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Abstract: Lack of trust has been repeatedly identified as a major barrier to the adoption of online shopping.
However, there has been little investigation of the estblishment of interpersonal trust from seller’s and buyer’s
perspective and how mterpersonal trust affects sellers-buyer’s transaction intention. This research amms to
determine the impact of perception and interaction in establishing interpersonal trust from seller’s and buyer’s
perspective. Furthermore, this research investigates the effect of interpersonal trust on selling and purchasing
mtention in C2C e-Commerce sites. A quantitative approach are employed by utilizing Partial Least Square
(PLS). A total of 776 responds from buyers and 106 responds from sellers are collected. The results of this study
indicate that trust in sellers is influenced by seller’s expertise and opportunism while trust in buyers is
influenced by buyer’s opportunism and buyer-seller interactions. Additionally our findings imply that trust in
sellers mfluence buyer’s purchasing mtention while trust in buyers influence seller’s selling mtention.
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INTRODUCTION

Now a days, the number of internet users that
participate in online transaction keeps increasing due to
its benefit: conducting transaction with no time and
geographical boundaries. However, in C2C e-Commerce
transaction both buyers and sellers are vulnerable to
uncertainty and risks, considering that both partie’s
decisions could be based on incorrect or incomplete
mformation (Kim et al., 2008). Thus people that aware with
this risk, sometimes hestitate to do online transactions. A
key issue in this problem is building trust between
stakeholders. Trust is important in both offline and online
transactions (Gustavsson and Johansson, 2006) and is the
defining factor in e-Commerce success (Lu et al., 2010).
Trust can be defined as a psychological state in which
someone accept to be vulnerable based by positive
expectations of the other person’s intentions or behavior
(Rousseau ef al., 1998). Trust that 1s formed between
users m C2C e-Commerce or interpersonal trust,
represents people’s perception that other parties are
willing to be vulnerable mn their interaction (Chen et al.,
2009). In this context, interpersonal trust 1s formed within
sellers and buyers. Trust that 1s formed in seller and buyer
are different in nature because of seller’s trust and
buyer’s trust is based by different features and
aspects of C2C e-Commerce site, changes of policy by
intermediary could triggers different outcomes from both
parties and sellers and buyers are tied to different

institutional mechanism (Sun, 2010). Numerous researches
were previously conducted as part of the effort to
understand the determinants of interpersonal trust in
online transactions. However, the difference perspective
of buyers and sellers has been neglected i prior
studies. Different role of users m e-Commerce may
have different views of online trust (Shankar et ai., 2002).
Moreover, due to its different nature, the establishment
of trust may have different cause for both of parties
(Sun, 2010).

Researchers has studied the impact of trust
in C2C e-Commerce sites (Jones and Leonard, 2008,
Li et al, 2010). However, most of researches did not
identify the type of trust that affect user's
participation. In C2C e-Commerce, trust could be formed
between users (buyers and sellers) or between users and
intermediaries. Most researches mvestigated from buyer’s
perspective. There are few researches that include seller’s
perspectives on their study. Thus in this study we aim to
determine how trust, specifically interpersonal trust is
formed in C2C e-Commerce both from seller’s and
buyer’s perspective. This study focus on investigating
perception as the highest influence on interpersonal trust
(Walczuch and Lundgren, 2004). Therefore, this study
aims to mvestigate the influence of perception in
interpersonal trust in C2C e-Commerce sites from both
buyer’s and seller’s perspective. Furthermore, this study
aims to investigate how mterpersonal trust affect user’s
purchasing and buying intention.
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Literature review
Literature study and hypotheses development: A model 1s
constructed in order to test hypotheses, based on
combining past research models. According to Armstrong
and Yee, people’s perception of others could be divided
mto four variables which are expertise, opportunism,
likability and listemng (Armstrong and Yee, 2001).
However, as both parties interact through the internet,
direct meeting are less likely to happen which makes it
hard for people to determine whether the other party are
willing to listen to them (Meents and Verhagen, 2008).
Therefore, listening is not relevant in the online
transaction context. Expertise 1s defined as condition
where someone has higher knowledge about certain
things compared to others where knowledge is not only
based on facts and rules but also based on experiences
(Dreyfus and Dreyfus, 1986). Moorman, Deshpande and
Zaltman lighlight that expertise 13 the foundation of trust
(Moorman et al., 1992). There are also studies that prove
that there is a positive relation between expertise and trust
in seller (Crosby et al., 1990, Doney and Cannon, 1997).
On the other hand, expertise also influences trust in
buyer (Armstrong and Yee, 2001). For example for a seller,
buyer who competences in their previous
transactions wouldn’t fail on sending payment on time,

shows

therefore trust in buyer 1s built. According to previous
statements, the following hypotheses are proposed:

*  H;: expertise has positive influence on trust mn seller
*  H,: expertise has positive influence on trust in buyer

Opportunism is defined as seeking personal gain
through cunming and deception (Williamson, 1975).
Opportunism 1s also defined as unexpected action which
caused negative impact on other parties related
(Koojaroenpaisan, 1996). Opportunism is more likely to
occurred through internet, including C2C e-Commerce
sites (Meents and Verhagen, 2008). However, people who
can be trusted shouldn’t have opporturustic behavior
(Guenzi and Georges, 2010). When buyers think that
sellers are taking advantages from them, trust in seller
couldn’t be formed (Andaleeb and Anwar, 1996). On the
other hand when sellers think that buyers show
opportunistic behavior, it becomes harder to trust the
buyers (Armstrong and Yee, 2001). According to these
statements, the following hypotheses are proposed:

¢+ H. opportunism has negative influence on trust in
seller

*+ H,: opporturusm has negative influence on trust in
buyer

Doney and Cannon defined seller’s likability as
buyer’s perception that seller 13 friendly, kind and
delightful (Doney and Cannon, 1997). Likability is also
seenn as an affective closeness that between buyer and
seller where emotional bond are formed between the 2
parties (Nicholson et al, 2001). A study found that
likability is the main factor of trust in sellers
(Nicholson et ai., 2001). Other research also found that
seller has to be likable in order to get buyer’s trust
(Swan et al., 1985). On the other hand, likability also could
affect trust in buyer. According to these statements, the
following hypotheses are proposed:

»  H. likability has positive influence on trust in seller
s H; likability has positive influence on trust in buyer

As buyers and sellers only meet virtually through the
internet, it becomes harder for perception to be formed. In
online world, perception is based by the interaction that
both parties have therefore mteraction should also be
considered as the determinant of interpersonal trust.
Interaction is defined as actions m which parties involved
try to influence and calculate subjective experiences of
other parties (Chen et af, 2009). Frequent interactions
could increase the amount of information exchange and
built trust in parties nvolved (Doney and Cannon, 1997).
Interpersonal trust could increase as people exchange
ideas and emotions through interactions (Jones and
George, 1998). According to these statements, the
following hypotheses are proposed:

» H; interaction has positive mfluence on trust in
seller

* H; interaction has positive influence on trust in
buyer

Buyers are vulnerable to risks and uncertainty when
shopping online and in these situations trust becomes the
solution of the problems that arise because of these
uncertainty (L1 ef al., 2010). Buyers have tendencies to
purchase items from seller that they trust. Buyers are
willing to spend more money as long as they buy from
trusted sellers (Strader and Ramaswami, 2002). Trust in
seller mfluence buyer’s decision to buy items and denote
as the main factor that drives buyer’s purchasing
intention. There 18 significant connection between trust in
seller and. buyer’s purchasing intention (Kim and Park,
2013). According to these statements the following
hypotheses are proposed.

H, (trust in sellers has positive influence on buyer’s
purchasing intention): Transaction between seller and
buyer is not only determined by buyer’s intention to
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Fig. 2: Research model: seller’s perception

purchase products but also by sellers who provides the
opportumity to shop online (Schoder and Haenlein, 2004).
Similar to buyers, sellers are also vulnerable of frauds in
online world (Sun, 2010). When sellers encounter
problems due to the uncertainty and vulnerability that
they experience, trust becomes the solution for these
problems (L1 et af, 2010). Thus, trust m buyers drives
sellers to sell their products. Trust in buyers has positive
influence on seller’s selling intention (Armstrong and Yee,
2001). According to these statements, the following
hypotheses are proposed.

H,, (trust in buyers has positive influence on seller’s
selling intention): To summarize, the developed
constructs from buyer’s perception be seen in Fig. 1
whilst constreut from seller’s perception can be seen in
Fig. 2.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

A quantitative study was conducted to measure the
relationships between variables identified in the prior
section. Questionnaires were distributed among buyers
and sellers at various e-Commere site as a method for data
collection. The majority of respondents are students,
representing the dommant internet user in Indonesia that

is between the ages of 18-25 (27). This study use Partial
Least Squares (PLS)as a method for emalyzing research
model. Valdity and reliability were tested for the
constructs used in the research models. In validity test,
the value of item loading and Average Variance Extracted
(AVE) per constructs are exammned in which value of item
loading 1s at least 0.7 while value of AVE 1s at least 0.5.
Furthermore, discriminant validity is also tested by
examining value of cross loading and comparison of
square root of AVE and correlation of latent variables.
Additionally, reliability is tested by examining the value of
composite reliability in which composite reliability is at
least 0.7 (Hair et al, 2011). The developed construct
comply with rules defined above. Thus, tlus research
found all variables to be reliable and the developed
constructs are valid.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Partial Least Squares (PLS) Graph version 3.00 was
employed to evaluate the hypotheses of the 2 developed
construct. Hypotheses are tested by examining value of
t-statistics from research model. t-value should be =1.96
for 95% significance level (Hair and Ringle, 2011). t-value
is examined by using bootstrap in Smart PLS. Table 1
shows summary of sigmficance testing for research model
both from buyer’s and seller’s perspective. As seen in
Table 1, H, posed that expertise would have positive
influence on trust in seller whlst H, posed that expertise
would have positive influence on trust in buyer. While H,
was found to be significant, H, was rejected. Meanwhile,
H; posed that opportunism would have negative influence
on trust m seller whlst H, posed that opportunism would
have negative influence on trust in seller

As seen in Table 1, H, posed that expertise would
have positive influence on trust in seller. Meanwhile, H,
posed that opportunism would have negative influence
on trust m seller when H; posed that likability would have
positive influence on trust in seller. H, posed that
interaction would have positive influence on trust in
seller. Both of H, and H, were found to be significant
while both of H; and H, were not supported by the result.
In research model with seller’s perspective (Fig. 2) H;
posed that expertise would have positive influence on
trust in buyer. H; posed that opportunism would have
negative influence on trust in buyer whilst H, posed that
likability would have positive influence on trust in buyer.
H; posed that interaction would have positive influence
on trust in buyer. Both of H, and H; were not supported
by the result while both of H; and H; were found to be
sigmuficant.
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Table 1: Hypoteses testing result

Hypotheses Path Path coefficient t-statistics Conclusion
H, EXB->TIS 0.32982 3.359704 Accept
H, 0OPS-=TIS 0.18453 2.437896 Accept
H, LIB->TI8 0.16203 1.576099 Reject
H, INB->TIS 0.16273 1.389241 Reject
H; EXB->TIB 0.09418 0.854060 Reject
H; 0OPS-=TIB 0.30503 3.281350 Accept
H; LIB->TIB 0.07317 0.689250 Reject
H; INS->TIB 0.38456 3.175140 Accept
H, TIS->PUR 0.32541 3.443784 Accept
Hyo TIB-»SEL 0.31906 4.046790 Accept

When analyzing the mmpact of trust on buying or
selling intention, H, posed that trust in seller would
mfluence buyer’s purchasing intention while H,, posed
that trust m buyers would mnfluence seller’s selling
intention. Both of H, and H,; were found to be significant.

CONCLUSION

This study sought to examine influence of user’s
perception and interactions to interperscnal trust and
impact of interpersonal trust to user’s purchasing-selling
intention. Interpersonal trust is divided into trust in sellers
and trust in buyers due to differences m the roles and
characteristics that each party has. Results indicate that
trust in sellers is influenced by seller’s experiences and
opportunism while trust in buyers is influenced by
buyer's opportunism and mteractions between both
parties. This result also mdicate that trust in buyers
influences seller’s selling intention and trust in sellers
influences buyer’s purchasing intention. Expertise is said
to have positive influence on trust in sellers because by
showing expertise in mteractions, seller could convince
buyers that hefshe could be trusted. As mentioned
before, buyers experiences vulnerability and risks in
online transactions due to the uncertainty of seller’s
identity or product quality (Ba and Pavlou, 2002). When
sellers show that they are competent and knowledgeable,
buyers could be convinced that seller wouldn’t frame
them and would perform accordingly in their transactions
therefore trust could be formed.

Seller’s opportunism also influence trust in sellers.
Trust in seller couldn’t be formed if buyers doubt that
seller would perform accordingly in their transactions. If
buyers thought that sellers are not smcere and honest,
trust in seller would be damaged due to buyer’s belief that
seller would cause them detriment. Therefore, it 1s evident
that oppertunism could bring negative impact to trust in
sellers. On the other hand, results mdicated that likability
and interaction didn’t influence trust in sellers. Context of
likability is relatively close to cultural value and norms
that one’s possess therefore likability could be interpreted
differently by people from different demographic

(Armstrong and Yee, 2001). Traits that used to describe
likability in other studies might be irrelevant by
respondents in this study therefore different results could
be obtained from both studies. Interaction also didn’t
influence trust in sellers. Due to the features that is
provided by intermediaries in C2C e-Commerce sites such
as feedback or review features, buyers doesn’t have to
interact with sellers to build a perception about them.
Buyers could determine whether he/she will trust sellers
from the opimons of others that already interacted with
the sellers. Therefore, interaction 1sn’t necessary to build
trust m sellers.

Trust m buyers 13 determined by buyer’s
opportunism and interaction between both parties. Similar
to trust in seller, trust in buyer couldn’t be formed when
sellers believe that buyers would cause them detriment or
frame them. If sellers think that buyer only taking
advantages of them seller wouldn’t want to sell products
to said buyers therefore it is evident that buyer’s
opporturism determines trust in buyers. Interaction
between two parties also determmes trust in buyers.
Unlike buyers, sellers didn’t get to know each buyers that
they see and focused on a community of buyers (Sun,
2010) therefore it’s hard for seller to determine whether to
trust each buyers that they’re interacting with. Seller also
not equipped with the same features that buyers have
such as rating or review features in C2C e-Commerce
sites therefore selling products online is still risky for
them. By interacting with buyers, sellers could gather
information that would help them decide whether buyer
could be trusted or not therefore interaction 1s needed to
form trust m buyers.

On the other hand, expertise doesn’t determine trust
in buyers. Majority of products sold in C2C e-Commerce
sites in Indonesia doesn’t require expertise from both
parties to be sold and only requires buyer’s preferences
therefore expertise doesn’t affect seller’s trust in buyer.
Similar to trust in sellers, trust in buyer also isn’t
determined by likability. Traits that used to describe
likability in other studies might be irrelevant by
respondents in this study therefore different results could
be obtained from both studies. It 15 evident that trust in
sellers and trust in buyers could be determmed by
different factors due to differences that sellers and buyers
have such as roles, features 1n sites, etc. Trust in
sellers 15 determined by buyer’s perception on sellers
while on the other hand trust i sellers 1s not always
determined by seller’s perception on buyers but also by
their interactions. These findings could be useful for all
parties involved in C2C e-Commerce transactions,
especially intermediaries. Sellers and buyers could try to
act accordingly to obtain other partie’s trust while
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intermediaries could adjust service they provided with
these findings. For example, intermediaries could provide
features chatting or discussion to enhance interactions
between sellers and buyers or provide regulations for all
parties to act accordingly. Lastly this study found that
trust in sellers determmes buyer’s purchasing mtention
and trust in buyers determines seller’s selling intention.
This study confirms that interpersonal trust influence
user’s purchasing-selling intention. When faced with
uncertainty in online transactions, trust encourages users
to take the leap of faith albeit of risks that they face
(Komuiak and Benbasat, 2004). Therefore, 1t 1s important for
intermediaries to provide services that could build trust,
especially mterpersonal trust in C2C e-Commerce sites.

LIMITATIONS

Limitation of this study lies in the sample beng
biased to one domain of demography. For future
researches, more diverse sample should be examined for
more representative conclusion. This research also only
considers user’s perception and interactions as the
determmant of interpersonal trust therefore for future
researches, other additional factors could be proposed as
influences on interpersonal trust in C2C e-Commerce such
as security and appearance of ecommerce site. Finally,
this research also only discuss about user’s
purchasing-sellmg intention as the outcome of
mterpersonal trust. Future research could discuss about
other possible outcomes such as loyalty or anticipation
for future research.
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