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Abstract

This paper focuses on how to increase trust andriment in networks. We present two empirical stgdi
that highlight various mechanisms by which trusl @emmitment develop. The first study is a qualitat
action research inquiry examining commitment buaidin selected health and social care development
networks. The second study is a survey that focamethe antecedents of trust-commitment relatignhi
collaborative online communities. We use these tstodies to seek new perspectives on trust and
commitment in networks. The mixed methods appraoackasoned, as the qualitative study provideglnsi
into the underlying constructs related to trust aachmitment in networks and the quantitative stfudyher
enables to establish and test hypotheses in a leogéext.

Introduction

Wellman (1997) argues that an electronic grouph @gan online community, is virtually a socialwatk.
Motivation to participate in such networks is tle¢ of reasons that determines one to engage imtiaiar
behavior. The term is generally used for human vatitin but it can be used to describe the causes fo
organizational behavior as well. According to vasdheories, such as the Theory of Reasoned Afjzen

and Fishbein, 1980; Sheppard et al. 1998), Motwaiti Model (Davis et al. 1989) and Perceived Babravi
Control (Ajzen 1991; Taylor and Todd 1995), motivat may be rooted in the basic need to minimize
physical pain and maximize pleasure, or it mayudel specific needs such as eating and restingdesised
object, hobby, goal, state of being, ideal, or #ynie attributed to less-apparent reasons suchrasma or
morality.

Trust and commitment in a network setting have stedied quite extensively. However, these anallises
mainly used either quantitative or qualitative noetblogy. This study contributes to the researclrast and
commitment by combining understanding from two sadvith differing methodologies: a qualitativeiant
research and a quantitative survey research. Tas fis not in comparing the results of the two issIGs
such, but in combining the different understandioguired through them. The sequential combinatidwo
diverse empirical approaches is suggested by pesgenof mixed-methods research (e.g. Houtz 1995;
Tashakkori and Teddlie 2003). It arises from theoept of research triangulation and emerges froringi
different types of data; the results from one mdtban help develop, enrich or strengthen the esilthe
other method (Greene et al. 1989).

Action research as data collection method bringseaechers to the source of understanding the social
practices and processes in organizations and niedw@his method allows researchers to investigage t
dynamics of trust and commitment in social netwddvelopment. The quantitative analyses embodies
confirmatory factor analysis and structural equatimodeling, which aim at testing hypotheses coriogrtine
relationships between motives to engage in netwotivity, and trust and commitment as the antecsden
coping with networks. The former helps us to unierd the dynamics and evolution of trust and comentt
through time, and the latter models the anteced#ntast and commitment at a single point in time.
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The paper is structured as follows. First, we discthe essential aspects of trust and commitmettiein
context of networks. Then, we present our two eicgirstudies that investigate these aspects irerdifit

social network settings. One study employs qualigatesearch approach and the other study is baisex
quantitative survey. Finally, we discuss the resaitd their implications.

Trust and commitment in networks

Prior literature identifies two essential aspedta@work participation: trust in partners and coitnment to
mutual interest/objectives (Naude & Buttle, 2002).

Trust

Trust is an implicit set of beliefs that the otlparty will refrain from opportunistic behavior andll not take
advantage of the situation (Moorman et al 1992e6&002). Researchers have looked at trust frofardift
perspectives. These include the functional andungtntal value of trust (Lewis & Weigert 1985), romic
and social trust (Miettinen et al 2006), sociolagiand psychological foundations of trust (McEwdy al
2003), interpersonal and inter-organizational tii@ulati 1995; Laaksonen et al 2008), initial aneleed
trust, and contractual, competence or goodwill Bdsest (Laaksonen et al 2008). Commitment is eeldd
trust, and together they enable cooperation betweganizations (Hunt & Morgan 1994b).

Understanding of trust and its role in organizatiosetting has been fragmented (McEvily et al 2008}
some general characteristics of trust can be iestand implemented to inter-organizational coafen.
First, trust is a shared belief that actors in daie relationship have similar and compatible riests
(Laaksonen et al 2008). Second, trusting actorsengakonscious decision to depend on each othed(Zan
1972; Inkpen & Curral 2004), and third, actors @at@®rtain amount of uncertainty since the actarsreever
fully know each other or predict actions (Laaksoeeal 2008). Fourth, trusting actors are vulnexdablother
actors behavior and dependent on others goodvilallly, trust can be defined as a social mecharitsah
reduces transactions costs in relationships (Ringaf Den Ven 1992), and in a wider perspectiveaas
mechanism for reduction of social complexity (Lumm&000).

In the literature on trust, acceptance of uncetyasmoften defined as adventurism or willingnessake risk
(e.g. Koeszegi 2004). Therefore, risk and trust dosely related concepts, and several researdiaars
studied their interrelationships (Inkpen & Curr&02; Mayer et al 1995). Trusting actors are awdrthis
risk, and some level of risk has to be always takeengage in social action. However, not everghraed to
be risked, and similarly, trust is not always i in risk-taking behavior. (Mayer et al 1995) Tdraounts
of trust and risk vary according to the task amgagion at hand, and on the other person or agemd 1972).

In an environment where there is lack of trust,dbtors avoid things that would expose them torsthaus
also commitment is hindered. Zand (1972) has destithe ways lack of trust appears in cooperaton.
actor who does not trust another actor concealsd@stdrts relevant information from the actor anids
stating and disguising facts, ideas, and conclgsiéor example, trust is important in virtual conmitigs
where the absence of workable rules makes a reliandhe socially acceptable behavior of othees tiust,
essential for the continuity of the community (Butk Cantrell 1994). The information passed is liw
accuracy, comprehensiveness, and timeliness. Hiiadeof not being trusted leads to rejecting iafine of
others and simultaneously, to an attempt to cordtbers. Lack of trust appears as suspiciousnegs an
introversion and increases the likelihood of misnsthndings and misinterpretation. This is esplgcial
noteworthy in the case of virtual communities beeawesearch has shown that people in traditional
communities work better with others they trust, levlaictively avoiding contact with those they do tmost.

Relying on trust as a binding mechanism in a retetip has some direct benefits (Gulati 1995).tFits
enables actors in a partnership to adapt togethelndnging environments. Second, it saves moneHod

in searching for new partners. Third, it enablgem@cto achieve openness and competitiveness (Midllet

al 2004). Finally, it protects actors from negatieffects of mistrust (Zand 1972). These negativeces
appear as increased social uncertainty throughnaéstandings, misinterpretations, concealed irdion,

and renunciation of common goals and values. Msstalso has a negative effect on commitment. In a
situation where there is lack of trust or low ialttrust between two particular actors, a commar tharty
can act as a mediator and enable the two actareate trust between them.
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Commitment

Trust and commitment can be seen as mediatingr&fdo cooperation in networks. Usually, commitment
seen to follow trust. Hence, as trust increasedogs the willingness to take risk and commit tibaboration
increases. (Inkpen & Currall 2004) Commitment can defined as individual's willingness to accept
organizations, or networks, goals and values, aitithgness to cooperate with others to accomplisbse
goals. As trust, also commitment grows over timeBr et al 1987; Hunt & Morgan 1994a).

Commitment can be cognitive or affective. Cognitbaenmitment is caused by a utilitarian motive, neéfig
to an individual’'s concern with the cost and besedif the product or service and interest in thecfional
performance of the product. Affective involvemesitcaused by a value-expressive motive, referringnto
individual's interest in enhancing self-esteem @lf-sonception, and in projecting his/her desiretf-enage
to the outside world through the use of the producervice (Park & Young 1983).

As trust and commitment mediate cooperation, theeefactors that either prohibit or enable the tivasand
success of trust and commitment. The use of poagiblen noted to prohibit actors from developinguiadu
commitment (Inkpen & Currall 2004), and opportuiciftehavior to decrease both trust and commitnigre.
cost of terminating a relationship increases wglliass to create commitment and trust between ae®do
potential relationship benefits increase trust emmmitment. Shared values increase the likelinéssiacess

in creation of trust and commitment. Communicai®@an enabler of both trust and commitment. (Huntt a
Morgan 1994b) On the other hand, communication een seen as the direct benefit of commitment
(MckEvily et al 2003).

Study 1: Trust and commitment evolve dynamically inhealth care sector’s social networks

In this study the concepts of initial and evolvedst (Laaksonen et al 2008; Inkpen & Curral (2084
adopted to capture the dynamics of trust and tfectedf selected managerial actions in the levelrast.
Trust is seen as something that evolves over tietevden actors (Inkpen & Currall 2004; McEvily et al
2003), either increases or decreases the likelildatbmmitment in joint activities (Hakansson & 8o&a
1995), has an affect on the effectiveness of iatgaenizational service development, and is a meshathat
reduces social complexity in inter-organizatioreavge development (Luhmann 2000).

Methodology

This study has been conducted as action researic Wwhs provided the researcher with an insight the
practices of a networking process in a health awibkcare network. Action research is considengrhchic,
cyclical, suffused with certain amount of uncertgirand a process of development with limited daorat
(Lewin 1948 in Drummond & Themessl-Huber 2007). é&shers conduct the research in participation with
the network that is being changed. The outcome atibra research is change, which entails revealing
subconscious ways of action, social structures teaditions, and power relations. (McNiff 1995; Manmt
1999; Brydon-Miller et al 2003) Theory is the grdgrfor practical choices in action research (Gunsmes
1991). Based on acquired paradigms and pre-undedistathe action researcher adopts the role ofaagdn
agent and facilitates the change within the sydigmespecting its culture and practices. (Brydoiiévliet al
2003)

Through action research the researchers adoptedlgeeof network coordinators and managers. Resees
held workshops where they took the roles of a managd a network specialist. By adopting thesesrdtee
researchers were able to use themselves as “gpiggafor network management. By experiencing the
challenges of a networking process the researdrerailtimately able to define events that are Vikiel
decrease or reset evolved trust back to the lefahibal trust and to develop network management
mechanisms for creating, maintaining, and increpsirolved trust.

Analysis and results
The network under study consists of elderly hormre ¢dC) and disabled care (DC) units. The initialaion
before the project started was that the partiaigatinits had been functionally separated for same.tThis

resulted in low initial trust between the organi@as and enhanced the role of action researchetiseat
beginning of the networking process. At the begignof the action research intervention, the sotiés
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between the employees from different units and dioation between the units were highly dysfunctiona
Initial trust between these two organizations veas, Inevertheless existing. The low level of truastne forth
in lack of communication, seemingly different goatscustomer care, and insufficient informationwflo
between the actors.

The main arena for collaboration was workshops Wexe held monthly. The role of the workshops was t
open communication and provide an arena for legrabbout each other, with the expectation thatwhusld
create trust and commitment between the parties. gractical goal of the networking was to find new,
effective ways for joint service production to maitaustomers.

The HC unit was the initiator of the developmentwaek. The role of researchers was to act as aatiadi
third party, including encouragement and mentapstipas well as practical assistance in presertiagdea
of network process. The initiative to start thewwking process was successful and the first nddwor
workshop was held shortly after the mutual agreeroestarting the process.

The findings show that trust and commitment witthie network and towards the action researchers came
forth in various ways and their level varied condiiaas the collaboration and workshops continuedhe

first workshop, for instance, the HC unit, theiatihg actor in this cooperation, quite unexpegctestiowed

lack of commitment by showing up late. This was aaood start for the collaboration. The managehef

HC unit reacted to this by apologizing and reasguthat this will never again happen. Making onfesel
vulnerable and opening conversation about a negg&sue however helped to reassure that the maaader
the rest of the HC unit will be committed to thistworking process.

The trust and commitment to participate in the wwbdps was fairly easy to establish initially, bequired
actions by the researchers to maintain. Even ibdters were committed to participate in the woodgshand
group work, there were difficulties to get them arsland the importance of independent work to be
performed in between workshops. In practice, tamst commitment to some parts of the collaboratem lze

in order while totally absent to some other aspéldtss means that the level of trust is not higbuegh and
commitment is somewhat superficial. The feedbaak ewvidence of lowered level of trust and commitment
made the researchers re-evaluate the structuteofiorkshops. There should be more room for “mivggli
and free conversation since they are the elementeérning about each other, which develops tamst
commitment. Coffee breaks, as means for informairoanication, proved to be very important occasions
networking. The most important and successful paftthe workshops in terms of trust and commitment
building were the ending conversations where grqupsented their work and the participants comnakeote
others suggestions. The comments were supportidegiaen in a light of new information and perspeeti
The increase in trust became evident in actorshogss and willingness to share their opinions @se¢h
discussion sections.

Lack of trust towards own and others’ capabiliiescontribute in the workshops proved also to amale
commitment. The participants in the workshops werteused to group work methods, and felt uncomibeta
in the early workshops. The participants did nastrtheir own ability to this kind of developmenbnk in
inter-organizational small groups. The participamtse asking quite a lot of advice from the resears, but
were knowingly refrained from too detailed instians, since collective creativeness to solve owoblems
IS an important joint function in a network. As &tmod, group work also requires leaving one’s cotrdone
and opening oneself to others. This is a risk éhperson who does not trust tries to avoid. In &kalwop it is
easy to identify these persons since they are anticfpating in the discussion. Some opt themsebragely
out of the group work, some do not participateha tliscussions, but are eager to give other oraleds
remind them about the schedule. In the situatiomsrevan individual participant shows low level rfst, the
researcher placed more attention to this partitipgnasking questions and encouraging participatksa
management mechanism this means encouraging dedirig to the actors. Gradually this seemed ta star
working; the participants solved the issues orr e and created their own solutions. Joint pnobt®lving
increased participants’ togetherness, which ageatized as higher level of evolved trust, whichtunn
increased the mutual commitment.

Lack of trust towards the researchers and theiertige was expressed at the early phase of thegsoBoth
of the units seemed to have grown a doubt whetieemtorkshops would have an impact. This doubt was
redirected towards the researchers. In other wémasstration towards the pace of process decretaget] and
required revisiting the idea of the workshops agaims translates to recreation of shared valuesgmals,
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and restating the mutual benefits of networkingcpss. In this network these conversations restinetevel

of trust and again increased the commitment. Thesase in trust and commitment showed in more open
conversations, the willingness to share informat@fyout own experiences in elderly care serviced, ian
eagerness to learn about other actors experieAdlest these seem to be enabled by evolved truat ih
higher than initial trust.

The findings indicate that even low level of initltust can maintain commitment in later stages of
collaboration. The craving for results in the depshent of substance in care services raised upeaosnitike
“these workshops are never useful, we get nothomgrete out of them.” From networking perspective t
results were good, but it seemed difficult for gaticipants to comprehend that. The group of dgers had
learned about each other, started to form a shasexh about the development of mutual serviced,dearly
had increased the level of trust from initial triusithout making the reasons for and the possibteames of
the networking process, the actors lost some of ttmmmitment and trust to the workshops as to the
researchers. The initial, although low, trust kityet actors participating in the workshops, andldsieg and
negotiating the purpose and results of the netwmgrgirocess helped to raise the level of trust.

What this study shows about trust and commitmetitas creation of trust and commitment is a corgusi
effort. Furthermore, the level of trust can deceefés several, often unforeseen and seemingly remot
reasons. Whether this drop in trust breaks offatafation or not seems to depend on initial trirstase
there has been initial trust, negative events sxgtiee trust back to initial trust. In a situatmfmon-existent
initial trust a negative event is more likely tewipt the cooperation or at least requires extensianagerial
effort. Managers in a network need continuoushbath maintain and retain the level of trust as veall
commitment that is dependent on the level of tflieere are numerous mechanisms that can be agitkd
included in managing a network. However, these @eisins can only be used to create, maintain, torees
the level of evolved trust. The creation of initiedst is beyond network management in a senseirthiz
trust is the level of trust before the start ofwaarking.

Study 2: Motives influence trust and commitment inonline social communities

This study investigates members’ motivational agdieats of trust-commitment relationship in collative
social networks. Concurrently, online communitiesnf one of the largest types of social networksorPr
studies on the development of online communitieg. (®liller et al. 2009) suggest hypotheses aboat th
observed motives to join communities in single camity-specific settings and provide a good basis fo
common metrics comparison of the interests, valdesires and motives for participation in divergees of
communities. Hence, this study examines how merhbgtsnsic and intrinsic motives lead to the aralusf
commitment in an organization-sponsored online camitg. The arousal of commitment is described
through affection towards the community that isntérest to an individual.

Constructs and hypotheses

Motivation is the set of reasons that determinestorengage in a particular behaviéunctional motivation
refers to expected functional, utilitarian or plogdi benefits of an action (Gupta and Kim, 2007).
Gangadharbatla (2008) and Ridings and Gefen (28@bhasize that virtual communities enable memigers t
promote their careers (X augment their professional reputation)(Xnd offer new career directions over the
Internet. Lin (2008) points out that social infleenin terms ofsocial motives are also relevant to virtual
community activities. For example, Wasko and F&8p0) emphasize that knowledge exchange withdgen
(X3) is an essential social motivation for using \attwommunities. Yoon et al. (2002) further add that
communicating and keeping up-to-date with friendg @re among the main motives to be online. Sinyilarl
Ridings et al. (2002) suggest that the virtual camity provides a mutual place for people with samil
interests (). Finally, psychological motives refer to the benefits related to the social stagdine obtains in
being part of the virtual community (Gupta and Kid®07). Thus, respect {Kkand recognition from other
members as an expert4{Xas suggested by Gupta and Kim (2007) and Li®§P0measure psychological
motives to participate in virtual communities.

Trust is an implicit set of beliefs that the other pantyl refrain from opportunistic behavior and wilbt take
advantage of the situation (Moorman et al., 1998fe®, 2002). According to Lin (2008), trust prosde
expectations of successful operation of virtual samities and its lack is a major barrier in essbhg a
community. Consistent with the suggestion by Ridirg al. (2007), trust is measured in this studyaas
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mediating variable in participant’'s motivation-comment relationship. As trust in virtual commungiean

be understood in the context of interpersonal iaiahips, i.e. trust between people, Jarvenpaa €1398)
and Ridings et al. (2002) suggest that it shouldreasured as trustworthiness of other membersen th
community (Y)). Yoon et al. (2002) and Greenberg et al. (2008pleasize that trust in the online service
technology and administrators {¥is a dimension of trust. In addition, accordinglarvenpaa (1998) and Lin
(2008), fairness (¥ is a fundamental element of trust in virtual conmity members’ dealings with each
other.

Commitment is a consequence of trust (Morgan andt H995; Garbarino and Johnson 1999). Moreover,
following Ximena and Agnew (2001) and Gupta and KROO07), it includes cognitive and affective forms.
Cognitive commitment was measured by participants’ perceived similagfythoughts (Y) with other
members (Ximena and Agnew, 2001). Moreover, Yoal.e2002) put forward the sense of community) (Y
as a relevant measure of cognitive commitment. €mly, affective commitment, as suggested by Lin
(2008), includes the feelings of togethernesg &nd the sense of belongingnesg) (Y

7777777777777777777777777777777777777777

Motives to participate
in social networks

Trust mediates the reliance ir
participants’ commitment

Commitment to the
network is two-folded

Cognitive
commitment

Functional
motives

Figure 1 Conceptual model and hypotheses

We pose and empirically test a set of hypothedesstfated in Figure 1). The hypotheses concern how
members’ extrinsic and intrinsic motives lead te #rousal of commitment in an organization-sportsore
online community (K H,, and H), and, predict the arousal of commitment throughtipipants’ cognitive
(H4) and affective commitment ¢fitowards the community. Finally, we predict thag¢de diverse forms of
commitment are interrelated {H

Methodology

For the purposes of the study, an online survey awaslucted among the members of the social netwgrki
community Facebook. The survey was conducted irf828@ invitation to survey yielded 267 responses of
which all were usable for the analysis. More th@fo8of respondents were between 18 to 28 yearsef ag
44% being female and 56% male. The survey contajjuedtions that addressed the members’ motivational
factors as well as their perceived trust and committ towards the community. Multi-item scales wesed

to measure all constructs. All items were measored five-point Likert-type scale (1="strongly digae” to
5="strongly agree”).

To test our model we conducted a confirmatory fa@oalysis and structural equation modeling using
LISREL 8.8. Confirmatory factor analysis was cortedcto establish the discriminant validity among ou
perceptual variables. The fit indices for the measient model werep?=117.87, df=75, p<.001, GFI=.94,
NNFI=.98, CFI=.99, IFI=.99, and RMSEA=.046, indicat that the overall fit of the six construct
confirmatory factor model to the data was acceptaburthermore, we assessed the discriminant tyalidi
the construct measures using the criterion propdsedornell and Larcker (1981), which suggests that
discriminant validity is supported if the averageisgnce extracted exceeds the squared correlatitovebn all
pairs of constructs. All pairs of constructs mes driterion (see Table 1).
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Table 1 Construct correlations and reliability measires (N=267)

Construct 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Functional motives 1.00

2. Social motives 21%* 1.00

3. Psychological motives 37 -.02 1.00

4, Trust 33** J19** .28** 1.00

5. Cognitive commitment .32** .36** .18** A3 1.00

6. Affective commitment .36** 40** 37** 48** A7 1.00
Mean 2.56 3.76 1.75 2.70 3.00 2.62
SD 1.15 1.13 .90 1.03 1.04 .94
V) .81 74 .82 .68 .66 .63
o .92 .89 .90 .86 .79 .76
CRn .93 .89 .90 .86 .79 g7

Note: SD = standard deviationn\= average variance extractedn[V> Ayi2/(3Ayi2 + Yei), where W =
average variance extracted fgriyi = standardized loading for scale itginandei = measurement error for
scale itemyi], a = coefficient alpha, CR= composite reliability [CR = CAy)2/[(3>Ayi)2 + (O ei)], where
CRn = composite reliability for scabg, ** p<0.01.

Analysis and results

The analysis is based on a structural equation hmgdef 267 participants’ motives and experiencesan
online social networking community.

Table 2 Fit Indexes for Measurement Model and Strutiral Model (N=267)

Model X2(df) RMSE | GFI | NNFI | CFlI IFI
A
Measurement model 117.87 (75); .046 .94 .98 .99 .99
(CFA) p<.001
Structural model 197.98 (81); .074 91 .96 .97 .97
p<.001

RMSEA: root mean square error of approximation, :@ebdness of fit index, NNFI: non-normed fit index
CFI: comparative fit index.

Table 3 Summary of the hypotheses testing (N=267)

H# | Relationship Coefficient t- p- Support
value | value
H1 | Functional motives> Trust .28 4.00 <.001 Yes
H2 | Social motives> Trust .19 2.92 <.01 Yes
H3 | Psychological motive® Trust .23 3.26 <.01 Yes
H4 | Trust-> Cognitive commitment 27 2.87 <.01 Yes
H5 | Trust-> Affective commitment .62 8.16 <.001 Yes
H6 | Affective commitment> Cognitive 44 4.27 <.001 Yes
commitment

The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) shows thatdtional, social, and psychological motives arkdva
antecedents of trust and commitment in the onlo®@as communities (Table 2). Functional motives has
direct positive relationship to trusp<.28; t=4.00; p<.001). Similarly, social motivessha direct positive
relationship to trust pE.19; t=2.92; p<.01). Furthermore, psychologicaltives has a direct positive
relationship to trustfe.23; t=3.26; p<.01). Taken together, these elesnexplain 24% of the variance in the
trust construct of the model. Moreover, trust, mead in terms of reliance towards stakeholdershef t
community, has positive effects on both cognitivemmitment p=.27; t=2.87; p<.01) and affective
commitment §=.62; t=8.16; p<.001) to the community. In additiaffective commitment has a direct
positive relationship to cognitive commitmefit(44; t=4.27; p<.001). These results are summairizdable
3. The model explains 41% of thé & cognitive commitment and 39% of that of affeetcommitment.
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The results show that participants in communitiedeate the community through three distinct matorzal
dimensions: functional, social, and psychologitébreover, the analysis suggests that trust hasngoriant
role in the members’ cognitive and affective conmaiht to the community. A contribution of this findi to

the extant literature on community developmenhé trust can be understood as a relationshipliafiee on
action towards a community. Furthermore, trust lsarseen as an action that involves a voluntanstearof
resources (physical, financial, intellectual, omp®ral) from the participant to the community. Hiypait
should be noted that a time lag may exist betweest and commitment, which can be observed in the
participants’ behavior.

Conclusions: Lessons from the two studies

Study 1 and 2 together increase our understandinheodynamics as well as the structure of trust an
commitment building social networks (see Figure Be findings from Study 1 indicate that trust and
commitment are multi-dimensional constructs andt #olution in a social network is dynamic and qex.
There may be trust at the beginning, and this mesf erode or increase through specific eventsdaedto
various mechanisms. Based on Study 1 we dividd¢ tnig initial and evolved trust, and we suggesit th
evolved trust is needed for commitment building.

Study 1: dynamics
4 and complexities of
trust and commitment
building

Commitment:
affective and
cognitive
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Motives:
functional,
social,
psychological

Time

Study 2: cross-sectional model
of trust and commitment
building

Figure 2 Modeling the dynamics of trust and commitrent building

In Study 2 we investigated motives as the antedsdwharousal of trust and commitment. Congruerth wi
studies by Ximena and Agnew (2001) and Gupta amdl (R007), our results show that commitment in docia
networks is two-folded; cognitive and affective. gddive commitment is caused by utilitarian motives
whereas affective involvement is drawn upon ematicemd value-expressive motives (Park and Young,
1983). Finally, the results show that the motivegdrticipate in social networks consist of funeéih social,
and psychological elements. However, our quantgeturvey was cross-sectional. Therefore, furtbsearch
should investigate these antecedents through fallpvgurveys to examine the possible dynamics ddethe
motives.

The two studies strengthen the view of Hunt andddor(1994b) that trust and commitment are insejrab
elements of network participation. Mixing two vetifferent methodologies, we are able to simultasgou
reveal both the structure and the dynamics of tanst commitment building. This reveals new avertoes
deepen our insights into this research area. Gestsenal modeling will help us to understand dpeci
networking situations, but we need to understaad tiat these models change dynamically in timmodel

that works in one situation may not work in othéféde need further research on trust and commitment
building in networks that combines explorative,g@ssual research and series of cross-sectionatitgtian
modeling.
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