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Abstract

People will not share knowledge on online social networks in the absence of trust—the cornerstone for 
social exchange. Trust in online social networks is the primary concern of researchers. Trust propensity is 
an important construct in Mayer’s model of trust. It is considered as one of the most important model for 
determining trust and is cited in more than 10,000 papers. However, Koufaris argued that trust propensity is 
not a crucial determinant of trust. The purpose of this paper is to validate the necessity of trust propensity in 
determining trust in context of online social network. A construct should be included if it is of statistical and 
practical significance. A partial least squares structural equation modeling analysis showed the low practical 
significance of trust propensity. This paper contributes to Mayer’s model of trust in the context of online social 
networks. 
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INTRODUCTION

Online social networks are popular media 
of  communication and coordination in new 
organizational forms that have experienced 
increased growth in the past 10 years (Calefato, 
Noviell, & Lanubile, 2015). Boyd and Ellison 
(2007) defined online social networks as web-based 
services that allow individuals to construct a public 
or semipublic profile within a bounded system, 
articulate a list of  other users with whom they 

share a connection, and view/traverse their list of  
connections and those made by others within the 
system.

Online social networks are pervasive either in the 
form of  informal groups - Facebook, or formal 
groups-enterprises and governments. In the absence 
of  formal co-ordination mechanisms, such as 
free market and hierarchy, the success of  online 
social networks depend on informal co-ordination 
mechanisms such as trust (Grabner-Kräuter, 2009). 
A user’s desire to use an online social network 
depends on their trust toward other members; 
therefore, they must develop trust among themselves 
through behaviors such as listening with open minds 
and being supportive of  other members (McKnight, 
Choudhury, & Kacmar, 2002).

Trust is the cornerstone for the success of  online 
social networks because people will not interact and 
share knowledge on these networks in the absence 
of  trust (Chandra, Theng, Olwin, & Foo, 2011). 
Trust is defined as the “willingness to become vulnerable 
to the trustee, whether another person, an institution 
or people generally, having taken into consideration 
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This study is based on Mayer’s (1995) model (Figure 
1). According to Mayer’s model, trust in an online 
social network has two specific referents, trustor 
-source of  trust, and the trustee-- target of  trust. 
The perceived trustworthiness and trust propensity 
of  the trustor are important determinants of  trust 
in the target of  trust. According to Mayer’s model, 
trustworthiness consists of  ability, benevolence, 
and integrity (Mayer et al., 1995). Mayer’s model is 
based on the theory of  reasoned action (Ajzen & 
Fishbein, 1980) and Erikson’s development theory 
(Erikson, 1994).

Figure 1: Mayer’s Model of Trust 

This paper is divided into five sections. The 
literature review section delineates what earlier 
researchers posited about trust propensity in 
members of  online social networks. The research 
model section gives an overview of  the conceptual 
framework and the main hypotheses. The research 
methodology section elucidates the sampling 
procedure, measures used, and data analysis 
guidelines. The results and discussion section 
discusses the results obtained after the data analysis. 
The conclusion section enumerates limitations, 
future research, academic implications, and the 
managerial implications of  this study.

LITERATURE REVIEW

This study assesses trust literature in the domains 
of  information technology (IT), economics, 

the characteristics of  the trustee” (Mayer, Davis, & 
Schoorman, 1995, p. 5). Facebook is the most 
popular online social network among the youth in 
India for sharing and receiving information. They 
trust their friends on Facebook and share both 
professional and private information. It is widely 
believed that the trust propensity of  the trustor 
leads to interpersonal trust in these networks 
(Grabner-Kräuter & Bitter, 2015).

Trust propensity or offline trust is defined as the 
tendency or willingness to depend on others across 
a broad spectrum of  situations and persons (Rotter, 
1971). Although trust propensity is considered 
essential for trust and has been discussed in more 
than 10,000 papers, there is a need to re-evaluate its 
importance in the context of  online social networks 
such as Facebook. Koufaris and Hampcon-Sosa, 
(2004) have expressed the need to reconsider its 
connection to trust. Although several research 
studies have been conducted on interpersonal 
trust in general (Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012), there 
is a dearth of  research on trust in online social 
networks, such as Facebook, where members may 
only know each other a priori.

The conceptualization of  a construct is based on 
context and purpose. It is important to specify 
the context in trust studies (Mayer et al., 1995). 
Online social network sites can be broadly classified 
into two categories: relationship-oriented and 
interest-oriented. Relationship-oriented networks 
can be further classified into friendship-oriented 
and work-oriented networks, whereas interest-
oriented networks are based on interests such as 
music or animals (Grabner-Kräuter & Kaluscha, 
2003) focusing on different aspects of  this multi-
dimensional construct. However, empirical 
research in this area is beset by conflicting 
conceptualizations of  the trust construct, 
inadequate understanding of  the relationships 
between trust, its antecedents and consequents, 
and the frequent use of  trust scales that are neither 
theoretically derived nor rigorously validated (Mayer 
et al., 1995). The interpretation and comparison 
of  different empirical studies on on-line trust first 
requires conceptual clarification. Context of  this 
study is Facebook-a relationship-oriented network.
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and psychology. In this study, the trustor is an 
individual, whereas the trustees are other members 
of  online social network. This section discusses 
the importance of  trust propensity, the distinction 
between trust and trustworthiness, and the need for 
an explicit reference to context.

Does Trust Propensity or Offline 
Generalized Trust Matters for Online 
Trust?

In the past two decades, trust propensity has 
been considered one of  the most important 
personal traits for determining trust; however, this 
study asserts that trust propensity may not be an 
antecedent of  trust in online social networks. Trust 
propensity is rooted in Rotter’s theory of  trust 
(Rotter, 1980) and Erikson’s theory of  development 
(Erikson, 1994). Trust propensity is “an expectancy 
held by an individual or agroup that the word, promise, 
verbal or written statement of  another individual or group 
can be relied upon” (Rotter, 1971, p. 4). Trust develops 
during childhood as an infant seeks or receives help 
from his benevolent caregiver and incurs further 
changes based on life experiences (Erikson, 1994). 
Trust propensity does not mean that one believes 
others are trustworthy; instead, it is a tendency to 
depend on others. It is like a colored glass that 
can alter our interpretation of  situations and has a 
major effect on trust in new or unfamiliar situations 
(McKnight et al., 2002).

In a study on online lending, Chen, Lai, and Lin 
(2014) observed that the trust propensity of  a 
lender leads to increased trust in the platform as 
well as trust in the borrower. In another study on 
virtual communities, Casalo, Flavian, and Guinaliu 
(2008) noted that trust propensity, familiarity, and 
stronger responsiveness enhance the trust in an 
online community. Tan (2010) asserted that trust 
propensity can affect online trust in crowd-surfing 
sites where members have little knowledge about 
each other. In a seminal study titled “Initial trust 
formation in new organizational relationships,” McKnight, 
Cummings, and Chervany (1998) highlighted that 
people with greater trust propensity will interpret 

new information according to their tendency to 
trust, therefore, leading to greater trust in online 
commerce. However, most of  these studies were 
done in e-commerce context, wherein users may 
not know each other. In addition, these studies did 
not report any practical significance that affects the 
deletion or addition of  constructs to the model. 

However, Recent research in area of  economics 
and information technology suggest contradictory 
findings to Mayer’s model due to differences in 
context and purpose. Koufaris and Hampton-
Sosa (2004) developed a model to build customer 
trust in a company after the first website visit and 
found no support for the effect of  individual trust 
propensity on trust. In another study, behavioral 
economists observed no difference between trust 
propensity when trusting friends and strangers 
(Bicchieri, Xiao, & Muldoon, 2011). According 
to Beldad, Jong and Steehouder, (2010), when 
customers do not have prior experience with 
a trustee, they may ignore their predisposition 
to trust. They assess trustworthiness based on 
their perception of  the trustee. Furthermore, 
researchers working on antecedents of  trust in 
virtual team asserted that trust propensity does 
little to explain the variance in trust among the 
various team members (Jarvenpaa, Knoll, & 
Leidner, 1998). Therefore, the inclusion of  trust 
propensity as an antecedent should be carefully 
considered based on context and purpose. 
Researcher have included the disposition to trust 
as an important antecedent and it has been cited 
more than 10,000 times in the literature (Harzing, 
2007). However, they have not explicitly mentioned 
whether inclusion of  trust propensity is relevant to 
the context of  the research. As a result, researchers 
should revalidate the role of  trust propensity. This 
paper calls for exclusive attention to the question 
“Does trust propensity leads to trust in members of  online 
social networks?”

Revisiting Ridings’ Model
Ridings, Gefen, and Arinze’s (2002) article “Some 
antecedents and outcomes of  trust in virtual communities” 
is a seminal paper in trust research and is cited 
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in the literature more than 1,000 times. Ridings 
and her colleagues conducted a study to find 
the antecedents of  trust in virtual communities. 
Ridings’ model (Figure 2) is based on Mayer’s 
model. However, the construct of  trust was 
operationalized using trustworthiness measure 
that had only two dimension – integrity and 
benevolence, instead of  the three – ability, integrity, 
and benevolence,  that were mentioned in Mayer’s 
model. The conceptualization in Ridings’ model 
was apt and in accordance with the context of  the 
virtual communities that were beginning to emerge 
around the year 2000. Riding’s study found that 
trust propensity had a statistically significant effect 
on trust in virtual communities. Most papers on 
trust in online social networks have theoretical 
foundations based on Ridings’ model (Harzing, 
2007) instead of  Mayers model – theoretical basis 
of  Ridings model. This paper re-evaluates the 
effect of  trust propensity on trust in online social 
networks using Mayer’s model by including all three 
dimensions of  trustworthiness and distinguishing 
between trust and trustworthiness.

When trust in online social networks is discussed, 
it is unclear whether the target of  trust refers to 
trust in an IT artifact (e.g., website or mobile app), 

trust in a company (e.g., Facebook), trust in the 
information provided by friends on online social 
networks, or trust in other members of  the online 
social network (Grabner-Kräuter, 2009). Moreover, 
it is important to qualify the question “trust to 
do what?” Trustworthiness depends on ability, 
benevolence, and integrity (Mayer et al., 1995). 
However, the evaluation of  ability in one task may 
not be generalized across all other tasks because 
trustworthiness is domain-specific. The question 
“Do you consider others to be trustworthy?” may 
be replaced with “Do you trust other Facebook 
members to seek and give information?” However, 
some of  the earlier papers based on Mayer’s model 
(Figure 1) did not explicitly qualify this question.

This study analyzed trust in Facebook members for 
sharing information.

RESEARCH MODEL

The research model (Figure 3) in this paper is based 
on Mayer’s model of  trust (Figure 1). Information 
technology trust research has derived concepts 
from Mayer’s model of  trust (Mayer et al., 1995). 
Mayer’s model of  trust was developed to analyze 

Figure 2: Ridings’ Model
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interpersonal trust in organizational settings and 
is one of  the most cited models in Information 
technology trust research.  Mayer’s model has been 
selected for this study because of  its comprehensive 
definition of  trust, relevance to study objectives, 
specification of  antecedents, and parsimony, all of  
which provide a sound foundation for empirical 
research. Moreover, it avoids confusion at the level 
of  analysis by specifying trust referents, which 
clarifies any ambiguity between trust and other 
similar constructs, such as trustworthiness and trust 
propensity (Mayer et al., 1995). Trustor-source of  
trust is an individual and Trustee-Target of  trust is 
members of  Facebook. Trustor related antecedent 
is trust propensity and Trustee related antecedent is 
trustworthiness.

Figure 3: Research Model

Trust Propensity and Trust

The trustor’s traits affect the trust that  he/she has 
for others. Some people are more likely to trust 
than others. As stated earlier, trust develops during 
childhood when an infant seeks help from his 
guardians. However, this trust propensity changes 
based on experiences later in life (Erikson, 1994). 
Trust propensity is a stable, within-party trait that 
a person carries from one situation to another. 
Propensity influences how much trust one has 
for a trustee before data on that particular party 
has become available (Casalo et al., 2008; Cheung 
& Lee, 2001). All of  the aforementioned studies 
were conducted in contexts where members have 
little familiarity with each other. However, in 
online social networks such as Facebook, most of  
the members know each other. Therefore, trust 
propensity may not affect trust. In support of  this, 

Koufaris and Hampton-Sosa (2004) also suggested 
that trust propensity may not affect trust. We 
developed our first hypothesis on the basis of  this 
information.

Hypothesis 1: A trustor’s trust propensity may not 
lead to trust in other members of  the online social 
network. 

Trustworthiness and Trust
A trustor may have varying levels of  trust for 
various trustees; therefore, one should consider 
the level of  trust for a particular trustee based on 
their characteristics. Trustworthiness is the basis 
of  new connections, information disclosure, and 
collaboration. Various researchers have used slightly 
different language to describe trustworthiness but 
nearly all research incorporates ability, benevolence, 
and integrity. The following definition was derived 
from Mayer’s definition of  trustworthiness (Mayer 
et al., 1995):

Definition: Trustworthiness refers to the confident 
trustor perception that the trustee—in this context, 
members of  particular virtual communities—have 
attributes that are beneficial to the trustor. 

The trustee’s characteristics that determine 
trustworthiness are ability, benevolence, and 
integrity. Each characteristic provides unique 
information about trustworthiness. The set of  three 
characteristics provides a strong and parsimonious 
base to the empirical study and explains within-
trustor variation in trust for others. 

Beliefs about the characteristics of  other members 
of  online social networks, such as ability, integrity, 
and benevolence reflect different components 
of  their trustworthiness. The characteristics of  
online communication participants are perceived 
differently than those in real-world interactions; 
therefore, the relative importance of  these 
components may be different in interactions on 
online social networks and the real-world (Grabner-
Kräuter & Bitter, 2015)

The conceptual distinction and causality between 
beliefs and intentions are derived from the theory 
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of  reasoned action. According to the theory of  
reasoned action, perceived belief  is an immediate 
antecedent of  intention. The intention is the 
degree of  conscious effort that a person will exert 
to perform behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). 
Therefore, the trustee’s elements of  trustworthiness 
influence the current trust or trusting intentions 
(McKnight et al., 2002). Trusting intention is the 
intent to engage in trusting behaviors. Therefore, 
expectations of  trustworthiness account for the 
most observed variance in trust (Mcknight et al., 
2005). 

Hypothesis 2: The trustworthiness of  other online 
social network members, which include the trustees’ 
perceived ability, benevolence, and integrity will 
lead to trust in them.

Trust Propensity as a Moderator
It is essential to examine if  trust propensity impact 
trust once trustworthiness of  trustee is established. 
Trust propensity creates a colored glass that alters 
whatever trustee see (Rotter, 1971).

Trust propensity effects the form and shape of   
trusting intention  in presence of  trustworthiness 
(Colquitt, Scott, & LePine, 2007).

The relationship between trusting intention and 
trustworthiness dimensions is moderated by an 
individual’s trust propensity (Mayer et al., 1995). 
This finding is supported by another study on 
trusting intention in e-commerce, in which it was 
found that trust propensity and gender had a 
significant joint moderating role in affecting the 
trustworthiness on intention to purchase (Y. Chen, 
Yan, Fan, & Gordon, 2015).

Hypothesis 3: Trust propensity would moderate 
relationship between trustworthiness and trusting 
intention.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

We employed a cross-sectional survey of  Facebook 
to test the research model. Numerous studies 
regarding online communities have conducted 
experiments, but with limitations of  small sample 

sizes and a captive audience (Grabner-Kräuter 
& Kaluscha, 2003). We employed a field survey 
methodology because this is one of  the best 
method to test individual perceptions about trust 
in other members for sharing information. We used 
empirical research method because it minimizes 
chances of  subjectivity in the judgment (Balsley, 
1970).

Data Analysis Technique
Partial least squares structural equation modeling 
(PLS-SEM)—a variance-based structural equation 
modeling—was used to evaluate the research 
model. PLS-SEM was used because it offers 
many advantages over covariance-based structural 
equation modeling (CB-SEM). First, the model is 
complex due to the presence of  three second-order 
constructs, which are relatively easy to model using 
PLS-SEM. Second, trustworthiness was a second-
order formative construct (Hair Jr., Hult, Ringle, 
& Sarstedt, 2013), and PLS-SEM is recommended 
for modeling formative constructs (Söllner, & 
Leimeister, 2013). Third, the objective was to find 
how much variance is explained by exogenous 
constructs rather than model fit. CB-SEM focuses 
on model fit, reducing the difference between 
sampled and theoretically predicted covariance 
matrices, whereas PLS-SEM focuses on maximizing 
the explained variance (Hair Jr. et al., 2013).

The model was evaluated using the software 
SmartPLS (Ringle, Wende, & Will, 2005) in two 
stages. First, a measurement model of  each construct 
was evaluated. The variable values of  the sub-
constructs were noted because all of  the variables 
were second-order latent constructs. While modeling 
the structural model, these second-order dimensions 
become indicators of  the respective construct 
(Gefen, Benbasat, & Pavlou, 2008). Thereafter, the 
structural model was evaluated.

Settings
Different parameters need to be assessed for the 
validation of  a structural model (Hair Jr. et al., 
2013). There were twelve missing values, which 
were replaced by the mean. Settings for boot 
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samples included 5,000 re-samples and no sign 
changes.

To establish construct validity, we used the 
following criteria: composite reliability (above 0.6), 
indicator reliability (outer loadings greater than 
0.4), convergent validity (average variance extracted 
[AVE] greater than 0.4), and discriminant validity 
based on the Fornell-Larcker (F&L) criteria (Hair 
Jr. et al., 2013).

Operationalization
Trust Propensity: Trust propensity consists of  
two sub-constructs: faith in humanity and trusting 
stance. Faith in humanity is a concept derived from 
psychology. It refers to the general assumption that 
others are usually honest, benevolent, competent, 
and predictable. Trusting stance refers to the 
presumption that trusting others leads to better 
outcomes irrespective of  whether these other 
people are good or not. For example, in one study, 
an interviewee was asked whether they trust people 
whom they have met for the first time. They 
responded that they begin with a trust surplus 
unless there is a reason to cause distrust, thereby 
implying that this person has a high trusting stance 
(McKnight & Chervany, 2002).

Trustworthiness: Trustworthiness refers to 
an individual’s confident perception that other 
members of  online social network has attributes 
that are advantageous for the individual. It has 
three sub-constructs: competence, benevolence, 
and integrity. Competence refers to the ability of  
other members of  the online social network to do 
what the trustor needs. Benevolence refers to the 
caring and motivational nature of  other members 
of  an online social network to act in the trustor’s 
interest. Integrity refers to the honesty of  other 
members of  the online social network ( McKnight 
& Chervany, 2002). 

Trust or Trusting Intentions: Trusting intentions 
refers to the willingness of  the trustor to depend 
on the trustee. It has three sub-constructs: 
willingness to depend on members of  an online 
social network, willingness to follow advice and 

willingness to give information (McKnight & 
Chervany, 2002).

Sampling Procedure

We employed purposive non-probability sampling 
in this study. Although we collected data from both 
online and offline channels, we observed too many 
incomplete responses among the online responses. 
Therefore, we collected data again through offline 
channels. For data from offline channels, we visited 
colleges and informed them about the objective 
of  our research. We distributed a questionnaire 
to respondents and explained the objectives of  
the research. Dishonest responses were judged by 
incorporating easy questions such as “2 + 2 = 4” 
and “Sun rises in the east”. We disregarded responses 
that incorrectly answered to these questions. We 
constructed the questionnaires on the basis of  the 
measures described below.

Measure

In this paper, we considered trustworthiness 
and trust propensity as conceptualized by Mayer 
(1998) and operationalized by McKnight et al., 
(2001). The measures were adapted in the context 
of  online social networks to share information. 
These measures were selected because they are apt 
for online context, and have sound psychometric 
properties (Mcknight et al., 2001).

Sample Size

In this study, data from 120 respondents were 
analyzed. In variance-based structured equation 
modeling, the sample size should be either 10 
times the largest number of  formative indicators 
for a single construct or 10 times the largest 
number of  a structural path directed at a construct 
inthestructural model (Hair Jr et al., 2013). 
Formative constructs have 12 indicators in this 
model; therefore, the minimum sample size should 
be 120.
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Sample Characteristics
Table 1: Descriptive Data

Total number 
of completed 

surveys

150 Total 
subjects

150

Incomplete 
responses

12 Males 57%

Dishonest 
responses

18 Females 40%

Useable sample 120
Frequency of 
usage of online 
social network 

1 hour

Common method 
bias

Less than 
15%

Sample
The sample consisted of  active Facebook 
members aged between 18 and 28 years because 
they are one of  the most active users who rely on 
other Facebook members to share information. 
To control for factors such as website design, 
organizational privacy policies, and company 
branding, only data from Facebook members were 
selected. Indian students and working professionals 
in the age group of  18–28 were selected to control 
for cultural factors.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The purpose of  this paper was to determine 
whether trust propensity matters in online social 
networks. In this section, we will discuss the 
measurement model-related results, which include 
reliability, validity of  constructs, estimates of  the 

structural model, and how results relate to earlier 
studies.

Testing the Measurement Model
Evaluating second-order measurement models 
entailed establishing the reliability and validity 
of  the main constructs and sub-constructs. We 
evaluated the models for construct reliability and 
validity. 

Construct Validity of  Key Second-Order 
Constructs in the Model
All the items with outer loadings above 0.4 were 
retained. For construct reliability, all the constructs 
should have a composite reliability above 0.4 
(Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Convergence validity 
was assessed using the AVE criteria of  values 
greater than 0.4 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). All the 
variables had AVE values greater than 0.4. For 
discriminant validity, we noted the cross-loading 
values. Most of  the values had higher loadings 
on their own constructs instead of  the other 
constructs. 

Construct Validity of  Trust Propensity
All the sub-constructs of  trust propensity satisfied 
the reliability and validity criteria. Trust propensity 
is a second-order construct with four reflective sub-
constructs, namely, benevolence (DTB), integrity 
(DTI), competence (DTC), and trusting stance 
(DTTS). All the sub-constructs have high reliability 
with composite reliability above 0.6 and high 
convergent validity with AVE above 0.4 (Table 3). 
The respective AVE values are in parentheses: 

Table 2: Results for Main Constructs

AVE Composite 
Reliability

R Square Cronbach’s 
Alpha

Communality Redundancy

Trust 0.5695 0.7983 0.367 0.621 0.5695 0.0949
Trust Propensity 0.4469 0.7589 0 0.6004 0.4469 0
Trustworthiness 
(Multidimensional construct)

0 0 0 0 0.6931 0
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Table 3: Reliability

AVE Composite Reliability R Square Cronbach’s Alpha Redundancy

TP_Benevolence (DTSB) 0.651 0.8484 0.8231 0.7326 0.5334

TP_Competence (DTSC) 0.5464 0.6844 0.603 0.2201 0.3251

TP_Integrity (DTI) 0.7636 0.8659 0.7538 0.691 0.5744

TP_Trusting stance (DTTS) 0.5341 0.6636 0.4277 0.1855 0.2258

Table 4: Convergent Validity

TP_Benevolence TP_Competence TP_Integrity TP_Trusting stance

DTSB1 0.8035 0 0 0

DTSB2 0.8221 0 0 0

DTSB3 0.7946 0 0 0

DTSC1 0 0.4675 0 0

DTSC2 0 0.935 0 0

DTSI1 0 0 0.8862 0

DTSI3 0 0 0.8614 0

DTSTS1 0 0 0 0.4047

DTSTS3 0 0 0 0.951

benevolence (0.651), competence (0.54), integrity 
(0.76), and trusting stance (0.5431). The respective 
composite reliability values are in parentheses: 
benevolence (0.8484), competence (0.6844), 
integrity (0.8659), and trusting stance (0.6636). 
These values satisfied Fornell and Larcker’s (1981)  
criteria for convergent validity (Table 4).

Construct Validity of  Trusting Belief
Trusting belief  is a second-order multi-dimensional 
construct with three formative sub-constructs, 

namely, benevolence (TBB), integrity (TBI), and 
competence (TBC). All the sub-constructs have 
high reliability, with a composite reliability above 
0.6 and AVE values above 0.4 (Table 5). In a multi-
dimensional construct, outer weights are noted 
instead of  outer loadings. All the sub-constructs 
had statistically significant outer weights (Table 
6). The construct satisfied F&L criteria and cross-
loadings were highest on their own sub-constructs 
(Table 7). The benevolence composite reliability 
value was 0.72. Competence had an AVE value of  

Table 5: Reliability

AVE Composite 
Reliability

R 
Square

Cronbach’s 
Alpha

Communality Redundancy

TW_Benevolence (TBB) 0.4823 0.7283 0 0.4866 0.4823 0

TW_Competence (TBC) 0.5898 0.8518 0 0.7685 0.5898 0

TW_Integrity (TBI) 0.6545 0.8834 0 0.8238 0.6545 0
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0.58 and a composite reliability of  0.85. Integrity 
had an AVE value of  0.65 and a composite 
reliability of  0.88. 

Construct Validity of  Trust and Trusting 
Intentions
Trusting intention is conceptualized as a second-
order reflective construct. It consists of  three 
dimensions: the willingness to depend on members 
of  an online social network (TIGN), willingness 

to follow advice (TIFA), and willingness to give 
information (TIGI). All the sub-constructs had 
high reliability with a composite reliability above 0.6 
and AVE values above 0.4 (Table 8). TIFA had an 
AVE value of  0.4006 that was above the threshold, 
and the composite reliability (0.76) was within 
the threshold limit. TIGN had an AVE value of  
0.5517 and a composite reliability of  0.78, within 
the threshold limits. TIGI on a social network had 
a very good composite reliability value of  0.8 and 
an AVE value of  0.5776. All the sub-constructs are 

Table 6: Outer Loadings

TW_Benevolence TW_Competence TW_Integrity

TBB1 0.2839 0 0

TBB2 0.4446 0 0

TBB3 0.6541 0 0

TBC1 0 0.3579 0

TBC2 0 0.3254 0

TBC3 0 0.3264 0

TBC4 0 0.2914 0

TBI1 0 0 0.3094

TBI2 0 0 0.3178

TBI3 0 0 0.3047

TBI4 0 0 0.3045

Table 7: Cross-loadings

TW_Benevolence TW_Competence TW_Integrity

TBB1 0.4872 0.1814 0.2173

TBB2 0.7363 0.3245 0.3156

TBB3 0.8169 0.5205 0.5356

TBC1 0.4324 0.7761 0.7047

TBC2 0.4864 0.7558 0.5586

TBC3 0.3404 0.7937 0.5894

TBC4 0.3847 0.7454 0.4605

TBI1 0.4182 0.5986 0.836

TBI2 0.5196 0.6462 0.7941

TBI3 0.4087 0.6354 0.7841

TBI4 0.4377 0.5789 0.8208
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loaded highest on their own sub-construct (Table 
9). All the sub-items have loading values above the 
threshold of  0.4 (Table 10). The construct satisfied 
the F&L criteria, and cross-loadings were highest 
on their own sub-constructs.

Testing the Proposed Hypothesis 
We will provide an overview of  the results of  the 
structural model in this section. The results include 
beta, t-stats, R-square, and most importantly, effect 
size. The p-value gives statistical significance, 

Table 8: Reliability

AVE Composite 
Reliability

R Square Cronbach’s 
Alpha

Communality Redundancy

Follow advice (TIFA) 0.4008 0.7672 0.8346 0.627 0.4008 0.3301
Give information (TIGI) 0.5517 0.7839 0.485 0.5899 0.5517 0.261
Willingness to depend (TIGN) 0.5775 0.8029 0.7599 0.6316 0.5775 0.4374

Table 9: Convergent Validity

Follow advice Give information Willingness to depend

TIFA1 0.6927 0 0
TIFA2 0.5151 0 0
TIFA3 0.5861 0 0
TIFA4 0.7279 0 0
TIFA5 0.6207 0 0
TIG11 0 0.8531 0
TIG12 0 0.7449 0
TIG13 0 0.6104 0
TIGN1 0 0 0.8286
TIGN2 0 0 0.6787
TIGN4 0 0 0.7651

Table 10: Divergent Validity

Follow advice Give information Willingness to depend

TIFA1 0.6927 0.4927 0.5246
TIFA2 0.5151 0.2661 0.1482
TIFA3 0.5861 0.3442 0.3248
TIFA4 0.7279 0.2132 0.6286
TIFA5 0.6207 0.1795 0.5437
TIG11 0.4493 0.8531 0.4259
TIG12 0.2859 0.7449 0.1734
TIG13 0.295 0.6104 0.2578
TIGN1 0.7022 0.275 0.8286
TIGN2 0.4167 0.386 0.6787
TIGN3 0.1081 0.0901 0.1276
TIGN4 0.5009 0.2789 0.7651
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the online social network (Table 11, Figure 4). 
However, the effect size of  trust propensity was 
very low (Tables 11 and 12).

Figure 4 demonstrates the variance explained for each 
construct. Table 10 provides an overview of  path 
coefficients, statistical significance, and effect size.

Hypothesis 1
When trust propensity was included (Figure 2), 
the R-square was 0.367. When trust propensity 
was excluded, the R-square was 0.327. The effect 
size was 0.06 (Table 12). This study illustrates that 
although the relationship between trust propensity 
and trust is statistically significant (beta 0.26, t-stats 
2.2), it does not have any practical significance 
because effect size is very low (0.06) (Table 11).

whereas the effect size provides information about 
practical significance. Some earlier seminal studies 
have not included the effect size. Effect size is a 
measure of  the impact of  an independent construct 
on a criterion construct. It measures the change 
in the R-square value if  a specified exogenous 
construct is not included in the model. It calculates 
whether the excluded construct has a substantial 
effect on the R-square values of  the endogenous 
construct. Effect size f  2 can be calculated as f  2 
= (R2 included − R2 excluded) / (1−R2 included) 
(Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Values 0.02, 0.15, 
and 0.35 indicate that the excluded construct has 
a low, medium, or high effect on the endogenous 
variable, respectively.

Trust propensity and trustworthiness explained 
36.7% of  the variance in trust in members of  

Table 11: Structural Model Results

Hypothesis Beta 
estimates

T-stats R-square Effect size Accept/Reject

H1 Trust Propensity -> Trust 0.2617 2.2666 0.32 0.072 Do not accept due to 
very low effect size

H2 Trustworthiness -> Trust 0.4638 4.5359 0.36 0.275 Accept

Figure 4: Structural model results diagram

Table 12: R-square and Effect Size

R-square without trust propensity 0.32 IV-Trustworthiness
DV-Trust

R-square with trust propensity 0.36 IV-Trustworthiness, trust propensity
DV-Trust

Effect size 0.06 (very low) (0.36-0.32)/(1-0.36)
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Hypothesis 2
For second hypothesis, the beta value was 
0.46 at a p-value of  0.005. The effect size 
for trustworthiness was 0.27. Therefore, 
trustworthiness is a statistically and practically 
significant antecedent of  trust. Ability had the 
highest beta coefficient of  0.389, whereas integrity 
had a coefficient of  0.30. Benevolence had a path 
coefficient was 0.13 and is the least important for 
trustworthiness in online social networks.

According to Mayer’s model, trust propensity has 
an effect on trust (Mayer et al., 1995). However, 
trust propensity in the context of  online social 
networks was not practically significant. This 
further shows that different constructs have 
different importance in different contexts, which 
calls for deletion or inclusion of  a construct in the 
model (Mayer at al, 1995).

CONCLUSION

Trust in members is an important antecedent for 
knowledge-sharing in online social networks, and it 
forms the basis of  all engagements done on online 
social networks. According to previous studies, 
trust propensity is important for building trust on 
online social networks. However, researchers have 
expressed the need to re-evaluate the role of  trust 
propensity as an antecedent of  trust (Beldad et al., 
2010; Koufaris & Hampton-Sosa, 2004; Maximiano, 
Sloof, & Sonnemans, 2013). Therefore, it becomes 
necessary to know whether trust propensity 
matters. This study demonstrates that trust 
propensity may not be considered as an antecedent 
of  trust in all contexts.

In the context of  organizational behavior, this 
study validates and extends Mayer’s model (Mayer 
et al., 1995). Mayer’s model was developed for the 
context of  organizational behavior. Mayer’s model 
is one of  the most-cited model in Information 
technology trust research based on an analysis 
conducted using software Publish or Perish 
(Harzing, 2007). Different antecedents have 
different significance in different contexts (Mayer 
et al., 1995). This study contributes to Mayer’s 

model in the context of  Information technology by 
showing that trust propensity which is important 
for interpersonal trust in organizations, may not 
be considered an antecedent of  trust in online 
environments.

This study contributes to studies based on Ridings’ 
model by showing that trust is not the same as 
trustworthiness and all the three dimensions 
of  trustworthiness – ability, competence, and 
benevolence – need to be included in trust studies. 

Implications
Our results indicate that trust propensity may not 
be a necessary precursor to judging trustworthiness 
in online social networks. This finding has practical 
implications for trust research because it implies 
that trust propensity, which is considered relevant 
in the offline world (Mayer et al., 1995), may not 
be crucial in an online context. This finding is 
significant because it runs counter to previous 
findings that trust propensity is an important 
personal trait for trust (Ridings, Gefen, & Arinze, 
2000). This study provides an explanation for 
why trust propensity may not be be included 
in the model. Our results may be different due 
to context. Mayer’s model was developed for 
interpersonal trust in an organizational context. 
Different antecedents have different significance in 
different contexts (Mayer at al, 1995). In light of  
these findings, there is a need to re-evaluate role of  
considered trust propensity in virtual.

Limitations
This paper has several limitations. First, this paper’s 
contribution is limited to relationships between an 
individual and other members of  an online social 
network. Second, purposive sampling, a widely used 
sampling technique in social science research, raises 
the need to evaluate this study in different contexts. 
Third, mutual trust is not taken into account because 
Mayer’s model states that all relationships are 
unidirectional from trustor to trustee. Fourth, the 
findings of  this study may not be generalized to other 
settings because the context of  this study is specifically 
about the use of  Facebook for sharing information.
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Future Research
This paper focused on understanding trust in online 
social networks. Future research can replicate this 
study in collaborative e-organizations, such as 
online health communities and collaborative 
economy based organizations such as Uber, 99 
Tests, or Kiva.org. Researchers may design research 
in the context of  other countries to understand 
how culture and institutions affect trust propensity 

and trustworthiness. Researchers believe that trust 
propensity is heavily influenced by culture, which 
affects the relative importance assigned to ability, 
benevolence, and integrity as conditions for trust 
(Schoorman, Mayer, & Davis, 2007). In online 
social networks where members may know each 
other, there is a need to look into trust antecedents 
such as generosity, kindness, generalized reciprocity, 
and power (Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012).
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