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Preface
The following three papers review the role trust plays in determining the behaviour of small
businesses in different institutional and socio-cultural environments in Eastern and Western
Europe. All three papers represent contributions within an international project titled “Entrepreneurial strategies and trust: Structure and evolution of entrepreneurial behavioural patterns in
East and West European environments” (2001–2003). Höhmann/Welter review theoretical concepts of trust in the light of results from the empirical work carried out within this project. Welter et al. review the role trust has at different stages of business development, in intra- and interfirm relations and in different environments, whilst Kautonen et al. discuss approaches to measure trust. In addition, an extensive bibliography of academic publications related to the project
has been compiled by Elena Malieva with Teemu Kautonen and Nina Slaby.
The research has been conducted by an international team. Prof. Hans-Hermann Höhmann, Research Centre for East European Studies at the University of Bremen and PD Dr Friederike
Welter, Rhine-Westphalia Institute for Economic Research (RWI) in Essen, Germany are the
project co-ordinators, team members are Elena Malieva, Teemu Kautonen and Dr. Bernd Lageman. The Russian Independent Institute for Social and Nationalities Problems (RIISNP), represented by Dr Alexander Chepurenko, is the Russian project partner. In Estonia, the research is
performed by Prof Urve Venesaar from the Institute of Economics at the Tallinn Technical University. The studies in Italy and Great Britain are conducted by Prof Gabi Dei Ottati, University
of Florence and Prof David Smallbone and Fergus Lyon, Centre for Enterprise and Economic
Development Research (CEEDR) at the Middlesex University Business School.
We gratefully acknowledge support by the Volkswagen Foundation, which funded this research
within its programme “Unity amidst variety? Intellectual foundations and requirements for an
enlarged Europe”.

Hans-Hermann Höhmann and Friederike Welter

Trust and Entrepreneurial Behaviour – A Comment
Setting the stage
Distinguishing between personal, collective and institutional trust
With respect to conceptualizing trust, one important aspect refers to forms of trust. Williamson
(1993) distinguishes between personal trust which he however limits to non commercial relations, risk, which characterizes commercial transactions, and institutional trust, which refers to
the social, cultural, political and organizational embeddedness of economic transactions. Other
authors differentiate forms of trust according to their evolvement. For example, Raiser (1999)
identifies trust based on processes, based on kin-ship relations and extended or generalized trust,
which allows us to enter into relations with unknown partners.
In our research project we set out to distinguish between personal, collective and institutional
trust. For personal trust “a record of prior exchange, often obtained indirectly or by imputation
from outcomes of prior exchange, provides data on the exchange process” (Zucker, 1986: 60).
In other words, trust builds on initial knowledge about the partner. Personal trust may depend on
the characteristics of a group such as a ethnic group or kinship, but it also occurs in bilateral
(business) relationships, often longstanding ones, where persons have come to know each other.
In both cases, they know or assume that the partner/friend will not behave in a way detrimental
to the relationship, even when there are no written or explicit rules set out. That means, these
kind of relationships are governed by informal norms and rules.
Collective trust could be based on the initial knowledge of a person, but it also refers to group
behaviour in a wider sense. In this context, shared norms and mutual business conventions,
which differ across sectors or business groups, play an important role in shaping business relationships. Trust occurs where the participants value the reputation of their commercial partner
against the possibility of him or her breaching these goodwill-based agreements. However, the
borders between personal and collective trust are blurred. It is not (always) easy to distinguish
between both types of trust.
Institutional trust refers to the institutional environment, both to the formal organisations, sanctioning mechanism and informal codes of conduct and values. Contrary to collective norms and
values, the institutional ones apply across different sectors and business groups. Institutional
trust is essential for an efficient market economy. In an economy dominated by institutional
trust agents enter into transactions with only limited information about the partner’s specific
attributes (Raiser, 1999). In other words, the scope of trust extends beyond the number of people we know personally (Putnam, 2000). In this regard, institutional trust allows for the use of
‘anonymous’ sources in business relationships (such as new partners, or consultants for business
assistance), because there are legal safeguards and sanctions in case the relationship fails.
Again, collective and institutional trust have no clear cut boundaries, because collective trust
also relies on informal rules within a certain group such as a sector.

Operationalising our trust concepts
These three trust concepts guided both the design of the survey questionnaire and the case study
guidelines within our research project on entrepreneurial strategies and trust in East and West
Europe. For interpreting our results, we proposed that the following situations could reflect the
use of personal trust:
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(1) Entrepreneurs govern business relations informally. This implies that they do not necessarily
use (written) contracts, employing person and reputation-based criteria for deciding on new
deals. They also do not regulate credit relationships formally. Moreover, they use informal criteria when recruiting new employees. On the whole, personal contacts play an important role in
developing, governing and enforcing business relations within and between firms. We also
might expect differences in governance behaviour in those cases where friends are clients or
suppliers.
(2) Entrepreneurs prefer informal sources such as family, friends or business associates when
looking for information, advice and assistance, or credits. They also prefer informal and personbased criteria (such as personal knowledge of the business partner) in order to decide on new
business partners or deals. When addressing the business environment (e.g., dealing with authorities), entrepreneurs often use third parties they know such as friends and business associates.
(3) Decision making within the firm is regulated informally. Moreover, entrepreneurs have a
high regard for employees’ creativity and initiative. There is no explicit or felt need on behalf of
the entrepreneur to control his/her employees.
Most of what has been said above with regard to cues and situations reflecting personal trust,
more or less also applies to collective trust, although it is difficult to distinguish between personal and collective trust. For example, there might be personal trust when somebody relies
mainly on informal information channels in selecting business partners. But this could also indicate collective trust, especially where this selection is not based on personal knowledge, but on
third party recommendations or the new partner’s reputation. Collective trust is especially apparent in those cases, where entrepreneurs rely on sector-specific business conventions. When
selecting new business partners, or when dealing with contract breaches, they then would draw
on unwritten rules in their trade or sector.
Institutional trust appears difficult to capture empirically. This applies especially to our research
project, which concentrated on analysing trust in entrepreneurial behaviour, thus operating on a
micro level. Therefore, we mainly used an indirect approach in operationalising this trust category. In our survey and case study material, institutional trust is indirectly reflected in different
ways. These include a larger reliance on formal governance mechanisms, relying on courts
when enforcing contracts, turning to more ‘anonymous’ sources such as business support agencies or banks when asking for assistance or credits respectively.
To sum up, whilst personal and collective trust are characterized by the predominance of informality, institutional trust is characterized by a priority of formality. In this regard, trust appears
both as an ingredient of human behaviour and an element of the environment where entrepreneurs behave in.

Looking back: some troublesome questions
The empirical results from all participating project countries led us to review our conceptual
background and initial propositions. The discussion within the project group focused on several
‘troublesome’ questions, where the empirical results appeared to indicate shortcomings of our
initial concepts.
A first problematic area concerns the topic of conceptualising and measuring trust in entrepreneurial behaviour. Three questions occurred:
(1) Has trust been confirmed as a crucial element of entrepreneurial behaviour that could
clearly be identified?
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Empirical results from all project countries indicate that trust exists and that it can influence
forms of entrepreneurial behaviour. Russian results also show that the roles for different forms
of trust appeared to have changed over time. Personal trust, originating from ‘non-business’
relations with relatives, friends, etc. has lost its relevance as transition progressed. This is reflected in survey results, which show that up to three quarters of the surveyed entrepreneurs did
not need any longer to turn to friends and close business partners when starting their venture.
On the other hand, personal trust, which emerges from long-term and stable relationships with
clients and/or customers, plays an important role – especially, in determining terms of contracts
or preferring partners for new deals. In this regard, trust appears a crucial element for entrepreneurial behaviour. However, our research methodology, does not allow us to quantitatively assess the importance of trust in entrepreneurial behaviour.
(2) Was it possible to discern different types of trust (personal, collective, institutional) in an
analytically sufficient way?
Empirical results allow for the conclusion that there was no difficulty in identifying the category
‘personal trust’ in entrepreneurial behaviour. Case study evidence in Germany illustrates this
clearly. For example, entrepreneurs during venture creation frequently draw on friends to find
their first customers. The empirical work in NE England also demonstrated the role of personal
trust in relation to the sharing of information; helping others to generate ideas; assembling resources, using network links (that are sometimes latent and/or used intermittently) for the purpose.
Empirical results are less clear with respect to the category of collective trust, which is difficult
to discover. This is partly due to our unclear concept, partly due to the empirical methodology.
Based on North’s institutional theory, Chepurenko suggests a further distinction, namely, classifying collective trust as containing mainly informal elements (norms, values, conventions) and
institutional trust as being mainly formal. Whilst this draws on our operationalisation of both
concepts for the survey, this differentiation does not solve the underlying problem, i.e., the lack
of conceptual clarity.
Instead, our results might lead us to conclude that we better ‘merge’ the concepts of personal
and collective trust, instead distinguishing different elements and layers of personal trust and
their role for entrepreneurial behaviour.
In this context, the UK colleagues Smallbone and Lyon pointed out that the concept of personalised trust based on pre-existing relationships, membership of particular communities,
or through brokers/guarantors remains important. Norms and business conventions of a particular community can also shape how personalised trust is built up and relates to collective
trust. There is a clearer distinction between personalised and institutional trust; both of
which are based on, and built up from, a number of processes. The most important of these
are working relationships based on learning and secondly collective relationships (membership of a work or social community, and relationships with intermediaries, brokers, guarantors).
Institutional trust is visible (or non-visible in those cases where it still does not exist, such as
Russia) from the empirical results. The empirical work in NE England also suggested that trust
in formal institutions such as Chambers appears less important in an UK context than trust between individuals. This backs up previous results of Bachmann (2001), who indicated that personal relationships carry more weight in the deregulated British environment, compared to
Germany. However, case study results from all countries also demonstrate that even in a functioning institutional environment institutional trust needs to be complemented by personal trust.
This especially applies to entrepreneurs who deal with sensitive data such as in accountancy, or
in some computer business, for example, when designing customized computer software.

·

(3) Are there indications that the level of trust and its impacts on enterprise behaviour can be
measured by quantitative instruments?
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The answer is yes and no. Our survey data allows us to measure the prevalence of forms of trustrelated enterprise behaviour, such as oral agreements, advice from friends, credits from family
and vice-versa. Our survey data also allows us to assess the importance of trust in business behaviour, but only as evaluated by entrepreneurs themselves. However, we cannot measure the
level of trust. We also cannot measure the quantitative impact of trust on enterprise behaviour
(see comment to question 1). In this context, we conclude that any attempt to measure trust
quantitatively needs different survey instruments. However, there is no conclusive answer
whether we need to measure trust quantitatively in order to determine its impact on enterprise
behaviour.
The second troublesome area concerned levels of trust and trust-related typologies for analysing the role of trust in entrepreneurial behaviour. Again, there are three important questions:
(4) Is it possible to discern regions or sectors according to their level of trust and how could
this be done?
This question refers to the sectoral and regional embeddedness of entrepreneurial behaviour and
trust. For example, sector determines payment regimes and contract arrangements. Case study
evidence from Germany clearly illustrate this. Work in NE England also shows considerable
sectoral variation in the level of involvement of firms in sector-based associations and organisations, which are one of mechanisms for developing trust-based relationships.
·

·

In this context, Smallbone and Lyon suggest, that we should think in terms of the importance attached to personal trust and the importance attached to institutional trust in a particular milieu or sector, as the balance between PT and IT is not necessarily a zero sum.
Sectors/milieu could be classified based on the frequency or use of different types of relationships and the risk involved in each relationship.
The Russian colleague developed ideas for quantitative indicators, in order to measure trust
levels across sectors and regions. In his view, institutional trust could be measured by the
quotient “% of those who estimated a share of shadow business <25% / % of those who estimated this share between 75% and 100%”. Personal trust could be measured by different
indicators:
·
PTEP (personal trust in established partners): share of those who had to give collaterals for all or more than 50% of a credit / those who did not give collaterals or less
than 50%;
·
PTC (pt in customers): share of those who offer credit to customers / share of those
who only set cash payment on delivery or bank transfer;
·
RI (reputation indicator): share of those who were offered supplier credits / the share
of those where supplier prefer advance payments;
·
NBDTI (new business deal trust indicator): share of those who relies on familiarity
with partners when deciding on new deals / share of those who prefer advance payment (v220) and who relies on guarantees.

Whilst this is an intriguing concept, we need to carefully check the sample, ensuring that
enough entrepreneurs answered the relevant questions. As Chepurenko rightly points out, our
sample is relatively small, thus not allowing for generalizations. Moreover, using these onedimensional indicators we are in danger of oversimplifying. A better idea could be the construction of composite measures, taking together several relevant questions.
(5) Is it possible to identify the interdependencies between the role of trust and other factors
(constraints) influencing enterprise behaviour?
In principal, the answer is yes. But again, this is not possible with our survey material. Instead,
this relies on a process-based investigation of the emergence of trust, which asks for a different
research design than we employed, namely a longitudinal one. For example, empirical work
done in NE England and evidence from the cases in Germany suggest that personal trust in

10

Hans-Hermann Höhmann / Friederike Welter (editors)

business relationships typically develops through trial and error and people learning to trust
each other. Thus, personal trust in business partners often is linked (not surprisingly) to longstanding relationships. Mutual respect is necessary for personal trust to develop, which could
evolve through, e.g., repeated sales. People have come to know each other.
·

·

The research from Italy, which concentrates on one industrial district, shows that trust becomes important from an economic point of view whenever there is a risk associated with
the behaviour of the other party. As this risk and the loss associated with an opportunistic
behaviour is increased by specific investments of some kind (machinery, human capital), a
market transaction that requires some specific investment from one or both parties is associated with trust relations. Also uncertainty is a factor, which increases the need for trust: the
variability of demand requires adaptations to unforeseen contingencies that are difficult and
too costly to handle without relying on trust-based relations.
The British colleagues add that we might think about distinguishing the development of
‘organisational’ trust over time, based on experience, which may be sustainable over time
even if personal links are broken. This may involve relationships between two individuals
leading to relationships between other individuals within a firm, resulting in a range of personalised relationships linking two organisations. In principle, David thinks it may also lead
to a level of trust developing in a firm or organisation that goes beyond that between 2 individuals, based on a long term relationship.

(6) Are there specific constellations of these factors?
With regard to this question, the answer is yes. Evidence from all country reports clearly illustrate the local and sectoral embeddedness of entrepreneurial behaviour, which in turn influence
the role trust plays for entrepreneurship.
A third troublesome area is related to the emergence of trust and our empirical data: (7) Were
processes of growth or decline of trust discernible and which factors influenced such developments?
This question is difficult to answer. Our survey data allows for an indirect analysis, based on
our concepts. One such example would be to use indicators such as the changing importance of
sources of advice during business development. Here, the use of informal sources during business start would reflect personal trust, whilst the use of formal sources in later stages of business
development would reflect institutional trust. However, this change does not necessarily imply
either a growth in institutional trust or a decline in personal trust. On the contrary, learning
throughout business development also might explain this result. Case studies and key expert
interviews give additional insights. For example, the Russian evidence appears to demonstrate
overall growing trust into the institutional environment during the transformation process,
which represents a growth from ‘zero-level’.
Although the cases provided some insights into the emergence of trust, conclusive evidence to
answer question (7) is lacking. This applies especially to the factors of influence in the growth
or decline of trust. All we can offer at this stage is a general assessment of potentially important
factors. Growing trust partly stems from deepening business relationships, but also from the
necessity to have to trust. Groups such as business associations or sectors might act as facilitators, ‘prescribing’ specific (often implicit) rules for business deals (in theoretical terms these
reflect North’s informal institutions).
·

Related to this is dei Ottati’s suggestion that there is an asymmetry between growth and
decline. Trust would usually grow step-by-step, i.e., slowly. On the contrary it could be destroyed rather quickly. If deviant behaviour cannot be fully explained immediately by referring to external factors, a spiral of suspicion is set in motion and distrust is engendered. Besides direct personal contact, time is therefore an important factor in developing trust relations.
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Dei Ottati also draws attention to the importance of looking at external conditions. In her
view, adverse external conditions such as a prolonged recession might trigger a process of
unfair competition among entrepreneurs in a region, a district, or sector. In these circumstances, it is difficult to distinguish whether the attempt to cut costs, for instance, is due to
external pressure or to an unfair use of market power. Moreover, if deviant behaviours are
increasing and are not sanctioned, collective trust based on shared norms of behaviour will
quickly vanish. Also in this case formal institutions, which allow to sanction deviant behaviour, are needed.

In this context, a cross-sectional empirical approach clearly has its limitations. This mainly refers to a restricted dynamic orientation in researching trust processes, the changing nature of
trust and the reasons for (not) trusting one another in business relations. With respect to our
question, this again implies that we need more process-oriented qualitative insights.
The fourth ‘troublesome’ area contains two questions with respect to the surveyed entrepreneurs:
(8) Did interviewed owners/managers accept the importance of researching trust?
Evidence from England and Germany indicates that trust seldom is considered explicitly by the
interviewed entrepreneurs, as it is largely habitual behaviour. Case study evidence from all
countries also demonstrates that all interviewed entrepreneurs appeared to have accepted the
importance of researching trust. Russian evidence additionally shows that some of them even
exaggerated it, which can be put down to a lack of entrepreneurial experience.
(9) Were entrepreneurs inclined to pretend to trust?
This question is difficult to answer, but more likely they did not pretend. Both survey and case
study guidelines were carefully phrased in a way, which was aimed at excluding this option.
When conducting case interviews, an experienced interviewer often can tell where entrepreneurs
report ‘half-truths’. But again, as trust is habitual behaviour, it is difficult to identify why entrepreneurs seem to know “what it is that may make his business partner appear to be trustworthy”
(Bachmann, 2001: 357).

Looking forward: Lessons learned and further research topics
Results and concepts: The empirical results so far suggest that personal trust is typically based
on an element of both calculation and habitual action, influenced by assumed norms of behaviour. This is in line with previous research studies. In general, institutional trust needs to be
backed up by personal trust, except where contracts involve standardised goods. Evidence from
all case studies suggest that many inter-firm relationships combine elements of institutional and
personal trust.
Methodology: We designed the project using a cross-sectional methodology and combining a
survey, case studies and expert interviews. However, as already stated above, some of our empirical results cast doubt on the value of a survey for this topic, especially in terms of analyzing
and measuring different trust categories and trust levels across firms, sectors, regions. For example, for Germany we need to question the apparent role of the written contract as a safeguard
and of oral or no agreements as standing for personal trust, because case studies revealed that
written agreements often were needed for bookkeeping and internal revenue.
In retrospect, it might have been better to have concentrated on a longitudinal case-study approach. A survey researching trust in entrepreneurial behaviour is only really useful in reporting
how frequently or common particular forms of trust-based behaviour are. A longitudinal case
study approach would have allowed us to better capture the process nature of trust-based relations and their value for entrepreneurship and to gain deeper insights in their emergence.

12

Hans-Hermann Höhmann / Friederike Welter (editors)

Further research: One issue that could be more systematically investigated is the experience
and ‘trust’ that exporters have in foreign institutions. For example, the evidence from North
Eastern England indicates that where entrepreneurs lack trust in foreign institutions, they either
find intermediaries that can have contracts under British Law or demand payment in advance.
Another potential topic arising from our results relates to the evolvement of trust in business
relations, e.g. to the cognitive processes involved. Question here could refer to how much
knowledge of the other person is necessary in order to develop trust, what is the influence of
different environmental conditions, when is trust destroyed, etc. The environment might well
play a decisive role insofar, as personal trust appears to develop quicker in certain environments
(such as ethnic groups, or within business associations or certain regions), whilst naturally institutional trust is slower to develop, especially in fragile environments, and vice versa.
A methodological topic results from the discussion above on how to measure trust. Developing
indicators and applying them to our research results might broaden (maybe even contradict) our
current views on local, sectoral and national trust levels. Moreover, this would allow us to make
cross-national comparisons in those project countries, where we conducted empirical surveys,
i.e., Estonia, Russia, Germany.
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Friederike Welter, Teemu Kautonen and Milena Stoytcheva

Trust in Enterprise Development, Business Relationships and
Business Environments – a Literature Review
This paper is concerned with the role trust plays in different stages of enterprise development
and in business relationships, in particular also with respect to different environments. Trust is
considered to perform two functions relevant to this topic: On the one hand, it reduces uncertainty through providing information (e.g. Lewis & Weigert 1985, Sztompka 1999), while on
the other hand it provides a mechanism for coping with opportunistic behaviour (e.g. Bradach &
Eccles 1989, Nooteboom 2000). Both of these functions contribute to the reduction of transaction costs, thus making the concept of trust interesting in economic terms.
The economic analyses of trust have often used the theoretical framework provided by the New
Institutional Economics (NIE) (see Frambach 2003 for an overview). Within this broad framework, the agency theory, Transaction Cost Economics (TCE) as well as Douglass North’s
(1990) theory of formal and informal institutions have been used to analyse trust from different
economic perspectives. In the following review, specific attention is paid to the social and institutional embeddedness of both trust and entrepreneurial behaviour. The absence of embeddedness has been presented as perhaps the most important criticism of NIE in particular by economic sociologists (e.g. Granovetter 1985, Swedberg & Granovetter 2001, Zukin & DiMaggio
1990).
The paper sets forth to review relevant literature and empirical studies, in order to analyse the
role of trust for different aspects of entrepreneurial behaviour as well as in different stages of
business development. After briefly discussing definitions of trust, we concentrate on reviewing
literature firstly with regard to the role trust plays for new ventures and during business growth,
secondly trust in intra- and interfirm relationships as well as relations with third parties within
the business environment (personnel, supplier, consumer, cooperation, credit relations, assistance used, etc.) and thirdly reviewing the nature and extent of trust in different environments.

Defining trust
Since trust has been studied by several disciplines such as economics (e.g. Dasgupta 1988, Williamson 1993), business management (e.g. Ganesan & Hess 1997, Sako 1992), philosophy (e.g.
Baier 2001), political science (e.g. Hardin 2001, Offe 2001), psychology (e.g. Becker 1994) and
sociology (e.g. Coleman 1990, Luhmann 1988), there is no single comprehensive definition of
trust in the literature. Several authors (e.g. Borch & Arthur 1995, Lane 1998) recommend an
interdisciplinary approach for an adequate analysis of trust as an economic phenomenon. Following this proposal, we approach trust by combining economic, psychological and sociological
theories and concepts.
Gambetta (1988) defines trust as an expectation of beneficial or at least non-harmful behaviour
when this behaviour is not controlled. The condition that the behaviour is not controlled is essential to the concept of trust, for complete control would make trust redundant (Dasgupta
1988). Lack of control reduces the predictability of future events and thus causes uncertainty.
However, if uncertainty is complete, also in this case trust is not a feasible concept. As Lewis &
Weigert (1985) point out, under complete uncertainty one can gamble but not trust. Therefore,
trust appears to require some information to be based on in order to be viable. If, based on the
available information, we decide to trust, we implicitly assess that ‘the probability that [the trustee] will perform an action that is beneficial or at least not detrimental to us is high enough for
us to consider engaging in some form of co-operation with him’ (Gambetta 1988: 217).
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Since we are talking about probabilities, there is also a certain level of risk involved in the trust
decision. Risk is understood as ‘the probability of adversity related to our own actions, due to
our own commitments’ (Sztompka 1999: 30). The concept of risk assumes that the actor has a
free will whether or not to accept the risk (Gambetta 1988). It is this element of active decision
of accepting risk that distinguishes trust from confidence, which is a more passive form of faith
that something good will happen (Sztompka 1999). Thus when confidence is let down, it is attributed to external factors (e.g. the economic situation did not improve after all), but when trust
is let down, it is attributed to one’s own decision to accept the risk and can be regretted (Luhmann 1988).
In sum, building on the preceding discussion, trust can be defined as a voluntary bet with a certain degree of risk. The trust decision also involves certain stakes, i.e. how much can be won or
lost by trusting. The resulting ‘bets of trust’ may be classified as more or less prudent depending
on two factors (Sztompka 1999): First, the risk of trusting, i.e. the probability that the trustee
will act in a trustworthy manner and, second, the value of what is at stake, i.e. what can be
gained if trust is kept and what will be lost if it is let down. In general, it appears prudent to
avoid high risks and imprudent to waive opportunities with a low risk. However, if the value of
the possible gain is sufficiently high, even a high-risk bet may be prudent. Or similarly, if the
value of the possible loss is high, it is prudent to engage safeguards even if the risk of trusting
were low.
A central question is to find out under what circumstances to trust or distrust (defined as the
opposite of trusting)? This argument also implies that both trust and distrust have their functions
and dysfunctions – it is equally functional to trust the trustworthy as it is to distrust the untrustworthy (Coleman 1990, Sztompka 1999). The approach adopted here gives information a central role, assuming that ‘trust cues’ from different sources provide the basis on which the risk of
trusting is assessed. From a cognitive perspective we can argue that economic actors build their
knowledge through perception by connecting external impulses to existing cognitive structures,
i.e. to their mental maps (Koch 1998, Schwenk 1988). Therefore each piece of new information
– in this case each new trust cue – is interpreted based on already existing knowledge, resulting
in a dynamic and path-dependent process. Furthermore, following Kirchgässner (1998) it is
assumed that individuals act rationally given the information that they possess. Different from
the common use of ‘bounded rationality’ (Simon 1955), the concept of subjective rationality
emphasises individual perception and the dynamic, cumulative nature of the knowledge on
which the trust decision is based. This implies that the risk assessment in the trusting decision is
rational, but only subjectively so. The trusting behaviour may well appear irrational to an outside observer.
In this context, a major debate in the trust literature concerns the motives for trustworthy behaviour. Whilst some authors see trust as based on risk calculation (e.g. Coleman 1990, Williamson
1993), others stress goodwill trust (Sako 1992, Nooteboom 2000). Other conceptualisations in
this context include for example egoistic and non-egoistic trust (Williams 1988) as well as selfinterested and socially-oriented trust (Lyons & Mehta 1997). Despite of the multitude of concepts, the essential debate has concerned a self-interested behavioural model and a more socially
oriented one that allows for a degree of goodwill (see Lane 1998 for an overview). However, it
is very difficult to distinguish between self-interested and altruistic behaviour (as implied by the
notion of goodwill) both empirically and conceptually. Therefore we accept Kirchgässner’s
(1998) argument that the assumption of self-interested orientation usually provides a true description of our (economic) behaviour, given that we also allow for social orientations to be
included in the business motives. According to this behavioural model, social orientations such
as a friendship are assumed a value of their own in business relations. Thus, refraining from
opportunistic behaviour because the business partner is a friend can be interpreted as a selfinterested preference of maintaining the friendship, which is valued higher than the potential
benefit produced by opportunistic behaviour at a certain point of time. However, at some other
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point of time a “golden opportunity” (Dasgupta 1988) may emerge, which changes the balance
between the two values and leads to opportunistic behaviour.
To sum up the discussion so far, we understand trust as a bet, which is voluntarily placed, subjectively rational and motivated by self-interest. It involves both a certain level of risk as well as
a certain level of possible gain or loss. The assessment of the trust situation is subject to the
individual’s knowledge about the restrictions relevant to the trust decision. Since this knowledge is dynamic and path-dependent, also trust is considered dynamic and path-dependent.

Trust in different stages of enterprise development
Few studies have researched the role of trust in creating and developing a new venture. Most
related research has focused on the importance of social networks for venture creation and business growth. This allows us to assess the role of trust in an indirect way, as social networks reflect a certain degree of personal trust. Moreover, networks assist a new venture in creating
legitimacy, thus helping to establish a new venture on the market. In this context, we review
studies on networking in different stages of business development to discuss the potential role
of trust and its importance during venture creation, survival and business growth.
Many research studies have demonstrated that networks are important during the establishment,
development and growth of small businesses (e.g. Brüderl & Preisendörfer 1998, Chell &
Baines 1998, Jenssen 2001, Shaw & Conway 2000). Social networks play a role for example in
mobilising complementary resources, getting support and help, and establishing viable business
relations (Greve 1995). In a review on business networks, Blundel & Smith (2001: 37) conclude
that during venture creation most entrepreneurs rely on informal sources in their personal networks in order to mobilise resources, especially so before the venture is set up. Here, in their
sample for German business founders in Bavaria, Brüderl & Preisendörfer (1998) found support
from strong ties more important for enterprise survival and success in the venture creation stage
than that from weak ties. In his study of 106 Norwegian entrepreneurs, Greve (1995) found that
while it is important for entrepreneurs to maintain a number of weak ties in order to obtain nonredundant information (see also Burt 2000), it is also important to belong to a relatively dense
network, where the relationships contain trust. Trust, the author argues, is important in the
foundation process in particular because the entrepreneurs have to discuss their idea with several people, whereby the risk of one of these people copying the idea arises.
Jenssen (2001) analyses the impact of social networks on start-up success, using a sample of
100 Norwegian enterprises. He shows that social networks have both a direct and an indirect
effect (through access to resources) on the degree of start-up success. This applies especially to
the number of initial weak ties and emerging strong ties. Jenssen also emphasizes the role networks play in creating legitimacy for new ventures. This is directly trust-related, as the lack of
legitimacy reflects a lack of trust insofar as new firms are not known, therefore not being
‘trusted’ by their potential customers and suppliers. In this context, Aldrich (2000: 217) indicates that successful new entrepreneurs are more likely to build networks of trust, which assists
them in creating legitimacy within the market. He refers to an earlier, unpublished paper by
Gartner & Low (1990), where the authors argue that ‘organizations emerge when entrepreneurs
are successful in achieving an understanding among the trusting parties – potential customers,
creditors, suppliers, and other individuals and organizations – that things will work out’. This is
done through trust-building activities, which thus gain particular importance during the venture
creation stage.
Such trust-building activities during venture creation are even more important for innovative
new entrepreneurs, who bring new forms or activities into a market (Aldrich 2000: 218). Aldrich points out that these entrepreneurs are likely to find themselves in a bootstrapping situation, where they have to develop an identity as a trustworthy person. This happens through en-
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trepreneurial actions, with clients, customers and suppliers trying to make sense of the entrepreneur’s behaviour as they observe his/her market entry. Trust-building might be hampered
throughout this process because people perceive and assess entrepreneurial actions differently.
Here, Gartner et al. (1992) stress that entrepreneurs need to act in a meaningful and, albeit
seemingly risky, responsible way in order to be able to build trust and an entrepreneurial identity.
Moreover, Jenssen (2001) points to differences between networks during venture creation or the
pre-start up phase and those, which the entrepreneur develops later. Personal relations and contacts play an important role not only to establish new firms, but also to develop them, although
this apparently has mixed consequences for business growth (Blundel & Smith 2001). Most
empirical studies confirmed a link between networking and positive business development. For
example, in their study of UK owner-managers Chell & Baines (1998) found that their data
appeared to confirm earlier results (e.g. Aldrich & Zimmer 1986, Dubini & Aldrich 1991, Birley, Cromie & Myers 1991), namely that network activity and business performance are closely
linked. They stated that especially weak ties influence business growth. All this is also reflected
in the different sources of information and assistance that entrepreneurs use in various contexts.
With respect to trust, this leads us to conclude that during venture creation personal trust, as
reflected in strong ties, dominates, whilst in later stages empirical results apparently indicate a
change in trust forms. Trust is the ‘lubricant’ without which network activities would not be
possible. Although trust might be considered higher in strong ties (such as family or friends), it
is the use of weak ties within a network, which most studies found to be related to business
growth and vice versa. In this context, entrepreneurs need to calculate the risks involved in using weak ties such as obtaining information or assistance from unknown and unfamiliar persons,
who might let the entrepreneur down, against the possible adverse influence of strong ties on
business development. Moreover, trust needs to be built up in order to establish the venture on
the market, and it is here that networks can assist.
Finally, changes in trust go hand in hand with stages in business development. This can be illustrated using a model of network evolution developed by Butler & Hansen in the early 1990s
(cited by Blundel & Smith 2002: 39). During the pre-start-up phase entrepreneurs mainly rely
on social networks, which implies a dominant role for personal trust. When the business is set
up, the networks become more business-oriented. Collective trust as is apparent in recommendations or reputations of business partners complements personal trust. This is supported by a
recent study by Lechner & Dowling (2002) in the Munich IT cluster, where the authors found
that the interviewed firms would not have been able to establish business relationships without
their existing social networks, which were usually established with the former employer. However, whereas the trust-based social relations are functional as a basis for business in the initial
phase, an exclusive reliance on social networks would become a constraint when the business
develops. During business development entrepreneurs develop and use a strategic network. This
could result in a re-emergence of strong ties and personal trust, as entrepreneurs and their firms
‘develop’ along with their business partners, concentrating the network on strategically selected
business relations. In this context, the next parts of this paper review the role of trust in different
business relationships.

Trust in business relationships
Intrafirm relations
Trust within the organisation has been studied from different perspectives (see e.g. Kramer &
Tyler 1996 for an overview). Given the usually central role of the entrepreneur in a small business, the principal-agent approach appears particularly interesting. In this context the entrepre-
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neur would be the principal who trusts his or her employees and managers as agents, whereby
the information asymmetry is favourable to the agent. On the other hand, since trust is always
reciprocal, the employees also need to trust the principal and his or her promises (Frambach
2003). Here, the question of appropriate incentive structures to ensure cooperative (nonopportunistic) behaviour emerges (Bénabou & Tirole 2003, Kreps 1997). On the one hand, there
is the argument of setting proper extrinsic incentives to stimulate the desired organisational
behaviour. These incentives can include both rewards as well as monitoring and control procedures (cf. also Bradach & Eccles 1989). On the other hand, several authors argue that a too extensive use of extrinsic incentives could impose a negative effect on the intrinsic motivation of
the employees (see also Kreps’ 1997 critique of the concept of intrinsic motives). For example,
Cialdini (1996) has argued that too much monitoring can diminish trust or even breed mistrust.
If people feel coerced into a certain behaviour they may resist and even honest employees might
try to cheat or sabotage monitoring systems. Then again, as Frambach (2003) points out, it is
possible for the principal to build both trust and intrinsic motivation by trusting the employees
already in the initial stage instead of using formal control and monitoring systems.
Other approaches of intraorganisational trust research include focusing on interpersonal work
relationships and relationships between different business units. Six (2003) studied the impact
of trouble events on trust in interpersonal work relationships. Her multiple-case study included
26 interviews and observations of meetings in two Dutch companies in the professional services
industry. The main finding was that the more explicit the organisation is about what it expects
from its employees in interpersonal interactions and the more it stimulates the development of
their interpersonal skills, the higher the individual’s ability to maintain trust in the face of trouble appeared to be.
Tsai & Ghoshal (1998) investigated different dimensions of social capital in relationships between 15 business units in a multinational electronics company. Three managers in each unit
were asked to respond to the mailed questionnaire. The measured dimensions of social capital
included social interaction, trustworthiness and shared vision. Trustworthiness was operationalised as restraining from opportunistic behaviour and keeping promises. The results show that
both social interaction and shared vision positively affect trustworthiness, while social interaction did not appear to be a prerequisite for shared vision and vice versa. Moreover, the trustworthiness of an actor was found to be related to the amount of resource exchange conducted with
him or her, which is argued by the authors to promote productivity and product innovations.
The cited studies indicate that fostering open communication and social interaction contribute to
trust-building in intraorganisational relations. While these results refer to personal trust, the
question arises concerning how collective and institutional trust cues affect trust within organisations? Also intraorganisational relations are part of a wider social and institutional framework.
For example, industry conventions as well as formal and informal rules set by business associations could contribute collective cues to intraorganisational trust. Also reputations can be a significant trust cue if the market for potential employees/employers is relatively small e.g. due to
the industry being very specific or the employees preferring to be employed locally. Institutional trust, on the other hand, affects intraorganisational relationships through e.g. laws on
working times and occupational safety as well as standards set for professional education. An
empirical examination of the effects of collective and institutional trust cues on intraorganisational trust would be an interesting issue for future research.

Interfirm relations
A central topic in the literature concerning interfirm relations and trust has been the governance
problem as conceptualised in Transaction Cost Economic literature. Basically the governance
problem refers to coordinating transactions in a way that economises in terms of transaction
costs given bounded rationality and the threat of opportunistic behaviour (Williamson 1996). In
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coping with opportunism, an interfirm relationship is governed by a structure consisting of a
variable mix of three independent governance mechanisms – price, authority and trust (Bradach
& Eccles 1989). Price provides for efficient governance when standardised products or services
are exchanged (Lunnan & Reve 1995). However, once the transaction object becomes more
complex, either authority or trust is required for effective governance. Authority refers to governance by formal rules and procedures (Haugland & Grønhaug 1995). However, it is more
expensive than price since it is often based on a written contract. Trust plays an important role
as an informal governance mechanism, for it is both efficient as well as applicable in complex
transactions and can thus complement or even substitute formal, authority-based mechanisms.
Trust as a governance mechanism plays a particularly important role in the interfirm relations of
small firms. Schumacher & Moyle (2001) provide two reasons for this: First, small businesses
often lack the necessary resources to implement formal governance mechanisms adequately.
Second, the costs of intricate safeguards may be unjustifiable given the often small scale of
transactions and moderate profit expectations involved. Moreover, as Lyons (1994) points out,
the absence of contracts and other safeguards may also reflect the informality and absence of
bureaucracy in small firms. This raises the question on which information do small firms base
their decision to trust instead of regulating formally (or waiving the transaction and the associated benefits in case the formalisation resources are not available)?
In their study of 191 German SMEs, Schumacher & Moyle (2000) found that trust-based relationships often emerged out of initial market-based, and thus price-governed, transactions. Signals that led to a perception of trustworthiness included meeting deadlines, social interaction,
being present when needed and personal attributes of the involved actors such as keeping confidence and acting honestly. Another interesting piece in the so far modest empirical literature on
the governance of small-firm interfirm relations is Larson’s (1992) study of alliances of highgrowth entrepreneurial firms in the US. She found that a foundation of mutual trust stemming
from personal reputations as well as individual friendships was set down before the companies
began transactions. As the alliances matured, the companies and individuals moved incrementally closer and closer as they built on the initial foundation of trust.
These findings emphasise the cognitive evolutionary aspect of (personal) trust: As information
on the partner’s attributes and behaviour cumulates in sequences of transactions, also the uncertainty present in the risk assessment decreases and trust grows. On the other hand, these studies
have paid little attention to the institutional and social embeddedness of interfirm relations and
trust, which is an important aspect of the perspective chosen for this paper. As Williamson
(1993) points out, institutions define the framework within which governance structures are
designed. Not only is the informal governance mechanism trust affected by the institutional
framework, but also formal governance mechanisms require a certain degree of institutional
trust in order to be feasible, that is, credibly enforced. Furthermore, an interfirm relation is always embedded in a network of further business and social relationships, which provide important collective trust cues such as reputation (Granovetter 1985, Håkansson & Snehota 1995).
Hence there appears to be a need for further research on trust in interfirm relationships that particularly addresses the social and institutional embeddedness of these relations.

Credit relations
According to Saparito (2000), lender-borrower relationships have been almost solely examined
as a principal-agent problem. However, the author adds that the agency approach has also been
criticised for focusing on the investor’s problems as the principal, while he argues that a more
reciprocal conceptualisation would be more appropriate. This would do justice to other aspects
of bank-firm relationships, such as cash management, payroll services and investment advisory,
where the firm takes the role of the principal.
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Saparito (2000) discusses different mechanisms that the bank can use to safeguard against opportunistic behaviour. These include collaterals and equity investment requirements, which basically provide a potential formal sanction mechanism for the bank, as well as inquiries of the
borrower’s general reputation at credit ratings agencies. Good general reputation in this context
can be valuable to the entrepreneur as it can result in lower interest rates. Furthermore, Saparito
(2000) confirms that also in bank-firm relationships, personal trust grows over time as the information asymmetry decreases over the sequences of interactions.
In his Likert-scale based study of 906 small-firm customers in 22 banks in the US, Saparito
(2000) found that over time the trust basis changes from primary reliance on contractual controls to an increasing use of social controls, i.e. from institutional towards personal trust. This
development of trust is affected both by the behaviour of the customer as well as the behaviour
of the bank during the course of the relationship. Petersen & Rajan (1994, cited in Saparito
2000) argue that a high level of personal trust can positively influence a small firm’s access to
debt financing.
However, any discussion regarding the role of trust in credit relations needs to take into account
the regulatory environments prevailing in different countries as well as differing attitudes to
risks, which might in turn influence both the level of trust and the formal regulations of credit
relations. Here, a study conducted by Lane & Quack (2002), based on empirical surveys for
Britain and Germany, clearly illustrates that the respective institutional environment shapes the
way in which banks construct and manage risk, thus leading to different credit relationships
between banks and SMEs, with implications for the level of trust involved. This brings us to the
question of the role of trust in different environments, which is reviewed in the next section.

Trust in different environments
Empirical evidence: Trust levels in different institutional environments
Levels of trust differ even among West European countries, in particular due to different cultural traditions, but also due to differences in the economic, political and juridical frameworks.
For example in Germany inter-firm relations are strongly governed by regulations, whereas
personal relationships appear to carry more weight in the deregulated British environment
(Bachmann 2001). In this context, previous research on the German institutional environment
(Bachmann 2001, Bachmann & Lane 2001) has emphasised that German inter-firm relations
(however, not specifically ones involving small firms) are strongly governed by regulations
related not only to the institutional framework, but also to self-regulations within and amongst
business associations. In such an environment institutional trust is facilitated and opportunistic
behaviour of business partners appears a calculated risk (Bachmann 2001, Bachmann & Lane
2001).
However, the fact that trusting behaviour has been found to vary between East and West Germany indicates an important role for social norms and other informal codes of conduct, which
are referred to as informal institutions by North (1990). Schwarz (2000) found that East German
entrepreneurs tend towards formal arrangements more often than their West German counterparts. One explanation is that this practice is rooted in the socialist past of strongly institutionalised and regulated relations outside one’s social sphere in East Germany (Nuissl et al. 2002),
which underlines the role of path-dependence in the evolution of informal institutions. Furthermore, trusting behaviour differs not only in different regions within a country, but also other
types of ‘trust milieus’ affect it. As pointed out by Kautonen & Welter (2003), different sectoral
and market environments play a significant role in determining the trusting behaviour in business networks of small enterprises in Germany. Besides the business conventions specific to
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certain sectors or markets, the authors found especially social networks and reputations to play a
crucial role in determining trust in this context.
Besides using evidence from single country studies, trust levels in different institutional environments can be assessed through large-scale surveys. There exist a few international surveys,
which evaluate and measure different features of institutional environments. With regard to
transition environments, several relevant papers are based on the Business Environment and
Enterprise Performance Survey (BEEPS) conducted by the World Bank and the European Bank
for Reconstruction and Development. BEEPS is a survey of over 4000 managers and owners of
firms in 22 countries in Eastern Europe, the former Soviet Union and Turkey
(http://info.worldbank.org/governance/beeps). With regard to those countries we are interested
in, we can obtain data on Russia and Estonia from this survey using the interactive database on
the Internet. Data show a picture, which in terms of the quality of the institutional environment
clearly differentiates between both countries. Not surprisingly, more Russian than Estonian
firms see corruption as a major or moderate obstacle (13.7 % and 15.4 % compared to 5.4 %
and 11.4 %, respectively). Moreover, a significant minority (10 %) of the Russian firms mentioned organised crime and the mafia as a major constraints, whilst the overwhelming majority
of Estonian firms saw this as either no obstacle (65.9 %) or only a minor one (24.6 %). Interestingly, both Estonian and Russian firms appear to have problems with contract violations by
customers and suppliers. Whilst 13.9 % in Estonia and 12.1 % in Russia stated this as a major
problem, another 25.3 % and 23.9 % respectively saw it as a minor problem, all of which indicates institutional trust still being a problem.
In 2002, Gallup International and the World Economic Forum conducted a world wide poll on
trust, in which 36,000 people from 47 countries across six continents participated
(http://www.weforum.org/site/homepublic.nsf/Content/Annual+Meeting+2003%5CResults+of+
the+Survey+on+Trust). The results show a comparatively low level of trust in governments
both for EU and for Eastern European countries, with 49 % and 40 % stating that they trust in
government. Interestingly, in Eastern European countries more interviewees (51 %) express
trust into media compared to EU countries (42 %). However, results for trust into parliament
appear to confirm transition countries as ‘low-trust’ environments. Here, 65 % of the surveyed
persons stated that they had little or no trust into these institutions, and only 27 % showed some
or a lot trust, compared to 49 % and 46 % for European states respectively.
More detailed results from a follow-up poll for 15 countries shed more light on the level of civil
society in various countries, which is one of the requirements for establishing trust into institutions. For example, UK rates high in trust both in NGO leaders (64 %) and in NGOs (68 %),
whilst Italy and Germany show lower shares for NGO leaders (both 52 %), but higher percentages for NGOs (73 % in Italy, 68 % in Germany). Here, the results also demonstrate a low level
of civil society in Russia, where only 38 % would trust leaders of NGOs, another 45 % into
NGOs themselves.
Huther & Sha (1998) use comparative data based on a governance index (GQI) constructed by
the World Bank in 1992, which indirectly reflects the trustworthiness of the institutional environment. The quality of governance results from the product of citizen participation (CP), a socalled governance orientation index (GO) reflecting judicial and bureaucratic efficiency as well
as lack of corruption, a social development index (SD) and an economic management index
(EM), which consists of outward orientation, the Central Bank independence and the inverted
debt to GDP ratio. Interestingly, Russia rates as a country with fair governance (GQI: 46),
whilst countries such as Germany, UK and Italy show good governance. The former reach 71
and 66 respectively, Italy has a GQI of 53. With regard to single components, Russia rates lowest on GO (32), followed by EM (46), which despite the overall good result would support the
conclusion of Russia being more of a ‘low-trust’ country. The same would apply to Italy, which
ranks especially low on GO (43).
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Delhey & Newton (2002) analyse the Euromodule data from a trust perspective. These data
were collected in Germany, Hungary, Slovenia, South Korea, Spain and Switzerland between
1999 and 2001. The data are representative of citizens 18 years and older and concern individual
living conditions, subjective well-being and the quality of society. The authors found little evidence that membership of voluntary organisations or education level are associated with trust,
whereas being involved in informal networks of friends and a feeling of public safety appeared
as significant correlates of trust. According to the results, close networks of personal friends do
not appear to be any more important in transition countries than they are in Western market
economies. Similar findings have been made also in other studies (e.g. Nuissl et al. 2002), indicating that personal trust is not such a substitute to institutional trust in transition countries
anymore as it was in the early 1990s. Moreover, Delhey & Newton (2002) argue that lack of
trust in transition environments is not the cause of social and political upheaval and conflict in
these countries, but an expression of them.

Low versus high trust environments?
Following the embeddedness argument, the institutional and social business environment is a
broad concept that basically affects all stages of enterprise development and aspects of entrepreneurial behaviour discussed above. However, relationships between trust and environments
are complex and recursive. As Williamson (1993) points out, institutions define the framework
within which governance structures are designed. Formal governance mechanisms require a
certain degree of institutional trust in order to be feasible, that is, credibly enforced. However,
also an informal governance mechanism trust is affected by both formal and informal institutions, such as legislation and law enforcement or social norms and codes of conduct, respectively.
But trust itself also acts as an informal institution. Whilst formal institutions such as the legal
regulations are normally enforced and enforceable by the state only, this will always be imperfect because these institutions are always based on imperfect information of the people who
design them. Here, trust supplements formal institutions and assists in enforcing them. Furthermore, as Granovetter (1985) points out, personal trust complements institutional trust in case an
individual does not want to rely solely on institutional arrangements and cultural norms. On the
other hand, when the institutional framework is incomplete, such as in Eastern European transformation countries, personal and collective trust do not complement but substitute for the institutional framework. In such cases formal governance does not work because it is not (always)
backed up by the state. Thus, whereas personal trust can exist regardless of any formal institutions, the availability of institutional trust is highly dependent on the institutional structure of
the society. Williamson draws attention to the fact that ‘transactions that are viable in an institutional environment that provides strong safeguards may be nonviable in institutional environments that are weak…’ (Williamson 1993: 476). In this context, we can assume both differences
in the trust related institutional framework between transition countries in Eastern Europe and
mature market economies in Western Europe as well as differences in the roles of personal,
collective and institutional trust respectively.
In this context, there has been an extensive discussion on whether we may classify institutional
environments as ‘low-trust’ versus ‘high-trust’ (e.g. Fukuyama 1995, Panther 1998). A ‘lowtrust’ environment is said to restrict market entries, enterprise growth and free competition
whilst encouraging unproductive and parasitic entrepreneurship. A ‘high-trust’ environment, on
the other hand, is said to foster competition and enterprise growth. On country level, several
transition countries would be characterised as ‘low-trust’ and mature market economies such as
(West-)Germany as ‘high-trust’ countries.
In mature market economies the trust framework is more developed. It usually allows a better
allocation of resources and lower transaction costs compared to transition economies. However,
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this distinction on country-level neglects that trust levels could differ both across regions (i.e.
within countries) and sectors. For example, although both East and West Germany share the
same formal institutional framework of a mature market economy, we assume that there may be
differences in the informal institutional framework – trust culture – between these regions. This
refers to the far slower transformation of informal institutions in comparison to formal institutions.
With respect to transition economies, several authors describe how in an environment where
institutional trust is lacking and norms are unstable, individuals use social contacts and individual networks dominated by mutual trust in order to pursue business (e.g. Chepurenko 1994,
Manolova & Yan 2002, Peng 2000, Welter 2003, Welter & Smallbone 2003, Yan & Manolova
1998). Höhmann and Malieva (2002) also emphasise the importance of (personal) previous
experiences. In such a context, personal trust substitutes for insufficient formal and informal
institutions such as weakly specified legal regulations and inadequate law enforcement, all of
which encourages the entrepreneurs’ lack of institutional trust. Whilst in this context networking
and the use of personal contacts are rational reactions to secure resources in a turbulent environment, it casts doubt on long term development and growth prospects for entrepreneurs in
these countries.
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Researching Trust Empirically – A Note
Trust is one of the most difficult concepts to handle in empirical research (Misztal 1996). It is a
pronouncedly dynamic and culturally as well as socially embedded phenomenon, which performs different functions and assumes different meanings depending on the context. Dasgupta
(1988: 51) emphasises the key role of context in empirical trust research by pointing out that
although ‘there are no obvious units in which trust can be measured, its value can be measured
in any given context’. Hence the central trust question should concern the conditions under
which a person or an institution can be trusted in a certain respect (e.g. competence, benevolence etc.), rather than the amount of trust in this person or institution (Six & Nooteboom 2003).
The context is also particularly important in empirical trust research because it allows to examine behaviour based on tacit knowledge, which is essential in understanding trusting behaviour
(Nuissl et al. 2002, Smallbone & Lyon 2002). The central role of context underlines the importance of an adequate choice of empirical indicators. Here, a careful conceptualisation and an
appropriate use of the theoretical framework are crucial in avoiding the risk of preconception or
ethnocentricity (Borch and Arthur 1995). This means that the researcher should try to avoid
prejudices in choosing indicators in order not to bias some aspects exaggeratedly while leaving
more subtle ones out.
Considering the diversity of definitions for trust in the literature (cf. Lane 1998), it is hardly
surprising that a variety of different measures and methods have been used in empirical trust
research. In fact, in their review of ten empirical investigations concerning interorganisational
trust, Blomqvist et al. (2002) discovered that replication studies are seldom and that researchers
tend to develop their own unique measures, which the authors attribute to the different theoretical backgrounds. Also a variety of methodological approaches have been used ranging from
laboratory experiments to surveys and different qualitative methods, all of which have their pros
and cons depending on the specific research issue.
This paper sets out to provide a review of empirical trust research by focusing on problems
faced by researchers in two key areas: operationalisation of trust and the choice of adequate
empirical methods. The pros and cons of possible solutions to these problems are illustrated
with examples from recent investigations of trust in different contexts. The review does not seek
to be comprehensive, but rather aims at providing an overview of and enlightening some of the
most important issues to consider in researching trust empirically.

Operationalising trust
The central problem in operationalising trust is how to ask about it. In this context, Bertrand and
Mullainathan (2001) draw attention to the fact that wording questions in particular ways might
result in unwanted cognitive effects. With regard to trust, Offe (2001) rightly rejects questions
asking for ‘how much trust do you have in…’ because of cross-cultural and intra-cultural semantic differences concerning the meaning of trust. Moreover, phrasing questions in this way
would imply that individuals are capable of identifying and evaluating the level of trust in their
actions. Since part of trusting behaviour is habitual and based on tacit knowledge, such a direct
question approach appears inadequate, as explained by Bertrand and Mullainathan (2001), who
state that ‘people may not really be good at (…) understanding why they did what they did.’ On
the other hand, an indirect approach to trust in the context of interfirm cooperation applied by
Nuissl et al. (2002) appeared to have worked well. The authors report that their interviewees
were able to exactly explain why cooperation is sought after, how it should be organised and
which qualities should be primarily considered when assessing the potential partner.
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A further problem in phrasing questions about trust is the social desirability of answers (Nuissl
et al. 2002, Saparito 2000). Social norms shape individual behaviour, and individuals as a rule
do not want to present themselves as acting differently in front of an interviewer. Therefore,
direct wordings as those mentioned above might easily provoke interviewees (at least in the
context of mature market economies) to answer very positively, simply because they perceive
this being the socially accepted answer, although this might be more of a problem in face-toface interviews than in telephone surveys. However, the same applies to questions such as
‘Which role does trust play in your business relations?’, indicating that this question type be
better used as a control measure.
Perhaps the most prominent direct operationalisation of trust is associated with the General Social Survey (GSS), which uses the question ‘Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people?’ to measure trust (see
e.g. Alesina & LaFerrara 2000). The same question is used also in other general surveys such as
the World Values Survey or the Euromodule (see e.g. Zak & Knack 1998 and Delhey & Newton 2002, respectively). These data have been used in macro level studies that focus on the effects of different socio-economic variables on trusting behaviour. However, the behavioural
validity of such attitudinal trust questions has been doubted by experimentalists. In fact Glaeser
et al. (2000) argue that attitudinal questions measure trustworthiness rather than trusting behaviour and point out that most work using the GSS question needs to be somewhat reinterpreted.
The authors further indicate that trust could be measured more accurately with questions concerning past trusting behaviour. This advice has been taken into account in their own study as
well as in later studies that have elaborated the authors’ work further (Fehr et al. 2002, Gächter
et al. 2003).
Direct operationalisations have been used in micro level studies too. For example, in his study
of R&D cooperations Rindfleisch (2000) asked the respondents to assess their general trust in
cooperation partners as one of his five Likert scale trust measures. However, most of the micro
level studies reviewed for this paper used indirect questions. Dyer and Chu (2002), who also
used a Likert-scale based survey to study buyer-seller relationships in the car manufacturing
industry, operationalised trust by asking the respondents (sellers) to assess the fairness and reputation of the buyer as well as the likelihood of the buyer taking advantage of them. A further
example is Six’s (2003) study of the effect of trouble events on interpersonal working relationships in an organisation. She asked the respondents to describe their actions and reactions in
trouble events as well as to assess the cause of trouble and how the event affected the working
relationship. Some studies need to take the embeddedness of economic activity in the surrounding socio-economic environment into account. One such example is Radaev’s (2003) investigation of trust in economic relations in Russia, where the author also examines especially the institutional embeddedness of those relations. His operationalisation included questions on topics
such as corruption, contract enforcement, use of force in business relationships and problems
experienced during market entry.
Institutional embeddedness was a key concept also in our cross-cultural study of trust in Estonia, Germany, Italy, Russia and the UK within the research project ‘Entrepreneurial strategies
and trust in East and West Europe’ (financed by the Volkswagen Foundation). Hence, an indirect approach to operationalisation was adopted. With regard to business linkages and networking relationships, our survey featured questions related to the forms and regularity of regulation
and to the criteria by which the form of regulation is chosen. We analysed credit relationships
and internal relations with employees, for the former emphasising sources and regulations, for
the latter decision delegation and motivation systems. Finally, we asked entrepreneurs for linkages with the regulatory environment as well as for sources of assistance in various stages of
business development.
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Empirical approaches in researching trust
Another question concerns the empirical approach in researching trust. Laboratory experiments
based on game theory and quantitative surveys appear to be the most common approaches.
However, recently qualitative studies as well as combined-method studies have become more
common. The following provides an overview of the different methods and their pros and cons.

Survey studies
Survey studies are characterised by causal analysis, which argues based on figures and systematic statistical links between them (Alasuutari 1996). Their aim is to draw conclusions for a
population of individuals or firms. The main advantages of surveys are that they provide information on the numerical dimensions of processes known to occur and they enable the researcher
to ask the respondents a host of questions about their objective situation, subjective feelings and
behavioural intentions (Curran & Blackburn 2001, Fehr et al. 2002). But surveys have also disadvantages both compared to experiments and qualitative approaches.
The main disadvantages of surveys compared to qualitative approaches are that they often lack
answers to ‘why’ questions and that survey results reflect populations in terms of a certain level
of statistical confidence, but these associations may or may not be valid in individual cases
(Curran & Blackburn 2001). The main disadvantage compared to experiments is that surveys
lack economic incentives (Fehr et al. 2002). It is a different thing to say that one trusts somebody than to actually trust this person with a certain amount of real money at stake. In measuring certain types of trusting behaviour, e.g. lending money or making specific investments, the
lack of economic incentives in surveys may lead to an increased risk of gaining socially desirable answers. Another difficulty in applying the survey method in trust research is that quantitative data on trust is difficult to collect, especially with respect to the evolvement of trust, its
intensity or the risk and value of different business relations (Smallbone & Lyon 2002). Thus,
the authors recommend that survey-based studies should concentrate on investigating the nature
and extent of trust-based business linkages.
Bart Nooteboom and his colleagues have done just that in their several survey-based studies on
trust and governance in interfirm relations (Berger et al. 1995, Nooteboom et al. 1997, DeJong
& Nooteboom 2000, as summarised in Nooteboom 2002). Nooteboom (2002) argues that although the theory of governance is often complained to be difficult to operationalise, it is possible to treat variables such as asset specificity, transaction costs and trust as ‘latent’ ones, which
can be measured by indicators, often as judgement by people, on Likert scales. The research
issue in the aforementioned studies concerned the effect of trust and other variables of governance (e.g. specific investments, contracts) on the perceived dependence or the perceived risks
involved in such dependence in interfirm relations. Most indicators were measured on five-point
Likert scales (see also Dyer & Chu 2002 for a similar example).
Berger et al. (1995) conducted a postal survey of 80 suppliers to a Dutch producer of copying
machines examining the dependence of the supplier on the buyer. Nooteboom et al. (1997) surveyed ten companies in the electronics industry for ten customer relations each focusing on the
emergence of routines and common norms in these relations. DeJong & Nooteboom (2000)
analysed the data on buyer-supplier relations in the car manufacturing industry gathered by Mari
Sako and Susan Helper in the US (665 observations), Japan (472) and Europe (268). The large
data set enabled the authors to use the LISREL method, which on the other hand allows an
analysis of not only causal relations between indicators, but also circular causality. In general,
all of these studies confirmed the basic theory of governance in Transaction Cost Economics.
Trust was found to have the expected negative effect on perceived dependence in Berger et al.
(1995) and have a significant effect on perceived probability of incurring a loss due to opportunism in Nooteboom et al. (1997). Further, DeJong & Nooteboom (2000) found that longer rela-
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tionships, in which routines develop, foster commitment, mutual investment, value creation and
dependence. Interestingly, the causal structure appeared similar in all three studied countries.

Qualitative studies
Qualitative research does not refer to a single method, but is rather ‘an umbrella term to refer to
several research strategies that share certain characteristics’ (Bogdan & Biklen 1992: 2). The
main analytical difference between survey-based and qualitative studies is that the latter require
such absoluteness that is not known in statistical analyses: qualitative studies often view the
material as a whole and even with multiple interviews the argumentation cannot be built on
differences between individual interviews with regard to certain variables (Alasuutari 1996).
Instead, the author argues, qualitative studies focus on collecting clues and connecting them on
the basis of other studies and theoretical frameworks.
Qualitative studies have two major advantages. One is the depth and richness of detail especially when the study is constructed using data triangulation and cross-checking (Borch & Arthur 1995). The other advantage is that since there are no well-established analysis practices in
qualitative research, the researchers are forced to think and be creative instead of following a
‘cookbook approach’ (Curran & Blackburn 2001). The lack of well-established practices is also
a weakness of qualitative research. Researchers must be particularly careful in designing the
study in order to make it methodologically adequate e.g. by using a theoretically justified replication logic in multiple-case studies (Yin 2003). Moreover, care should be taken in interpreting
the results so that the researchers review the accounts offered by respondents critically, but do
not misrepresent them, impose their own values and views or take sides with one respondent
against another (Curran & Blackburn 2001). Since qualitative studies usually examine actual
events rather than attitudes, the lack of economic incentives should not be a problem as it may
be in survey-based trust studies.
An example of a qualitative approach to empirical trust research is the investigation by Klein
Woolthuis et al. (2002). The authors examined the substitutive and complementary nature of
formal control and trust while focusing on the ‘why’, ‘when’ and ‘in what temporal order’. Due
to the dynamic research issues the authors decided to conduct four longitudinal case studies,
each one examining a different trust/formal control constellation in a two-by-two matrix with
the dimensions high/low trust and high/low formal control. The studied cases concerned joint
projects between firms, which were subsidised by an external agency. The authors used data
triangulation: one data source consisted of documents from the project administration such as
contracts, annual reports, project plans, correspondence etc., while the other source of information comprised face-to-face interviews with consultants involved in the project. The results of
the study indicate that formal control and trust can be both substitutes and complements depending e.g. on the function of the written contract. Moreover, the development of trust does not
necessarily begin with a stage of formal control, but it may be the other way around e.g. because
contracts can be expensive and risky investments which need a certain amount of prior trust.

Experimental studies
The key advantages of experiments are the possibility to include real economic incentives, tight
control over environment under which the subjects make their decisions and replicability (Fehr
et al. 2002). Thus the results obtained can be proven in further experiments in which the conditions are replicated, and results related to certain variables can be further examined by varying
these variables. In fact, the authors point out, exogenous variation of variables in a controlled
environment is the only reliable way to draw causal conclusions. However, experiments have
their limits too. The most frequent criticisms of experiments are that they are ‘artificial’, lack
‘external validity’ and use a constrained subject pool (Fehr et al. 2002). The first two critiques
are in turn criticised by the authors as often lacking clarity. When critics attack the simplicity of
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experiments compared to the much more complex real world situations, the authors argue that it
is important to understand the simple cases first and hence hold the criticism for misplaced.
However, Fehr et al. (2002) admit that the constrained subject pool is indeed a problem. This
refers to the experimenters often using students as subjects, whose behaviour might differ from
the behaviour of other groups in the society. Gächter et al. (2003) compared students and nonstudents in their combined survey and experimental study (see below for a detailed discussion
of the method) in Russia. They found that background variables such as socio-economic status
and age, which of course vary between student and non-student populations, do affect trust attitudes which, in turn, correlate with contribution behaviour in the public goods experiment used
in the study.
In sum, experiments do appear to deliver important results on trusting behaviour. But since they
lack the actual social and cultural context in which real-life decisions are embedded, the results
need to be considered critically when applied in real situations. One way to improve the connection of experimental results to real-life situations is to combine them with surveys, as discussed
below.

Combined-method studies
Combining quantitative and qualitative elements enables the researcher to gain triangulation
and some of the advantages of both methods. Studies using such combinations in trust research
take two forms. One is to use in-depth interviews or case studies to illustrate and add depth to
survey results. An example of such study design is Radaev’s (2003) investigation of the emergence and development of economic relations in Russia. As formal rules are not effectively
enforced and both individuals and institutions are not trustworthy in Russia, the context set by
the business environment plays a central role. The author surveyed 227 heads of non-state
owned enterprises in 21 regions in Russia to cater for regional differences in the business environment. Additionally, 96 in-depth interviews were conducted to add the ‘behind the figures’
dimension to the study.
A similar design was also chosen for the studies in Estonia, Germany and Russia in our project
‘Entrepreneurial strategies and trust in East and West Europe’. First, we surveyed 102 entrepreneurs in Estonia, 197 in Germany and 400 in Russia. The surveys in Russia and Estonia were
implemented as face-to-face interviews, while the one in Germany was conducted over the telephone (CATI). The interpretation of the survey results was enhanced and deepened through case
studies in each country (10 in Estonia, 16 in Germany and 27 in Russia). For example, the survey results showed that the formal contract is a common form of regulation in business relationships in all three countries. This would indicate institutional trust, for contracts can be interpreted as indicators of reliance on credible enforcement of contracts by the state. However, the
case studies showed that the primary role of the contract is not always focused on safeguarding
against opportunism, but it is used e.g. as a sign of commitment or memory aid and it is often a
requirement of the institutional environment e.g. due to tax and accounting regulations. Data
triangulation in the Estonian and Russian studies was further enhanced through selected expert
interviews e.g. in Ministries, the inland revenue, and Chambers of Commerce and Industry. The
whole study was aimed at exploring different trust milieus. Therefore, rather than focusing on
representativeness, the study design was built around a set of key variables indicating different
trust environments. These included, besides country, region (East and West Germany), size
(micro and small enterprise) as well as sector (food industry, trade and business services).
The other approach is what Borch & Arthur (1995) coined the ‘rapprochement solution’. This
approach aims at developing case study research through implementing ideas from quantitative
tradition by stressing rigour and comparative logic. The basic principles of the rapprochement
solution are to select a larger set of cases, design a coding scheme to quantify the qualitative
case descriptions and to analyse the coded data statistically. The main advantage is the im-
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proved generalisability of the results, while the main risk is that the complex phenomena are
unduly simplified in the coding phase. The rapprochement approach has been applied in the
trust context for example by Six (2003), who studied the effect of trouble events on trust in interpersonal work relationships. She interviewed 26 people and observed meetings in two Dutch
organisations in the professional services industry collecting a total of 278 trouble events. Based
on a qualitative analysis variables were identified, the data quantified accordingly and finally a
statistical analysis conducted.
Another combined approach used in trust research is to integrate survey and experiments (Fehr
et al. 2002, Gächter et al. 2003, Glaeser et al. 2000). The method of how experiments can be
integrated in representative surveys is presented in detail in Fehr et al. (2002), while the following attempts to provide a summary of the key points. The main idea is to overcome deficits in
both methods (e.g. add representativeness and real-life context to experiments and behavioural
validity to surveys) and cross-validate data. The authors argue that experiments are relatively
easy to integrate in surveys as long as the participants do not need to interact or, even if they do,
when the decisions are simultaneous and independent. However, most interesting experiments
require sequential interaction, which is more difficult to realise. Fehr et al. (2002) integrated a
sequential social dilemma game in a representative survey. The game involves two groups of
participants, A’s and B’s, both of which receive €10 and can invest any amount between €0 and
€10, which the recipient receives doubled by the experimenter. Thus both players would benefit
from full exchange. Player A makes the first move to which Player B responds.
One possible solution to implement this experiment without having to survey the participants
sequentially would be to require Player B to make a decision for each possible transfer by
Player A before knowing what the actual transfer has been. The main advantage would be the
large amount of information, while the central disadvantage is that responding to imaginary
moves is less emotionally arousing than being confronted with an actual transfer. Player B
might also raise his transfer for each euro added to A’s potential transfer, although B’s decision
in an actual situation would not be this consistent. The solution proposed by Fehr et al. (2002) is
to use previous experimental knowledge to determine an ex ante distribution of first mover actions, hence confronting Player B with a randomly chosen action by Player A and having him
only respond to this one action. The actions of both players can be collected simultaneously and
matched ex post. If there are more specific transfer amounts from B’s than A’s, each A is randomly matched with a B leaving some B’s unmatched. However, even the unmatched B’s receive their reward as their payoff is known. If there are more A’s and B’s for a specific transfer
amount, some B’s will be repeatedly matched with an A so that the decisions by some B’s become decisive for more than one A.

Conclusions
Researching trust empirically appears particularly difficult due to the versatile and contextdependent nature of the concept. This is also evident in the variety of different measures and
empirical approaches implemented so far in empirical studies. This paper provided a preliminary review of problems and their possible solutions in empirical trust research with respect to
two problematic areas: operationalisation and the choice of adequate empirical methods.
The discussion on operationalisation focused on how to ask about trust. Direct questions were
rejected due to cross-cultural and intra-cultural semantic differences concerning the meaning of
trust, the disregard of habitual behaviour, and the implicit assumption in direct questions that
individuals could identify and evaluate the level of trust in their actions. A further problem identified concerning the phrasing of questions about trust relates to the risk of receiving socially
desirable answers, which might be provoked in particular by direct wordings. Hence, indirect
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operationalisation was deemed more appropriate. This can take many forms as was demonstrated in the examples (Dyer & Chu 2002, Radaev 2003, Six 2003).
The other focal point of this paper was the choice of empirical methods. The pro’s and con’s of
different approaches were discussed including surveys, qualitative approaches, experiments as
well as combined methods. Each of these methods appears to have its pro’s and con’s depending on the specific context in which trust is studied. In this respect the combined-method approaches appear particularly interesting, for the used methods not only cross-validate each other,
but also add triangulation to the study design. For example in case of representative surveys,
integrating either experiments or case studies could add behavioural validity or depth to the
analysis.
A further argument in this context concerns the comparison of cross-sectional and longitudinal
research designs. Although trust is a dynamic phenomenon, most researchers choose crosssectional designs for pragmatic reasons. In fact, the only longitudinal design in the introduced
studies was in the investigation of the substitutive and complementary roles of formal control
and trust by Klein Woolthuis et al. (2002). Longitudinal designs would appear particularly relevant for studying the process of how trust is built (Smallbone & Lyon 2002, Welter et al. 2003).
For this purpose, Ring & Van de Ven (1994) suggest that collecting ‘events’ would be an effective method.

References
Alasuutari, P. (1996) Researching Culture: Qualitative Method and Cultural Studies. London: Sage.
Alesina, A. & E. LaFerrara (2000) The Determinants of Trust. National Bureau of Economic Research
Working Paper 7621.
Berger, J.G., N.G. Noorderhaven & B. Nooteboom (1995) The Determinants of Supplier Dependence: An
Empirical Study. In J. Groenewegen, C. Pitelis & S.E. Sjöstrand (eds), On Economic Institutions:
Theory and Applications. Aldershot: Edward Elgar, 195–212.
Bertrand, M. & S. Mullainathan (2001) Do People Mean What They Say? Implications for Subjective
Survey Data. American Economic Review, Papers and Proceedings (2): 67–72.
Blomqvist, K., S. Sundqvist & M. Soininen (2002) Towards Measuring Inter-organizational Trust: Some
Issues in Conceptualization and Operationalization of Trust in Recent Research on Interorganizational Trust. Paper presented at the EURAM Conference, Stockholm, 8–11 May 2002.
Bogdan, R.C. & S.K. Biklen (1992) Qualitative Research for Education: An Introduction to Theory and
Methods. Needham Heights, MA: Allyn and Bacon.
Borch, O.J. & M.B. Arthur (1995) Strategic Networks Among Small Firms: Implications for Strategic
Research Methodology. Journal of Management Studies 32: 419–441.
Curran, J. & R.A. Blackburn (2001) Researching the Small Enterprise. London et al.: Sage.
Dasgupta, P. (1988) Trust as a Commodity. In D. Gambetta (ed.), Trust: Making and Breaking Cooperative Relations. New York & Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 49–73.
DeJong, G. & B. Nooteboom (2000) The Causal Structure of Long-Term Supply Relationships: An Empirical Test of a Generalized Transaction Cost Theory. Deventer: Kluwer.
Delhey, J. & K. Newton (2002) Who Trusts? The Origins of Social Trust in Seven Nations. FS III 02 –
402 Publications of the Research Unit ‘Social Structure and Social Reporting’ of the Social Science Research Centre Berlin (WZB).
Dyer, J. & W. Chu (2002) The Role of Trustworthiness in Reducing Transaction Costs and Improving
Performance: Empirical Evidence from the United States, Japan and Korea. The International Motor Vehicle Program at MIT Working Paper (http://imvp.mit.edu/papers/0203/dyer_chu_trust.pdf
11 December 2003).

Entrepreneurial strategies and trust. Part 1: A Review

33

Fehr, E., U. Fischbacher, B. von Rosenbladt, J. Schupp & G.G. Wagner (2002) A Nation-Wide Laboratory: Examining Trust and Trustworthiness by Integrating Behavioral Experiments into Representative Surveys. Schmollers Jahrbuch 122: 519–542.
Gächter, S., B. Herrmann & C. Thöni (2003) Trust, Voluntary Cooperation and Socio-Economic Background: Survey and Experimental Evidence. Paper prepared for Seminar on ‘Trust and Institutions’, Radcliffe Institute, Harvard University, 24–26 April 2003.
Glaeser, E.L., D.I. Laibson, J.A. Scheinkman & C.L. Soutter (2000) Measuring Trust. Quarterly Journal
of Economics 115: 811–846.
Klein Woolthuis, R., B. Hillebrand & B. Nooteboom (2002) Trust and Formal Control in Interorganizational Relationships. Erasmus Research Institute in Management Report Series ERS-2002-13ORG.
Lane, C. (1998) Introduction: Theories and Issues in the Study of Trust. In C. Lane & R. Bachmann (eds),
Trust Within and Between Organizations: Conceptual Issues and Empirical Applications. Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1–30.
Misztal, B. (1996) Trust in Modern Societies. Cambridge, MA: Polity Press.
Nooteboom, B., J. Berger & N.G. Noorderhaven (1997) Effects of Trust and Governance on Relational
Risk. Academy of Management Journal 40: 308–338.
Nooteboom, B. (2002) Trust: Forms, Foundations, Functions, Failures and Figures. Cheltenham &
Northampton: Edward Elgar.
Nuissl, H., A. Schwarz & M. Thomas (2002) Vertrauen – Kooperation – Netzwerkbildung: Unternehmerische Handlungsressourcen in prekären regionalen Kontexten. Wiesbaden: Westdeutscher Verlag.
Offe, C. (2001) Wie können wir unseren Mitbürgern vertrauen. In M. Hartmann & C. Offe (eds), Vertrauen: Die Grundlage des sozialen Zusammenhalts. Frankfurt/Main: Campus, 241–294.
Radaev, V. (2003) How Trust is Established in Economic Relationships When Institutions and Individuals Are Not Trustworthy (The Case of Russia). Paper presented at the International Conference on
Trust and Entrepreneurial Behaviour in East and West European Economies – Concepts, Developments, Comparative Aspects, Bremen, 26–27 September 2003.
Rindfleisch, A. (2000) Organizational Trust and Interfirm Cooperation: An Examination of Horizontal
versus Vertical Alliances. Marketing Letters 11: 81–95.
Ring, P.S. & A.H. Van de Ven (1994) Developmental Processes of Cooperative Interorganizational Relationships. Academy of Management Review 19: 90–118.
Saparito, P. (2000) Three Dimensions of Trust in Bank-Small Firm Relationships: Instrument Development and Preliminary Examination of the Production of Trust by Various Organizational Structures. In Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Research 2000, Wellesley, MA: Babson College.
Six, F. (2003) Trust and Trouble: Maintaining Trust in the Face of Trouble. Paper presented at the
EURAM Conference, Milan, 3–5 April 2003.
Six, F. & B. Nooteboom (2003) Conclusions. In B. Nooteboom & F. Six (eds), The Trust Process in Organizations: Empirical Studies of the Determinants and the Process of Trust Development. Cheltenham & Northampton: Edward Elgar.
Smallbone, D. & F. Lyon. (2002) A Note on Trust, Networks, Social Capital and Entrepreneurial Behaviour. In H.-H. Höhmann & F. Welter (eds), Entrepreneurial Strategies and Trust: Structure and
Evolution of Entrepreneurial Behavioural Patterns in East and West European Environments –
Concepts and Considerations. Forschungsstelle Osteuropa an der Universität Bremen, Arbeitspapiere und Materialien 37: 19–24.
Welter, F., T. Kautonen, A. Chepurenko, E. Malieva & U. Venesaar (2003) Does Trust Matter? – A
Cross-Cultural View on Entrepreneurship in Different Trust Milieus. Paper presented at the 23rd
Babson-Kauffman Foundation Entrepreneurship Research Conference, Babson Park, 5–7 June
2003.

34

Hans-Hermann Höhmann / Friederike Welter (editors)

Yin, R.K. (2003) Case Study Research: Design and Methods: Third Edition. Thousand Oaks et al.: Sage.
Zak, P.J. & S. Knack (1998) Trust and Growth. Center for Institutional Reform and the Informal Sector
(IRIS) Working Paper No. 219.

Elena Malieva with Teemu Kautonen and Nina Slaby

Select Bibliography: Theoretical Works, Comparative Studies,
Country Analyses, Studies of the Role of the Middle Class
Aldrich, H. (2000): Entrepreneurial Strategies in New Organizational Populations, in: Swedberg, R. (ed.):
Entrepreneurship: The Social Science View, Oxford: University Press: 211–228.
Aldrich, H.; Zimmer, C. (1986): Entrepreneurship through Social Networks, in: Sexton D.L.; Smilor,
R.W. (Hg.): The Art and Science of Entrepreneurship, Cambridge: Ballinger: 3–24.
Alesina, A.; La Ferrara E. (2000): The Determinants of Trust, National Bureau of Economic Research,
Working Paper 7621.
Alimova, Tat'iana (2001): Small Business in the Context of International Integration: in: Segbers, K.
(ed.): Explaining post-Soviet pachtworks, vol. 1: Actors and sectors between accomodation and
resistance, Aldershot: Ashgate: 351–366.
Anderson, Kathryn; Pomfret, Richard (2001): Challanges Facing Small and Medium-sized Enterprises in
the Kyrgyz Republic, in: Most, 11, 3: 205–219.
Annen, Kurt (2001): Inclusive and Exclusive Social Capital in the Small-Firm Sector in Developing
Countries, in: Journal of Institutional and Theoretical Economics, JUTE 157: 319–330.
Antfang, Peter; Urban, Dieter (1994): „Vertrauen“ – soziologisch betrachtet. Ein Beitrag zur Analyse
binärer Interaktionssysteme, in: SISS: Schriftenreihe des Instituts für Sozialforschung Stuttgart, 1,
94: 1–24.
Åslund, Anders (2001): The Development of Small Enterprises. in: Granville, Brigitte; Oppenheimer,
Peter (ed.): Russia’s post-communist economy, Oxford: 347–366.
Bachmann, Reinhard (2001): Trust, Power and Control in Trans-Organizational Relations, in:
Organization Studies, 22, 2, Special issue on: Trust and Control in Organizational Relations: 337–
365.
Bachmann, Reinhard; Lane, Christel (2001): Vertrauen und Macht in zwischenbetrieblichen Kooperation
– zur Rolle von Wirtschaftsrecht und Wirtschaftsverbänden in Deutschland und Großbritannien,
in: Sydow, Jörg (Hg.): Management von Netzwerkorganisationen: Beiträge aus der
“Managementforschung”, Wiesbaden: Gabler: 75–105.
Baier, Annette (2001): Vertrauen und seine Grenzen, in Hartmann, M.; Offe, Claus (ed.):Vertrauen: Die
Grundlage des sozialen Zusammenhalts. Frankfurt/Main: Campus: 37–84.
Barber, Bernard (1983): The logic and limits of trust, New Jersey: Rutgers University Press.
Bardhan, P. (1989): A note on interlinked rural economic arrangements, in: Bardhan, P. (ed.): The
Economic Theory of Agrarian Institutions, Oxford: Clarendon Press: 237–242.
Bartlett, Will (2001): SME Development Policies in Different Stages of Transition, in: Most, 11, 3: 197–
204.
Becattini, G.; Rullani, E. (1996): Local systems and global connections: The role of knowledge, in:
Cossentino F.; Pyke F.; Sengenberger W. (eds.): Local and regional response to global pressure:
The case of Italy and its industrial districts, International Institute for Labour Studies, Geneva:
159–174.
Belova, E.M.; Khabarina, T.V. (1998): A Note on Associations of Small Entrepreneurs in the Market
Economy of St. Petersburg, in: Communist Economies & Economic Transformation, 10, 4: 557–
560.
Bénabou, R.; Tirole, J. (2003): Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation, in: Review of Economic Studies, 70:
489–520.

36

Hans-Hermann Höhmann / Friederike Welter (editors)

Berger, J.G.; Noorderhaven, N.G.; Nooteboom, B. (1995): The Determinants of Supplier Dependence: An
Empirical Study, in: Groenewegen,J. et al (eds.): On Economic Institutions: Theory and
Applications, Aldershot: Edward Elgar: 195–212.
Bertrand, M.; Mullainathan, S. (2001): Do People Mean What They Say? Implications for Subjective
Survey Data, in: American Economic Review, Papers and Proceedings, 2: 67–72.
Bierhoff, Hans Werner; Buck, Ernst (1997): Wer vertraut wem? Soziodemographische Merkmale des
Vertrauens, in Schweer Martin K.W. (ed.): Vertrauen und soziales Handeln: Facetten eines
alltäglichen Phänomens, Neuwied; Kriftel; Berlin: Luchterhand: 99–114.
Birley, S. et al (1991): Entrepreneurial Networks: Their Emergence in Ireland and Overseas, in:
International Small Business Journal, 9: 56–74.
Blois, K. (1998): A trust interpretation of business to business relationships: a case-based discussion, in:
Management Decision, 36.5: 302–308.
Blomquist, Kisimarja (1997): The many faces of trust, in: Scandinavian journal of management, 13, 3:
271–286.
Blomqvist, K. et al (2002): Towards Measuring Inter-organizational Trust: Some Issues in
Conceptualization and Operationalization of Trust in Recent Research on Inter-organizational
Trust, Paper presented at the EURAM Conference, Stockholm, 8–11 May 2002.
Blundel, R.; Smith,D. (2001): Business Network Report, Research Report to the Small Business Service.
Bolle, F. (1998): Rewarding Trust: An Experimental Study, in: Theory and Decision, 45: 83–98.
Borch, O.J.; Arthur, M.B. (1995): Strategic Networks Among Small Firms: Implications for Strategic
Research Methodology, in: Journal of Management Studies, 32: 419–441.
Bos, Ellen (1994): Die Rolle von Eliten und kollektiven Akteuren in Transitionsprozessen, in: Merkel,
Wolfgang (ed.), Systemwechsel 1. Theorien, Ansätze und Konzeptionen, Opladen: Leske +
Budrich.
Bourdieu, Pierre (1983): Ökonomisches Kapital, kulturelles Kapital, soziales Kapital, in: Kreckel,
Reinhardt: Soziale Ungleichheiten, Soziale Welt, Sonderband 2, Göttigen: Otto Schwarz: 183–
198.
Bourdieu, Pierre (1986): The Forms of Capital, in: Richardson J.G. Handbook of Theory and research for
Sociology of Education, New York: Greenwood.
Bourdieu, Pierre (1987): Die feinen Unterschiede. Kritik der gesellschaftlichen Urteilskraft, Frankfurt am
Main: Suhrkamp.
Boyd, R.; P.J. Richerson (1994): The Evolution of Norms: An Anthropological View, in: Journal of
Institutional and Theoretical Economics, 150: 72–87.
Bradach, J.L.; R.G. Eccles, (1989): Price, Authority, and Trust: From Ideal Types to Plural Forms, in:
Annual Review of Sociology, 15: 97–118.
Bradshaw, Michael J.; Hanson, Philip (1998): Understanding Regional Patterns of Economic Change in
Russia: An Introduction, in: Communist Economies & Economic Transformation, 10, 3: 285–304.
Brie, Michael (2000): Formal Institutions and Indormal Institutional Arrangements. in: BISS public, 30:
101–120.
Brüderl, J.; Preisendörfer, P. (1998): Network Support and the Success of Newly Founded Businesses,
Small Business Economics, 10: 213–225.
Brusco, S. (1999): The rules of the game in industrial districts, in: Grandori, A. (ed.): Organization and
industrial competitiveness, Routledge: London: 17–40.
Burt, R.S. (2000): The Network Entrepreneur, in Swedberg, R. (ed.): Entrepreneurship: A Social Science
View, Oxford et al.: Oxford University Press: 281–307.
Busenitz, L.W.u.a. (2000): Country Institutional Profiles: Unlocking Entrepreneurial Phenomena, in:
Academy of Management Journal, 43.5: 994–1003.

Entrepreneurial strategies and trust. Part 1: A Review

37

Busse, Eva Freie (2002): Untangling the Chaos. The Unwritten Rules of Russian Taxation, in: Höhmann,
Hans-Hermann et al (ed.): Das russische Steuersystem im Übergang: Rahmenbedingungen,
insitutionelle Veränderungen, kulturelle Bestimmungsfaktoren, Bremen: Edition Temmen: 210–
230.
Carnevali, Francesca (1996): Between Markets and Networks: Regional Banks in Italy, in: Business
History, 38: 85–100.
Chell, E.; Baines, S. (1998): Networking, Entrepreneurship and Microbusiness Behaviour, in: Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, 12: 195–215.
Cialdini, R. (1996): The Triple Tumor Structure of Organizational Behavior, in: Messick, D.M.;
Tenbrunsel, A.E. (ed.): Codes of Conduct, New York: Russel Sage Foundation: 44–58.
Claibourn, M.P.; Martin P.S. (2000): Trusting and Joining? An Empirical Test of the Reciprocal Nature
of Social Capital, in: Political Behaviour, 22.4.
Clarke, Simon (1995): Formal and Informal Relations in Soviet Industrial Production, in: Clarke, Simon
(ed.): Management and Industry in Russia: Formal and Informal Relations in the Period of
Transition, Aldershot: Edwar Elgar: 1–27.
Clifton, N; Cooke, P (2001): Social Capital and Economic Performance: a Regional Perspective, Paper
Presented at Regional Studies Association Annual Conference, 21.
Coleman, James S. (1982): Systems of trust. A rough theoretical framework, in: Angewandte
Sozialforschung, 10: 277–299.
Coleman, James S. (1990): Foundations of Social Theory, Cambridge/Mass:The Belknap Press of
Harvard University Press.
Coleman, James S.(1988): Social Capital in the Creation of Human Capital, in: American Journal of
Sociology, 94: 95–120.
Colton, T. (1995): Moscow: Governing the Socialist Metropolis, Cambridge: The Belknap Press of
Harvard University Press.
Cornelssen, Inse (1991): Der Fall Japan: Kultur als Triebkraft wirtschaftlicher Entwicklung [Untersuchung zur ökonomischen Relevanz immaterieller Werte], Frankfurt/Main: Lang.
Cullen, Michelle L.; Colletta, Nat J. (2000): Violent Conflict and the Transformation of Social Capital:
Lessens from Cambodia, Rwanda, Guatemala, and Somalia, in: World Bank Publications.
Curran, J.; Blackburn, R.A. (2001): Researching the Small Enterprise, London u.a.: Sage.
Curran, J. et al (1995): Small Businesses, Networking and Networks: A Literature Review, Policy Survey
and Research Agenda, Small Business Research Centre, Kingston University: Kingston upon
Thames.
Dallago, B. (2000): The Organisational and Productive Impact of the Economic System. The Case of
SMEs, in: Small Business Economics 15: 303–319.
Dasgupta, Partha (1988): Trust as commodity, in: Gambetta, Diego (ed.): Trust. Making and breaking
cooperative relations, Oxford: Blackwell: 49–72.
Davis, L.; North D.C. (1971): Institutional change and American economic growth, Cambridge: New
York.
De George, Richard T. (1986): Business ethics, New York: Macmillan.
Dei Ottati, Gabi (1991): The economic bases of diffuse industrialization, in: International Studies of
Management and Organization, 21.1: 53–74.
Dei Ottati, Gabi (1994): Trust, interlinking transactions and credit in the industrial district, in: Cambridge
Journal of Economics, 18.6: 529–546.
DeJong, G.; Nooteboom, B. (2000): The Causal Structure of Long-Term Supply Relationships: An
Empirical Test of a Generalized Transaction Cost Theory, Deventer: Kluwer.

38

Hans-Hermann Höhmann / Friederike Welter (editors)

Delhey, J.; Newton,K. (2002): Who Trusts? The Origins of Social Trust in Seven Nations. FS III 02 – 402
Publications of the Research Unit ‘Social Structure and Social Reporting’ of the Social Science
Research Centre Berlin (WZB).
Denzau A.T.; North D.C. (1994): Shared Mental Models: Ideologies and Institutions, in: Kyklos; 47.1: 3–
31.
Deutsch, Morton (1962): Cooperation and trust: some theoretical notes, in: Jones, N.R. (Hg.): Nebraska
Symposium on motivation, 10: 275–319.
Dolgopyatova, Tat'iana (2000): The Evolution of New Institutions in the Small Business Sector, in:
Harter, Stefanie; Easter, Gerald (eds.): Shaping the Economic Space in Russia, Aldershot:
Ashgate: 163–188.
Dubini, P.; Aldrich, H. (1991): Personal and Extended Networks Are Central to the Entrepreneurial
Process, Journal of Business Venturing, 6: 305–313.
Endreß, Martin (2001): Vertrauen und Vertrautheit – Phänomenologisch – antropologische Grundlegung,
in: Hartmann, Martin; Offe, Claus (Hg.):Vertrauen. Die Grundlage des sozialen Zusammenhalts,
Frankfurt/Main, New York: Campus: 161–204.
Fadahunsi, A.; Smallbone, D.; Supri, S. (2000): Networking and Ethnic Minority Enterprise
Development: Insights from a North London Study, in: Journal of Small Business and Enterprise
Development, 7, 3: 228–240.
Fehr, E. et al (2002): A Nation-Wide Laboratory: Examining Trust and Trustworthiness by Integrating
Behavioral Experiments into Representative Surveys in: Schmollers Jahrbuch, 122: 519–542.
Fiedler, Martin (2001): Vertrauen ist gut, Kontrolle ist teuer: Vertrauen als Schlüsselkategorie
wirtschaftlichen Handelns, in: Geschichte und Gesellschaft, Zeitschrift für Historische
Sozialwissenschaft, 27, 4: 576–592.
Frambach, Hans (2003): Vertrauen in der Neuen Institutionenökonomik, in Schmid, M.; Maurer, A. (Hg):
Ökonomischer und soziologischer Institutionalismus: Interdisziplinäre Beiträge und Perspektiven
der Institutionentheorie und –analyse, Marburg: Metropolis, S.227–244.
Freitag, Markus (2000): Soziales Kapital und Arbeitslosigkeit – Eine empirische Analyse zu den
Schweizer Kantonen, in: Zeitschrift für Soziologie, 3: 186–201.
Freye, Timothy (2002): Capture or Exchange? Business Lobbying in Russia, in: Europe-Asia Studies, 54,
7: 1017–1036.
Fritsch, Michael (1992): Unternehmens-“Netzwerke” im Lichte der Institutionenökonomik, in: Jahrbuch
für Neue Politische Ökonomie, 11: 89–102.
Fukuyama, Francis (1995): Trust: the Social Virtues and the Creation of Prosperity, New York: The Free
Press.
Gächter, S. et al (2003): Trust, Voluntary Cooperation and Socio-Economic Background: Survey and
Experimental Evidence. Paper prepared for Seminar on ‘Trust and Institutions’, Radcliffe Institute,
Harvard University, 24–26 April 2003.
Galston, William A. (1999): Social Capital in Amerika: Civil Society and Civic Trust, in: Janning, Josef
et al (eds.): Civic Engagement in the Atlantic Community, Gütersloh: Bertelsman Foundation
Publishers: 67–78.
Gambetta, Diego (1988): “Can we trust trust?”, in Gambetta, D. (ed.): Trust: Making and Breaking Cooperative Relations, Oxford: Blackwell: 213–237.
Gambetta, Diego (1998): Trust. Making and Breaking Cooperative Relations, N.Y./Oxford: Basil
Blackwell.
Ganesan, S.; Hess, R. (1997): Dimensions and Levels of Trust: Implications for Commitment to a
Relationship, in: Marketing Letters, 8, 4: 439–448.
Gartner, W.B. et al (1992): Acting As If: Differentiating Entrepreneurial from Organizational Behavior,
in: Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 16: 13–32.

Entrepreneurial strategies and trust. Part 1: A Review

39

Giddens, Antony (1984): The Constitution of society: outline of the theory of structuration, Berkley et al:
University of California Press.
Giddens, Antony (1990): The Consequences of Modernity, Stanford: Stanford University Press.
Glad, Betty; Shiraev, Eric (1999): Russian Transformation. Political, sociological and psychological
aspects, Basingstoke.
Glaeser, E.L. u.a. (2000): Measuring Trust, in: Quarterly Journal of Economics, August: 811–846.
Granovetter, Marc (1973): The strength of weak ties, in: American Journal of Sociology, 78, 1: 360–380.
Granovetter, Marc (1985): Economic Action and Social Structure: The Problem of Embeddedness, in:
American Journal of Sociology, 91, 3: 481–510.
Granovetter, Marc (1994): Business groups, in: Smelser, N. J; Swedberg, R. (eds.): The Handbook of
Economic Sociology, Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press: 454–475.
Greve, A. (1995): Networks and Entrepreneurship – An Analysis of Social Relations, Occupational
Background, and Use of Contacts During the Establishment Process, in: Scandinavian Journal of
Management, 11: 1–24.
Håkansson, H.; Snehota, I.: (1995): Developing Relationships in Business Networks, London: Routledge.
Hardin, Russel (2001): Die Alltagsepistemologie von Vertrauen, in Hartmann, M.; Offe, C. (eds): Vertrauen: Die Grundlage des sozialen Zusammenhalts. Frankfurt/Main: Campus: 295–332.
Hardin, Russell (1993): Trusting Persons, Trusting Institutions, in: Zeckhauser, Richard J. (ed.): Strategy
and Choice, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press: 185–209.
Harter, Stefanie (1998): Stretching the concept of social capital, in: Communist Economies and Economic
Transformation, 2: 271–279.
Harter, Stefanie et al (2003): Geschäfte mit der Macht. Wirtschaftseliten als politische Akteure im
Rußland der Transformationsjahre 1992–2001, Bremen: Edition Temmen, S.60–62.
Hartmann, M.; Offe, C. (eds.) (2001): Vertrauen: Die Grundlage des sozialen Zusammenhalts,
Frankfurt/Main: Campus.
Hashi, Iraj (2001): Financial and Institutional Barriers to SME Growth in Albania: Results of an
Enterprise Survey, in: Most, 11, 3: 221–238.
Haug, Sonja (1997): Soziales Kapital. Ein kritischer Überblick über den aktuellen Forschungsstand, Arbeitspapier des Arbeitsbereichs II, 15, Mannheim: Mannheimer Zentrum für Europäische
Sozialforschung.
Haugland, S.A.; Grønhaug, K. (1995): Authority and Trust in Network Relationships, in Håkansson, H.;
Snehota, I. (eds.): Developing Relationships in Business Networks, London: Routledge: 368–379.
Heinz, Wolfgang S. (1999): Mittelschichten: ein zentraler Akteur im Demokratisierungsprozess?, in:
Becker, Bert et al (eds.): Mythos Mittelschichten: Zur Wiederkehr eines Paradigmas der
Demokratieforschung, Bonn: Bouvier Verlag: 266–272.
Hibbing, John R.; Patterson, Samuel C. (1994): Public Trust in the New Parliaments of Central and
Eastern Europe, in: Political Studies, vol XLII: 570–592.
Hirschman, A. (1982): Rival interpretations of market society: civilizing, destructive, or feeble?, in:
Journal of Economic Literature 20: 1463–1484.
Hishow, Ognian N. (2000): Russia’s economic transition – the outcome and the prospects, Bericht des
BIOst, 16.
Hodgson, G. M. (1988): Economics and Institutions: A Manifesto for a Modern Institutional Economics,
Cambridge: Polity Press.
Höhmann, H.-H.; Welter, F. (eds.) (2002): Entrepreneurial Strategies and Trust: Structure and Evolution
of Entrepreneurial Behavioural Patterns in East and West European Environments – Concepts and
Considerations; Forschungsstelle Osteuropa Bremen, Arbeitspapiere und Materialien, No. 37.

40

Hans-Hermann Höhmann / Friederike Welter (editors)

Höhmann, Hans-Hermann (1997): Wirtschaftsentwicklung und ökonomischer Systemwechsel in Rußland
– eine Bilanz nach fünf Jahren, in: Zeitschrift für Wirtschaftsgeographie, 41, 2–3: 79–86.
Höhmann, Hans-Hermann (2001): Die „russische“ Marktwirtschaft: Übergangsordnung oder Wirtschaftssystem auf Dauer?, in: Höhmann, Hans-Hermann; Schröder, Hans-Henning (eds.). Russland unter
neuer Führung: Politik, Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft am Beginn des 21. Jahrhunderts, Münster:
Agenda-Verlag: 120–133.
Höhmann, Hans-Hermann (2002): Rußland unter Präsident Putin. Politischer Rahmen, Wirtschaftslage,
institutionelle Veränderungen, in: Höhmann, Hans-Hermann et al (eds.): Das russische Steuersystem im Übergang – Rahmenbedingungen, institutionelle Veränderungen, kulturelle Bestimmungsfaktoren, Bremen: Edition Temmen: 12–26.
Höhmann, Hans-Hermann (2003): Wirtschaftssytem und ökonomische Entwicklung. Von der sowjetischen Planwirtschaft zur „russischen“ Marktwirtschaft, in: Informationen zur politischen Bildung,
Nr.282 (Dezember 2003): 48–54.
Honig, B. (1998): What Determines Success? Examining the Human, Financial and Social Capital of Jamaican Microentrepreneurs, in: Journal of Business Venturing, 3: 371–394.
Hoskisson, R.E. et al (2000): Strategy in Emerging Economies, in: Academy of Management Journal, 43,
3: 249–267.
Huther, J.; Shah, A. (1998): Applying a Simple Measure of Good Governance to the Debate of Fiscal
Decentralization, World Bank Policy Research Working Paper 1894, Washington, D.C.: World
Bank.
Ionin, Leonid (1999): Perspektiven der Mittelschicht in Rußland, in: Höhmann H.-H. (ed.): Eine unterschätzte Dimension? Zur Rolle wirtschaftskultureller Faktoren in der osteuropäischen Transformation, Bremen: Edition Temmen: 153–163.
Jeleva, Rumiana (2003): Gesellschaftliche Transformation, Wirtschaftsethik und soziale Verantwortung
von Unternehmern in Bulgarien: Überlegungen zur postsozialistischen Entwicklung, in:
Kollmorgen, Raj; Schrader, Heiko (eds.): Postsozialistische Transformation: Gesellschaft,
Wirtschaft, Kultur. Theoretische Perspektiven und empirische Befunde, Würzburg: Ergon Verlag:
151–176.
Jenssen, J.I. (2001): Social Networks, Resources and Entrepreneurship in: Entrepreneurship and
Innovation, June: 103–109.
Johannisson, B. (1999) Networking and Entrepreneurial Growth, in: Sexton, D.L.; Landstrom, H. (eds.):
The Blackwell Handbook of Entrepreneurship, Oxford, Blackwell: 368–386.
Kahle, E. (1998): Vertrauensbasierte Netzwerke als Chancen für kleine und mittlere Unternehmen, in:
Pleitner, H.-J. (ed.): Renaissance der KMU in einer globalisierten Wirtschaft, St. Gallen: 535–544.
Kautonen, Teemu; Welter, Friederike (2003): Trust in Small Business Networks: Empirical Evidence
From East and West Germany, Paper presented at the 19th EGOS Colloquium, Copenhagen, July
3–5 2003.
Kihlgren, Alessandro (2001): Small Business Policy in St. Petersburg and the Development of this Sector
in the 1990s, in: Post-Communist Economies, 13, 4: 459–484.
Kilpatrick, Sue (1999): How Social Capital Facilitates Learning Outcomes for Small Businesses, in:
Discussion Paper of Centre for Research and Learning in Regional Australia, University of
Tasmania, D8.
Kilpatrick, Sue; Bell, Rowena (2000): Support Networks and Trust: How social capital facilitates learning
outcomes for small businesses, in: Discussion Paper of Centre for Research and Learning in
Regional Australia, University of Tasmania, D2.
Kirkow, Peter (1997): Russia’s regional puzzle, in: Communist Economies and Economic
Transformation, 3: 261–288.

Entrepreneurial strategies and trust. Part 1: A Review

Koch,

41

L.T. (1998): Kognitive Determinanten der Problementstehung und -behandlung im
wirtschaftspolitischen Prozeß, in: Zeitschrift für Wirtschafts- und Sozialwissenschaften, 118: 597–
622.

Kornai, János (1995): Das sozialistische System: Die politische Ökonomie des Kommunismus, BadenBaden: Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft.
Kramer, R.M.; Tyler, T.R. (eds.) (1996): Trust in Organizations: Frontiers of Theory and Research,
London: Sage.
Krampen, Günter (1997): Die Vertrauenstrias. Handlungs-, persönlichkeits und entwicklungstheoretische
Einordnung und empirische Untersuchungsbefunde, in: Trierer Psychologische Berichte, Trier:
Universität (Fachbereich 1, Psychologie), 24, 1.
Krampen, Günter (1997): Zur handlungs-, persönlichkeits- und entwicklungstheoretischen Einordnung
des Konstrukts Vertrauen, in: Schweer, M. K.W. (ed.): Vertrauen und soziales Handeln: Facetten
eines alltäglichen Phänomens, Berlin: Luchterhand: 16–62.
Kreps, D. (1990): Corporate culture and economic theory, in Alt, J.; Shepsle, K. (eds.): Perspectives on
Positive Political Economy, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Kreps, D. (1997): Intrinsic Motivation and Extrinsic Incentives, in: American Economic Review, Papers
and Proceedings, 87: 359–364.
Krystek, Ulrich; Müller-Stewens, Günter (1993): Frühaufklärung für Unternehmen: Identifikation und
Handhabung zukünftiger Chancen und Bedrohungen, Stuttgart: Schäffer-Pöschel.
Kumbuck, Christel (2000): Digitale Signaturen und Vertrauen, in: ARBEIT, 4, 9: 105–118.
Lageman, Bernhard (2001): “Soziales Kapital” als Kategorie kulturorientierter Transformationsforschung, in: Höhmann, Hans-Hermann (Hg.): Kultur als Bestimmungsfaktor der Transformation im
Osten Europas: Konzeptionelle Entwicklungen – Empirische Befunde, Bremen: Edition Temmen:
72–85.
Lane, C.; Quack, S. (2002): How Banks Construct and Manage Risk: A Sociological Study of Small Firm
Lending in Britain and Germany, Discussion Paper FS I 02-101, Wissenschaftszentrum Berlin für
Sozialforschung, Berlin.
Lane, Christel (1998): Introduction: Theories and Issues in the Study of Trust, in: Lane, Christel;
Bachmann, Reinhard (eds.): Trust Within and Between Organizations: Conceptual Issues and
Empirical Applications, Oxford: Oxford University Press: 1–30.
Lang, Kai-Olaf (2001): Systemtransformation in Ostmitteleuropa: Eine erste Erfolgsbilanz, in: Das
Parlament: Aus Politik und Zeitgeschichte Parlament, 15: 13–21.
Larson, A. (1992): Network Dyads in Entrepreneurial Settings: A Study of the Governance of Exchange
Relationships, in: Administrative Science Quarterly, 37: 76–104.
Lechner, C.; Dowling, M. (2003): Firm Networks: External Relationships as Sources for the Growth and
Competitiveness of Entrepreneurial Firms, in: Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, 15: 1–
26.
Ledeneva, Alena (1998): Russia's Economy of Favours: Blat, Networking, and Informal Exchange,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Leipold, H. (1999): Institutionenbildung in der Transformation, in: H.-H. Höhmann (ed.), Spontaner oder
gestalteter Prozeß? Die Rolle des Staates in der Wirtschaftstransformation, Schriftenreihe des
BiOst, 38, Baden-Baden: 133–151.
Lembruch, Barbara (1999): Managing uncertainty: Hierarchies, Markets and “Networks” in the Russian
Timber Industriy. 1991–1998, in: BOFIT – Discussion Papers, 4, Bank of Finland, Institute for
Economies in Transition.
Lewis, J. David; Weigert, Andrew (1985): Trust as a social reality, in: Social Forces, 63, 4: 967–985.

42

Hans-Hermann Höhmann / Friederike Welter (editors)

Lindenberg, Siegwart (2000): It Takes Both Trust and Lack of Mistrust: The Working of Cooperation and
Relational Signaling in Contractual Relationships, in: Journal of Management and Governance, 4:
11–33.
Lovell, David W. (2001): Trust and the politics of postcommunism, in: Communist and Post-Communist
Studies, 34: 27–38.
Luhman, Niklas (2000): Vertrauen: ein Mechanismus der Reduktion sozialer Komplexität, 4. Auflage,
Stuttgart: Lucius & Lucius.
Luhmann, Niklas (1988): Familiarity, Confidence, Trust: Problems and Alternatives, in: Gambetta, Diego
(ed.), Trust. Making and Breaking Cooperative Relations, N.Y./Oxford: Basil Blackwell: 94–107.
Lunnan, R.; Reve, T. (1995): Governance Mechanisms in a Network Organization, in: Håkansson, H.;
Snehota, I. (eds.): Developing Relationships in Business Networks, London: Routlede: 357–368.
Lyon, F.; Atherton, A. (2001): Collaboration and innovation in the knowledge economy. An examination
of clustering processes of firms in the North East of England, Paper presented at Regional Studies
Association Annual Conference, London, 21.November 2001.
Lyon, Fergys (2000): Trust, networks and norms: The creation of social capital in agricultural economies
in Ghana, World Development, 28, 4: 663–682.
Lyons, B. (1994): Contracts and Specific Investment: An Empirical Test of Transaction Cost Theory, in:
Journal of Economics & Management Strategy, 3: 257–278.
Lyons, B.; Mehta, J. (1997): Contracts, Opportunism and Trust: self-interest and social orientation,
Cambridge Journal of Economics, 21, 2: 239–257.
Malle, Silvana (1994): From Market to Capitalism: the Building of Institutional Ethics, in: Journal of
Public Policy, 14, 1: 1–16.
Manolova, T.; Yan, A. (2002): Institutional Constraints and Entrepreneurial Responses in a Transforming
Economy, in: International Small Business Journal, 20: 163–184.
Marsh, Christopher (2000): Making Russian Democracy Work: Social Capital, Economic Development,
and Democratization, NY: Lewiston.
Marsh, Christopher (2000): Social capital and democracy in Russia, in: Communist and Post-Communist
Studies, 33: 183–199.
Merkel, Wolfgang (1999): Systemtransformation. Eine Einführung in die Theorie und Empirie der
Transformationsforschung, Opladen: Leske + Budrich.
Misztal, Barbara A. (1996): Trust in Modern Societies, Cambridge Polity Press.
Muent, Holger et al (2001): Taxes, Competition and Finance for Albanian Enterprises: Evidence from a
Field Study, in: Most, 11, 3: 239–251.
Mulberg, J. (1995): Social Limits to Economic Theory, London: Routledge.
Mummert, Uve (1995): Informelle Institutionen in
Contributiones Jenenses, 2, Baden-Baden: Nomos.

ökonomischen Transformationsprozessen,

Mummert, Uve (1999): Informal Institutions and Institutional Policy – Shedding Light on the Myth of
Institutional Conflict, Diskussionsbeitrag, 02-99, Max-Planck Institute for Research into Economic
Systems, Jena.
Nee, V.; Strang, D. (1998): The Emergence and Diffusion of Institutional Forms, in: Journal of
Institutional and Theoretical Economics, 154: 706–715.
Nooteboom, B. et al (1997): Effects of Trust and Governance on Relational Risk in: Academy of
Management Journal, 40: 308–338.
Nooteboom, Bart (2000): Trust as a Governance Device, in: Casson, M.C.; Godley, A. (ed.): Cultural
Factors in Economic Growth, Heidelberg: Springer: 44–68.

Entrepreneurial strategies and trust. Part 1: A Review

43

North, Douglas (1990): Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
North, Douglas (1995): Structural Changes of Institutions and the Process of Transformation, in: Prague
Economic Papers, 4, 3: 229–234.
Nuissl, H.; Schwarz, A.; Thomas, M. (2002): Vertrauen – Kooperation – Netzwerkbildung: Unternehmerische Handlungsressourcen in prekären regionalen Kontexten, Wiesbaden: Westdeutscher Verlag.
Panther, Stefan (1998): Historisches Erbe und Transformation: „Lateinische” Gewinner – „Orthodoxe”
Verlierer?, in: Wegener, G.; Wieland, J. (eds.): Formelle und informelle Institutionen: Genese,
Interaktion und Wandel, Marburg: Metropolis: 211–251.
Peng M.; Heath, P.S. (1996): The Growth of the Firm in Planned Economies in Transition: Institutions,
Organizations, and Strategic Choice, in: Academy of Management Review, 21, 2: 492–528.
Peng, M. (2000): Business Strategies in Transition Economies, Thousand Oaks et al.: Sage.
Petermann, Franz (1985): Psychologie des Vertrauens, Salzburg: Otto Müller.
Petersen, M.; Rajan, R. (1994): The Benefits of Firm-Creditor Relationships: Evidence From Small
Business Data, in: Journal of Finance, 49: 3–37.
Petro, Nikolai (2000): Creating social capital in Russia: The ‘Novogorod model’, in: Harter, Stefanie;
Easter, Gerald (eds.): Shaping the economic space in Russia, Aldershot: Ashgate: 249–270.
Pfennig, Werner (1999): Anmerkungen und Fragen zu Mittelschichten, in: Becker, Bert et al (eds.):
Mythos Mittelschichten: Zur Wiederkehr eines Paradigmas der Demokratieforschung, Bonn:
Bouvier Verlag: 272–283.
Platteau, J.-P. (1994): Behind the market stage where real societies exist – Part II The role of moral
norms, in: Journal of Development Studies, 30, 4: 753–817.
Preisendörfer, Peter (1995): Vertrauen als soziologische Kategorie. Möglichkeiten und Grenzen einer
entscheidungstheoretischen Fundierung des Vertrauenskonzepts, in: Zeitschrift für Soziologie, 24,
4: 263–272.
Putnam, Robert D. (1993): Making Democracy Work: Civil Traditions in Modern Italy. Princeton:
Princeton University Press.
Putnam, Robert D. (1995): Bowling Alone: America’s Declining Social Capital, in: Journal of
Democracy, 6, 1: 65–78.
Putnam, Robert D. (1995): Tuning In, Tuning Out: the Strange Disappearance of Social Capital in
America, in: Political Science and Politics, XXVIII, 4: 664–683.
Putnam, Robert D. (2000): Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community. New
York: Simon & Schuster.
Putnam, Robert D. (2001): Gesellschaft und Gemeinsinn: Sozialkapital im internationalen Vergleich,
Gütersloh: Bertelsmann Stiftung.
Radaev, Vadim (1997): Practicing and Potential Entrepreneurs in Russia, in: International Journal of
Sociology, 27, 3: 15–50.
Radaev, Vadim (2000): Corruption and Violence in Russian Business in the Late 90s, in: Ledeneva, A.;
Kurkchiyan, M. (eds.): Economic Crime in Russia. London: Kluwer Law International: 63–82.
Radaev, Vadim (2001): Entrepreneurial Strategies and the Strtucture of Transaction Costs in Russian
Business, in: Bonnell, V.; Gold, T. (eds.): The New Entrepreneurs of Europe and Asia: Patterns of
Business Development in Russia, Eastern Europe and China, Armonk: M.E.Sharpe: 191–213.
Radaev, Vadim (2001): Urban Households in the Informal Economy, in: Segbers, K. (ed.): Explaining
Post-Soviet Patchworks, 2, Aldershot: Ashgate: 333–361.
Radaev, Vadim (2002): Corruption and Administrative Barriers for Russian Business, in: Kotkin, S.;
Sajo, A. (eds.): Political Corruption in Transition. A Sceptic's Handbook. Budapest, New York:
Central European University Press: 287–311.

44

Hans-Hermann Höhmann / Friederike Welter (editors)

Radaev, Vadim (2003): The Development of Small Entrepreneurship in Russia, in: McIntyre, R.J.;
Dallago, B. (eds.): Small and Medium Enterprises in Transitional Economies. Basingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan: 114–133.
Radaev, Vadim (2003) How Trust is Established in Economic Relationships When Institutions and
Individuals Are Not Trustworthy (The Case of Russia), Paper presented at the International
Conference on Trust and Entrepreneurial Behaviour in East and West European Economies –
Concepts, Developments, Comparative Aspects, Bremen, 26–27 September 2003. Raiser, Martin
(1997): Informal institutions, social capital and economic transition: reflection on a neglected
dimension, Working paper, 25, EBRD, London.
Raiser, Martin (1999): Trust in transition. European Bank for Reconstruction and Development Working
Paper, 39, EBRD, London.
Raiser, Martin et al (2001): Social capital in transition: a first look at the evidence, EBRD Working Paper,
61, EBRD, London.
Ram, M. (1994): Unravelling Social Networks in Ethnic Minority Firms, in: International Small Business
Journal, 12, 3: 42–63.
Richardson, G. (1972): The organisation of industry, in: Economic Journal, 82: 883–896.
Rindfleisch, A. (2000): Organizational Trust and Interfirm Cooperation: An Examination of Horizontal
versus Vertical Alliances, in: Marketing Letters, 11, 1: 81–95.
Ring, P.S.; Van de Ven, A.H. (1994): Developmental Processes of Cooperative Interorganizational
Relationships, in: Academy of Management Review, 19: 90–118.
Rose, Richard (1999): What does social capital add to individual welfare? An Empirical Analysis of
Russia, in: Publications of the World Bank, 22–24 June, www.cspp.strath.ac.uk, 7 August 2002.
Rose, Richard (2000): Coping with Organizations: Networks of Russian social capital, Centre for the
Study of Public Policy.
Rose-Ackerman, S. (2001): Trust and Honesty in Post-Socialist Societies, in: Kyklos, 54, 2/3: 415–444.
Rotter, Julian B. (1980): Interpersonal trust, trustworthness and gullibility, in: American Psychologist, 35:
1–7.
Sako, M. (1992): Prices. Quality and Trust: Inter-Firm Relations in Britain and Japan, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
Sanner, L. (1997): Trust between Entrepreneurs and External Actors. Sensemaking in Organizing New
Business Ventures, http://www.oru.se/org/inst/esa/personal/Trust.html, 18. October 2001.
Saparito, P. (2000): Three Dimensions of Trust in Bank-Small Firm Relationships: Instrument
Development and Preliminary Examination of the Production of Trust by Various Organizational
Structures, in: Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Research 2000, Wellesley, MA: Babson College.
Schmid, Wilhelm (1998): Philosophie der Lebenskunst. Eine Grundlegung, Frankfurt/Main: Suhrkamp.
Schottlaender, R. (1958): Theorie des Vertrauens, Berlin: De Gruyter.
Schrader, Heiko (2003): Vertrauen, Sozialkapital, Kapitalismen – Überlegungen zur Pfadabhängigkeit des
Wirtschaftshandelns in Osteuropa, in: Kollmorgen, Raj; Schrader, Heiko (eds.): Postsozialistische
Transformation: Gesellschaft, Wirtschaft, Kultur. Theoretische Perspektiven und empirische
Befunde, Würzburg: Ergon Verlag: 81–112.
Schumacher, Christoph; Moyle, Brendan (2001): Small and Medium-sized Enterprises: Trust and
Cooperative Agreements. Paper presented at the Annual Conference 2001 of the New Zealand
Association of Economists, Christchurch, 27–29 June 2001.
Schumpeter, Joseph (1935): Theorie der wirtschaftlichen Entwicklung: eine Untersuchung über
Unternehmergewinn, Kapital, Kredit, Zins und den Konjunkturzyklus, München: Duncker &
Humblot.

Entrepreneurial strategies and trust. Part 1: A Review

45

Schumpeter, Joseph A. (1975): Kapitalismus, Sozialismus und Demokratie, IV. Auflage, München:
Franke Verlag.
Schwarz, Anna (2000): Diverging Patterns of Informalization Between Endogenous and Exogenous
Economic Actors in the East German Transformation Process – Results from a Case-study in the
IT-branch in Berlin-Brandenburg, Frankfurter Institut für Transformationsstudien Arbeitsberichte,
11.
Schwenk, C.R. (1988): The Cognitive Perspective on Strategic Decision Making, in: Journal of
Management Studies, 25: 41–55.
Seligman, Adam B.; Füzer, Katalin (1994): The Problem of Trust and the Transition from State
Socialism, in: Comparative Social Research, 14: 193–221.
Serageldin, Ismail; Dasgupta, Partha (eds.) (2001): Social Capital: A Multifaceted Perspektive, in: World
Bank Publications.
Shapiro, Susan P. (1987): The Social Kontrol of Impersonal Trust, in: American Journal of Sociology, 93,
3: 623–658.
Shaw, E.; Conway, S. (2000): Networking and the Small Firm, in: Carter, S.; Jones-Evans, D. (ed.)
Enterprise and Small Business: Principles, Practice and Policy, Harlow: Pearson Education: 367–
383.
Siegenthaler, Hansjörg (1993): Regelvertrauen, Prosperität und Krisen: die Unregelmäßigkeit wirtschaftlicher und sozialer Entwicklung als Ergebnis individuellen Handelns und sozialen Lernens,
Tübingen: Mohr.
Simmel, Georg (1992): Soziologie. Untersuchungen über die Form der Vergesellschaftung, Frankfurt am
Main: Suhrkamp.
Simon, H. (1955): A Behavioral Model of Rational Choice, in: Quarterly Journal of Economics, 69: 99–
118.
Six, F. (2003) Trust and Trouble: Maintaining Trust in the Face of Trouble, Paper presented at the
EURAM Conference, Milan, 3–5 April 2003.
Smallbone David et al (1998): Internationalisation, Inter-firm linkages and SME Development in Central
and Eastern Europe, EU Phare ACE Programme project (Contract P95-2168-R) Final Report.
Smallbone, David et al (1999): The support needs of small enterprises in the Ukraine, Belarus and
Moldova: Developing a policy agenda, CEEDR, Enfield.
Smallbone, David et al (2001): The Contribution of Small and Medium Enterprises to Economic
Development in Ukraine and Belarus: Some Policy Perspectives, in: Most, 11, 3: 253–273.
Smallbone, David; Welter, Friederike (2001): The Distinctiveness of Entrepreneurship in Transition
Economies, in: Small Business Economics, 16: 249–262.
Smallbone, David; Welter, Friederike (2001): The Role of Government in SME Development in
Transition Countries, in: International Small Business Journal, 19, 4: 63–77.
Smith, Adam (1966): The theorie of moral sentiments, New York: Kelly.
Smith, D.; Wistrich, E.; Haynes, A. (2001) Ethnic Minority Business and Social Capital: contributions to
regeneration, Middlesex University Occasional Paper.
Smith, Sharyn; Holmes, Scott (1997): The Role of Trust in SME Business Network Relationships,
Conference Paper for the 42, World Conference of the International Council for Small Business,
San Francisco.
Starr, J.R.; Macmillan, I.C. (1990) Resource Co-optation via Social Contracting: Resource Acquisition
Strategies for New Ventures, in: Strategic Management Journal, 11: 97–102.
Svensson, G. (2001): Extending trust and mutual trust in business relationships towards a synchronised
trust chain in marketing channels, in: Management Decision, 39, 6: 431–440.

46

Hans-Hermann Höhmann / Friederike Welter (editors)

Sztompka, Piotr (1993): Civilizational Incompetence: the Trap of Post-Communist Societies, in:
Zeitschrift für Soziologie, 22, 2: 85–95.
Sztompka, Piotr (1995): Vertrauen: Die fehlende Ressource in der postkommunistischen Gesellschaft, in:
Nedelmann, Brigitta (ed.): Politische Institutionen im Wandel, Kölner Zeitschrift für Soziologie
und Sozialpsychologie: Westdeutscher Verlag: 254–278.
Sztompka, Piotr (1999): Trust: A Sociological Theory, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Terk, E. (1999): Economic Development in Estonia: Achievements, Conflicts, Perspectives, in: UNDP,
Estonian Human Development report: 60–66.
Thompson, Mark R. (1999): Mittelschichten und Demokratie: Soziale Mobilität und politische Transformation, in: Becker, Bert et al (ed.): Mythos Mittelschichten: Zur Wiederkehr eines Paradigmas der
Demokratieforschung, Bonn: Bouvier Verlag: 14–41.
Tocqueville, Alexis de (1969): Democracy in America, Garden City, N.Y.
Tsai, W.; Ghoshal, S. (1998): Social Capital and Value Creation: The Role of Intrafirm Networks, in:
Academy of Management Journal, 41: 464–476.
Tschepurenko, Alexander (1999): Die neuen russischen Unternehmer, in: Höhmann, Hans-Hermann (ed.)
Eine unterschätzte Dimension? Zur Rolle wirtschaftskultureller Faktoren in der osteuropäischen
Transformation: Bremen, Edition Temmen: 139–152.
Vanhanen, T. (1997): Prospects of Democracy: A Study of 172 Countries, London.
Vogt, Jörg (1997): Vertrauen und Kontrolle in Transaktionen. Eine institutionenökonomische Analyse,
Wiebaden: Gabler.
Waldinger, R.; Aldrich, H.; Ward, R. (1990): Ethnic Entrepreneurs, London: Sage.
Warren, Mark E. (1996): Democracy and Trust, Paper prepared for delivery at the 1996 Annual Meeting
of the American Political Science Association, San Francisco.
Weber, Max (1922): Economy and Society: An Outline of Interpretative Sociology, Berkley: University
of California Press.
Weber, Max (1988): Über einige Kategorien der verstehenden Soziologie, in: Weber, Max (ed.):
Gesammelte Aufsätze zur Wissenschaftslehre, 7th edition, Tübingen: Mohr.
Weber, Max (1992): Die protestantische Ethik und der “Geist” des Kapitalismus, Düsseldorf.
Welfens, Paul (1997): Small and Medium-sized Companies in Economic Growth: Theory and Policy
Implications for Germany, in: EIIW Discussion Paper No. 27, Wuppertal. [Abstract and order
form
available
under:
http://www.uni-potsdam.de/u/intwipo/disbei/dp_27.htm
or
http://www.wiwi.uni-wuppertal.de/welfens/disbei/dp_27.htm]
Welter, F.; Havnes, P.-A. (2000): SMEs and environmental turbulence, in: Pleitner, H.-J.; Weber, W.
(eds.): Die KMU im 21. Jahrhundert – Impulse, Ansichten, Konzepte, St. Gallen: 41–50.
Welter, Friederike (2002): Probleme und Erfolge bei der Um- und Neugestaltung von kammern und
Verbänden in transformationsländern, in: SEQUA (ed.): Regionale Zusammenarbeit als
wichtigstes Element für die Entwicklung des privaten Unternehmertums. Beiträge und Ergebnisse
der Kammerkonferenz Mittelasiens, Bonn: SEQUA: 29–55.
Welter, Friederike (2003): Strategien, KMU und Umfeld, Schriftenreihe des RWI, 69, Berlin: Duncker &
Humblot.
Welter, Friederike (2003): Vertrauen und Unternehmertum im Ost-West Vergleich, in: Meier, Christian;
Schröder, Hans-Henning (eds.): Ökonomie-Kultur-Politik. Transformationsprozesse in Osteuropa,
Festschrift für Hans-Hermann Höhmann; Bremen: Edition Temmen: 127–144.
Welter, Friederike u.a. (2003): Does Trust Matter? – A Cross-Cultural View on Entrepreneurship in
Different Trust Milieus, Paper presented at the 23rd Babson-Kauffman Foundation
Entrepreneurship Research Conference, Babson Park, 5–7 June 2003.

Entrepreneurial strategies and trust. Part 1: A Review

47

Welter, Friederike; Smallbone, David (2001): Entrepreneurship and enterprise strategies in Transition
Economies: an institutional perspective, in: RENT XV, November, 22–23, Turku, Finland.
Welter, Friederike; Smallbone, David (2003): Entrepreneurship and Enterprise Strategies in Transition
Economies: An Institutional Perspective, in: Kirby, D.; Watson, A. (eds.), Small Firms and
Economic Development in Developed and Transition Economies: A Reader, Aldershot: Ashgate:
95–114.
Werz, Nikolaus (1999): Das Konzept der „clase media“ und die Mittelschichten in Lateinamerika, in:
Becker, Bert; Rüland, Jürgen; Werz, Nikolaus (eds.): Mythos Mittelschichten: Zur Wiederkehr
eines Paradigmas der Demokratieforschung, Bonn: Bouvier Verlag: 96–120.
Williams, B. (1988): Formal Structures and Social Reality, in Gambetta, Diego (ed.): Trust: Making and
Breaking Cooperative Relations, New York u.a.: Basil Blackwell: 3–13.
Williamson, O.E. (1993): Calculativeness, Trust and Economic Organization, in: Journal of Law &
Economics XXXVI (April): 453–486.
Williamson, O.E. (1996): The Mechanisms of Governance, Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Wollmann, Hellmut (1997): Der Systemwechsel in Ostdeutschland, Ungarn, Polen und Rußland, in: Das
Parlament: Aus der Politik und Zeitgeschichte, 5: 3–15.
Woodward, Richard (2001): SME Support in Post-Communist Countries: Moving from Individual to
Cooperative Approaches (reflections on the Polish Case); in: Most, 11, 3: 276–294.
Woolcock, Michael (1998): Social capital and economic development: Towards a theoretical synthesis
and policy framework, in: Theory and Society, 27: 151–208.
Woolcock, Michael; Narayan, Deepa (2000): Social Capital: Implications for Development Theory,
Research and Policy, in: The World Bank Observer, 15: 225–249.
Yamagishi, T.; Yamagishi, M. (1994): Trust and Commitment in the United States and Japan, in:
Motivation and Emotion, 18, 2: 129–166.
Yan, A.; Manolova, T.S. (1998): New and Small Players on Shaky Ground: A Multicase Study of
Emerging Entrepreneurial Firms in a Transforming Economy, in: Journal of Applied Management
Studies, 7: 139–143.
Yegorov, Igor (2001): Development of Small and Medium Enterprises in Russia, in: Economic
Develpment: U.S.-Russia Partnership.
Zak, P.; Knack, S. (1998): Trust and Growth. Center for Institutional Reform and the Informal Sector
(IRIS), Working Paper No. 219.
Zand, Dale E. (1972): Trust and managerial problem solving, in: Administrative Science Quarterly, 17:
229–239.
Zucker, Lynne G., (1986): The Production of Trust: Insitutional Sources of Economic Structure, in:
Research in Organizational Behavior, 8: 53–111.
Zukin, S.; DiMaggio, P. (1990): Introduction, in: Zukin, S.; DiMaggio, P. (eds.): Structures of Capital:
The Social Organization of the Economy, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press: 1–34.

Arbeitspapiere und Materialien der Forschungsstelle Osteuropa
Working Papers of the Research Centre for Eastern European Studies
ISSN 1616-7384
Nr. 49

Die Infrastruktur der tschechischen Kultur im ostmitteleuropäischen Vergleich
Museen, Denkmalobjekte, Kunsteinrichtungen und Bibliotheken 1989 – 2001
Von Ivo Bock
(September 2003)

Nr. 50

Lebensumstände und Einstellungen von Armen und Reichen in Russland
Ergebnisse einer landesweiten Umfrage
Institut für Komplexe Sozialforschung der Russischen Akademie der Wissenschaften
(Oktober 2003)

No. 51

Interaction of Interest Groups and Their Impact on Economic Reform
in Contemporary Russia
By Andrei Yakovlev
(November 2003)

Nr. 52

Die russischen Parlamentswahlen 2003
Von Heiko Pleines und Hans-Henning Schröder (Hg.)
(Dezember 2003)

Nr. 53

Die Staatssymbolik des neuen Russland im Wandel
Vom antisowjetischen Impetus zur russländisch-sowjetischen Mischidentität
Von Isabelle de Keghel
(Dezember 2003)

No. 54

Entrepreneurial Strategies and Trust. Structure and Evolution of Entrepreneurial
Behavioural Patterns in “Low Trust” and “High Trust” Environments
of East and West Europe
Part 1: A Review
By Hans-Hermann Höhmann and Friederike Welter (editors)
(January 2004)

No. 55

Entrepreneurial Strategies and Trust. Structure and Evolution of Entrepreneurial
Behavioural Patterns in “Low Trust” and “High Trust” Environments
of East and West Europe
Part 2: East and West Germany
By Hans-Hermann Höhmann and Friederike Welter (editors)
(January 2004)

No. 56

Entrepreneurial Strategies and Trust. Structure and Evolution of Entrepreneurial
Behavioural Patterns in “Low Trust” and “High Trust” Environments
of East and West Europe
Part 3: Italy and Great Britain
By Hans-Hermann Höhmann and Friederike Welter (editors)
(January 2004)

No. 57

Entrepreneurial Strategies and Trust. Structure and Evolution of Entrepreneurial
Behavioural Patterns in “Low Trust” and “High Trust” Environments
of East and West Europe
Part 4: Estonia and Russia
By Hans-Hermann Höhmann and Friederike Welter (editors)
(January 2004)

Price per paper: 4 Euro + p & p
Subscription (10 papers per year): 30 Euro + p & p
Please direct orders to: publikationsreferat@osteuropa.uni-bremen.de
Forschungsstelle Osteuropa, Publikationsreferat, Klagenfurter Str. 3, D-28359 Bremen, Germany

Current Books from the Research Centre for Eastern European Studies
(in German)
Analysen zur Kultur und Gesellschaft im östlichen Europa (Edition Temmen)
Bd. 16 Stefanie Harter, Jörn Grävingholt, Heiko Pleines, Hans-Henning Schröder:
Geschäfte mit der Macht
Wirtschaftseliten als politische Akteure im Russland der Transformationsjahre 1992-2001
Edition Temmen (Bremen) 2003, 379 S., Hardcover, ISBN 3-86108-339-6, Euro 20,90
Bd. 15 Christian Meier, Heiko Pleines, Hans-Henning Schröder (Hg.):
Ökonomie – Kultur – Politik. Transformationsprozesse in Osteuropa
Festschrift für Hans-Hermann Höhmann
Edition Temmen (Bremen) 2003, 346 S., Hardcover, ISBN 3-86108-346-9, Euro 20,90
Bd. 14 Hans-Hermann Höhmann, Heiko Pleines (Hg.):
Wirtschaftspolitik in Osteuropa zwischen ökonomischer Kultur,
Institutionenbildung und Akteursverhalten
Russland, Polen und Tschechische Republik im Vergleich

Edition Temmen (Bremen) 2003, 245 S., Hardcover, ISBN 3-86108-347-7, Euro 20,90
Bd. 13 Forschungsstelle Osteuropa (Hg.):
Kommerz, Kunst, Unterhaltung
Die neue Popularkultur in Zentral- und Osteuropa

Edition Temmen (Bremen) 2002, 343 S., Hardcover, ISBN 3-86108-345-0, Euro 20,90
Bd. 12 Hans-Hermann Höhmann, Jakob Fruchtmann, Heiko Pleines (Hg.):
Das russische Steuersystem im Übergang
Rahmenbedingungen, institutionelle Veränderungen, kulturelle Bestimmungsfaktoren
Edition Temmen (Bremen) 2002, 343 S., Hardcover, ISBN 3-86108-366-3, Euro 20,90
Bd. 11 Hans-Hermann Höhmann (Hg.):
Wirtschaft und Kultur im Transformationsprozeß
Wirkungen, Interdependenzen, Konflikte
Edition Temmen (Bremen) 2002, 298 S., Hardcover, ISBN 3-86108-340-X, Euro 20,90
Bd. 10 Hans-Hermann Höhmann (Hg.):
Kultur als Bestimmungsfaktor der Transformation im Osten Europas
Konzeptionelle Entwicklungen – Empirische Befunde
Edition Temmen (Bremen) 2001, 312 S., Hardcover, ISBN 3-86108-337-X, Euro 20,90
Osteuropa: Geschichte, Wirtschaft, Politik (LIT Verlag)
Bd. 33 Heiko Pleines:
Wirtschaftseliten und Politik im Russland der Jelzin-Ära (1994–99)
LIT Verlag (Hamburg) 2003, 444 S., ISBN 3-8258-6561-4, Euro 30,90
Bd. 32 Jakob Fruchtmann, Heiko Pleines:
Wirtschaftskulturelle Faktoren in der russischen Steuergesetzgebung und Steuerpraxis
LIT Verlag (Hamburg) 2002, ISBN 3-8258-6257-7, Euro 20,90

E-Mail Newsletters of the Research Centre for Eastern European Studies

Publications on Russia
“Publications on Russia” is a bimonthly survey of recently published English- and Germanlanguage monographs and articles in academic journals on Russia. “Publications on Russia”
covers politics, economics and social affairs, transformation and economic culture, public opinion and culture.
Publications on Ukraine
“Publications on Ukraine” is a quarterly survey of English- and German-language recent publications on Ukraine, both monographs and articles in academic journals, in the following areas:
history, politics, foreign policy, economics, nationalities and culture.
RussiaWeeklyInfo
„RussiaWeeklyInfo“ ist eine wöchentliche ca. 10-seitige Zusammenstellung aktueller Nachrichten zu Russland (in englischer und deutscher Sprache). Abgedeckt werden die Themenbereiche
Wirtschaft und Soziales, Innenpolitik, Medien und öffentliche Meinung.
Russlandanalysen
Die „Russlandanalysen“ bieten wöchentlich eine Kurzanalysen zu einem aktuellen Thema, ergänzt um Grafiken und Tabellen. Zusätzlich gibt es eine Wochenchronik aktueller politischer
Ereignisse. Abonnenten von „RussiaWeeklyInfo“ erhalten die Russlandanalysen automatisch.
FSO-Fernsehtipps
Die „FSO-Fernsehtipps“ bieten zweiwöchentlich einen Überblick über Sendungen mit Bezug
auf Ost- bzw. Ostmitteleuropa im deutschsprachigen Kabelfernsehen. Vorrangig erfaßt werden
Spiel- und Dokumentarfilme aus und über osteuropäische Länder. Der Schwerpunkt liegt auf
der Sowjetunion und ihren Nachfolgestaaten (vor allem Russland), Polen, Tschechien, Slowakei
und DDR.
Bremer Russland-Netz
Das Bremer Russland-Netz bietet Hinweise auf Russland-bezogene Veranstaltungen und Publikationen in und aus Bremen. Gleichzeitig soll es Bremer Russland-Interessierte untereinander
vernetzen.

Please direct subscription requests to
publikationsreferat@osteuropa.uni-bremen.de

Do not forget to indicate which newsletters you want to receive.

