Study 2
Construct M SD AVE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Age 3292 10.87 — —
2. Gender 1.44 .50 — 13 —
3. Income 4.96 2.87 — .15 .05 —
4. Residential stability — 2.72 3.22 — .08 .14 -.06 —
5. Material success 3.37 1.30 .68 -25 -.04 .01 -.04 .85
6. Material centrality 3.76 1.11 44 -20 .06 .07 .03 .69 .73
7. Material happiness 4.19 1.20 .58 -28 .02 -10  -.03 .60 .58 .81
8. Community values 4.25 1.13 .52 .15 .19 .02 -00 -11 -19 -20 91
9. Interdependence 4.63 .80 .61 .02 .08 -03  -.04 .02 -.09 -.05 .36 .80
10. Interpersonal trust 5.81 1.81 .72 .09 17 .10 .00 .20 A2 .08 18 .26 .95
11. Brand trust 5.96 2.20 .80 .13 .20 .05 11 .26 17 13 13 21 .81 .96
12. Willingness to pay 1.65 2232 — .07 14 .03 .03 27 .20 14 13 .19 .55 .58 —

Note: Chronbach's alpha presented in diagonal; off-diagonal indicates Pearson correlation coefficients. Bolded coefficients are significant at p<.05.
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TABLE 7
STUDY 2: MODERATING EFFECTS OF
INTERDEPENDENCE
Performance outcome:
Willingness to pay
95% CI

Fixed effects B (SE) Lower Upper

Intercept -41.64 * (20.44) -81.88 -1.40
Controls

Age .06 (.11) -15 .26

Gender .18 (2.20) -416  4.52

Income .00 * (.00) .00 .00

Residential stability -.03 (:33) -.68 .61

Material success 2221 (1.23) -19  4.63

Material centrality 1.65 (1.38) -1.07 4.37

Material happiness -.86 (1.20) -3.21 1.49

Community values .69 (1.02) -1.32 2.70
Primary predictors

Interdependence -4.99 (4.38) -13.60 3.63

Interpersonal trust -17.44 *  (7.86) -3291 -1.97

Brand trust 25.29 ** (6.67) 12.15 38.43

Interdependence x int. trust 4,92 ** (1.65) 1.67 817

Interdependence x brand trust -3.93 ** (1.44) -6.77  -1.10

Interpersonal x brand trust -58 * (-24) -1.06 -.10

Model Characteristic

R 3g**

Notes: Tp<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01; sample includes 300 consumers

considering an Apple iPad.
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Table 8
STUDY 3: MODERATED MEDIATION
Indirect Standard 95% Confidence intervals

Performance outcomes

effect error Lower Upper
Willingness to pay
High community values
Commitment 3.08 1.69 46 7.31
Inolvement 1.06 .81 -.04 3.42
Fluency -.25 .76 -2.11 1.06
Anthropomorphism 48 77 -47 2.83
Low community values
Commitment -3.19 1.46 -6.88 -.99
Inolvement 14 .94 -1.93 1.92
Fluency -73 .78 -2.77 44
Anthropomorphism -91 .78 -3.28 .05
Word of mouth
High community values
Commitment .84 40 .06 1.64
Inolvement .05 .05 -01 21
Fluency -.03 .08 -.25 .09
Anthropomorphism .02 .04 -.03 19
Low community values
Commitment -.82 32 -1.48 -.23
Inolvement -01 .05 -14 .07
Fluency -.05 .08 -25 .08
Anthropomorphism -.03 .05 -.20 .04
Loyalty
High community values
Commitment .80 40 .04 1.60
Inolvement .04 .06 -.02 24
Fluency -01 .04 -15 .03
Anthropomorphism .02 .05 -.03 20
Low community values
Commitment -78 31 -1.40 -17
Inolvement -01 .05 -14 .07
Fluency -.02 .04 -17 .03
Anthropomorphism -.03 .06 -22 .04

Notes: Indirect effects computed using Hayes (2013) macro; 10,000 bootstrapped
samples; interpersonal trust coded as 1, brand trust coded as 0.
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Table 9

Summary Statistics from Study 4
Construct M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Total population (000's) 695.54 1,223.48
2. Population density (000's) 1.89 .01 .15
3. Per capita income (000's) 26.41 7.02 .07 .29
4. Per capita retail (000's) 13.03 397 .05 .03 .52
5. Number of households (000's)  336.89 561.53 .99 .20 .09 .06
6. Age 46.18 16.54 -07 -06 -03 .01 -07
7. Familiarity 2.72 1.18 -00 .02 .01 .02 .00 .14
8. Current usage 1.94 1.39 -02 .01 .00 .00 .00 -03 .44
9. Number of companies rated 1.58 .75 -02 -01 .00 .01 -02 .02 .01 .00
10.  Population stability 14.21 630 .01 -17 -22 -15 .00 .03 -02 .03 .01
11. Word of mouth .15 140 .02 .00 .00 .00 .01 -05 .21 .47 .00 .02
12.  Loyalty 4.29 173 -00 .02 .00 .00 .00 .00 .34 .55 .02 .00 .54
13.  Trustsource 1.50 .50 -02 -01 .00 .00 -.02 .00 .00 -08 .01 .00 -.06 .01

Note: Off-diagonal indicates Pearson correlation coefficients. Bolded coefficients are significant at p <.05.
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STUDY 4: MODERATING EFFECTS OF RESIDENTIAL STABILITY
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Fixed effects
Intercept
County-level controls
Total population
Population density
Per capita income
Per capita retail
Number of households
Consumer-level controls
Age
Familiarity
Current usage
Number of companies rated
Primary predictors
Population stability
Trust source
(interpersonal=1; brand=0)
Stability x trust

Random effects
County

Model Characteristics
-2 Log Likelihood
AIC
BIC
REML deviance

Model 1: Loyalty

Model 2: Word of mouth

.05

.38 1
.03
.01
-.02
-37 1

-.06 **
.07 **
.58 **
.00

-.06 *

-.07 **
.04 *

.02

7,105
14,240
14,340
14,210

(S.E)
(.04)

(.21)
(.02)
(.01)
(.01)
(.21)

(.01)
(.02)
(.01)
(.01)

(.03)

(.02)
(.02)

(.11)

95% HPDI
Lower Upper
-.02 A2
.03 .68
.00 .05
-.01 .04
-.05 .00
-.66 -.01
-.08 -.04
.04 A1
.55 .60
-.02 .02
-13 -01
-11 -.03
.01 .09

B
.06

.30
.01
-.02
.00
-27

-03 *
.01
46 **
.00

-07 *

-.05 *
.05 *

.02

7,750
15,529
15,630
15,499

(S.E)
(.04)

(.25)
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
(.25)

(.01)
(.02)
(.01)
(.01)

(.04)

(.02)
(.02)

(11)

95% HPDI
Lower  Upper
-.01 .15
-.06 .68
-.02 .04
-.04 .02
-.03 .02
-.65 .09
-.06 -01
-.03 .05
43 .48
-.02 .03
-14 -01
-.09 .00
.01 .10

Notes: Sample includes 5,950 consumers across 1,217 counties; all continuous variables were converted to z-

scores prior to estimation; tp <.10; *p <.05; **p <.01, two-tailed; HPDI refers to highest probability density

intervals; stability x trust interaction remains significant with only current usage as control on loyalty (f=.04,
p <.05) and word-of-mouth ($=.05, p<.05).
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Figure 1

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK: MODERATING EFFECTS OF SOCIAL INTEGRATION ON

INTERPERSONAL AND BRAND TRUST
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Figure 2
STUDY 1: EFFECTS OF INTERPERSONAL AND BRAND TRUST ON WILLINGNESS TO PAY FOR
OLDER AND YOUNGER CONSUMERS

Willingness Willingness
to pay to pay
20% 1 20% ~
15% - 15% -
10% - 10% -
5% - = 5%
% Jounger consumex:_st_)_ ._2_5__ _____ %
0% 0%
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 2
Older consumers b=.11
-5% - -5% -
Level of interpersonal trust Level of brand trust

Notes: **p<.01; effects calculated at mean of all other variables from Study 1 model 2. For example, the effects of
interpersonal trust on willingness-to-pay are at mean brand trust. “Older” (46.33 years) refers to one standard
deviation (10.60) above the mean (35.73), whereas “younger” (25.13) refers to one standard deviation below the
mean.
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Figure 3
STUDY 2: EFFECTS OF INTERPERSONAL AND BRAND TRUST ON WILLINGNESS TO PAY FOR
CONSUMERS WITH HIGH AND LOW INTERDEPENDENCE

Willingness Willingness

to pay to pay
30 4 30 -
20 20
10 10 -

0 0
-10 -10 4
-20 -20
-30 -30
-40 -40

Level of interpersonal trust Level of brand trust

Notes: **p<.01; effects calculated at mean of all other variables from Study 2. For example, the effects of
interpersonal trust on willingness-to-pay are at mean brand trust. “High Int.” (M=5.43) refers to one standard
deviation (0.80) above the mean (4.63) level of interdependence, whereas “Low Int.” (M=3.83) refers to one standard
deviation below the mean.
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Figure 4
STUDY 3: MODERATED EFFECTS OF BRAND AND INTERPERSONAL TRUST ON PERFORMANCE

Willingness to pay (%)
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Notes: First symbols (*/**) indicate significantly different within high and low community values conditions at

(p<.05/p<.01).
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Figure 5
STUDY 4: RESIDENTIAL STABILITY ACROSS THE CONTIGUOUS UNITED STATES

Notes: Data are quintiled population stability scores computed as number of non-migrants divided by sum of inward and
outward migrants for each county based on IRS (2010) data. Darker shades indicate greater stability. White indicates data
are missing.
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Figure 6
STUDY 4: EFFECTS OF INTERPERSONAL AND BRAND TRUST ON PERFORMANCE WHEN
RESIDENTIAL STABILITY IS HIGH VS. LOW

Loyalty Word of mouth
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Notes: **p<.01; all variables z-scored; low is 2 standard deviations below mean residential stability; high is 2
standard deviations above mean.
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Appendix A
STUDY 2: APPLE ADVERTISEMENT
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Appendix B
STUDY 3: TRUST SOURCE MANIPULATIONS

Brand trust Interpersonal trust

A brand you can trust. People you can trust.




