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Presentation Notes
Welcome to the first topic of this session on Marketing and the Consumer as part of BU’s Visitor Economy conference. We are a team of academics from the Faculty of Management working across Events & Leisure, Financial Management, Marketing and Retail. Introduce Julie and Elvira (and anyone else in the room) 
We have come together to research the interesting subject of trust repair. We heard a lot this morning about being prepared for ‘crisis’ such as terror attacks or natural disasters and that these are not always preventable, certainly by the Tourism bodies, but that it is how we deal with them that is crucial. How prepared are we? In the tourism, leisure and event worlds we are governed to some extent by risk assessments and safety advisory groups and working with the emergency and security services, well we are here in the UK. This morning’s opening comments from all three of our speakers spoke about brands indirectly, (Daniela Wagner) that of PATA – the private sector working collaboratively, of Orlando (Alan Fyall) dealing with three disastrous events and of BA’s ‘pizza of death’.
However, there are also lessons to be learned and practiced nearer to ‘home’. This session will focus on a study still being undertaken from across the service sector but will concentrate on one element that is firmly based in the Visitor Economy – that of visitor attractions and theme parks in particular.
This session will follow a traditional format of introducing the research, the theory, the methodology and then discussing the initial findings. I will start off with setting the context: How many of you have been to a theme park in the last year? Which one did you go with? Why? Who did you go with?
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Expectations – of brands in the theme/amusement park sector
Fun, thrills, family-focused
Johns and Gyimøthy (2002)
Ma et al. (2013)
Ritchie et al. (2014)
Wanhill (2008)
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Setting the context – need to trust others in the tourism offer – often packaged together as a brand e.g. theme park resort.
Stakeholders – consumers one of these. Often about trust building (Yaghmour and Scott 2009) rather than when this is broken or then rebuilding
Trust – also related to risk (security and safety) e.g. Walters et al. 2017
Accidents, natural disasters, war zones 
Similar to adventure tourism and the balance between risk and excitement and tragedy
Current interest – resilience
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Thrill seeking for teenagers in a safe environment – adrenalin as a physical experience over induced by drugs and alcohol (festival reference)
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Ardent Leisure Group Dreamworld accident October 2016 where 4 killed http://www.abc.net.au/news/2016-10-28/dreamworld-deaths:-can-leaders-save-the-now-maligned-theme-park/7975370





@TrustRepairBU 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Smiler ride accident 2 June 2015 at Alton Towers, Staffordshire, UK. 16 injured, two with amputations.
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Owner of Smiler ride is a significant global player.
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Brands
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Umbrella and sub-brands



Aim and objectives 

• Aim: to evaluate consumer responses to trust 
repair mechanisms adopted by corporate 
brands  

• Objectives: 
– To understand consumer perceptions of ‘trust’ 
– To evaluate trust damage 
– To identify the mechanisms which contribute to 

consumer trust repair 
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The TR project is broader but this paper/presentation focuses on consumers as one of the key stakeholders.



Consumer trust is essential: 

loyalty and flexibility (Gower 2006) 

positive word of mouth; open/honest 
communication (Zahra et al. 2005) 

stakeholder relationships (Bachmann et al. 2015)  

increased revenue: reduced 
monitoring/transaction costs; cross/up-

selling (Stevens et al. 2015) 

meaningful relationships between the consumer 
and brands (Bozic 2017) 

 
Theoretical background 
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Study context: 3 cases 
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These sectors were chosen as they represent high profile examples, which should ensure consumer awareness of each allowing direct comparisons across service contexts and brands. Each of these case studies represents different causes of trust erosion. The mis-selling of PPI and the subsequent collapse in trust relating to our financial services is largely the result of too much trust. The general public had too much faith in the banking system and the professionalism of staff in the financial services. Whilst on the other side, banks relied on the lack of knowledge of their customers, becoming complacent and demonstrating hubris in their confidence that they would avoid detection or significant retribution (McKendall and Wagner 1997)
   
The HR issues at Sports Direct and subsequent collapse in trust relating to the brand is largely the result of too little trust. The management (including owner Mike Ashley and HR officers) had too little trust in the staff. Rules were impartially administered with no room for rational judgement and demonstrated scepticism on behalf of the management. These rules undermined the dignity of the employees. This, combined with poor working conditions and job insecurity created a distrust of the leadership (Whitener et al. 1998; Kiefer 2005; Wong et al. 2005).

The health and safety issues at Alton Towers and subsequent collapse in trust is largely the result of too much trust in the safety of the rides, which resulted in complacency, and in the capabilities of other employees.

Locating our research within these different contexts enables us to empirically test the appropriateness and fit of the Bachmann et al. (2015) trust-repair framework across different sectors.

http://www.google.co.uk/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwip29Pk6YjWAhXBPRQKHfzBC-YQjRwIBw&url=http://www.securedcredit-cards.com/insurance/how-to-claim-ppi/&psig=AFQjCNE5yWXKsKqsB-CjDtBljP1ZmQ-dTA&ust=1504521576863930
https://www.google.co.uk/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwj17tGG6ojWAhUCRhQKHb4NDusQjRwIBw&url=https://www.ioshmagazine.com/article/damning-report-reveals-disturbing-working-practices-sports-direct&psig=AFQjCNGb6IxcM55PKFO2FAyL5V9lcKyY6w&ust=1504521636726623
http://www.google.co.uk/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiQhtuX6ojWAhVF6xQKHUBJAuYQjRwIBw&url=http://www.mirror.co.uk/news/uk-news/alton-towers-smiler-rollercoaster-smash-8915606&psig=AFQjCNFPwwo3FLt22PHbbo7ZfhD40VeNiw&ust=1504521678084010


• The decline of one party’s willingness to be vulnerable to another party 
due to a transgression. 

• Trust decline, trust damage, loss of trust, trust violation, trust reduction 
 

 

Trust erosion  

Causes of trust erosion 

Too little trust 

Scepticism; impartiality; 
exigency; opportunism 
(Stevens et al. 2015)  

High degree of monitoring; 
lack of dependability (Six 
2007)  

Too much trust 

Blind faith; favouritism; contentment; 
complacency; loyalty (Stevens et al. 
2015) 

Reduced monitoring’ unrealistic 
expectations; continuity; little 
innovation (Lewicki and Bunker 1996) @TrustRepairBU 
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Trust erosion refers to the decline of one party’s willingness to be vulnerable to another party due to a transgression. Synonymous terms include trust decline, trust damage, loss of trust, trust violation and trust reduction.

Trust erosion can result from both too little or too much trust. Too little trust may be indicated by scepticism, impartiality, exigency and opportunism (Stevens et al. 2015). Insufficient trust is associated with a high degree of monitoring and a perceived lack of dependability (Six 2007). 

Too much trust is indicated by blind faith, favouritism, contentment to remain in a certain state, complacency and loyalty without considering better alternatives. Excessive trust is associated with low levels of monitoring, unrealistically positive expectations, and a high degree of continuity with little innovation (Lewicki and Bunker 1996; Stevens et al. 2015).




Trust repair  

“a partial or complete restoration of the willingness to be vulnerable to the 
other party following a decline in that willingness”  
(Tomlinson and Mayer 2009, p.87) 

Trust/trustworthiness:  
inferences, expectations and 
willingness to expose oneself 

to further vulnerability 

Affect:  
emotional response 

Exchange:  
active response 

Interrelated 
dimensions for trust 

repair  
(Dirks et al. 2009) 
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Trust repair is defined as “a partial or complete restoration of the willingness to be vulnerable to the other party following a decline in that willingness” (Tomlinson and Mayer 2009, p.87). It is the action, or actions, undertaken by one or more stakeholders to return a relationship to a positive and balanced state following a trust violation (Kim et al. 2004; 2006; Dirks et al. 2009, p.69).

Dirks et al. 2009 identify three interrelated dimensions that are consistently impacted by transgression and must be addressed and rectified in order to repair trust. Trust and perceived trustworthiness are largely cognitive-based concepts and involves a violated party making inferences about the future behaviours of the violator; re-evaluating their expectations of the other party; and re-considering their willingness to expose themselves to further vulnerability. Affect is largely emotion-based and usually involves negative reactions such as disappointment, frustration and outrage. These negative emotions bias trust and the ability for trust repair. Exchange refers to a shift from positive to negative actions. Negative exchange may involve retribution, revenge, withheld effort or reduced cooperation. 

Depending on the nature and severity of the transgression, stakeholders may experience different degrees of trust erosion, various emotional reactions and engage in differential behavioural manifestations. The future viability of the relationship depends on the ability to shift this relationship back towards a positive and balanced state of trust, affect and exchange (Dirks et al. 2009).

This notion of a balanced state emerges from the recognition that relationships are complex and can simultaneously involve trust and distrust, and positive and negative aspects (Lewicki et al. 1998). 

  
 



Integrative trust-repair framework 
(Bachmann et al. 2015) 

Mechanism Definition/focus 

Sense-making Shared understanding/accept account of the trust violation 

Relational Social rituals/symbolic acts to resolve negative emotions 
and re-establish social order/equilibrium   

Regulation and 
control 

Formal rules and controls to constrain untrustworthy 
behaviour in order to prevent future violation   

Ethical culture Informal cultural controls to constrain untrustworthy 
behaviour and promote trustworthy behaviour in order to 
prevent future violation   

Transparency Sharing relevant information about organizational decision 
processes and functioning with stakeholders 

Trust 
transference 

Transferring trust from a credible (third) party to the 
discredited party   @TrustRepairBU 
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To date, much of the research surrounding organizational and consumer trust has focussed on the development of trust, the processes and implications of trust erosion, and the applicability of a limited number of trust-repair mechanisms within the context of isolated and dyadic case studies. Generalised conceptual frameworks underpinning trust-repair across different sectors remain largely unexplored. 

Bachmann et al. 2015 present the most comprehensive integrative trust-repair framework, proposing six key mechanisms:

1. Sense-making involves establishing a shared understanding and accepted account of what happened, who is responsible and what needs to be reformed. Sense-making as outlined in Weiner’s (1986) causal attribution theory, involves causal ascription to either an internal or external factor, and an examination of the controllability and future stability of that cause in order to predict and prevent the likelihood of that cause reoccurring (Bies and Shapiro 1987; Mayer et al. 1995; Lewicki and Bunker 1996; Tomlinson and Mayer 2009). 

2. The relational approach attempts to restore a relationship to a state of social order or social equilibrium by reducing negative affect through social rituals, symbolic acts and offerings (Goffman 1967; Ohbuchi et al. 1989; Dirks et al. 2009; Stevens et al. 2015).  The relational approach is closely linked with sense-making and involves timely apologies, admission or attribution of responsibility for wrong conduct (Tomlinson et al. 2004; Lewicki and Polin 2012), public explanations, and punishment in terms of penance, fines, resignations and compensation (Bottom et al. 2002). Punishments are considered more effective for trust-repair when these are entered into voluntarily and when these have substantive and tangible impacts on the violator (Bachmann et al. 2015).

3. Regulation and formal control involves external intervention and monitoring by the government or industry regulators, and internal controls such as laws, rules, policies, process and output controls, contracts, codes of conduct, sanctions and incentives that define and incentivise acceptable conduct, without suffocating innovation and flexibility (Sitkin and Roth 1993; Weibel 2007; Bachmann et al. 2015).  These regulations and controls act to fundamentally restructure organisations in order to prevent future trust violations (Stevens et al. 2015). Again, voluntary regulation is more effective for trust-repair than externally imposed regulation particularly where an integrity-based violation has occurred (Sitkin and Roth 1993; Nakayachi and Watabe 2005).

4. Ethical culture and informal control refers to the ethical values engrained in routines and procedures (McKendall and Wagner 1997). Ethical values constrain and safeguard against unethical behaviour. Managers and leaders who establish an ethical culture act as role models, instituting norms and providing a compass for organisation members and stakeholders (Zahra et al. 2005). Where unethical behaviours exists, these are closely linked to the interactive effects of motives, opportunity and choice that result in actions that violate moral and legal codes in order to benefit an organisation or leader (Baucus 1994).  Unethical culture can permeate organisations making it very difficult to change (Ashforth and Anand, 2003). Strategies for producing a more ethical culture might include removal of unethical actors and role models, a change in focus towards the long-term needs of the company (Martin 2011) and reminders of stakeholders’ professional responsibilities and roles (Cohn et al. 2014).    

5. Transparency and accountability involves the timely disclosure of relevant information about and accountability for decision processes, procedures, functioning and performance (Rawlins 2009; Auger 2014). This allows stakeholders to monitor and make decisions about their relationship with the organization, provided that the organisation is honest, comprehensive and balanced in its reporting and that the stakeholders trusts that this is the case (Gower 2006). In some case, transparency may expose incompetence, a lack of integrity or poor treatment of stakeholders (Bachmann et al 2015). 

6. Trust transference involves the transference of trust from a credible trusted entity, such as the government, a regulatory body or inquiry leader, to a discredited entity, and equates to direct experience with an individual or organisation (Simmel 1950; Ferrin et al. 2006). For trust transference to be effective, stakeholders must trust the third party entity  and the third party entity must be willing to transfer their trustworthiness to the discredited entity.





Consumer 
focus 

groups 

Stakeholder 
interviews 

Consumer 
survey 

Methodology 
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Data collection is in three stages: 
The first involves consumer focus groups. Six consumer focus groups were conducted, reflecting the national population in terms of age, gender and location. These groups were divided equally across the sectors, that is, two groups for the financial sector, two for the retail sector and two for the leisure sector. Each focus group lasted for about 90 minutes. These were recorded and transcribed, prior to thematic analysis.
The second involves stakeholder interviews. 60 interviews will be conducted with key stakeholders for each sector. For PPI, interviews will be held with banks, insurers, brokers, consultants, professional bodies, regulators, practitioner media and national media. For Sports Direct, interviews will be held with the British Chamber of Commerce, the British Retail Consortium, RetailTrust, Usdaw, Unite, Journalists, Sports Direct employees and recruitment agencies. For Alton Towers, interviews will be held with the HSE, Amusement Devices Inspection Procedures Scheme Ltd (ADIPS), British Association of Leisure Parks, Piers & Attractions (BALPPA), National Association for Leisure Industry Certification (NAFLIC), International Association of Amusement Parks and Attractions (IAAPA), Merlin Entertainments, Alton Tower Resort, Staffordshire emergency services, Staffordshire Moorlands District Council.   
The results from the qualitative stage will be used to inform and develop the third stage which involves a quantitative analysis of a consumer survey. 2000 responses are sought. These will be obtained via an adult consumer panel database, with payment upon completion of a questionnaire. The survey will be on-line and a quota sample used to again to reflect the UK population dynamics in terms of age, gender and location. 





Findings - Trust 
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Trust Erosion 
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• Trust erosion mainly impacts cognitive consumer trust.  
• Consumers tend to continue relationships with corporate brands where 

trust erosion impacted others (i.e. employees) or where consumer choice 
is limited due to an unconditional trust in competences of financial 
brands (i.e. PPI case) or due to market-based manipulations of service 
elements (i.e. low price in the Sports Direct case).  

• Where the impact of the issue is personal i.e. involves potential harm to 
the individual, then the impact is also behavioural even when the incident 
is considered unlikely.  



Trust Repair Mechanisms 
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Confirmed relevance of Bachmann et al. framework 

Mechanisms not equally applicable 

Core versus context-dependent approaches 

Core:  
sense-making 
relational 

Difficulty of repairing trust 

Controllability 
/stability of 
cause 
Unethical 
culture 

Widespread business 
application/interest 

Initial implications and conclusions 
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An examination of the use of Bachmann et al.’s 2015 trust-repair framework across these cases has confirmed the relevance of the framework for different sectors. However, not all mechanisms are equally applicable to all service contexts. The core mechanisms include sense-making and the relational approach. Context-dependent mechanisms include regulation, changes to ethical culture, changes to transparency and trust transference. The cause of the violation is a critical factor in terms of the ability to repair trust. Trust-repair mechanisms are more effective where the cause of the trust violation is identified as uncontrollable and/or unstable, and is thus, unlikely to reoccur. In addition, trust-repair is extremely difficult where there is a perception of underlying unethical culture.    

With trust damage to brands occurring on an almost weekly basis, this research is not only topical but also responds to a very real business need in terms of providing firms with an integrative framework to help them repair trust with their consumers. Trust damage is not, of course, restricted to the service sector as the VW and Samsung phone incidents have demonstrated. There is therefore scope to extend our work into other industry sectors. By demonstrating how to operationalise this trust-repair framework in different sectors and as a result of different causes of trust damage, our research has widespread business application and interest.
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