

  sustainability-10-03041




sustainability-10-03041







Sustainability 2018, 10(9), 3041; doi:10.3390/su10093041




Article



A Study on Airbnb’s Trust Mechanism and the Effects of Cultural Values—Based on a Survey of Chinese Consumers



Xiaojun Wu *,†[image: Orcid] and Jiabin Shen †





Department of Event Economics and Tourism Management, Glorious Sun School of Business and Management, Donghua University, Shanghai 200051, China









*



Correspondence: xjunwu@dhu.edu.cn; Tel.: +86-21-62379673






†



These authors contributed equally to this work.









Received: 1 July 2018 / Accepted: 23 August 2018 / Published: 27 August 2018



Abstract

:

A sharing economy is developing rapidly worldwide, especially in China. Trust has been considered as a crucial factor in facilitating the practice of the short-term rental business, where hosts and renters are strangers. However, not only has the inherent trust-building mechanism of this newly emerged business model not been fully explored, but how cultural values affect the trust-building path also remains unknown. This study proposes a model of the trust-building mechanism in the sharing economy platforms, with three central modes—institutional trust, product trust, and interpersonal trust—and introduces national cultural values dimensions at the individual level as moderators to explore the impact on the inherent mechanism of trust-building on Airbnb. The data collected from 210 Chinese Airbnb consumers by survey provides support for the proposed structural equation model. The results show that institutional trust has a positive influence on product trust and interpersonal trust, and that product trust has a positive influence on interpersonal trust as well. For the moderating effect of cultural values, the relationship between the institutional trust and product trust is regulated by power distance (PDI), individualism (IDV), uncertainty avoidance (UAI), and long-term orientation (LTO), while the relationship between product trust and interpersonal trust is regulated by PDI, IDV, and UAI. This paper indicates that in order to foster trust in the sharing economy, practitioners should enhance institutional trust, product trust, and interpersonal trust synchronously, as these three modes of trust are positively inter-related; they must also be sensitive to local cultural value dispositions when conduct sharing business internationally.
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1. Introduction


‘Sharing’ refers to the behavior of an individual to use, possess, or enjoy something with others. It is a term that has been used by human society for a long time, and the sharing behavior will generate and reproduce social relations [1]. In recent years, along with the development of information communication technology, the rising of consumer awareness regarding sustainability, and the increasing number of collaborative web communities [2], new forms of sharing behaviors have emerged by providing individuals with idle resources to others via the internet, so as to efficiently make use of the resources and to create new value, thus forming a kind of innovative economic model—the ‘sharing economy’. The big difference between this new form of sharing economy and traditional sharing patterns is that the new form of sharing does not occur between kin family members or in acquaintance communities [1], but rather as a form of market in which strangers exchange goods and services. Rifkin (2014) [3] stated that the sharing economy is more dependent on social trust than on invisible market forces.



Furthermore, one of the major reasons that the sharing economy has attracted extensive attention is that this new model is expected to have the potential to provide a new pathway to sustainability [4,5,6]. Most advocates of the sharing economy believe that the sharing economy can make the best use of things and can reduce the impact on the ecological environment [6,7]. In many cases, the environmental effects of the sharing economy are certain, because choosing to share rather than buy new goods and services (e.g., hotels and taxis) will result in fewer ecological footprints [8,9]. However, the uncertainty regarding the social and economic sustainability of the sharing economy has hovered [10,11] ever since its birth. The debates over its negative impacts never cease (e.g., noise and disturbance on short-rental agglomerated neighborhoods, as well as unfair competition and threats to the conventional industry, such as taxi services, hotels, and inadequate labor protection). The negative news regarding unsafe riding or living in a shared property [11,12,13] have increased doubts regarding the sustainability of the sharing economy model. Whether the sharing economy can be a transition to a more sustainable economic model that is based on efficient the use of idle resources and a reduction of the negative externalities generated by such businesses [14] has become a controversial topic. Many scholars believed that the ability to build lasting trust would be a determinant factor for sustaining the sharing economy model [5,15], and that trust-building is vital to the long-term sustainable development of short-term rental practices. Therefore, for both researchers and practitioners, it is important to comprehend the trust-building mechanisms in order to alleviate the trust tension [16].



In fact, as a new model that combines economic rationality, technical infrastructure, and cultural appeal [17,18], the sharing economy has changed the world by a significant growth in scale and remarkable popularity in travelling, shopping, and loaning activities in recent years. PricewaterhouseCoopers predicted that the global sharing economy output would reach $335 billion by 2025, and its industry scale and development potential will be huge [19]. One of the most outstanding sharing economy platforms is Airbnb, which is a service-oriented business that connects travelers to hosts who are renting out their properties to short-term residents. Founded in 2008, Airbnb has expanded its business very quickly, and by June 2018, it has provided over 5 million listings in over 191 countries, and accommodates over 300 million guests living in the rooms that Airbnb offers. Moreover, after about eight years of cultivation, China has become the company’s second-largest growth market in the world [20].



This rapid growth of the short-rental business in China relates to a favorable regulatory environment. The Chinese government has been very supportive of the healthy development of the sharing economy since 2016 [21]. In March 2018, the state council of China officially supported that urban and rural residents may, according to law, use their own houses to engage in tourist accommodation operations [22]. Compared with the tightening regulations of car-sharing and the short-rental business in other countries (e.g., Japan, Spain, and the United States) [23,24], the environment for developing the sharing economy is very friendly in China. Moreover, China is attempting to control the negative impact of this new economic model by improving the oversight of data security and participants’ qualification reviews. Therefore, it is not surprising to see the exponential growth trend of Airbnb in China. As of the end of July 2017, a total of 8.6 million travelers from China have used Airbnb services in foreign destinations, and half of Airbnb users in Asia are Chinese. Domestic travel is also buoyant in China, pushing the number of rooms available for rent on Airbnb in China to 150,000 at the end of 2017, double that of 2016 [20].



To some extent, the achievement of the sharing economy stems from some values that consumers want to achieve, such as sharing trust and cooperation. Moreover, the sharing economy rose in the Western society; its trading mechanism is anchored in mutual trust between individuals, which is closely associated with the relatively healthy endowments of social capital and high-trust social relations in the societies [25]. While the establishment of trust is dependent upon shared motives, values, beliefs, identities, and interpretations of the meanings that guide an individual’s behavior and beliefs in a specific culture [26], Airbnb would face more obstacles and challenges for trust issues in China. As China has been labeled as a low-trust nation in some cross-cultural studies [25,27,28], Chinese people are assumed to have very different cultural value tendencies in social relations compared with Westerners.



There are emerging studies on the trust issues of sharing economy platforms in academia [6,7,15,29,30,31], which explore the factors that impact the trustworthiness of the business. However, the specific effect of the cultural values’ attributes that are considered important for effective trust-building in the sharing economy has been less studied. To bridge the research gap, this article explores the inherent relationship of Airbnb’s trust-building mechanism and the moderating effects of cultural value dispositions of Chinese consumers on the trust mechanism, based on a structured model and questionnaire survey. The aim is to understand the trust-building mechanisms of the sharing economy and to provide an empirical study of the Chinese market.



This study contributes to the literature on the trust-building mechanism of the sharing economy research in the following three ways. To the best of our knowledge, this study is the first to examine the effects of the cultural value dispositions of Airbnb’s consumers at the individual-level on the trust-building mechanism of the sharing economy. Secondly, this paper contributes to the existing literature by incorporating Zucker’s trust production theory [32] and the sharing economy’s features, to develop the model and the specific scales of measuring the three modes of trust-building (institutional trust, interpersonal trust, and product trust) within the Airbnb context. Thirdly, this paper provides an empirical study of the perception of Chinese users towards Airbnb and their cultural tendencies’ influence on the trust-building mechanism, so as to enrich the comprehension of non-Western users’ perception of the sharing economy.



The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents reviews of the key literature on the trust-building issues in the online business context and the sharing economy context, as well as the study of the cultural factors’ influence on trust. In Section 3, a trust-building model is used as the foundation for the theoretical model of the study. Moreover, the individual-level conceptualization of national cultural values is incorporated into the model as moderators of the trust-building mechanism and specific hypotheses are developed. Section 4 discusses the data and the methodology employed in this paper. Section 5 presents the key results of the study. Section 6 is the discussion part of the findings, followed by Section 7, which summarizes the conclusions and the limitations of our research.




2. Literature Review


2.1. The Sharing Economy and Airbnb


The development of internet technology promotes the generation of the sharing economy [6]. Recent changes in the global economic climate, especially the financial crisis of 2008, have intensified this phenomenon [33]. Although this new model lacks a widely accepted and precise definition and goes by different names; the terms ‘collaborative consumption’, ‘mesh’, ‘peer to peer (P2P) economy’, and ‘sharing economy’ are all used to describe this P2P sharing of underutilized goods and services, and it has radically changed the way people produce, consume, interact, and live, which leads to the gradual weakening and death of ownership [1,7]. For example, Botsman and Rogers (2010) are the first to use the term ‘collaborative consumption’ to name this new internet-based business model; they think that this model had the ability to save money or make money, provide a new consumption experience, reduce ecological footprints and carbon emissions, and strengthen social ties [5]. Gansky (2010) uses ‘mesh’ to describe the sharing economy, believing that it is essentially built on the network-based sharing platform, and that the participants’ purpose is to use rather than own [17]. Schor (2015) identifies three characteristics to help define the sharing economy, the promotion of strangers’ sharing ability, the dependence of digital technology, and the participation of consumers with high cultural capital [7]. Even though there is no definitive definition of the sharing economy, scholars and practitioners believe that this model would transform our current social economic system by allowing individuals, communities, organizations, and policy makers to rethink the way people live, connect, generate values, and sustain themselves [1,7,18].



Researchers have also investigated why the sharing behavior can become a phenomenon that changes the existing economic order on such a large scale. Three major reasons for this are (1) the change of values, concerns about the environmental quality, and sense of community has significantly increased [17,34]; (2) cost savings [5,35]; and (3) internet technology has greatly reduced the cost of people’s sharing, such as location based service (LBS) and social networking platform (SNS), which has made the sharing channel more real-time and accurate [7,33].



Because of its fundamental cultural, economic, and organizational implications [4,7,20,35,36], researchers have examined how users participate in this model, how to make this model sustainable [4], and how the sharing economy impacts the participants [36]. Researchers have found that the complexity of the model and the many risks it entails [37] is one of the major problems in the real implementation of the sharing economy, which lies in people’s mutual trust and integrity [36].



This new model has flourished in various sectors of our society, such as collaborative production, financing, and consumption [33], and has introduced new players that have gained some prominence in many fields, such as Uber and Airbnb. Among all of the industries, tourism and hospitality can be considered as one of the pioneering sectors as a result of its growth, as the sharing economy allows for tourists and residents to share their homes, automobiles, meals, and expert local knowledge [37,38]. Moreover, as one of the most prominent examples of the sharing economy, Airbnb has drawn intense attention from the academia [10,29,31,39]. Many scholars who have investigated the reasons for the popularity of Airbnb agree that factors like the sustainability (e.g., social and environmental responsibility), community (e.g., community interaction), and economic benefits (e.g., lower cost) are the main attractions appealing to people to participate in Airbnb [36,40]. However, it is also "a platform with the tax evasion, legal loopholes, and ignoring health and safety standards” in protesters’ eyes [12,13]. The rapid expansion of Airbnb has caused critics to worry about the health and security issues of this P2P short-rental platform. Therefore, no matter which motivation is behind the sharing, trust is the key in order to sustain the sharing economy’s growth and success [1]. The trust-building mechanism of Airbnb is worthy of further investigation.




2.2. Trust in E-Commerce and Trust in the Sharing Economy


As an important concept of social science and psychology, the trust theory has been studied deeply by many scholars, but it has not been defined uniformly [41,42,43]. It is generally believed that trust is an important factor in many social and commercial interactions involving uncertainty and dependency [44,45,46].



While, in environments where risk and uncertainty, or a combination of both, exist, trust plays a decisive role in overcoming, proving, or restraining ancillary consequences [47,48]. This is especially true for the socially distant relationships (for instance, in computer-mediated environments), as a result of the increased complexity and uncertainty [49,50]. In the e-commerce market, where not everything is governed by rules and regulations, extra factors such as online payment security, the reliability of companies, and privacy policies [47], increase the uncertainty of transactions and make trust very important in order to facilitate online interactions [44,47].



“To share is to trust” [5]; trust is regarded as an invisible currency [1] in the sharing economy, where participants have to trust strangers to share goods or properties. Trust-building among buyers toward sellers is more critical than that of the traditional online business. The sharing platforms play a mediating role, eliminating information asymmetry between the users and providing a good environment for both parties so as to build trust. Specific cultural environments and economic environments are also important factors for the development of the sharing economy [30].



Compared with traditional e-commerce practices, the picture is more complex for the sharing economy. Firstly, it involves the temporary possession of private property in an intermediary framework [51], and the ownership of the shared good/property is not transferred. Secondly, the sharing economy users engage in interactions with multiple parties, usually the platform operator and another private individual [52]. Moreover, it often involves close physical interactions between the two parties in order to conduct business, in addition to the virtual world transactions on the platforms. In a traditional e-commerce context, online consumer reviews or rating scores are often used as important elements to build and enhance trust by researchers [15]. However, in the sharing economy, such as in Airbnb, the customer rating tends to homogeneity, with extremely low variance, and is not valuable enough to build trust [10,29]. Consequently, to facilitate better trust-building in P2P sharing platforms, other relevant information about hosts, including host photographs [29], need to be shared to decrease information asymmetry and to reduce the potential displeasure when strangers participate in the sharing economy [53]. The platform, however, acts as a broker and a mediator between both of the market sides, and may also appear to be trustworthy or not. In this context, the trust may be affected by privacy concerns [54], or the quality of website [55]. Moreover, even the product itself may have to face up to trust concerns [56], particularly as, typically, no official quality standards, official regulations, or inspections are in place for this rather new model [52].



Most researchers construct a model of trust in the sharing economy from two market perspectives (consumers and providers). For example, Parves Karmal (2016) investigates the factors that affect people’s trust and willingness to participate in the sharing economy [57]. Christoph Mittendorf (2016) investigates the trust formation in the sharing economy from the provider’s perspective [54]. Wu et al. (2017) also adopt the providers’ perspective to identify the attributes of the host, which are perceived as trustworthy and affect the renters’ purchase decisions on a short-rental P2P platform [15]. However, very few researchers have constructed a conceptual model by incorporating all of the relevant elements. Xie et al. (2016) propose that the formation of trust in a sharing economic platform must include all of the following factors, including the consumers’ needs and familiarity, platform’s guarantee policies, participants’ attributes, and the product and feedback [58]. Hawlitschek et al. (2016) explore how three different targets of trust affect the participant’s intention, and outline an inclusive conceptual model to describe how trust influences both the consumers’ and suppliers’ intentions to engage in the sharing economy [52]. However, this study did not analyze how these three different targets of trust correlate with each other.



We contend that the 3P’s (trust in peer, platform, and product) of the trust-building perspective should be included in constructing a model of the trust mechanism of the sharing economy. Zucker’s trust production theory [32], which proposes three central modes of trust production (institutional-based, process-based, and characteristic-based), sheds light on our model construction. We agree with Zucker’s theory of trust production, but we assume that the three modes are not independent; on the contrary, there is an interactive and complementary relationship between each of the two modes in the trust-building mechanism. Therefore, we employ Zucker’s trust production model as the basic model to explore the internal relationship of the trust mechanism within the short-rental business context. The first is institutional trust. It includes a series of design patterns and mechanisms established by platform operators to build and maintain trust among two-sided users, including rating policy and mutual review schemes, and verification mechanisms [15], which could drive adoption of more social and economic sustainable practices because the platform operators seek a favorable organizational reputation [59]. The second is trust in the product. As in the sharing economy, the products are usually virtually presented, this mode of trust describes how the product is perceived as reliable by the consumers [52]. In the short-term rental business, the platform can guide the vendors to provide more details about the function and features of the apartment to help consumers build up trust for the product. The third mode of trust is interpersonal trust. As in the sharing Economy, the vendor’s and customer’s role is taken by private individuals, the quality of interaction between these two private individual parties would be determinant on whether an agreement can be achieved. The consumers would need to be more convinced by good communication with the vendors, which can decrease information asymmetry, and the vendors should pay more attention to interacting with the consumers so as to show more personal information in order to build their online reputation [53].




2.3. Cultural Values and Trust


The establishment of trust is dependent upon shared motives, values, beliefs, and identities, but the interpretations of the meanings that guide an individual’s behavior and beliefs differ between specific cultures [26]. Among the many definitions of culture, we adopt Hofstede’s definition, “culture is the collective programming of the mind that distinguishes the members of one group or category of people from another” [60]. Beginning in the 1950s, social scholars developed various classification systems for the universal national cultural dimension theory [26,61]. Since the 1970s, cultural scholars have applied empirical methodologies to verify the cultural dimensions [60,61,62,63]. The most popular cultural dimension theory was proposed by Geert Hofstede, who identified five dimensions of culture that help explain how and why people from different cultures differ [60].



The theoretical research suggests that culture and trust are interrelated [61], and that some empirical studies examine how the dimensions of national culture impact trust in the e-commerce environment. Yagamishi (1988) reveals that countries like China and South Korea are low-trust societies, while Japan, Germany, and the United States are high-trust societies, because of their cultural influence [64]. Some researchers perform comparative cross-cultural studies between different countries. For example, Hallikainen et al. (2018) applied Hofstede’s cultural theory to explain the variance in consumer trust in e-commerce between China and Finland, finding that the disposition to trust is a highly significant predictor of the perceived trustworthiness of an online store [65]. Other studies have found that the national culture can affect the consumers’ trust in e-commerce situations [66,67,68]. Yoon (2009) examines how specific dimensions of the national culture influence trust, for example. Yoon collected data in China to investigate the moderating effect of power distance, individualism, uncertainty avoidance, and long-term orientation on the relationship between trust and the consumers’ purchase intention [67]. However, the majority of existing studies have been conducted in Western countries, and only consider one or two dimensions of the national culture influence on trust [69].



Previous studies often use the Hofstede cultural value scores to identify the characteristics of cultures at the nation level [70], while some researchers have recognized that value orientations can be applied to reflect the characteristics of individuals [67]. Srite et al. (2006) assess the national cultural value traits at the individual level of analysis, and incorporate these espoused national cultural values into the model as moderators of the technology acceptance relationship [71].



To our surprise, empirical research validating the impact of cultural value dispositions on the trust-building mechanism in the sharing economy context is scarce, which is lagging behind the international practice of this newly emerged model. Consequently, we aim to respond to this research gap by exploring how the five Hofstede’s culture dimensions influence customers’ perceived trustworthiness of Airbnb’s trust mechanism, by incorporating individual’s cultural value tendency as moderators into the trust-production model. This study also adds to the existing literature by providing empirical data about the moderating effect of the cultural dispositions of customers on trust-building for Airbnb, using data collected in China.





3. Research Model and Hypotheses


3.1. Research Model


To explore the effects of culture value dispositions on the trust-building mechanism of the sharing economy, the research model includes both the Zucker’s trust-producing model together with the variables of demographics, and espoused Hofstede’s cultural dimensions of power distance (PDI), individualism (IDV), masculinity (MAS), uncertainty avoidance (UAI), and long-term orientation (LTO) as moderators in the model. As Figure 1 shows, ‘institutional trust’, ‘interpersonal trust’, and ‘product trust’ are the three aspects of trust in this model, and the arrows in the continuous line linking them represent the hypotheses of the interrelationship between those three constructs. The ‘cultural dimensions’ and ‘demographics characteristics’ are moderators in this model, and the arrows in the dotted line represent the hypothesis of moderating the impact on the relationship between those three trust constructs. The details of the hypotheses are elaborated on in Section 3.2.




3.2. Hypotheses


Based on the three modes of trust-production [32] and the trust constructs of the sharing economy platform [52,58], we propose three major constructs of trust-building, namely, institutional trust (IT), interpersonal trust (IPT), and product trust (PT). Furthermore, we subdivide them into 18 specific categories, according to the characteristics of each category, after reading the related literature on the evaluation system of the home-stay facilities, as is shown in Table 1 below.



3.2.1. Institutional Trust (IT)


Zucker [32] points out that institutional trust is related to the current social structure and is based on the specific attributes or intermediary mechanisms of individuals or enterprises. Pavlou et al. [49] believe that institutional trust is the institutional norm in the society. The parties concerned will weigh the risks and opportunity costs caused by untrustworthiness, and rationally maintain good faith behaviors. This is an impersonal trust that can be extended to broader economic transactions, including short-term rental deals. To ensure trust and security, Airbnb issued a set of standards and expectations for all of the hosts and renters, and formulated a series of non-discrimination, privacy protection, and refund policies. For example, as a renter, you can check the personal profile and comments of potential hosts before making a reservation. As a host, you can read the information and comments of the potential renters, as well as check the relevant social accounts and references [49,79].




3.2.2. Interpersonal Trust (IPT)


Interpersonal trust refers to characteristic-based trust, as proposed by Zucker. In his opinion, the generation of characteristic trust is based on the person/individual. The essence of interpersonal trust is the reflection of the individual characteristic difference, which has an important influence on the cooperation mechanism and social life. In the short-term rental platforms, interpersonal trust mainly focuses on the renters’ trust in the hosts, which is mirrored in the interaction between hosts and guests, and is highly related to the quality of communication [72,73].




3.2.3. Product Trust (PT)


Product trust refers to the process-based trust proposed by Zucker. In his opinion, process trust in the economic society mainly comes from the past or expected product transactions. In the short-term rental business context, product trust is essentially a contractual relationship between consumers and Airbnb, and it also brings a sense of security and trust to consumers. At the same time, considering different types of the evaluation index of home stay facilities, product trust will stimulate consumers to repurchase home stay resources and enhance brand loyalty [75,76].




3.2.4. Cultural Values


According to Hofstede’s cross-cultural theory, there are five cultural dimensions [60].



Power distance (PDI): refers to the recognition of members of the society on the class difference caused by power and wealth. The power distance gap reflects the concentration degree and dictatorship degree of power in the society.



Individualism (IDV): the degree to which individuals are integrated into groups.



Masculinity (MAS): the degree to which a society emphasizes traditional masculine values (such as success, achievement, and ambition).



Uncertainty avoidance (UAI): the degree to which people feel threatened by ambiguous situations and have created beliefs that try to avoid it.



Long-term orientations (LTO): shows the degree of preference for long-term benefits. A long-term orientation society emphasizes behavior, such as thrift or perseverance, intended to secure future rewards.



To explore the relationships of institutional trust, interpersonal trust and product trust, we regard cultural factors and demographics characteristics as moderators for further research. The hypotheses are presented in Table 2, and the corresponding test will be carried out in the following pages, based on the pertinent literature and the rule of thumb.






4. Research Methodology


This study empirically explores the validity of the trust-building model of the sharing economy that incorporates three modes of trust, originally developed for the traditional transactions in developed countries’ research, for use in the sharing economy context in an emerging market. China was chosen as our survey area to investigate the effect of the national cultural dispositions on the trust-building mechanism. For this purpose, we employed the approach proposed by Srite et al. (2006) to assess the cultural dispositions at the individual level, using Hofstede’s cultural dimensions [71].



There are many latent variables in this research that could not be measured directly, such as the IT/IPT/PT and cultural dimensions, so we used the observed variables to measure those variables indirectly. To improve the accuracy of the overall measurement, we used a structural equation model (SEM) to analyze our research, as it can eliminate random measurement errors that occur in analyzing the structural relationship between the latent variables, and can provide the most comprehensive and appropriate analysis for studying the mediating effect [80]. The multi-group analysis was adopted to verify the hypothesis of whether the interviewees of different demographic characteristics and cultural value dispositions demonstrated significant differences in influencing relationships.



The questionnaire used for the data collection consisted of two parts, of 29 questions. A five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) was used to measure the various constructs of the model. As shown in Table 1, the measurements of the items for IT, IPT, and PT were adapted from studies by Zucker, Gefen et al., and Pavlou and Xie [32,47,49,58]. The items for PDI, IDV, MAS, UAI, and LTO were adapted from Srite et al., and Yoon’s [67,71] studies. A pilot test of the measures was conducted among university students in China, and the phrasing of the items was modified after obtaining the results from the pilot test. Appendix A illustrates all of the items used in the study.



4.1. Survey Administration


It was difficult to approach consumers who had experience with using Airbnb. Therefore, we used the Sojump website to develop the online questionnaire and adopted the following two ways to distribute the questionnaires from April to May in 2017: (1) searching for microblog-users who have posted Airbnb related microblogs via Sina-Weibo (one of the top microblog platforms in China), and inviting them to participate in the survey by sending the URL link of the on-line survey via private messages, and (2) posting URL (Universal Resource Locator) links of the on-line survey in several university student groups and MBA (Master of Business Administration) student groups on Wechat, and inviting all of the potential qualified correspondents to fill in the questionnaire. A screening question was set at the beginning of the questionnaire to exclude those who have not used Airbnb. The respondents were offered incentives in the form of a monetary award of ￥50, to be raffled among the participants. All of the participants were assured that the results would be reported only in aggregate and that their anonymity would be assured.



Finally, via the first channel, 650 private messages were sent out, with a response rate of 19.3% (126), and 17 questionnaires were invalid. For the second channel, we received 122 responses, and 21 questionnaires were invalid. Thus, we received 210 valid responses, which resulted in a 27.2% response rate. The specific demographic information is shown in Table 3.




4.2. The Descriptive Statistical Analyses of the Respondents


From Table 3, we learn that female respondents account for 70% of the total samples, which is consistent with the 2017 Report on The Trend of Sharing Lodging Consumption in China, that women are the main force of sharing lodging consumption. Regarding age, 91% of the respondents are from the post-1980s and post-1990s generation. The booming of the sharing economy platforms is mainly attributed to the rise of millennial consumers who are the major participants and the main consumption force of the sharing economy [81]. Moreover, education data indicates that most of the respondents have a bachelors, masters, or doctoral degree, which reveals that the sharing economy is more popular with the well-educated consumers.




4.3. The Descriptive Statistical Analyses of the Constructs


Table 4 shows the mean scores and standard deviations of the constructs of the cultural values. As we used a 5-point Likert-style score to measure the items, we got mean score ranges from 2.567 (MAS) to 3.602 (LTO). Comparing the mean scores of each cultural dimension, we got the following sequence for the score of each cultural dimension, LTO > IDV > PDI > UAI > MAS, which is in agreement with the scores on the cultural dimensions of China reported by Hofstede [82].



As with the scales of the constructs for the Airbnb trust-building mechanism, the top three survey items are “I care about the hygiene level in the room”, “I appreciate it when the host is kind and polite”, and “I will select a house with good public security around”, while “hosts and renters are supposed to be honest with their privacy” scores the least, indicating that the majority of respondents are conservative in personal privacy. Comparing the mean score of each construct, the perceptions of the importance of trust constructs follow the sequence of PT > IPT > IT, as Table 5 shows.





5. Results


5.1. Validity Analysis and Reliability Analysis


To determine the validity of the data, we conducted the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett’s sphericity tests. The KMO of the questionnaire is equal to 0.944, which is greater than the recommended value of 0.6. Also, the Bartlett’s sphericity test approximates chi-square = 2970.857, and under the condition of 171 degrees of freedom, Sig. = 0.000< significance level 0.05, indicating there are common factors in the correlation matrix. Both test results agree with the index, suggesting that there is good construction validity between the original variables. To determine the reliability of the data, the Cronbach α coefficient, which verifies the internal consistency regarding each study construct, was calculated. As Table 6 shows, the Cronbach α coefficient is 0.890 (>0.7), indicating the high reliability of the questionnaire.



According to the report derived by Amos Output, when the degrees of freedom is 146, the chi-square value is 361.249, the chi-square degree of freedom ratio is 2.474 < 3.000, and the significance probability value is p = 0.00 < 0.05. According to the analysis of the other overall fitness indicators, the RMR value is 0.048 < 0.05, GFI value is 0.837, TLI value is 0.913, CFI value is 0.926, IFI value is 0.927, CN value is 102, PGFI value is 0.643, PNFI value is 0.754, and PCFI value is 0.791, indicating an ideal fit of the overall model. The CAIC value of the theoretical model is equal to 640.522, less than the CAIC value of the saturated model (=1205.950) and less than the CAIC value of the independent model (=3196.94), reaching the acceptable standard of the model. As a whole, the chi-square value is affected by the number of estimated parameters, and the p-value is <0.05. However, from the perspective of the major fitness statistics, both of them are within the acceptable range; there, it can be judged that the hypothesis model and data have a high fitness, which is suitable for the next multi-group analysis.




5.2. Testing the Research Hypotheses


5.2.1. Test of the Trust Mechanism Model


The AMOS 24.0 software was used to verify the internal relationship between IT, IPT, and PT, that is, to analyze hypothesis H1, H2, and H3. The method of parameter estimation was adopted for the maximum likelihood estimation. The coefficients and their p-value on the structural model, and the coefficients of determination (R2) for the dependent construct are shown in Table 7.



The results show that hypotheses H1, H2, and H3 all reach significant levels, indicating that all of the hypotheses are valid. The values of R2 show that the reliability of the measurement index is good. Take ‘institutional trust → product trust’ as an example, its standardized regression coefficient is 0.822, which means that the direct effect that institutional trust has on product trust is 0.822, thus, institutional trust carries a high level of relative importance in a product trust; the standardized regression coefficient of ‘institutional trust → interpersonal trust’ is 0.213, which means that the direct effect of institutional trust to interpersonal trust is relatively low. The standardized regression coefficient of ‘product trust → interpersonal trust’ is 0.762, indicates that the product trust has a significant impact on interpersonal trust.




5.2.2. Test of the Hypotheses That Take Cultural Value Factors and Demographics as Moderators


To test the hypotheses dealing with the effect of cultural values on the model, the AMOS′s multi-group analysis module was used to verify each of the hypotheses. In line with reality, the values of the various variables corresponding to the sample of every latent variable of the cultural factors were averaged, then, the samples were divided into two groups (i.e., high PDI and low PDI groups; high and low UAI groups; group with high IDV and low IDV; high MAS and low MAS group; and high and low LTO groups) by the median of the means. The ‘gender’ group is divided into male and female, and the ‘age’ group is divided into a youth group (≤25) and middle-aged group (>25). The ‘education degree’ group is divided into college and graduate levels, and the ‘disposable income’ is divided into ordinary (≤3000 RMB) and good (>3000). After that, model A was set unconstrained with all of the parameters being freely estimated; model B is constrained, the constraint term of which is the two conditions when the measurement coefficient equals the structure coefficient, and A and B are the control models. After a multiple-group analysis, the difference of the chi-square value is less than 0.05, indicating that the potential variable has a moderating effect on the hypothesis model. Furthermore, the significant p-value and normalization regression coefficient of the two groups of the different hypothesis paths can determine whether the hypothesis is valid, and whether the influence direction is aligned with the research hypotheses.



Table 8 shows that p-value of the chi-square value difference in the nested model comparison is 0.001 < 0.05, which indicates that the PDI has a moderate effect on the relationships between institutional trust and product trust. Moreover, it is found in Table 9 that the influence direction of H1a is identical with the research hypothesis. The influence direction of H2a is opposite to the research hypothesis, that is, the greater the power distance is, the stronger the influence relationship between the product trust and interpersonal trust is. The significant p-value of H3a in the two groups is greater than 0.05, which indicates that hypothesis H3a is not valid, that is, the relationship between institutional trust and interpersonal trust is not moderated by the power distance.



Following the same method, six pairwise comparisons of the model for 18 hypotheses were tested. Because of the limitation of the paper’s length, we only report the detailed test results of the verification of hypotheses H1a–H1e of the PDI, which is shown in Table 8 and Table 9 (detailed test data can be provided upon request).



As illustrated in Table 10, the demographic variables (gender, age, education level, and individual economic level) do not have any moderate effect in the hypotheses model. In terms of the cultural value factors, as Figure 2 shows, the influence of IT on IPT is not moderated by any of the cultural dimensions. While, the influence of IT on PT is moderated by PDI, IDV, UAI, and LTO, and the higher the PDI, IDV, UAI, or LTO are, the weaker the influence will be. Moreover, the relationships between PT and IPT are adjusted by PDI, IDV, and UAI. When the PDI gets higher, the influence of PT on IPT will become stronger. The same thing happens when the individualism or uncertainty avoidance gets lower.






6. Discussions


Figure 2 shows that all of the hypotheses of the trust-building mechanism, H1, H2, and H3, are supported. That is, the institutional trust has a significant positive impact on product trust (0.822) and interpersonal trust (0.213), and product trust has a significant positive impact on interpersonal trust (0.762). The trust-building model linked by three modes is established with a relationship between each other. As IT has a significant effect on PT and IPT, in agreement with Xie et al. (2016) [58], we can see that institutional trust is the basis for establishing the initial trust in the sharing economy. Notably, IT has a stronger effect on PT than on IPT, indicating that the sound institutional norms positively influence the customers’ trust in the quality of the product more than the interpersonal interactions, which is highly dependent on the participants’ individual attributes. This finding can be related to the fact that China may provide one of the most favorable policy environments in the world for now, which in practice has enhanced the customers’ IT and effectively helped to build the trust in the sharing economy. Moreover, PT has a significant effect on IPT, indicating that customers’ trust in products takes precedence over their trust in interpersonal communications, which suggests that Airbnb practitioners should put more emphasis on improving housing supply quality and service quality.



The hypothesis verification of cultural factors as moderators shows that cultural value dispositions have a significant impact on the trust-building mechanism of Airbnb in several ways. Firstly, the relationships between IT and PT are negatively moderated by PDI, IDV, UAI, and LTO. Moreover, the effect of PT on IPT is positively moderated by PDI, but negatively moderated by IDV and UAI. Verifying that the national culture impacts trust in the e-commerce environment also applies in the sharing economy context, even though not all of the hypotheses were supported by this study. Secondly, we notice that IDV is the most influential cultural value dimension affecting the relationships within the trust-building system. It negatively moderates the influence of IT on PT, and PT on IPT. Culture theorists indicated that people with a low individualist orientation will typically show trust towards their in-group members rather than out-group members and unfamiliar members [25,70]. Therefore, the lower the IDV is, the stronger the relationship effect of IT on PT, as individuals with a low individualism tendency would develop trust more in an institutional (group) arrangement rather than on products, which involve more independent thinking and judgement, and the decision-making processes are largely influenced by norms [21]. This finding is consistent with the findings of Yooh (2009) and Hallikainen et al. (2018) [65,67]. Furthermore, this finding may partly explain the wide acceptance of the sharing economy in China, as typical Chinese people tend to have a low individualism disposition [79] that would strengthen the impact IT on PT, and PT on IPT, which makes trust-building in the sharing economy more effective in China. Thirdly, UAI and PDI also have a significant impact on the relationships between IT and PT, PT and IPT. As expected, UAI has a negative impact both on the relationship between IT and PT, PT and IPT. According to previous research, the higher the UAI tendency is, the less possibility of using a new product, including online business [65,67,83]. Our finding strengthens this conclusion by providing evidence that UAI will not only hinder one mode of trust involved in e-commerce, but will also negatively moderate the influence of one trust mode on the other, which would make the efforts made by the platform to enhance the institutional trust more difficult to be conveyed for trust building for the products. As for PDI, it negatively moderates the effect IT on PT. McKnight (2001) points out that individuals high in power distance respect authority, and evaluate trustworthiness based on an assessment that the store is reliable [44]. Our study’s findings agree with this conclusion that the higher PDI tendency the customers have, the less possibility to transfer trust in the institution to that of the product. However, the moderate effect of PDI on the relationship between PT and IPT is in the opposite direction than hypothesized, which is not expected. One possible explanation for this opposite finding is that customers with high PDI tendency might regard interpersonal interactions as a privileged value, thus the higher the PDI, the stronger the relationship between PT and IPT.



Additionally, MAS turns out to have no significant moderating effect on any of the three groups of trust relationships. Masculine cultures are typically more action-oriented, competitive, and performance oriented [48]; therefore, we assumed that MAS would weaken the relationship between the three trust modes. However, to our surprise, not only MAS but also another related demographic moderator, gender, does not have any moderating effect on the trust mechanism in Airbnb, even though our sample data shows that females have a much higher level of participation percentage. The reason might be that the difference in the gender-related attributes may impact all of the aspects of trust, such as on the platform, the product, or the host, which has been proven by many studies [10,21,29]. Nevertheless, when it comes to the moderating effect of the inherent relationships between these three trust aspects, men and women may have similar perceptions.




7. Contributions


This current study provides relevant contributions to theoretical research and practice.



Firstly, based on Zucker’s trust model and other trust theories, we developed a three-mode trust-building model in the context of the sharing economy. Trust can help consumers make good decisions even in an asymmetric information situation [32], especially in the traveling sector of the sharing economy, where transactions involve not only online trading, but also face-to-face interaction between strangers, which entails compound risks (monetary, emotional, and personal safety). Therefore, the trust-building mechanism of the sharing economy is much more critical and relates to the sustainability of this newly emerging business model. Scholars, such as Ufford (2015), Ert (2016), Zervas (2015), and Wu (2017), investigate how ratings, policies of the platforms, and participants’ attributes influence the trustworthiness of the short-term rental model [10,15,29,30], which provide inspiring insights and evidence of what factors really matter in forming participants faith or trust on the P2P short-term rental business. We contribute to the existing literature by categorizing trust in the sharing economy into three major modes, based on Zucker’s theory, and incorporating the three modes (IT, IPT, and PT) of trust-building within one model. Furthermore, we illustrate the inherent relationship between these three modes, which helps to comprehend how the three aspects of trust interact with each other and eventually understand the mechanism of gradual accumulation of trust in the transaction process of the sharing economy.



Secondly, we incorporate national cultural value dimensions as moderators in the model to testify how cultural value dispositions impact the trust-building mechanism. The result showed that cultural value dispositions affect the mechanism of trust-building in the sharing economy. In particular, IDV, UAI, and PDI are the three most important cultural dimensions, which have significant moderating effects on the influence that IT has on PT, as well as the effect that PT has on IPT. Unlike previous research, such as Yooh (2009), Srit et al. (2006), Liu et al. (2018), and Hallikainen et al. (2018), who focused on whether national culture values affect the consumer’s acceptance of new economics models or technology [21,65,67,71], our findings suggest that the cultural value dispositions of customers would strengthen or weaken the mechanisms for trust-building in the sharing economy.



Thirdly, the sharing economy originated in the Western society, and most of the research has been conducted in Western regions [18], while less attention has been given to emerging countries. This current study might be the first to investigate the effect of cultural traits at the individual level on the trust-building mechanism with data collected in China. The findings may help to explain the rapid growth of the sharing economy practice in China, which can be valuable in the sustainable development of this model in East-Asian countries, where cultural values have similar dispositions.



There are some managerial implications that can be inferred from this study.



	(1)

	
To make the model of the sharing economy sustainable, governments, practitioners, and potential users should realize that the trust-building mechanism of this new business model is a systematic task, which requires multiple parties’ efforts (including governments, enterprises, and users). Therefore, the governments and practitioners should encourage positive interactions and build trust communities, because sharing begins with the interaction of resource owners, resource users, and platforms, and the positive performance of three-party participation and interaction accelerates the establishment of trust in the sharing economy.




	(2)

	
Institution trust is the first step to establishing initial trust in the sharing economy. The sharing platform should implement security policies and privacy protection policies, and governments should provide a structural guarantee for sharing, such as issuing a corresponding incentive policy, evaluating the operation qualification of the platforms, and authorizing the relevant departments to give credible certification.




	(3)

	
As it is reflected in the research, the higher the level of trust that consumers have in the product, the easier it will be for the consumers to interact with their hosts, thereby generating interpersonal trust. Hence, to increase the consumers’ confidence in short-term rental platforms like Airbnb, hosts should do more to improve home-stay facilities and service quality, and provide more quality related information to promote trust building. At the same time, effective protection of the privacy and security of the individuals who share the information is also very important. Resource providers like hosts often need to display more personal information to facilitate trust building, which requires the platform to balance information transparency with privacy protection.




	(4)

	
Findings from this study show that different cultural value dispositions influence trust-building mechanisms in the sharing economy, and practitioners should be conscious of these differences, especially conducting the sharing business in countries and regions where cultural values are significantly different. For example, in high IDV countries/regions, where consumers have the habit and ability to think independently, the trust-building in the sharing economy will take more efforts, because IDV has a negative moderating effect for IT on PT, which weakens the positive impact that IT originally had on PT. As such, enterprises should put forth more effort to build trust in the sharing economy in countries that possess high levels of IDV, such as the United States, the United Kingdom, and Australia. While, on the other hand, market penetration in countries with typical collectivism disposition, such as China and South Korea, may turn out to be faster, because the trust-building can be more effectively in these societies.








8. Conclusions


This study introduces a model of trust building in the sharing economy that incorporates three modes of trust (IT, IPT, and PT) based on Zucker’s trust production model. Moreover, we investigated the inherent mechanism of trust-building and the moderating effect that cultural values might have, by using the data collected from Chinese Airbnb consumers through a questionnaire based on the structural equation modeling. As a result, in the Airbnb trust-building mechanism, IT has a positive significant influence on both PT and IPT, so does PT to IPT. The AMOS multi-group analysis shows that demographic variables such as gender, age, education degree, and personal economic level have no moderating effect on the trust mechanism in the Airbnb platform. Regarding cultural variables, the relationship between IT and PT is negatively moderated by PDI, IDV, UAI, and LTO. The relationship between PT and IPT is moderated by PDI, IDV, and UAI. These findings will help governments and practitioners to design policies and strategies to foster the heathy trust communities on sharing economy platforms to reduce the complexity and uncertainty brought about by the nature of the sharing economy, thereby attracting more people to participate in this new business practice and to promote sustainable development. Also, this study of the cultural values’ moderating the effects of fostering trust in sharing economy platforms can serve as a reference for the worldwide sustainable development of the sharing economy in different cultural environment.



However, this study has a few limitations. Firstly, we adopted Zucker’s three-mode trust production model as our basic model, focusing on investigating the inherent interaction between the three modes of trust, but neglected antecedent variables on trust-building. More antecedent variables, such as the individual’s attributes of participants in the sharing economy and new marketing channels (mobile apps), should be considered in this model in the future. Secondly, this study was conducted from the perspective of consumers only, however the sharing economy is a typical two-sided market; and platforms should consider how to attract more hosts as well as consumers. Therefore, researchers can explore trust-building mechanisms by adopting the hosts’ perspectives. Thirdly, the sample size we used is relatively small, which can be enlarged in the future, to make the conclusion more representative and generalizable. Furthermore, regarding the culture constructs, this paper follows Hofstede’s national cultural values, but the subject of religion and how it affects the trust-building and the performance of the short-term rental business is also worthy of studying in the future.
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Appendix A


Questionnaire on the Evaluation of Airbnb’s Trust Mechanism



Part One: Personal information




	
Your nationality: ________________________________



	
Your gender: □Male □Female



	
Your age: □≤25 □26–35 □36–45 □≥45



	
Your education background: □Junior college and below □Undergraduate □Master □Doctor



	
Your disposable income per month: □≤$150 □$150–500 □$500–850 □≥$850








Part Two: In order to understand your cultural values, please choose your consent to the following statements, according to the actual ideas.





	No.
	Description
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree



	PDI1
	The social class differences caused by power and wealth is normal
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	PDI2
	We should reduce or eliminate the gap between power and status
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	UAI1
	You are more accustomed to a regular pattern of work rather than a new change
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	UAI2
	You can easily feel anxious or frightened in a strange environment
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	IDV1
	We should concern ourselves with collective interests rather than personal interests.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	IDV2
	Everyone is totally independent and different from other people
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	MAS1
	Men always do better than women in some jobs.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	MAS2
	We should devote ourselves to building a harmonious social relationship.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	LTO1
	There should be a long-term plan for everything.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	LTO2
	You care more about the future than your immediate interests.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1






Part Three: In combination with the experiences or understanding of Airbnb, please choose your consent to the following statements, according to the actual ideas.





	No.
	Description
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree



	IT1
	I think Airbnb has a good reputation
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	IT2
	I would browse the description of the house and the previous reviews
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	IT3
	I am not sensitive to the risks in accommodation transaction
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	IT4
	I will not take the initiative in referring to the terms and policies of Airbnb
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	IPT1
	During the stay, the host should fulfill his service commitments
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	IPT2
	The host and renter should not reveal their mutual privacy
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	IPT3
	The host is gracious and polite, which makes me happy.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	IPT4
	The host should answer my question in time
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	IPT5
	The host’s active care will make me happy.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	IPT6
	I like to interact with my host and even become friends.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	PT1
	I care about the decor of the room
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	PT2
	I care about the comfort of the room
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	PT3
	I care if the facilities in the room are complete.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	PT4
	I care about the sanitation in the room
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	PT5
	I care about the soundproof effect of the room
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	PT6
	I care about the traffic conditions around the house
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	PT7
	I would choose a house with good public security
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	PT8
	I will choose a house that is prosperous and bustling around me.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1



	PT9
	I will choose a house that has many tourism attractions around me.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
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Figure 1. Research model. 
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Figure 2. Path diagram for the research model. 
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Table 1. The Measurement of the constructs and the sources.






Table 1. The Measurement of the constructs and the sources.





	
Constructs

	
Categories

	
References






	
Institutional trust

	
The reputation and quality of the website

	
[32,44,49,58];




	
Description of the listing




	
Risk perception of the website




	
Structural assurance of the website




	
Interpersonal trust

	
The hosts’ ability to fulfill service commitment

	
[58,72,73,74];




	
The host-guest principle of not leaking mutual privacy




	
The host’s courteous manners




	
The timeliness of the host’s response to problems




	
The host’s ability of initiative care for renters




	
The realization of social values of host and guest




	
Product trust

	
Decoration styles

	
[58,75,76,77,78];




	
Comfort level of rooms




	
Well-equipped facilities in rooms




	
Daily cleaning




	
Sound insulation effect of rooms




	
Travel convenience




	
Neighborhood environment




	
Surrounding tourist attractions




	
Cultural dimensions

	
Power distance

	
[60,71];




	
Individualism




	
Masculinity




	
Uncertainty avoidance




	
Long-term orientation
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Table 2. Hypotheses when cultural factors and demographics are moderators.






Table 2. Hypotheses when cultural factors and demographics are moderators.





	No.
	Hypotheses





	H1
	Institutional trust has a positive and significant impact on product trust.



	H1a
	The relationships between institutional trust and product trust are adjusted by power distance. The higher the power distance is, the weaker the influence of institutional trust on product trust will be.



	H1b
	The relationships between institutional trust and product trust are adjusted by individualism. The higher the individualism is, the weaker the influence of institutional trust on product trust will be.



	H1c
	The relationships between institutional trust and product trust are adjusted by uncertainty avoidance. The higher the uncertainty avoidance is, the weaker the influence of institutional trust on product trust will be.



	H1d
	The relationships between institutional trust and product trust are adjusted by long-term orientation. The higher the long-term orientation is, the stronger the influence of institutional trust on product trust will be.



	H1e
	The relationships between institutional trust and product trust are adjusted by masculinity. The higher the masculinity is, the weaker the influence of institutional trust on product trust will be.



	H2
	Product trust has a positive and significant impact on interpersonal trust.



	H2a
	The relationships between product trust and interpersonal trust are adjusted by power distance. The higher power distance is, the weaker the influence between product trust and interpersonal trust will be.



	H2b
	The relationships between product trust and interpersonal trust are adjusted by individualism. The higher individualism is, the weaker the influence between product trust and interpersonal trust will be.



	H2c
	The relationships between product trust and interpersonal trust are adjusted by uncertainty avoidance. The higher uncertainty avoidance is, the weaker the influence between product trust and interpersonal trust will be.



	H2d
	The relationships between product trust and interpersonal trust are adjusted by long-term orientation. The higher long-term orientation is, the stronger the influence between product trust and interpersonal trust will be.



	H2e
	The relationships between product trust and interpersonal trust are adjusted by masculinity. The higher masculinity is, the weaker the influence between product trust and interpersonal trust will be.



	H3
	Institutional trust has a positive and significant impact on interpersonal trust.



	H3a
	The relationships between institutional trust and interpersonal trust are adjusted by power distance. The higher the power distance is, the weaker the influence of institutional trust on interpersonal trust will be.



	H3b
	The relationships between institutional trust and interpersonal trust are adjusted by individualism. The higher the individualism is, the weaker the influence of institutional trust on interpersonal trust will be.



	H3c
	The relationships between institutional trust and interpersonal trust are adjusted by uncertainty avoidance. The higher the uncertainty avoidance is, the weaker the influence of institutional trust on interpersonal trust will be.



	H3d
	The relationships between institutional trust and interpersonal trust are adjusted by long-term orientation. The higher the long-term orientation is, the stronger the influence of institutional trust on interpersonal trust will be.



	H3e
	The relationships between institutional trust and interpersonal trust are adjusted by masculinity. The higher the masculinity is, the weaker the influence of institutional trust on interpersonal trust will be.



	H4
	The relationships between institutional trust and product trust are significantly different regarding the demographics of consumers interviewed.



	H5
	The relationships between product trust and interpersonal trust are significantly different regarding the demographics of consumers interviewed.



	H6
	The relationships between institutional trust and interpersonal trust are significantly different regarding the demographics of consumers interviewed.
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics of respondents’ characteristics.
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Variables

	
Categories

	
Frequency

	
Percentage






	
Gender

	
Men

	
63

	
30.00%




	
Women

	
147

	
70.00%




	
Age

	
≤25

	
140

	
66.67%




	
26–35

	
51

	
24.29%




	
36-45

	
17

	
8.09%




	
≥45

	
2

	
0.95%




	
Education

	
College degree or below

	
10

	
4.76%




	
Bachelor candidates and bachelor

	
132

	
62.86%




	
Master

	
65

	
30.95%




	
Doctor

	
3

	
1.43%




	
Monthly disposable income (yuan)

	
≤1000

	
21

	
10.00%




	
1001–3000

	
91

	
43.33%




	
3001–5000

	
58

	
27.62%




	
≥5000

	
40

	
19.05%
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics of culture dimensions scale.
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	Construct
	Mean (Std.)
	Hofstede Score (China)





	Power distance
	3.09 (0.605)
	80



	Uncertainty avoidance
	2.907 (0.851)
	60



	Individualism
	3.383 (0.665)
	21



	Masculinity
	2.567 (0.658)
	51



	Long-term orientation
	3.602 (0.844)
	118
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Table 5. Descriptive statistics of trust construct data.






Table 5. Descriptive statistics of trust construct data.





	Construct
	Mean (Std.) of the Construct





	Institutional trust
	3.43 (0.538)



	Interpersonal trust
	3.67 (0.535)



	Product trust
	4.02 (0.762)
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Table 6. The abstract of fitness degree testing of confirmatory factor analysis. KNO—Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin.






Table 6. The abstract of fitness degree testing of confirmatory factor analysis. KNO—Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin.





	
Assessment Items

	
Recommended Value

	
Testing Results






	
The analyses of reliability and validity




	
KMO value

	
>0.6

	
0.944




	
Bartlett’s test

	
Significance level <0.05

	
0




	
Common factor variance ratio

	
>0.2

	
0.428–0.821




	
Accumulated variance contribution rate

	
>60%

	
67.258% (3 common factors in all)




	
Cronbach α coefficient

	
>0.7

	
0.89




	
Indexes of fitness degree




	
Chi-square = 361.249; degrees of freedom (DOF) = 146; probability level = 0.000




	
Chi-square DOF ratio

	
<3.00

	
2.474




	
RMR (root mean square residual) value

	
<0.05

	
0.048




	
GFI (goodness-of-fit index) value

	
>0.90

	
0.837




	
IFI (incremental fit index) value

	
>0.90

	
0.927




	
TLI (Tacker-Lewis index) value

	
>0.90

	
0.913




	
CFI (comparative fit index) value

	
>0.90

	
0.926




	
PGFI (parsimony goodness-of-fit index) value

	
>0.50

	
0.643




	
PNFI (parsimony-adjusted normed fit index) value

	
>0.50

	
0.754




	
PCFI (parsimony comparative fit index) value

	
>0.50

	
0.791




	
CN (critical N) value

	
>200

	
102




	
CAIC (consistent Akaike information criterion) value

	
Theoretical model value < independent model value

	
640.522 < 1205.950




	
Theoretical model value < saturation model

	
640.522 < 3196.94
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Table 7. Standardized regression weights: group number 1—default model.
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	No.
	Hypotheses
	C.R. (Critical Ratio)
	Path Coefficient
	R2
	p
	Is the Research Hypotheses Supported?





	H1
	Institutional trust has a positive and significant impact on product trust.
	6.766
	0.822
	0.676
	***
	Yes



	H2
	Product trust has a positive and significant impact on interpersonal trust.
	7.106
	0.762
	0.892
	***
	Yes



	H3
	Institutional trust has a positive and significant impact on interpersonal trust.
	2.14
	0.213
	0.892
	0.032
	Yes







*** Significant at 0.001 level.
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Table 8. Assuming model unconstrained to be correct.






Table 8. Assuming model unconstrained to be correct.





	
Model

	
DF (Degree of Freedom)

	
CMIN (the Minimum Discrepancy)

	
p (<0.05)

	
NFI (Normed Fit Index)

	
IFI (Incremental Fit Index)

	
RFI (Relative Fit Index)

	
TLI (Tacker-Lewis Index)




	
Delta-1

	
Delta-2

	
rho-1

	
rho2






	
Structural weights

	
19

	
43.309

	
0.001

	
0.013

	
0.014

	
0.001

	
0.001
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Table 9. Standardized regression weights (unconstrained). PDI—power distance.
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No.

	
Estimate (Low PDI)

	
Estimate (High PDI)

	
ΔEstimate

	
Whether the Influence Direction is Identical with the Research Hypotheses






	
H1a

	
0.832 ***

	
0.786 ***

	
−0.046

	
Yes




	
H2a

	
0.688 ***

	
0.832 ***

	
0.144

	
No




	
H3a

	
p >0.05

	
p >0.05

	
p >0.05, The hypothesis is invalid








*** Significant at 0.001 level.
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Table 10. Standardized regression weights: group number 1—default model.






Table 10. Standardized regression weights: group number 1—default model.





	
Number

	
Significance

	
Whether the Influence Direction is Identical to the Research Hypotheses






	
H1a

	
Significant

	
Yes




	
H1b

	
Significant

	
Yes




	
H1c

	
Significant

	
Yes




	
H1d

	
Significant

	
Yes




	
H1e

	
Non-significant




	
H2a

	
Significant

	
No




	
H2b

	
Significant

	
Yes




	
H2c

	
Significant

	
Yes




	
H2d

	
Non-significant




	
H2e

	
Non-significant




	
H3a

	
Non-significant




	
H3b

	
Non-significant




	
H3c

	
Non-significant




	
H3d

	
Non-significant




	
H3e

	
Non-significant




	
H4

	
Non-significant




	
H5

	
Non-significant




	
H6

	
Non-significant
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