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Abstract. Social media is an important platform to seek advice from its mem-

bers. It is important to consider members of social media as trustworthy before 

one may seek advice. Reciprocity is a defining feature of social media. Trust 

propensity of a trustor is considered an important antecedent of trustworthiness 

and is cited more than 10,000 times.  However, it is not clear how norm of reci-

procity affects trustworthiness. This study asserts that Norm of reciprocity may 

be a more important antecedent of trustworthiness than trust propensity Partial 

least squares-structured equation modelling was used to model constructs. This 

study extends the Mayer’s model of trustworthiness. It has important implica-

tions for computer scientists and organization consultants working in area of 

trust in social media.  
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1 Introduction  

 

“If people can be seen as nodes, and the connections are their relationships, trust

  improves its ‘bandwidth” [1, p. 12]. 

 

Social media is an important platform to seek advice from its members, it is im-

portant to consider members of social media as trustworthy before one may seek ad-

vice. Reciprocity is a defining feature of social media. Trust propensity of a trustor is 

considered an important antecedent of trustworthiness and is cited more than 10,000 

times.  However, it is not clear how norm of reciprocity affects trustworthiness. This 

study asserts that Norm of reciprocity may be a more important antecedent of trust-

worthiness than trust propensity Partial least squares-structured equation modeling 

was used to model constructs. This study extends Mayer’s model of trustworthiness. 

It has important implications for computer scientists and organization consultants 

working in the area of trust in social media.  
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1.1 Trustworthiness 

Perceived trustworthiness of others is a precursor of trust [2, 3]. Therefore, it is 

important to find out factors which may affect trustworthiness. In this article, Trustor 

means a source of trust and trustee refers to the target of trust.  The source of trust is 

an individual and target of trust is other members of social media. Context is trust in 

other members of social media to seek advice. 

1.2 Context-Social Media 

The sporadic use of social media has changed the way we seek information and 

professional advice. It is important to have a generalized trust in social media while 

seeking advice. Reciprocity is central to social media [4]. Therefore, it is essential to 

know how reciprocity affects trustworthiness in social media. 

1.3 Norm of reciprocity 

The norm of reciprocity refers to the choice between being stingy or generous 

when returning help. The norm of reciprocity may be categorized as positive or nega-

tive [5]. This paper refers to the positive norm of reciprocity i.e. being generous while 

returning help.  

The norm of reciprocity may be divided into direct reciprocity and indirect reci-

procity. The first has to do with the exchange of information, goods, or services of the 

same value and the second has to do with paying forward [5]. This paper refers to the 

indirect reciprocity of the trustor. This norm is crucial because it goes beyond the 

inner circle of family and friends and extends to the outer circle.  This outer circle 

includes people who are just our acquaintances, colleagues, and strangers [6].  Most 

of the members in a social network like LinkedIn, research gate are members of the 

outer circle. Members participate in a social network through indirect reciprocity. 

 

2 Literature review 

For Trust to be established there should be a source of trust and a target of trust. 

The source of trust is called trustor and target of trust are called trustee [7]. In this 

study, trustor is individual and trustee other members of social media.  

2.1 Antecedent related to trustee- Trustworthiness 

There are different antecedents of trust. These antecedents include trustee’s reci-

procity [8], social ties [9], and reputation [10]. Trustworthiness is one of the main 

antecedents of trust in the trustee. Perceived dimensions of trustworthiness of trustee 

include ability, benevolence, integrity[11, 12]. Trustworthiness means “the trustor is 

confident that the trustee has attributes that are beneficial to the trustor”[12, p. 4]. 



2.2 Antecedent related to trustor- Trust propensity a Norm of reciprocity 

Researchers have studied different antecedents which affect trustworthiness. 

Characteristics of a trustor which affects another’s trustworthiness includes propensity 

to trust [11,12], personality [13,14,15,16,17] , gender [18], and attitude [19]. Though 

generalized trust or trust propensity has been widely studied, there is a dearth of re-

search focusing on the relationship between the norm of reciprocity and trustworthi-

ness. 

2.2.1 Norm of Reciprocity 

 

The norm of reciprocity is the basis for exchange. Reciprocity is the main basis 

for social networks and cooperation[4]. In an ethnographic study of a music file shar-

ing system, it was found that reciprocity was a vital factor for the viability of commu-

nity [20]. Trust and reciprocity depend on culture, and they are essential for the gen-

eration of social networks [21]. Individuals achieve better results by building condi-

tions where the norm of reciprocity and trust propensity can help to overcome strong 

temptations of short-term self-interest [22]. Although trustee’s reciprocity is re-

searched widely [13,14,15,16,17], There are almost no studies on how a trustor’s 

reciprocity affects perceived trustworthiness. Though there are economic investment 

studies on the relationship between the norm of reciprocity and trust, there is almost 

no psychometric-based research on the norm of reciprocity as an antecedent of trust. 

There are research studies on the effect of trust propensity on trustworthiness. How-

ever, there is a need to research on the norm of reciprocity effect trustworthiness in 

social media as reciprocity is a central mechanism for social media[4].  

2.2.2 Trust Propensity 

 

Trust propensity/generalized trust is a “tendency to be willing to depend on gen-

eral others across a broad spectrum of situations and persons” [12, p. 3] . It is one of 

the most cited antecedents and is cited more than 10,000 times in different context 

[2]. 

 

3 Research Model 

Mayer’s model is the basis of this paper. Mayer’s model is selected because it is a 

parsimonious model with a manageable number of factors. Parsimony provides a 

sound foundation for empirical research. Mayer’s model has clear definitions for trust, 

has clarity in antecedents and has a distinction between source and target of trust [2]. 

According to Mayer’s model, trust propensity is an important antecedent of trustwor-

thiness and is rooted in Ericson’s development theory. 



3.1 Erikson’s Development theory 

Trust develops during childhood as infant seeks or receives help from his or her 

caregiver. People develop trust propensity as they grow up. It is a generalized reaction 

to life’s experiences with other people. Trust propensity does not mean that one be-

lieves others are trustworthy. It is a tendency to depend on others. It is an invisible 

colored glass that alters our interpretation of situations [23, 24]. 

3.2 Research Model 

 

 
Figure1-Proposed Research Model 

3.2.1 Norm of Reciprocity and trust propensity 

 

Social exchange is the foundation of interaction among humans. Norms or rules 

have a central place in interactions.   These rules guide the nature of relations and ties 

among actors, and these ties shape the exchange of resources and benefits [25]. Per-

sonal ties are based on trust, reciprocation, and reward. Therefore, the norm of reci-

procity and trust propensity affects the exchange[25].  

Colquitt emphasized that high trustors show a tendency to act in a cooperative 

way across most contexts and situations. Those with a high trust propensity, or high 

trustors, would be good at building exchange relationships because they have greater 

tendency to stick to the norm of reciprocity, which leads to long-term commitment 

and protection of the relationship. These, in turn, result in the development of social 

networks which would provide information to aid a trustor’s decision making and 

thus result in action [24, 26, 27] . 

The greater the positive norm of reciprocity, the more positive is the local social 

exchange relationship will be. Therefore, the positive norm of reciprocity would lead 

to increased propensity to place trust in strangers [28].  

 

Hypothesis H1: Norm of reciprocity would affect trust propensity. 

3.2.2  Trust propensity and Trustworthiness 

 Trust propensity of the trustor has been researched widely and is considered an 

important antecedent of trustworthiness [29]. Trust Propensity would lead 

to trustworthiness in the members of social media [1,26,30,31,32,33]  

 



Hypothesis H2: Trust propensity would affect trustworthiness in members of so-

cial media. 

 

4 Methodology 

A systematic positivist approach to research using quantitative methodology in-

volves formulating a hypothesis, collecting data, and ensuring the validity and relia-

bility of the instrument selected for research. Trustworthiness is formative construct 

whereas trust propensity and norm of reciprocity are reflective construct.  Data was 

analyzed using PLS-SEM due to the presence of the formative construct in the model. 

PLS-SEM is a causal modeling approach. It aims at maximizing the explained vari-

ance of the endogenous constructs [34] 

4.1 Measures 

A standardized version of questionnaires for trust propensity[3] and norm of rec-

iprocity [5] was selected. A survey for constructing “trustworthiness” [3] was modi-

fied to measure trustworthiness in members of social media. There were 23 items in 

the questionnaire. All responses were asked on Likert scale. An expert panel reviewed 

items to assess the content validity of key constructs. 

4.2 Data collection 

Survey was filled by professionals and students in India. The sample was restrict-

ed to a region as it is necessary to control for cultural factors as trust propensity and 

norm of reciprocity depend on culture.  These respondents were avid users of 

LinkedIn and Facebook and frequently access these networks for seeking advice. Data 

was collected through offline and online channels. Subjects consisted of Males (37%) 

and females (63%).  Out of 200 responses, 162 responses were valid. 

5 Results  

This section explains parameters for the construct validity of constructs and re-

sults of the structural model.  For construct validity, measures for internal consisten-

cy, convergent, and divergent validity were noted. For Internal consistency of con-

struct, Cronbach alpha should be above 0.7, and Composite reliability of constructs 

should be above 0.8. All the values were above the threshold value of 0.7 for 

Cronbach alpha and above 0.8 for composite reliability. Criteria for internal con-

sistency and reliability were satisfied (Table1). 

 

Table 1- Construct Validity-Cronbach alpha and composite reliability 



 Composite  

Reliability 

Cronbach 

Alpha 
AVE 

Trust Propensity 0..779 0..694 0.44 

Norm of Reciprocity 0.75 0.701 0.49 

Trustworthiness 0.861 0.822 0.4522 

 

Bootstrapping was done with 5,000 subsamples. Trustworthiness is a second or-

der reflective-formative construct. Latent scores of the second order construct were 

evaluated and imported into the model. T-stats were greater than 2.57, and VIF (Vari-

ation inflation factor) values were less than the threshold of 3.3. Table 2 shows the 

weights, VIF, and p-values of formative constructs. 

 

Table 2 - Construct validity of Formative construct Trustworthiness and its sub constructs 

 
Trustworthiness 

Dimensions 

Beta T-Stats  VIF 

Benevolence 0.337 5.83 1.6 

Integrity 0.424 16 1.7 

Competence 0.431 17 1.8 

5.1 Structural Model evaluation 

In the structural model, all path coefficients were found to be statistically signifi-

cant. R-square for endogenous constructs was moderate and were 0.28 (H1), and 

0.198(H2). Both the hypothesis H1 and H2 were accepted (Table 3). The effect size 

for Norm of reciprocity (0.393) was greater than effect size of trust propensity (0.24). 

 

Table 3 – Structural model statistics 

 

No

. 

Beta R2 P-value f Accept/Reject 

H1 0.527 0.28 .0001 0.393 Accept 

H2 0.414 0.198 0.05 0.24 Accept 



6 Discussion 

Firstly, this is a first psychometric study to emphasize the role played by the 

norm of reciprocity in measuring trustworthiness in members of social media. The 

norm of reciprocity is an important construct especially in the social media context 

because it is the basis of the existence of the online social network [4]. Our analysis 

shows that positive norm of reciprocity may be more important than trust propensity 

as it has greater path coefficient (0.527), greater statistically significance (0.001) and 

greater effect size (0.393) than that of  trust propensity( beta-0.414, p-0.05, effect 

size-0.24). 

Secondly, it is important to validate Mayer’s model[2]  in the social media con-

text. The importance of construct in trust research is determined by its context.  This 

study proposed a new construct, “norm of reciprocity” as a determinant of trustwor-

thiness.  

7 Conclusion 

This study validates Mayer’s model. Mayer’s model [2] was developed for inter-

personal trust in an organizational context. Different antecedents have different im-

portance in different context. As reciprocity is central to the existence of social media, 

the norm of reciprocity may be an important antecedent [4].  

Non-probability sampling, single source bias, common method bias, and focus on 

variance evaluation rather than goodness of fit were limitations of this study. 

7.1 Future research 

This research opens many areas for further studies. Firstly, Future studies may 

focus on using qualitative methods such as ethnography, grounded theory, and case 

studies. 

Secondly, collaborative economy is based on social media in general and social 

network in particular. Trust is an important organizing mechanism. Therefore, this 

research may be further progressed by taking it into the context of the design of col-

laborative organizations, social networks, and virtual communities.  

Thirdly, this study was done in the context of social networks while seeking pro-

fessional advice. Researchers may design studies in other countries to understand how 

culture and institutions affect the norm of reciprocity, trust propensity, and trustwor-

thiness. 

7.2 Implications 

This study has implications in different areas. Firstly, this study has implication 

for computer scientists working in the area of social media. The norm of reciprocity is 

strongly correlated with trust propensity and could be used as a proxy to measure 

perceived trustworthiness and the trustor’s trust propensity. 



Secondly, employees’ trust propensity affects the way they perceive things 

around themselves, t, and in turn their decision making and performance. Organiza-

tion consultants can design programs to enhance the norm of reciprocity in virtual 

organizations like social networks, which would, in turn, enhance trust propensity. 

References 

[1] S. Ten Kate, “Trustworthiness within Social Networking Sites: A study on 

the intersection of HCI and Sociology,” Unpubl. Bus. Stud. Master Univ. Amst. Amst., 

2009. 

[2] R. C. Mayer, J. H. Davis, and F. D. Schoorman, “An Integrative Model Of 

Organizational Trust,” Acad. Manage. Rev., vol. 20, no. 3, pp. 709–734, 1995. 

[3] H. D. Mcknight and N. L. Chervany, “What Trust Means in E-Commerce 

Customer Relationships: An Interdisciplinary Conceptual Typology,” Internatioal J. 

Electron. Commer., vol. 6, no. 2, pp. 35–59, 2002. 

[4] S. C. Lewis, “Reciprocity as a Key Concept for Social Media and Society,” 

Soc. Media Soc., vol. 1, no. 1, 2015. 

[5] Eisenberger, Robert; Cotterell, Norman; Marvel, Joan, “Reciprocation ideol-

ogy.,” J. Pers. Soc. Psychol., vol. 53, no. 4, pp. 743–750., 1987. 

[6] A. Falk and U. Fischbacher, “A theory of reciprocity,” Games Econ. Behav., 

vol. 54, no. 2, pp. 293 – 315, 2006. 

[7] C. A. Fulmer and M. J. Gelfand, “At What Level (and in Whom) We Trust: 

Trust Across Multiple Organizational Levels,” J. Manag., vol. 38, no. 4, pp. 1167–

1230, 2012. 

[8] C. M. Ridings, D. Gefen, and O. Arinze, Determinants of Trust and Use in 

Virtual Communities. Drexel University, 2000. 

[9] S. Chai, S. Das, and H. Rao, “Factors Affecting Bloggers’ Knowledge Shar-

ing: An Investigation Across Gender,” J Manage Inf Syst, vol. 28, no. 3, pp. 309–342, 

Jan. 2011. 

[10] M. Koufaris and W. Hampton-Sosa, “The development of initial trust in an 

online company by new customers,” Inf. Manage., vol. 41, no. 3, pp. 377 – 397, 2004. 

[11] S. L. Jarvenpaa, T. R. Shaw, and D. S. Staples, “Toward Contextualized 

Theories of Trust: The Role of Trust in Global Virtual Teams,” Inf. Syst. Res., vol. 15, 

no. 3, pp. 250–267, 2004. 

[12] D. H. McKnight, V. Choudhury, and C. Kacmar, “Developing and Validat-

ing Trust Measures for e-Commerce: An Integrative Typology,” Inf. Syst. Res., vol. 

13, no. 3, pp. 334–359, Sep. 2002. 

[13] Kimberly Furumo, Emmeline de Pillis, David Green, “Personality influences 

trust differently in virtual and face-to-face teams,” Int J Hum. Resour. Dev. Manag., 

vol. 9, no. 1, 2009. 

[14] J. Lumsden and L. MacKay, “How does personality affect trust in B2C e-

commerce?,” 2006. 

[15] T. Mooradian, B. Renzl, and K. Matzler, “Who Trusts? Personality, Trust 

and Knowledge Sharing,” Manag. Learn., vol. 37, no. 4, pp. 523–540, 2006. 



[16] J. B. Rotter, “Generalized expectancies for interpersonal trust,” Am. Psychol., 

vol. 26, no. 5, pp. 443–452, May 1971. 

[17] Tan, F. B., & Sutherland, P, “Online Consumer Trust: A Multi-Dimensional 

Model.,” J. Electron. Commer. Organ., vol. 2, no. 3, pp. 40–58, 2004. 

[18] N. Awad and A. Ragowsky, “Establishing Trust in Electronic Commerce 

Through Online Word of Mouth: An Examination Across Genders,” J Manage Inf 

Syst, vol. 24, no. 4, pp. 101–121, Apr. 2008. 

[19] Sheau Fen Crystal Yap and C. L. Christina Kwai, “Leveraging the power of 

online social networks: a contingency approach,” Mark. Intell. Plan., vol. 32, no. 3, 

2014. 

[20] Beekhuyzen, Jenine and and Hellens, Liisa von, “, ‘Reciprocity and Sharing 

in an Underground File Sharing Community,’” in ACIS 2009 Proceedings, 2009, p. 

44. 

[21] J. Häuberer, Social Capital Theory: Towards a Methodological Foundation. 

VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften, 2010. 

[22] E. Ostrom, Governing the commons: The evolution of institutions for collec-

tive action. Cambridge University pres, 2006. 

[23] E. H. Erikson, Identity: Youth and Crisis. W. W. Norton, 1994. 

[24] J. B. Rotter, “Interpersonal trust, trustworthiness, and gullibility.,” Am. Psy-

chol., vol. 35, no. 1, pp. 1–7, 1980. 

[25] P. Blau, “Exchange and power in social life,” Mm John N. Y., 1964. 

[26] J. A. Colquitt, B. A. Scott, and J. A. LePine, “Trust, Trustworthiness, and 

Trust Propensity: A Meta-Analytic Test of Their Unique Relationships With Risk 

Taking and Job Performance.,” J. Appl. Psychol., vol. 92, no. 4, pp. 909–927, Jul. 

2007. 

[27] Gouldner, A. W., “The norm of reciprocity: a preliminary statement,” Am. 

Sociol. Revi, vol. 25, pp. 161–178, 1960. 

[28] S. Opper, J. Holm, and V. Nee, Social Exchange and Generalized Trust in 

China. Department of Economics, Lund University, 2014. 

[29] F. D. Schoorman, R. C. Mayer, and J. H. Davis, “An Integrative Model of 

Organizational Trust: Past, Present, and Future,” Acad. Manage. Rev., vol. 32, no. 2, 

pp. 344–354, 2007. 

[30] D. Gefen, “Reflections on the Dimensions of Trust and Trustworthiness 

Among Online Consumers,” SIGMIS Database, vol. 33, no. 3, pp. 38–53, Aug. 2002. 

[31] M. A. Serva, J. “Skip” Benamati, and M. A. Fuller, “Trustworthiness in B2C 

e-Commerce: An Examination of Alternative Models,” SIGMIS Database, vol. 36, 

no. 3, pp. 89–108, Aug. 2005. 

[32] A. Ben-Ner and F. Halldorsson, “Trusting and trustworthiness: What are 

they, how to measure them, and what affects them,” J. Econ. Psychol., vol. 31, no. 1, 

pp. 64 – 79, 2010. 

[33] C. L. Toma, “Perceptions of trustworthiness online: the role of visual and 

textual information,” in Proceedings of the 2010 ACM conference on Computer sup-

ported cooperative work, 2010, pp. 13–22. 

[34] S. Petter, D. Straub, and A. Rai, “Specifying Formative Constructs in Infor-

mation Systems Research,” MIS Q, vol. 31, no. 4, pp. 623–656, Dec. 2007. 


