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Abstract 
 

In today’s business world, strategic alliances are becoming a common method for 

achieving a competitive advantage towards industry rivals. This tool, however, is not a 

guarantee for success as the failure rate of alliances is between 30-70%. Even with this 

high failure rate, strategic alliances continue to grow and becoming more and more 

common. 

 

Through strategic alliances, the organizations can gain the possibility to access, acquire 

and implement new knowledge from its partners as a step to achieve competitive 

advantage. However, by engaging in alliances or inter-firm arrangements they also place 

themselves in the risk zone of giving away knowledge, both intentionally or 

unintentionally, which is also known as knowledge leakage. Studies have shown that trust 

is important in knowledge sharing, and managers must understand the role of trust and 

distrust in this equation, in order to be able to successfully achieve an effective and 

trustworthy knowledge transfer for a firm. 

 

Previous research has focused mainly on the effects of trust on knowledge sharing and a 

few exceptions have focused on knowledge leakage. However, these articles have been 

ignoring the factor of distrust. The purpose of this thesis therefore lies in investigating the 

effect the dimensions of both trust and distrust simultaneously have on knowledge sharing 

and leakage, as theory view trust and distrust as separate but co-existing concepts. The 

dimensions chosen for investigation are goodwill trust, competence trust, goodwill 

distrust and competence distrust.  

 

In order to achieve this purpose, a quantitative research method was used. A questionnaire 

was developed and sent out to Swedish firms operating in knowledge-intensive industries 

according to Eurostat. 55 companies fully completed the questionnaire. From this a factor 

analysis and regression analysis was conducted in order to fulfill the purpose of this 

thesis.     

 

This thesis found that goodwill trust has a positive effect on knowledge sharing and 

negative effect on knowledge leakage. Competence trust and competence distrust was 

found to have a positive relationship with knowledge leakage. Also, the authors 

developed the dimensions of goodwill and competence distrust as well as empirically 

proved their existence.  

 

This thesis contributes by acknowledging the importance of both concepts, trust and 

distrust, and also providing managers with an idea of what dimensions of trust and distrust 

are important when associating it to knowledge exchange.  

 

Keywords: Strategic alliances, Inter-firm arrangements, Goodwill trust, Competence 

trust, Distrust, Knowledge management, Knowledge sharing, Knowledge leakage
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1. Introduction 

 

This chapter provides the reader with the initial literature review where the authors disclose 

a brief summary of the development of their research questions. This is then followed by the 

specification of the research gap and the formal statement of the research questions. The 

purpose of conducting this study is specified along with its intended implications as well as 

the delimitations. 

 

1.1 Problem Background 
 

During the later decades of the 20th century alliance formation has become more frequent 

(Mowery et al., 1996, p. 78). In 2004, the top 2,000 European and US companies received 

one-third or more of their revenue from alliances and earning higher Return on Investment 

(ROI) and Return on Equity (ROE) on alliances compared to their main activities (Harbison 

et al., 2000, p. 3). The context of this thesis will be strategic alliances and how they can 

contribute to the development of firms. The reason why this thesis will have a strategic 

alliances context is that they are becoming a more popular form of organizing business 

activities due to the fact that the world has “shrunk” in size, i.e. it has become easier to 

relocate and acquire physical resources around the globe, and thus an organization must 

acquire a competitive advantage through engaging in cooperation across the boundaries of 

the firm. 

 

So what constitutes an alliance? There are multiple definitions and they all have common 

features as well as differences. The oxford dictionary’s definition of an alliance is; “A union 

or association formed for mutual benefit, especially between countries or organizations” 

(Oxford Dictionaries, 2015).  This definition is a general indication of what an alliances is. 

However, specifying it to a business context alliances can be defined as; “a network that two 

or more (autonomous) organisations have formally agreed upon to co-operate in, to achieve 

a common objective.” (Soekijad & Andriessen, 2003, p. 579). A further definition of an 

alliance is; “An alliance can be defined as an 'inter-firm collaboration over a given economic 

space and time for the attainment of mutually defined goals” (Glaister & Buckley, 1996, p. 

301) which comes with a set of conditions. One of these conditions offered by Glaister and 

Buckley (1996, p. 302), which can cause a problem in an alliance is the fact that firms can 

enter an alliance with different goals in mind, thus resulting in a contradiction. The overall 

goal of an alliance is to achieve a pre-determined target, however, if companies have different 

goals in mind it can result in a conflict that make the fulfillment of the intentions difficult.  

 

Throughout the different definitions of what characteristics an alliance possess there is a 

common theme of organizations forming an alliance to achieve a common goal. Several 

positive outcomes have been shown to motivate organizations to enter alliances. Previous 

research has found four motives for forming alliances; (a) financial, i.e. gaining or 

overcoming economies of scale, etc; (b) technological, i.e. innovation, product development 

etc; (c) managerial, i.e. interdependence, supply base reduction, etc;  (d) strategic, i.e. setting 

future direction, achieving core competencies, i.e. acquiring knowledge, etc (Glaister & 

Buckley, 1996, p. 304-307; Whipple & Gentry, 2000, p. 303; Zineldin & Dodourova, 2005, 

http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/association
http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/mutual
http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/mutual
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p. 462). Another reason why firms form alliances is that they grant access to organizational 

learning through which the partners gains access as well as the possibility to acquire and 

implement new knowledge. No matter the motive, the alliance can help firms leverage their 

resources or capabilities which shows us how important they are and why they deserve proper 

attention. One aspect that is particularly important is that the partners, besides the common 

goal for the alliance, also might have different underlying motives to enter the alliance, which 

can make alliances difficult to manage to be able to enhance their competitive advantages 

through the formation of alliances. However, not all alliances are formally specified, but 

some are instead inter-firm arrangements, i.e. informal specifications of collaborations. 

When the authors mention alliances in the outset of this thesis, they imply both formal and 

informal alliances. 

 

Then how can an organization acquire a competitive advantage? As the authors discussed 

above, one of the motives for forming an alliance is to attain core competences, and one way 

of achieving this is by acquiring knowledge through the alliance’s partner(s). The knowledge-

based theory further cements the belief that knowledge is the most critical resource a 

company can possess in order to achieve a competitive advantage (Grant, 1996). This relates 

to alliances since an important common feature of strategic alliances is sharing and acquiring 

knowledge (part of the strategic motivation of forming an alliance). Previous research has 

investigated the positive effects knowledge sharing can have on a firm (Mowery et al, 1996; 

Ritala et al, 2015; Parker, 2012). There have been studies conducted that have found a 

positive relationship between organizational learning and financial performance (Jiang & Li, 

2008; Luo et al., 2006), thus implying that learning in alliances can be favorable for an 

organization. Since learning has proven to have a positive effect on the performance of the 

firm it is important to study knowledge in alliances, which according to the knowledge-based 

theory is a source of competitive advantage. According to Grant (1996), knowledge has 

become the most important strategic resource for an organization to achieve a temporary, if 

not sustainable, competitive advantage, which is why the focus on this thesis will be on 

knowledge as an outcome.  

 

So how does a firm acquire knowledge? Organizations can acquire knowledge through both 

internal and external sources. Knowledge-based theory argues that knowledge lies in the 

mind of its stakeholders and the main task of managers in the organization is to integrate the 

knowledge into products, services and processes of the organization (Grant, 1996, p. 120). 

Internal sources refers to the individuals involved in the organization, i.e. employees, 

shareholders, etc., however, the drawback of internal knowledge is a lack of diversified 

knowledge. In order to gain additional knowledge an organization can seek external 

knowledge sources in the form of alliances, i.e. strategic alliances. However, a potential risk 

of acquiring this external knowledge is the risk of knowledge leakage, i.e. internally reserved 

knowledge that is spread in an unwanted and uncontrolled way that may hurt the 

organization’s competitive advantage (Ritala et al., 2015, p. 24). An effective and trustworthy 

knowledge transfer is critical for a firm to gain or retain competitive advantage from a 

strategic alliance. This calls for managers and researchers to investigate and try to understand 

the role of trust in learning and knowledge management in an alliance. 

 

Even if the numbers of alliances are growing and it is becoming a powerful tool, many 

alliances and partnerships fails. Previous studies have found that the failure rate for alliance, 
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i.e. they did not meet the goal(s) they set out to achieve, ranges from 30 to 70 percent (Kale 

& Singh, 2009, p. 45). The general view is that when an alliance is terminated it was a failure. 

Termination, however, is abstract in the fact that it can be related to both failure and success. 

Termination related to success rather than failure means that the partners have reached their 

goals, which leads the partners to end the alliance as it has fulfilled its purpose (Lunnan & 

Haugland, 2007, p. 546). This implies that the success or failure of an alliance is a complex 

and abstract thing, which ultimately lies in the eye of the beholder, and thus making the 

percentage of failures difficult to interpret. However, the high failure rate of alliances calls 

for more knowledge about the causes, how to manage alliances and handle the challenges 

involved as it can offer significant positive effects on the performance of the firm if done 

properly. A first step is to further explore the risks inherited in the partnership. 

 

Risk is present due to the uncertainty of success in the alliance environment. Being able to 

manage risk is crucial in order to operate a successful alliance, because if not managed 

properly the alliance will most likely fail and the positive benefits will be lost. However, 

managing risk is a complex task. A definition of risk is “A probability or threat of damage, 

injury, liability, loss, or any other negative occurrence that is caused by external or internal 

vulnerabilities, and that may be avoided through preemptive action” (Business Dictionary, 

2015). Das and Teng (1996,  p. 831, 833) identifies two types of risk associated with alliances; 

(a) relational risk, i.e. the partners goes into the alliance with different goals (b) performance 

risk, i.e. the risk of not fully achieve the goal set out by the partners to fulfill. Relational risk 

is when partners in an alliance is not acting in good faith and performance risk has to do with 

disappointing performance. When the partners behaves opportunistic or have hidden agendas 

it will most often lead to conflicts and disagreements between the partners as only one side 

will benefit from the alliance. This phenomena is called private benefit, and the opposite is 

called common benefit. When goals and targets are not met it will often lead to performance 

risk because of many underlying reasons, such as lack of competence or even bad luck.  

 

Even though risk is present in alliances, companies still enter these partnerships since they 

can provide advantages to the firms involved, meaning it is important to understand how 

firms can overcome the risk and create knowledge together. One way to overcome the risks 

is to develop trust between the companies. Trust can be defined as; “Trust in alliances reflects 

that a firm expects its partner to behave positively and is thus willing to accept vulnerability (in a 

situation where there is risk present). (Das & Teng, 2001, p. 255; Mayer et al., 1995, p. 712). 

There are generally two types of trusts, goodwill and competence trust (Jiang et al., 2013, p. 

984-985). Goodwill trust is generally characterized with being; “[.…] emotional, based on 

benevolence, integrity, good faith, and care about another party's welfare” (Jiang et al., 2013, 

p. 984), while competence trust is; “ [....] rational evaluation that a partner is capable of 

fulfilling obligations based on predictability, past behavior, and dependability” (Jiang et al., 

2013, p. 984-985). Concerning knowledge, Levin & Cross (2004, p. 1487) found in their 

research that goodwill trust and competence trust is important for knowledge sharing. 

However, a lack of trust can lead to opportunism in an alliance, which will have notable 

effect on the stability of a relationship (Lin & Dao, 2013, p. 16). Trust is therefore a crucial 

factor that aids the knowledge sharing because when partners reach high level of trust a more 

open flow of information and intense knowledge sharing is enabled. As such, it is highly 

important to understand the relationship between trust and knowledge sharing as it can help 
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overcoming the risk of alliances. However, trust is not a concept that exists alone. Where 

there is trust, there is also distrust (Lewicki, 1998). 

 

The early research on trust and distrust believed that it worked along a continuum, i.e. either 

trust or distrust exists amongst the partners (Lewicki et al., 1998, p. 440). At that point, the 

general perception of them was that trust was “good” and distrust was “bad” and the social 

context of the research did not receive proper attention (Lewicki et al., 1998, p. 442). This 

can explain why distrust was thought to diminish the cooperation between organizations 

(Bigley & Pearce, 1998, p. 412). However, Lewicki et al., (1998, p. 450) proposed an 

alternative view based on a conceptual study, they proposed that trust and distrust are separate 

concepts but they do, contrary to earlier beliefs, co-exists, thus creating a state of 

ambivalence. A definition of distrust is; “[....] confident negative expectations regarding 

another's conduct.” (Lewicki et al., 1998, p. 439). Trust and distrust exists because there are 

risks, “[....] trust would not be needed if actions could be undertaken with complete certainty 

and no risk” (Rousseau et al., 1998, p. 395). A world with no risk exists only in a perfect 

competitive market, which is an illusion, meaning that when there is relational risk present it 

creates an environment where trust and distrust can exists. An example of this scenario could 

be two alliance partners that are involved in project. In this setting the companies could 

distrust each other because they fear that the other company might behave opportunistically, 

and at the same time the organizations are trusting each other because they can both benefit 

from the collaboration. As trust and distrust exists simultaneously it is important to 

understand the interaction between them which has not been the case since distrust has not 

received a lot of attention from scholars.  

 

1.2 Research gap and research question 
    

As the authors have been discussing, there are different benefits to be had from forming an 

alliance, however, if conducted or managed poorly it could have dire consequences. 

Therefore, it is crucial for organizations to understand the drivers for success and the risks 

that have to be managed. The types of motives have already been researched, showing that 

there are multiple reason and benefits of why alliances should be formed. 

 

Trust’s effect on both knowledge sharing and leakage have also been researched, however, 

this have only been done through a mono-dimensional lens. The finding of trust on 

knowledge leakage in Jiang et al’s (2013) article was conducted with trust being the only 

variable, thus it did not consider the fact that trust and distrust exists simultaneously in an 

alliance. Other researchers have done the same and looked upon trust’s direct effect on 

knowledge sharing, however, ignoring both the risk for knowledge leakage and some factors 

in the background influencing the trust (Parker, 2012; Levin & Cross, 2004). Since trust and 

distrust depends on the perceived benefits and risks of the participants of the alliances it is 

important to research the underlying effects of trust and distrust onto the outcomes of 

knowledge sharing and leakage. Argote (2011) mentions in her literature review that the 

academic field should; “continuing research on current themes, filling gaps in our theories 

and empirical evidence, [....], and responding to social and technological developments” 

(Argote, 2011, p. 443). A further point that empirical evidence of trust and distrust effect on 

knowledge sharing and leakage is necessary stems from Lewicki et al (1998); “We call for a 
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richer understanding of the dynamics of trust and distrust relations—one which makes 

specific provision for conditions of ambivalence” (Lewicki et al., 1998, p. 454).  .   

 

Based on the initial literature review the authors have found that there is a conflict in 

alliances. The alliance partners might have a different agenda than what was set out by the 

alliance to achieve, leading to opportunistic behavior, i.e. relational risk, which is affected 

by trust and distrust amongst the alliance partners. The authors’ initial literature review found 

little to no research being conducted with the simultaneous usage of both trust and distrust, 

and the general field of distrust is under-researched, and on top of that, the authors have not 

found any research on trust and distrust applied to knowledge management. From this 

research gap the following research questions arises: 

 

RQ1: What effect does dimensions of trust and distrust have on knowledge sharing? 

                                                   

RQ2: What effect does dimensions of trust and distrust have on knowledge leakage? 

 

Figure 7 illustrates these questions.  

 

1.3 Research purpose 
 

The purpose of this thesis lies within two fields. Concerning trust, the authors want to 

simulate previously conducted studies in order to confirm these findings in order to ensure 

proper validity to the field of trust research. Further, the authors want to establish an initial 

relationship between distrust and knowledge sharing as well as knowledge leakage. 

Additionally, the authors’ purpose for this thesis is to do this through looking simultaneously 

at the concept of trust and distrust as it has not been done before.  

  

1.4 Intended implications 
 

The intended theoretical implications are three-folded. Firstly, when it comes to trust the 

authors intend to contribute with validity towards already published research. Secondly, the 

authors intend to establish dimensions of distrust and their relationship with the outcome. 

Thirdly, the authors intend to establish the relationship between different dimensions of trust 

and distrust simultaneously on the final outcome of knowledge sharing and leakage, thus 

contributing with a more complete view on the subject. 

 

The intended practical implications focuses towards managers, project managers and others 

who engage in alliances. This thesis hope to help these people to further their understanding 

of how to avoid pitfalls when it comes to knowledge sharing and knowledge leakage by 

showing what dimensions are important and how these dimensions interact to affect the 

knowledge exchange in order to optimize the positive outcome, knowledge sharing, while 

reducing the negative outcome, knowledge leakage.   
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1.5 Delimitation 
 

This thesis focuses on how the different dimensions of trust and distrust effects knowledge 

sharing and knowledge leakage. These dimensions are limited to two types of dimensions 

per concept, as a result the authors cannot make inference about anything else beyond these 

chosen dimensions. This thesis does not intend to answer how to create these phenomenon. 

Further, this thesis uses Swedish knowledge-intensive companies because of the limited 

access and the findings can therefore only be extended to that particular population.  

 

 

 



7 
 

2. Theoretical framework 
During this chapter the authors will fist present the theoretical framework that the authors 

found in their literature review. It starts with a deeper depiction of why the problem arises 

and later turn its focus onto trust, distrust, and knowledge sharing and knowledge leakage 

to try to further understand these concepts.  
 

2.1 Alliances and the risk within them 
 

This thesis focus lies in trust and distrust theory. However, it makes it easier to understand 

these theories to when knowing the proper background that constitutes to the existence of the 

concept of trust and distrust.  

 

Alliances have become a cornerstone and an effective tool in today’s highly competitive 

business environment, and trust is a critical factor for successful outcome in the alliance 

environment, due to the fact that without it the alliance is bound to fail (Dasgupta, 1998, p. 

49; Liu & Ngo, 2004, p. 471). The business definition of an alliance is “an inter-firm 

collaboration over a given economic space and time for the attainment of mutually defined 

goals” (Glaister & Buckley, 1996, p. 301), which implies that autonomous firms are 

collaborating to achieve economic goals. There are four conditions inherited in this 

definition: (a) only inter-firm agreements, (b) the partners collaborate by dedicating 

resources, (c) time refers to the timeline of the alliance, i.e. real time or until the set goal is 

complete, and space refers to the geographical playground, i.e. local, regional, national, or 

global, (d) not all members of the alliances share the same view on the objectives (Glaister 

& Buckley, 1996, p. 302). The different view of goals creates a conflict of interest as the 

motives for participating might differ between the partners, thus calling for a need to better 

understand the motives for forming alliance and the risk inherited in it. 

 

2.1.1 Motives for alliances 
 

There are several motives for why firms want to set 

up alliances. They can be classified into four 

categories; financial, technological, managerial, 

and strategic (Glaister & Buckley, 1996, p. 304-

307; Whipple & Gentry, 2000, p. 303-305; 

Zineldin & Dodourova, 2005, p. 462). Financial 

motives to engage in an alliance stem from a firm's 

desire to become more profitable or overcoming 

scale and scope (Glaister & Buckley, 1996, p. 304; 

Whipple & Gentry, 2000, p. 303-304; Zineldin & 

Dodourova, 2005, p. 462). It can help overcome 

scale and scope by the partners giving access to 

resources, both tangible and intangible resources, 

in order to make processes or products/services 

more efficient. The reason why firms does not 

simply integrate themselves vertically or horizontally through mergers and acquisitions 

Figure 1. Motives for alliances 
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(M&A) is because this technique involves both firms morphing into one, which in itself poses 

a risk (Glaister & Buckley, 1996, p. 304; Whipple & Gentry, 2000, p. 303).  
 

Technological motives for forming an alliance stems from an innovation standpoint. 

Businesses need to innovate existing products and services or processes as well as new 

products. However, innovation of products and processes are hard to come by alone (Glaister 

& Buckley, 1996, p. 305; Whipple & Gentry, 2000, p. 304) since “Significant innovations 

are likely to result from the fusing of these complementary skills, a result which is unlikely 

to be achieved by one firm acting alone.” (Glaister & Buckley, 1996, p. 305), hence alliances 

offer the possibility of improved innovation to the partnering organizations. 
 

Managerial motives for participating in an alliance is to increase the loyalty or relations with 

important partners (Whipple & Gentry, 2000, p. 304). The managers can increase the quality 

of product/services by improving the relationship the organization has with its core 

stakeholders (Whipple & Gentry, 2000, p. 304; Zineldin & Dodourova, 2005, p. 462).  
 

Strategic motive’s main objective to join an alliance is to be able to position the organization 

for the future and gain a competitive advantage (Glaister & Buckley, 1996, p. 304-306; 

Whipple & Gentry, 2000, p. 304-305; Zineldin & Dodourova, 2005, p. 462). This can be 

done by gaining access to critical resources or access to strategic markets.  
 

As can been seen from these passages, there are multiple motives to form an alliance 

depending on what the end goal of the alliance is supposed to accomplish. However, one of 

the most common motives for a joint effort is knowledge acquisition. From a financial 

motive, knowledge can help to integrate the acquired resources that help to overcome scale 

and scope, while in a technological motive it can contribute to new inventions. Knowledge 

in a managerial motive can help to improve and integrate the stakeholders in order to improve 

the firm. Knowledge is acquired in order to improve the current and future situation for the 

business, thus contributing in a strategic sense.   
 

2.1.2 Strategic alliances 
 

Globalization have increased the competition and therefore companies must seek to establish 

a competitive advantage in alternative ways. Strategic alliances can provide opportunities for 

companies to gain knowledge by working together towards common goals and create 

temporary or sustained competitive advantages (Mowery et al., 1996, p. 79). Knowledge has 

been found in previous research to have a positive effect on innovation and performance 

(Ritala et al., 2015; Jiang & Li., 2008). As such, the understanding of acquiring knowledge 

in strategic alliances are beneficial for managers in order to exploit the opportunities it gives.  

 

There are several steps that needs to be undertaken for a strategic alliance to achieve success. 

The alliance must journey through three stages before it can provide benefits for the involved 

organizations. Those three stages are; partner selection and alliance formation (Pre-alliance 

phase); alliance governing and design (Pre-alliance phase); and post-formation management 

(Alliance post-formation phase) (Kale & Singh, 2009, p. 48).  
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The partner selection and alliance formation refers to the initial phase where companies tries 

to find the ideal fit. Earlier research has found that the following characteristics have a 

positive effect on the selection and formation of an alliance; partner complementarity; partner 

commitment; and partner compatibility (Shah & Swaminathan, 2008, p. 481-487). 

Complementarity refers to that the partners can benefit from each other’s non-overlapping 

resources, thus benefitting both firms. Commitment refers to the extent of resource 

contributions each party makes to the alliances. Compatibility refers to the overlapping 

organizational culture and the management/working style, which can have an effect on 

overcoming conflict due to similarity. 
 

Alliance governing and design refers to how the alliance is set up. There are several different 

types of strategic alliances and depending on what the alliance goal is some types are better 

than others. As can be seen from figure 2, strategic alliances spans over both equity and 

contractual arrangements between organizations. The main difference between the two types 

of strategic alliances is that contractual alliances do not create new entities or have equity 

transfers between the partners (Das & Teng, 1996, p. 836, 838). The different alliances types 

have their own benefits, for instance, an equity alliance is a way to create a commitment from 

the partner(s) through “mutual hostages” (Hennart, 1988, referenced in Kale & Singh, 2009, 

p. 48), i.e. capital invested into the alliance. While in a non-equity alliance, the major method 

of enforcing commitment comes from contracts and self-enforcing governance, i.e. trust and 

reputation (Kale & Singh, 2009, p. 49).  

 

 
Figure 2. Types of strategic alliances, taken from Kale and Singh (2009, p. 47) 

 

In post-formation alliance management phase the emphasis is to coordinate events and 

resources in the alliance in order to facilitate the benefits it could potentially bring. Kale and 

Singh (2009, p. 50) argues that two factors are especially critical for management to develop; 

managing the coordination between the alliance partners and develop the trust between the 

participants.  
 

As can be seen, there are several hurdles to overcome before a strategic alliance can become 

successful, and in all those phases trust is a necessary requirement. Lewicki et al (1998) views 
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trust as a stepwise evolution, where at the start of the alliance formation trust act as an 

antecedent. At that stage partners try to gather as much information as possible of each other 

and use it as the base of creating trust. In the next step, when the partner is chosen, trust act 

as a moderator. The more trust that exists, the less is the need of contractual governance, 

monitoring and control. In the last part, which is the alliance evolution phase, trust act as an 

outcome of the alliance (Kale & Singh, 2009, p. 47-51; Nielsen, 2011, p. 164-168). This 

thesis will ignore the pre-alliances phases concerning formation and implementation. It will 

instead focus on the post-formation stage where knowledge resources flow between 

companies as the authors want to look at the outcome of knowledge sharing and knowledge 

leakage which occurs when there are resources flowing between the partnering firms.  
 

 
Figure 3. Trust in the different stages of the alliance, taken from Nielsen (2011, p. 164) 

 

2.1.3 Risk in strategic alliances 
 

Participating in an alliances is not a risk-free undertaking since there can be a conflict of 

interest amongst the partners, which has already been discussed in section 2.1. As a 

consequence of this conflict there is uncertainty amongst the partners about the outcome and 

behavior, thus leading to risk being present. There are two types of risk associated with 

alliances; relational risk and performance risk (Das & Teng, 1996, p. 831).  
 

Relational risk is concerned with the risk of opportunistic behavior of a partner (Das & Teng, 

1996, p. 830). Opportunism can be described as seeking self-interest outcomes without the 

consideration of the partner and it can contain one, several or all the following actions; 

“cheating, shirking, distorting information, misleading partners, providing substandard 

products/services, and appropriating partners' critical resources” (Das & Teng, 1998, p. 

492). This basically means that one party feels that their alliance partner(s) might expose the 

outcome of the alliance for their own gain, leading to friction between the partnering 

organizations. This friction could potentially hamper the final outcome and lead to 

termination of the alliance, which will not benefit any of the partners. Performance risk on 

the other hand is concerned with the risk of not fulfilling the goal that the alliance was created 

to achieve (Das & Teng, 1996, p. 830) and it incorporates everything that is not associated 

with relational risk (Das & Teng, 1996, p. 833). Performance risk is particularly high when 
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there is innovation of products, services and processes involved as the uncertainty to actually 

accomplish the goal is higher than usual (Das & Teng, 1996, p. 834).  
 

To conclude these previous passages, we can see that risks exists in alliances, thus calling for 

a way to manage the risk. Researchers agree that one factor that could help to remove or 

reduce uncertainty and risk is trust (Chang & Fang, 2013, p. 149). However, where there is 

trust there is also distrust which has to be managed in order to ensure success. Most research 

have only been looking at trust’s effect and ignoring or diminished the importance of 

understanding the simultaneous usage of trust and distrust. In the following section the 

authors will present the concepts of trust and distrust in more detail.  

 

2.2 Trust and distrust  
 

Trust is a phenomenon which has been researched in various subjects, such as sociology, 

psychology, and economics amongst others (McEvily & Tortoriello, 2011). It has also been 

researched and analyzed by a variety of different scholars, but distrust has not received the 

same attention, a part from a few exceptions. Under the last two decades the subject of trust 

and distrust have been scrutinized and revolutionized, leading to them being divided into two 

separate entities but coexisting phenomenon (Lewicky et al., 1998, p. 439; Sitkin and Roth, 

1993, p. 385). However, in order to fully develop and test this thesis’ research question the 

authors must explore and understand the factors these concepts consists of, both individually 

and combined. Due the lack of research conducted on distrust the authors must use the 

context of trust in order to establish their theories on distrust.  
 

2.2.1 Trust 
 

First, trust and risk have been closely linked (Das & Teng, 2001, p. 225; Kramer, 1999, p. 

571; Lane, 1998, p. 3; Mayer et al., 1995, p. 771; Rousseau et al., 1998, p. 395). This means, 

where there is risk there is a need for trust. The risks that necessitates the need for trust, stems 

from the fact that the trustor is exposed to the potential of opportunistic behavior of its partner 

(Lane, 1998, p. 3). As the authors talked about in the sections above, relational risks in an 

alliance is concerned with the different partners forming an alliance with different goals in 

mind, therefore, exposing the partners to tension in the form of opportunistic behavior (Das 

& Teng, 1996, p. 831). From this, it can be concluded that trust exists because there is a risk 

for opportunistic behavior, i.e. relational risk, thus trust exists and is needed because of the 

relational risk that is present in an alliance. The second factor that makes up the context of 

trust is that the partners must have some sort of interdependence, i.e. the partners who are 

collaborating must have some sort of dependency of each other, otherwise expectations, 

leading to trust, are not relevant and trust is not needed (Dasgupta, 1988; Luhmann 1979, 

referenced in Lane, 1998, p. 3; Rousseau et al., 1998, p. 395; Sitkin & Roth, 1993, p. 

369).  The final element that trust consists of is the trustor’s expectation that the trustee will 

not engage in opportunistic behavior because the trustor has accepted the risk of the 

relationship, thus becoming vulnerable (Lane, 1998, p. 3).  
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To sum up, trust consists of three 

elements (see figure 4): 

 Trust exists when there is risk 

present 

 The partners must have some 

interdependence towards each 

other 

 An expectation that the accepted 

vulnerability will not be exposed 
 

 

 

2.2.2 The definition of trust 
 

Now that the authors have defined the elements that constitutes when trust is needed, it is 

time to turn an eye to the actual definition of trust. There are multiple definitions of trust 

floating around and that makes it more complex to define what trust is. The authors of this 

thesis will break down the some of the different definitions found in the literature review in 

order to establish the definition of trust that will constitute the authors’ view on trust and thus 

this thesis view on the topic.  
 

Different authors have contributed and used different definitions, however, the most common 

definition, at least from the authors literature review and also confirmed by McEvily & 

Tortoriello (2011, p. 24), is; “Trust in alliances reflects that a firm expects its partner to 

behave positively and is thus willing to accept vulnerability” (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 712), and 

in conjunction with this definition, Mayer et al (1995) also mentions that trust can be defined 

as the willingness to take risk, rather than actually taking a risk. Mayer et al’s (1995) 

definition contains the three elements of trust; the accepting of vulnerability refers to an 

acknowledgement that risk exists (however, it is not explicitly stated) and also the accepting 

of risk is linked to expectation of the trustee to not behave opportunistic, i.e. behaving 

positively, while the interdependence element is inherited in the word partner.  
 

A further definition of trust is; “We assert that both trust [....] involve movements toward 

certainty: trust concerning expectations of things hoped for [....]” (Lewicki et al., 1998, p. 

439). This definition contain the elements of risk and expectation of vulnerability (although 

not stated explicitly, but instead tacitly), however, it lacks the explicitness of the element of 

interdependent.  
 

Additionally, another definition of trust is; “We suggest that trust is about positive 

expectations regarding the other in a risky situation” (Das & Teng, 2001, p. 255). This 

definition bears resemblance to Mayer et al’s (1995) definition of trust, however, it specifies 

the risks in a more explicit state. Based on these different definitions and the authors’ view 

on them, and how they define the different elements constituting trust, the following 

definition will be the base of trust for this thesis: 

 

Figure 4. Requirements for trust 
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Trust in alliances reflects that a firm expects its partner to behave positively and is thus 

willing to accept vulnerability (in a situation where there is risk present). 

  

Our view on what trust is comes from both Mayer et al (1995) and Das and Teng (2001). The 

reason for the addition of Das and Teng’s (2001) is to make it abundantly explicit stated that 

risk must be present, which the authors felt was lacking from Mayer et al’s (1995) definition. 

A further point why this particular definition stems from Mayet et al (1995) is because it is 

one of the most used definition (McEvily & Tortoriello, 2011, p. 24), thus the authors of this 

thesis will not deviate too much from the already existing literature, which is a concern 

according to literature review (McEvily & Tortoriello, 2011). 

 

2.2.3 Dimensions of trust 
 

Now that the authors have 

identified what trust 

constitutes of and what it is 

defined as in this thesis, it is 

time to turn towards the 

different dimensions of trust.  
 

There have been several 

dimensions related to trust, 

although, multiple of those 

have not been replicated or 

operationalized multiple 

times, thus not ensuring their 

generalizability (McEvily & 

Tortoriello, 2011, p. 29-34). The different dimensions that have been explored can been seen 

in table 1, taken from McEvily & Tortoriello’s (2011, p. 34) literature review. It shows the 

top ten most utilized dimensions within trust research based on number of time 

operationalized. However, the authors acknowledge that trust is multidimensional, i.e. 

containing more than one dimension, which according to McEvily and Tortoriello (2011, p. 

33) should be taken in consideration and further explored, but due to limitations the focus 

will be upon two dimensions which in itself is not of a negative nature as the understanding 

for these dimensions could be pushed further.  

 
 

The authors have chosen to use the dimensions of “Goodwill/ benevolence” and 

“Competence/ability” for this thesis due to the fact that they have undergone proper 

examination and are established terms in existing literature. In Mayer et al’s (1995, p. 717-

719) article, he describes the two dimensions as ability and benevolence, while later research 

refers to the same dimensions as competence trust and goodwill trust.  These two dimensions, 

however, lack to address the complexity of trust in strategic alliances, as neither one mention 

on exactly how to create trust (Hardy et al., 1998, p. 69), however, the creation of trust is not 

the focus of this thesis, rather, knowledge sharing and knowledge leakage is the focus 

outcome. The authors will proceed to describe the two dimensions separately.  
 

Table 1. Different dimension of trust. 
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Goodwill trust is referred to as; “[....] one’s good faith, good intention and integrity” (Das & 

Teng, 2001, p. 256) or “[….] emotional, based on benevolence, integrity, good faith, and 

care about another party's welfare” (Jiang et al., 2013, p. 984). Mayer et al (1995) describes 

it as; “[....] the extent to which a trustee is believed to want to do good to the trust, aide from 

an egocentric profit motive”. He uses the example of the relationship between a mentor, 

which is the trustee and a protégé, which is the trustor. Even if the mentor is not obligated 

and has no real profit motive, he still helps the protégé (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 719). In other 

words, the trustor have confidence in the partners’ high moral and responsibility to care about 

their well-being. 

 

Competence trust, on the other hand, concerns the trust in a partner's ability, experience, 

expertise and skills to be able to complete and fulfill their engagement. It can be referred to 

as “[....] that group of skills, competencies, and characteristics that enable a party to have 

influence within some specific domain” (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 717). Das and Teng (2001, p. 

257) shares this sentiment by saying that competence is based on the various resources and 

capabilities an organization possess. The competence trust constitutes of resources, i.e. 

market strength and shares, equipment, human resources and more (Das & Teng, 2001, p. 

257; Wei & Yucetepe, 2013, p. 569). The resources are in turn used to strengthen the alliance, 

as one of the partners may lack that specific knowledge or resource in that area. In this 

dimension of trust, partners have to be careful not to have exaggerated amount of competence 

trust in each other, because as the competence trust increases, so does the dependency in the 

partner. This can lead to a shift in power towards one firm, thus resulting in an unhealthy 

relationship (Wei & Yucetepe, 2013, p. 569). 

 

The authors believe, from the discussion and facts above, that goodwill and competence trust 

are to be considered two separate dimensions and cannot be combined with each other to 

form a unified dimension of trust. This belief stems from the fact that goodwill trust is an 

internal dimension, i.e. emotions stems from within the company culture and will remain 

fairly unchanged, while competence trust is an external dimension, i.e. it depends on with 

whom the focal firm is collaborating with.  
 

2.2.4 Distrust 
 

Prior research has viewed trust and distrust as the direct opposite ends of a single continuum 

(Bigley & Pearce., 1998, p. 407; Chang & Fang, 2013, p. 149; Lewicky et al., 1998, p. 439; 

Mayer et al., 1995, p. 713; Van de Walle & Six, 2013, p. 19), and distrust was simply seen 

as something that would exist where there was a lack of trust. In the past, researchers viewed 

distrust as the expectation that the partner would behave undesirably, egoistically and 

irresponsibly (Sengun & Wasti, 2011, p. 289), i.e., the partner would not act in the alliance 

partner’s best interest. However, in recent time, this view has evolved and changed, leading 

to trust and distrust are to be seen as different but related concepts (Lewicky et al., 1998, p. 

439; Sitkin and Roth, 1993, p. 385). Lewicki et al (1998) stated in their controversial article 

that “[....] trust and distrust are not opposite ends of a single continuum. There are elements 

that contribute to the growth and decline of trust, and there are element that contribute to 

the growth and decline of distrust.” (Lewicky et al., 1998, p. 439-440). Instead of standing 

at the end of each continuum and being mutually exclusive, it is viewed that trust and distrust 
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can coexist at the same time as they are different concepts and as such, trust might exist 

between partners in one situation and not in another at the same time. 
 

Due to the limited available material concerning the elements of distrust the authors had to 

extend trust theories towards distrust. The authors argue that distrust consists of the same 

three elements that make up trust. The authors base this argumentation on the following facts.  
 

One of the elements of when distrust exists arises from suspicion, which is when an 

organization believes that the alliance partner holds alternative motives but cannot prove 

them (Kramer, 1999, p. 587). This suspicion can therefore be rephrased as the fear of 

opportunism, i.e. relational risk. Further, distrust constitutes of something Kramer (1999, p. 

592) calls a breach of contract. This means that when a psychological contract, a belief that 

reciprocal exchange will be present, is broken it can be a source of distrust (Kramer, 1999, 

p. 592). The authors interpret that the psychological contract can be extended to an 

expectation of a certain behavior due to the fact that it concerns a belief that something will 

happen. However, since trust contains a positive expectation the authors argue that distrust 

contains the negative expectation of a behavior since it cannot occupy the same 

characteristics as trust, being that they are separate concepts. Third, since in alliance the 

partners must contribute with resources which causes the partners to be dependent on each 

other, regardless of the existence of trust or distrust between them, implies that they are 

interdependent, thus distrust contain the same criteria as trust.  
 

2.2.5 The definition of distrust 
 

Now that the elements of distrust have been established the authors will take a look at the 

definition of distrust. An issue the authors encountered is the lack of previous research within 

the concept of distrust, thus limiting the definitions floating around, which is both positive 

and negative nature. The positive aspect of this predicament is because of the limited 

definitions floating around there is somewhat of a coherence amongst the research conducted. 

However, the negative aspect concerns the fact that the few definitions in existence might 

not be fully developed, i.e. leaving out important criteria.  
 

The most well-known definition of distrust is; “[....] distrust in terms of confident negative 

expectations regarding another's conduct.” (Lewicki et al., 1998, p. 439). This definition 

contains the parameter that constitutes distrust, mentioned above. The risk of opportunism in 

this definition is shown in the “expectation regarding another’s conduct”, as is the 

behavioral expectation, and the interdependence is inherited in the words of “another’s” as 

it reference to an outside party beyond the focal firm’s control.  
 

A further definition of distrust is; “[....] distrust is a "belief that a person's values or motives 

will lead them to approach all situations in an unacceptable manner” (Sitkin & Roth, 1993, 

p. 373). This definition has a similar concept as Lewicki et al (1998) in the fact that they both 

refers to an expectation of a negative outcome. However, this definition refers to “all 

situations”, i.e. you either trust or distrust, which researches have claimed to be inaccurate. 

Trust and distrust are distinct and separate concepts that coexists, thus “all situations” is not 

an accurate portrait of the concept.  
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Another definition of distrust is; “Distrust has been defined as a lack of confidence in the 

other, a concern that the other may act so as to harm one, that he does not care about one’s 

welfare or intends to act harmfully, or is hostile.” (Grovier 1994, p. 240, referenced in 

Kramer, 1999, p. 587). This definition also involves the risks of opportunism, a behavioral 

expectation (negative in this case) and interdependence without assuming a continuum.  
 

A definition by Vlaar (2007) that incorporates both Lewicki et al (1998) and Sitkin and Roth 

(1993); “Following Lewicki et al. (1998), we therefore define distrust as “confident negative 

expectations regarding another’s conduct” (p. 439) that manifest themselves in fear, 

vigilance, or suspicion (Sitkin & Roth, 1993).” (Vlaar et al., 2007, p. 410). This definition 

contains the parameters discussed above, but removes the issues of trust and distrust being 

on a continuum.  
 

Following these definition that have been found from the authors’ literature review it can be 

seen that the most common element in distrust is the expectation of a negative outcome. All 

of the definition, except Sitkin and Roth’s (1993), does not specify it to all situations, thus 

no continuum is implied into the definitions. From the different definitions and the elements 

that the authors see applicable to distrust the authors view distrust to be: 

 

Confident negative expectations regarding another’s conduct  
 

2.2.6 Dimensions of distrust 
 

As been mentioned, trust and distrust exists simultaneously, therefore the authors are arguing 

for an extension of the trust dimensions. The authors base this argument on the fact that there 

must exists an emotional stance of a partner's action, i.e. goodwill (might be going under a 

different name but the authors will stick with this term in order to avoid confusion) as well 

as an external dimension of distrust concerning the partners ability to understand and utilize 

information. 

 

The authors have not found any specific articles pointing out dimensions, however, when 

reading articles concerning trust and distrust there are some that articulates survey questions 

with tendencies towards both goodwill and competence dimensions. An example of each 

dimension will be brought up to back up the authors’ statements. 
 

Concerning goodwill distrust the questions used was: “This e-vendor will exploit customers’ 

vulnerability given the chance” (Cho, 2006, p. 34). Going back to goodwill trust, the authors 

classified it in section 2.1.3 as; “[.…] emotional, based on benevolence, integrity, good faith, 

and care about another party's welfare” (Jiang et al., 2013, p. 984). When breaking down 

the question using a goodwill lens it uses a goodwill dimension. The vulnerability part of the 

question refers to the concern for the other party’s welfare in the definition, and as a result 

the sentiment of the questions is of a goodwill nature. This line of thinking, in combination 

with the fact that trust and distrust co-exists, i.e. constitutes of the same elements and 

therefore they should have the same dimensions, has led the authors to claim that there is a 

goodwill dimension for distrust.  
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Concerning competence trust the question used was: “The partner shows a lack of 

professional knowledge in the field.” (Jiang et al., 2013, p. 989) and the definition of 

competence distrust from section 2.1.3 is “[....] that group of skills, competencies, and 

characteristics that enable a party to have influence within some specific domain” (Mayer 

et al., 1995, p. 717). From the question posed and the definition it is evident that the authors 

of that article had considered a competence dimension although not specifying it properly. 

From this, the authors of this thesis claims that there is merit to the existence of a competence 

distrust dimension.   
 

As it is with the trust dimensions, the authors do not believe that the two dimensions can be 

pooled into a unified theme of distrust, but instead must be kept separately.  
 

2.3 Combining trust and distrust 
 

As been mentioned in section 2.2.4, trust 

and distrust exists simultaneously and 

thus creating a state of ambivalence. 

Lewicky et al., (1998, p. 445) presents a 

framework in which both trust and 

distrust is present at the same time, and 

in this framework trust is presented at 

the vertical dimensions and distrust is 

present at the horizontal dimensions. 

The framework, see figure 5, has four 

relationship conditions, which consist of 

four cells: 
 

Low trust/Low Distrust: When there is a 

low trust and low distrust the partners do 

not have any cause for trust nor distrust. 

In this scenario, it is not likely to 

proceed with complex relationships or 

alliances. An example could be two 

organizations operating in totally 

different industries collaborating 

through a low risk project.  
 

High trust/Low distrust: In this scenario, the partners in the alliance have belief that they are 

after the same goals and motives, behaving positively, resulting in initiatives and pursuing 

opportunities created from this setting. This setting typically stems from previous experience 

of working with each other, leading to the partners want pursue to develop the partnership in 

the setting, and try to find new opportunities for cooperation. An example being two 

organizations starting out with simple and scattered project(s), ultimately to trust each other, 

through experience, to undertake more costly, i.e. risky, projects.  
 

Low trust/High distrust: Under the scenario where low trust and high distrust exists, the 

possibility of having an effective alliances are almost impossible over time. Large amount of 

 Figure 5. The different state of trust and distrust. Taken 

from Lewicki et al., (1998, p. 445) 
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time, money and resources is needed for monitoring the action and attitude of the partner. 

Typically, there is tension amongst the parties as the communication amongst them will have 

tendencies of cynicism and ill intent.  Contractual safeguards is a way to ease the tension 

between the partners and as a consequence of this setting, long term alliances are difficult to 

manage and objectives are hard to reach. An example of this scenario could be a forced 

collaboration between a large and small organization. The large organization dominates the 

terms of the alliance, hence the small organization will have doubts about the motives but 

have to accept the alliance for its own survival in the market.   
 

High trust/High distrust: When both high trust and high distrust exists, the partners might 

trust each other in one situation and not in another. There is reciprocal actions going on, 

however, only to a certain degree due to the fact that the partners have different objectives, 

as discussed in section 2.1.1, going into the alliance. An example of this scenario could be 

two organizations working tightly together in high risk project(s), although not fully trusting 

each other’s hidden motives, i.e. one party possessing thoughts that the other party is 

conducting business espionage of their patents, thus limiting access to particular areas or 

resources for the partner (Lewicki et al., 1998, p. 446-447). 
 

Although trust and distrust are coexisting they do not have a symmetric relationship (Kramer, 

1999, p. 593). Previous research has found that trust and distrust does not increase or decrease 

equally as trust is harder to enhance than it is to diminish (Meyerson, 1996, referenced in 

Kramer, 1999, p. 593; Slovic 1993, p. 677) because of three reasons. First, actions that is 

destroying trust is easier to spot than actions that enhances it since a negative action, i.e. lies 

or accidents, is often more distinct than a positive outcome (Slovic, 1993, p. 677). Second, 

negative outcomes have a larger impact than a positive outcome since they tend to happen 

less frequently (Slovic, 1993, p. 677-678). Third, news of a negative outcome tend to be seen 

as more credible than news of a positive outcome (Slovic, 1993, p. 678-679). 

 

2.4 Knowledge sharing and knowledge leakage 
 

Before the authors focuses on the outcome of trust and distrust’s effect on knowledge sharing 

and knowledge leakage, there will be some definitions of what knowledge sharing and 

leaking actually are and also this thesis view on the subject.  
 

Knowledge sharing can be defined as “the provision or receipt of task information, know-

how and feedback regarding a product or procedure” (Mooradian et al., 2006, p. 524). There 

are several factors that can influence knowledge sharing and trust is one of them (Mooradian 

et al., 2006, p. 524). However, there is a dilemma involved in the process of sharing 

information amongst partners. Knowledge sharing typically involves reciprocity actions, i.e. 

one organization does something for another firm and expects a counter-action of either 

positive or negative outcome, which implies that the outcome could either become beneficial 

or harmful, i.e. the positive consequence being knowledge sharing, i.e. common benefit, and 

the negative consequence being knowledge leakage, i.e. private benefit. (Ritala et al., 2015, 

p. 28).  
 

There are different streams of literature concerning knowledge sharing and amongst those 

there are social exchange theory as well as resource-based view, and in extension knowledge-
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based view. Social exchange theory argues that knowledge sharing happens because of 

reciprocating actions by the social actors in a business environment which gives social 

benefits for an individual as well as the organization that individual belongs to (Casmir et al., 

2012, p. 741; Emerson, 1976, p. 336; Kramer, 1999, p. 583). This theory emphasizes the 

goodwill trust in the form that one party expects that the other party will perform a positive 

counter-action, thus enhancing the trust in that particular relationship, leading to it enhancing 

the flow of resources between the parties. Resource-based view is a strategic idea of 

collecting resources in order to gain a competitive advantage towards the competitors (Lin & 

Dao, 2013, 16-17). This implies that the resources a company possess is the source of their 

success or failure, and an extension of this argument is that knowledge is the most critical 

resource, this is also known as knowledge-based theory (Grant, 1996).  
 

This thesis uses a social exchange theory lens because the alliance goal is to reach a mutually 

defined goal and in order to do so there must be an exchange of resources amongst the 

partners. In the case of knowledge, it is embedded tacitly in the mind of people (Grant, 1996, 

p. 120; Nonaka, 1994) and it can be brought out in an explicit form by integrating interaction 

between the social actors (Nonaka, 1994, p. 18-20). So in order to exchange knowledge in an 

alliance a social exchange is needed in order to fulfill the goal. This thesis also adopts a 

knowledge-based theory lens since the authors believe knowledge is critical for an 

organization in order to survive. The knowledge-based theory is a fitting lens since the motive 

for engaging in strategic alliances is to achieve a competitive advantage, which is in 

congruence with the knowledge-based theory. It does not matter if an organization possess a 

magnitude of different and scarce resources if it does not possess the know-how, i.e. 

knowledge, of how to utilize and integrate the resources into its products/services and 

processes. An additional reason for why these two lenses are combined comes from “[....] we 

conclude that strategic alliance formation is a complex phenomenon involving both strategic 

and social factors operating within a logic of needs and opportunities for cooperation. [....]. 

The central conclusion is that failure to include either strategic or social explanations creates 

an impoverished picture of alliancing activity.” (Eisenhardt & Schoonhoven, 1996, p. 148). 

This implies that if only one of these lenses are adopted it might not provide a full picture.  
 

Knowledge leakage is different from knowledge sharing in the way that it is not expected 

and is not the preferred outcome by the organization as it does not achieve the goal set out to 

be accomplished by the alliance (Ritala et al., 2015, p. 24). Knowledge leakage can be 

defined as; “[....] knowledge leakage as the extent to which the focal firm's private knowledge 

is intentionally appropriated by or unintentionally transferred to partners beyond the scope 

of the alliance agreement.” (Jiang et al., 2013, p. 984). Knowledge leakage can occur when 

there is an opportunistic behavior from the alliance partner, i.e. they are capitalizing on the 

relational risk that is present in the alliance, thus calling for protectiveness of their knowledge 

resources (Jiang et al., 2013, p. 984). When a partner behaves opportunistic they can do so 

in two ways; intentional (Kale et al., 2000, p. 232; Ritala et al., 2015, p. 24) or unintentional 

(Jiang et al., 2013, p. 984; Ritala et al., 2015, p. 24). Intentional knowledge leakage can 

include things such as business espionage, breaching the agreements, i.e. incorporating 

patents without consent of the owner. Unintentional knowledge leakage can potentially 

happen when the partnering firm is offered easy access to the organizations internal resources 

which could lead to the partnering firm obtaining more knowledge than specified in the initial 

agreement. Knowledge leakage is critical to manage in industries where knowledge serve as 
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a competitive advantage, especially concerning new intellectual property (IPR) which has 

not received a patent protecting it (Ritala et al., 2015, p. 24). A couple of consequences of 

knowledge leakage could be loss of revenue, due to lost competitive advantage, damaged 

reputation, i.e. the perceived risk concerning the company changes, and creating new 

competitors, i.e. the person possessing the knowledge starts a new business or takes the 

knowledge to an organization who then enters the same market (Ritala et al., 2015, p. 24). 
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3 Conceptual Framework 
This chapter utilizes the theories described in the previous chapter by establishing eight 

hypothesis concerning trust and distrust’s effect on knowledge sharing and knowledge 

leakage, as can be seen from figure 7. 

 

3.1 Trust and distrust on knowledge sharing in strategic alliances 
 

3.1.1 Dimensions of trust on knowledge sharing 
 

As mentioned, trust is a highly critical factor for achieving success in a strategic alliance, and 

it has been established as a key factor when there is knowledge resources flowing between 

organizations (Marshall et al., 2005, p. 45). It is important to mention that the effects of trust 

is not the same across all levels of the company, as for example there is a difference between 

inter-organizational trust and interpersonal trust. Interpersonal trust concerns trust amongst 

individuals, while inter-organizational trust concerns trust between organizations. From here 

on out, the authors refer to trust as the trust between organizational partners in strategic 

alliances.  
 

Summarizing and reviewing the existing research of trust on knowledge sharing in strategic 

alliances, trust has been identified as a core and positive element in the knowledge sharing 

process (Khamseh & Jolly, 2014, p. 411; Norman, 2004, p. 610; Panteli & Sockalingam, 

2005, p. 604). According to Lane et al (2001, p. 1141) trust is a crucial element in absorptive 

capacity, i.e. a company's internal capabilities of acquiring and utilizing external knowledge 

into their own product or services (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990), making it relevant to 

competence trust. However, Lane et al (2001, p. 1147) performed their research in an 

International Joint Venture (IJV) setting, and they found that in that particular context there 

was no statistical significance between learning and trust, but instead between trust and 

performance, although, they did acknowledge that this might have been due to the low risk 

for opportunistic behavior in IJVs (Lane et al., 2001, p. 1157), meaning that there is less need 

for trust. Szulanski et al (2004, p. 608) found that trustworthiness affects the knowledge 

sharing, however, it could be both productive and counter-productive as it enhances the 

acceptance of knowledge by the receptor and also reduces the vigilance. However when there 

is causal ambiguity, i.e. cannot precisely specify what the knowledge constitutes of or how 

to use it, trustworthiness could make the receptor trust the knowledge when it is not accurate 

(Szulanski et al., 2004, p. 608). It should, however, be noted that this finding can only be 

generalized towards inter-firm transfer, although, Szulanski et al (2004, p. 608) argued that 

this relationship might exists between firms as well and it only considered competence trust. 

Park and Lee (2014, p. 160) researched the effect of trust on knowledge sharing amongst 

team members in a project, and finding that trust has a positive effect on knowledge sharing. 

According to Levin and Cross (2004, p. 1486) trust has an effect on knowledge sharing in 

the sense that it lowers transaction costs.  
 

In a strategic alliance trust can affect the knowledge sharing, due to the fact that it; “[....] 

facilitates social interaction, increases transparency, and reduces transaction costs and 

uncertainty. “ (Nielsen & Nielsen, 2009, p. 1039), and this sentiment is shared with Säppänen 
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et al., (2007, p. 256). Trust could acts as a safeguard towards opportunistic behavior 

(Khamseh & Jolly, 2014, p. 411; Nielsen & Nielsen, 2009, p. 1039, 1051) i.e. when trust is 

high in an alliance there is no need for the parties to suspect or fear opportunistic behavior 

and thus it could decrease the opportunity costs for sharing knowledge. Trust will also 

decrease the need of controlling and monitoring the partner, which will contribute to 

decreasing the coordinating cost in an alliance, which would be necessary if trust was low or 

non-existent. According to Krishnan & Martin (2006, p. 908), when trust exists, the chance 

of interpreting the choices of a partner in a negative way decreases highly which in turn 

reduces the doubt of opportunistic behavior and at the same time it will increase the 

willingness by the partners to share their knowledge and information between each other. 

From this the authors believe that:  
 

H1a: Goodwill trust has a positive effect on knowledge sharing 

H1b: Competence trust has a positive effect on knowledge sharing    

 

3.1.2 Dimensions of distrust on knowledge sharing  
 

We define distrust, following Lewicky et al. (1998), as the negative expectations regarding 

the partners’ behavior, which exhibit itself in skepticism, doubt, anxiety or caution. In other 

words, distrust comes from the assumption that the partner will behave negatively in regards 

to demeanor and activity. Partners in an alliance can trust each other in one regard, while 

distrusting each other in another at the same time, meaning that the two concepts can coexist. 

Partners may manage trust and distrust in such a way that they are able to compensate for the 

weaknesses that may exist with each of them separately, as even too much trust can have a 

negative effect. This could be the scenario when trust exists to the extent that the partner 

doesn't feel the need of monitoring and their partner uses this situation for its own benefit, as 

trust reduces the need for formal control (Das & Teng, 2001, p. 254). The substitution effect 

that exists between trust and monitoring is also affected by distrust, as if distrust does not 

exist or is low, the lack of trust does not have to be rewarded by an increase in monitoring 

and control (Vlaar, 2008, p. 90). At the same time, too much distrust could potentially harm 

the knowledge sharing due to the fact that the organization questions the other party’s 

motives to the extent that knowledge sharing in strategic alliances is prevented altogether, as 

distrust “entails low degrees of information exchange, and limited opportunities to observe 

and learn from partners” (Vlaar, 2008, p. 90).  
 

If high levels of distrust exists, the incentive to depict the behavior of its partner in a negative 

way is much bigger than if high level of trust would exist. In this environment, distrust will 

act as a block for knowledge sharing, which complicates the relationship between the partners 

as it can lead to a negative spiral of distrust increase and trust decrease. In cases of high 

distrust and low trust, contractual safeguards can be seen in a negative light, as partners may 

perceive that their goodwill or competence trust is discredited. Instead, the contractual 

safeguards might only increase the suspicion and create further distance between the partners 

and undermine the development of trust between partners (Vlaar et al., 2006, p. 17-18). This 

is in line with the findings of Lee & Cavusgil (2006, p. 903), which states that contractual 

safeguards may be a good choice to use at the beginning and at the basis of an alliance, but 

misusing it can instead lead to conflict which will create distrust that may harm the outcome 

and performance of the alliance. According to Vlaar et al., (2006, p. 19) higher level of 
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distrust and lower level of trust will lead to further negative associations and beliefs 

concerning the partner's behavior. The behavior the partners have towards each other is 

determined by the starting level of trust and distrust they have, which can evolve to defensive 

behavior, potential conflicts, more/less of monitoring and control, or elevated trust in each 

other. The starting level of trust and distrust can in other words be a determinant in how well 

the final performance outcome will be (Vlaar, 2006, p. 17 & 19). From this the authors 

believe that:  

 

H2a: Goodwill distrust has a negative effect on knowledge sharing 

H2b: Competence distrust has a negative effect on knowledge sharing 

 

3.2 Trust and distrust on knowledge leakage in strategic alliances 
 

3.2.1 Dimensions of trust on knowledge leakage 
 

Previous research has found that trust will decrease the transaction costs (Säppänen et al., 

2007, p. 256; Kramer, 1999, p. 582), enhance the cooperation between the partners due to 

the fact that trust decreases the partners motives to lie and cheat (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 719), 

and improves the relationship between the firms which in turn is supposed to have a positive 

effect on the knowledge sharing within the alliance (Kale et al., 2000, p. 221). This would 

ensure that trust would have an effect on knowledge leakage, i.e. when trust increases, the 

risk of knowledge leakage will increase and vice versa. Jiang et al., (2013) argues that when 

a focal firm trusts the partner’s competence the amount of knowledge that they can absorb, 

i.e. absorptive capacity (Cohen & Levithal, 1990), is high.  

 

This leads the authors to adopt the following hypothesis; 
 

H3a: Goodwill trust has a positive effect on knowledge leakage 

H3b: Competence trust has a positive effect on knowledge leakage 

 

3.2.2 Dimensions of distrust on knowledge leakage 
 

According to Sengün & Wasti (2011, p. 300), distrust is found to have a negative relationship 

with cooperation and satisfaction among other things, which will influence the actual 

relationship between the partners. This will impact the amount of knowledge leakage 

possible, as the negative relationship will make the partners introvert, and less prone of 

sharing knowledge between them. Further, as distrust creates negative expectations about the 

behavior of the partner, there is a high probability that the partner will try to protect their 

knowledge in a strategic alliance where distrust exists between the partners. This would in 

turn lead to a negative effect on knowledge leakage, i.e. when distrust increases the risk of 

knowledge leakage will shrink and vice versa.  

    

H4a: Goodwill distrust has a negative effect on knowledge leakage  

H4b: Competence distrust has a negative effect on knowledge leakage 
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Figure 6. Theoretical model 
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4. Methodology 
This chapter provides the reader with the choices the authors made in order to answer the 

research questions posed. It will touch upon the scientific methodology concerning how to 

acquire results and the authors’ pre-conceptual philosophies concerning their research 

topic. After the scientific methodology follows a practical methodology which focuses on the 

actual choices made by the authors.   

 

4.1 Scientific methodology 
 

4.1.1 Research philosophy 
 

In order to fully understand the approach for answering this thesis’ research questions it is 

crucial to understand how the authors look upon the world, how human knowledge develops 

and what values influences it (Ritchie et al., 2014, p. 4). Depending on the view of the authors 

concerning how the world works, i.e. ontology, what is acceptable knowledge, i.e. 

epistemology, and how values affect the study, i.e. axiology, the thesis can take many 

different shapes (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 130-136). However, it should be pointed out that 

no research philosophy is to be consider the one true way in social science, but instead a 

coherent thesis will adopt according to the philosophical standpoints of the authors in order 

to answer the research question(s) and fulfill its purpose (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 127, 130-

137). In order to develop a coherent thesis the authors will review their beliefs using the 

philosophical branches of ontology, epistemology and axiology.  
 

The question of ontology is related to the nature of reality (Ritchie et al., 2014, p. 4-6), 

meaning it offers a stance on how the authors believes the world interacts and function. 

Saunders et al., (2012, p. 130-132) proposes to use two different aspects in order to explain 

the different views, they range from objectivism to subjectivism, which is also known as 

social construction. An objectivistic view suggest that social actors exist and operates 

externally and independently of each other (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 131), an example of this 

being that an organization has formal structures that are formed and followed independently 

of the individuals occupying the position. Subjectivism represent the other side of the 

spectrum. It argues that it is in fact the social actors who creates social phenomenon from its 

perceptions and interaction with each other (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 22; Saunders et al., 

2012, p. 132), an example being organizations behaving differently depending on with whom 

they are interacting with.   
 

The authors of this thesis view the subject of trust and distrust to exist individually within 

firms under certain social conditions, for an example the company culture. This implies that 

trust and distrust in social actors are external from each other, resulting in the authors having 

an objectivist ontology on the subject.  
 

The question of epistemology is concerned with what knowledge can be seen as acceptable 

for the thesis (Ritchie et al., 2014, p. 6). Connected to this question, Saunders et al. (2012, p. 

134-137) propose three aspects to potentially be used; positivism, interpretivism, and realism. 

Positivism is typically associated with natural sciences, however, it has been converted and 

used in social sciences as well. Positivism is concerned with finding relationships in order to 
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create generalizations in a reality that can be observed (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 134). 

However, some critics towards positivism argues that when generalizations are made it leads 

to a loss of insights about the complexity of the socially constructed world (Bryman & Bell, 

2011, p. 16; Saunders et al., 2012, p. 137). Partially connected to positivism lies realism, 

which argues that the human senses defines our reality and has two major subheadings; direct 

realism and critical realism (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 136). Direct realism argues that our 

senses are enough to interpret the reality surrounding us, while critical realism takes this one 

step further and argues that the senses let people have sensations instead of feeling it directly. 

Opposite from positivism and realism lies interpretivism. It argues that the social world is 

too integrated and complex to make generalizations and instead strive to better understand 

the different idiosyncrasies amongst the social actors (Rubin & Babbie, 2014, p. 56-57).  
 

Concerning the epistemological stance of the authors on the subject of trust and distrust the 

authors believe that what can be observed is enough to create generalizations. The conducted 

literature review emphasizes this point as there have been made generalizations made based 

on observable data collection. This implies that the authors have a realist epistemology 

concerning this thesis’ subject. However, as discussed above, there are two types of realist 

epistemology; direct and critical. The authors believe that trust and distrust as sensations that 

are interpreted, meaning that the world is, accordingly to Newton et al. (2011, p. 10), affected 

by culture but it does not constitute of it. This implies that each individual experience 

different levels of trust and distrust depending on their social conditioning, meaning that the 

mind interprets the sensation the senses sends, which results in the authors having a critical 

realist epistemology.  
 

The question of axiology is concerned with how values affect the results of this thesis. The 

values of the researcher can be seen throughout the whole thesis, Saunders et al. (2012, p. 

137) believes this to be true since the authors must choose the topic over others and the choice 

of research strategy as well as research design are based on the values of the authors. Heron 

(1996, 11-12) believes that showing axiological skills implies being able to argue the 

researchers’ values as a base for the choices made in the study.  
 

The authors acknowledge that their personal experiences and beliefs will have an effect on 

this study and as a consequence of this, they will describe their individual backgrounds. The 

authors both have an academic background from Umeå University studying the International 

Business Program. Both the authors attended the business development and 

internationalization master course as part of their education where they were first introduced 

to the subject of alliances. The authors acknowledge that there is an external influence on the 

chosen topics and such. This is because they have been introduced to the subject through 

lecturers who have a set agenda concerning literature and what is to be considered important 

in the subjects undertaken.  
 

The authors have both been studying at University level and have work experience, although 

in separate industries. This contributes to a broader understanding of the business situation 

that exists. On top of the similar, but yet different, academic and work background the authors 

have a broad as well as varied cultural background as one of the authors have a dual 

citizenship while the other author have done two exchange session, once to USA and once to 
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South Korea, This had led to broad consideration to different views and discussion amongst 

the authors.  
 

However, the authors acknowledge that the different perspectives from both the academic, 

work and cultural background can influence the research within this thesis, as a result the 

authors have tried to minimize the impact of the values. Although this have been in the mind 

of the authors they cannot guarantee that there are judgements concerning relevant and 

irrelevant topics in this thesis.  
 

From this discussion concerning ontology, epistemology and axiology Saunders et al (2012, 

p. 128) argues that there are four major research philosophies that is prominent in business 

research; positivism, realism, interpretivism and pragmatism. A positivist philosophy 

typically consists of an objective ontology, positivist epistemology and a value-free axiology. 

Using a positivist philosophy typically utilize structured data collection and striving for 

generalizability.  A realist philosophy is typically associated with an objective ontology, it 

can utilize either a direct realism or critical realism epistemology, and it acknowledge a 

value-laden axiology. When using this philosophy the data collection must be fitted to the 

subject, meaning that the research question and purpose decides the most appropriate 

approach. An interpretivist philosophy is associated with a subjectivist ontology, 

interpretivist epistemology and value-laden axiology. The data collection method most 

suitable for this philosophy is usually small and in-depth samples to establish a deeper 

understanding. (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 140). A pragmatist philosophy is different compared 

to the other three in the way that it claims that there can be a mix of philosophies depending 

on the research question and purpose. Kelemen and Rumens (2008, p. 40) claims that 

pragmatism is relevant when it is in sync with the research. This philosophy collects data 

through a mixed method, i.e. using both structured data as well as small and in-depth data.  
 

From these paragraphs above the authors concluded that they have a realist philosophy 

concerning the subject of trust and distrust. From this the authors will try to create a coherent 

thesis that will answer the research questions and purpose.  

 

4.1.2 Research approach 
 

As the research philosophy have been stated, it is time to discuss this thesis research approach 

based on their philosophical stance. The research approach states how the authors have used 

existing research and theories. There are three general types of research approaches that a 

thesis can undertake; deductive, inductive and abductive (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 144-145). 

A deductive approach typically use a set of premises, or hypotheses, that are tested in order 

to arrive at a conclusion that either verify or disprove the formed hypotheses (Ketokivi & 

Mantere, 2010, p. 316; Ketokivi & Mantere, 2013, p. 71). An inductive approach, on the 

other hand, is often concerned with there being a gap in between the premise and conclusion 

thus generating untested conclusions (Ketokivi & Mantere, 2010, p. 316; Ketokivi & 

Mantere, 2013, p. 71). Finally, the abductive approach uses the conclusion to set up premises 

that are sufficiently close to explaining the outcome. The logic of this approach is that if the 

premises are logically sufficient at explaining the conclusion then it offers sufficient evidence 

that the premises are also correct (Ketokivi & Mantere, 2013, p. 71-72; Saunders et al., 2012, 

p. 144).   
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This thesis was conducted in the way of establishing a research question from the 

introductory literature review. The authors subsequently conducted a more thorough 

literature review in order to develop several hypotheses from existing theory to be tested, 

meaning that a deductive approach was taken in this particular thesis. The hypotheses in this 

thesis are based on previous research, concepts and definitions which means that there will 

be no new development of models but instead testing the relationships between variables.  
 

Blaikie (2010) offers six steps, which this thesis will follow, to progress the thesis according 

to a deductive approach: 

1. Establish an idea to research in order to form a theory. This step is undertaken in the 

introduction (see chapter 1). 

2. Use previous research to deduce hypotheses to be tested. Discussed further in the 

theoretical and conceptual framework of the thesis (see chapter 2 and 3). 

3. Compare this thesis premises to the existing research to see if it increases the 

knowledge in the field of research. This part will also be brought up in the theoretical 

and conceptual framework (See chapter 2 and 3).  

4. Test the hypotheses through the collection of data in the most appropriate way. The 

way of conducting the most appropriate collection of data will be discussed in the 

methodology section (see chapter 4), while the testing of hypothesis will be 

showcased in the result section (see chapter 5).  

5. If the data fails to confirm the hypothesis it must mean that the hypothesis was 

inaccurate and therefore must be rejected or altered. This step will be performed by 

taking the results gathered (see chapter 5) and discussed further in the discussions 

section (see chapter 6). The final confirmation will be brought up in the conclusion 

section (see chapter 7).   

6. If the data confirms the formed hypotheses it must imply that the hypothesis are 

correct. The last step will also be performed by taking the results gathered (see 

chapter 5) and discussed further in the discussions section (see chapter 6). The final 

confirmation will be brought up in the conclusion section (see chapter 7).    

 

4.1.3 Research design 
 

The research design is concerned with the most appropriate way of collecting data and it 

contains three alternative methods; quantitative, qualitative and multiple method (Saunders 

et al., 2012, p. 161). A quantitative method is typically associated with an objectivist ontology 

and a positivist epistemology in combination with a deductive approach, however, it can also 

be associated with a pragmatist or realist epistemology and the quantitative method’s goal is 

to examine relationships between the chosen variables (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 27; Jones, 

2011, p. 202-203). A qualitative method is associated with a subjectivist ontology, an 

interpretive epistemology combined with an inductive research approach, however, it can 

also be associated with a pragmatist or realist epistemology and its goal is to study the deeper 

meanings (Ritchie et al., 2014, p. 31). A multimethod research design is associated with a 

realist ontology, especially a critical realist, interpretivist epistemology and either a deductive 

or inductive approach (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 164). The goal of a multimethod is to use 

both quantitative and qualitative methods in order to study deeper meanings using empirical 

data (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 164-164).    
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Based on the research question, the purpose of this thesis, the research philosophy and 

research approach the research design for this thesis is a quantitative design. The reason is 

the critical realist philosophy that the authors have believes that there can be generalizations 

made for the subject for trust and distrust. In order to make generalizations of the 

relationships between the variables a quantitative research design is the most suitable way 

according to the discussion in the paragraph above. As the authors utilizes a deductive 

approach, i.e. using already established theories, a quantitative approach can be used as there 

are already existing variables to be utilized in order to test the relationship between them. 

Additionally, the research questions and purpose is to look at the relationship between 

variables thus a qualitative method is not the most suitable because it looks at a smaller 

sample in order to gain a deep and through understanding, which is not mainly what the 

authors are seeking to fulfill for this thesis. By having a smaller sample it decreases the 

generalizability of the results since it cannot be statistically proven.  
 

The authors recognize the inherent weakness in using a quantitative method, i.e. the issue of 

understanding deeper meanings in the social construct (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 163). In 

Marshall et al., (2005, p. 53) they argue that when researching trust and knowledge a 

multimethod research design should be conducted as the tacit nature of the two concepts are 

hard to encapsulate in a mono-research design.  However, the authors believes the positive 

aspects, i.e. structured data gathering which ensures reliability and can be replicated as well 

as generating statistical evidence in order to establish validity, is sufficient. Furthermore, the 

purpose of this thesis is not to establish deeper understanding and untested theories, but 

instead focus on if there are generalizable effects between the two concepts of trust and 

distrust on the outcome of knowledge sharing and leakage, thus making a quantitative 

research design appropriate.  
 

Since a quantitative method will be utilized this thesis will be an explanatory study, meaning 

it will try to establish relationships between the variables (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 172). 

Beyond this approach there are exploratory and descriptive studies, however an exploratory 

study usually tend to find deeper meanings and a descriptive study tend to simply describe 

the phenomenon under scrutiny (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 171), which makes them 

inappropriate for this thesis.   
 

4.1.4 Research strategy 
 

As the research design have been chosen it is time to turn to the strategy, i.e. how the authors 

will proceed collecting their data (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 173). There are a variety of 

strategies to choose from, certain strategies are more appropriate with a certain research 

design, and some of the different strategies are; experiment, survey, case study, ethnography, 

action research, grounded theory, narrative inquiry, etc. The research strategy concerns the 

overall orientation of the research and how the authors will proceed and what method will be 

used in order to answer the research question (s) (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 173). Since this 

thesis’ purpose is not to be a methodological paper it will not discuss all these approaches 

but instead focus solely on this thesis specific research strategy.  
 



30 
 

This thesis will use a survey in order to collect the data. The research strategy is in line with 

the philosophy, approach and design as a survey is typically utilized when conducting a thesis 

with a deductive approach combined with an exploratory or descriptive study (Saunders et 

al., 2012, p. 176). As the authors have a critical realist epistemology they do believe that 

observable data, i.e. survey answers, can be utilized to describe the relationship between the 

variables. As the authors want to try to establish generalizable relationship between the 

outcome and variables, thus making a survey an excellent strategy for reaching a larger 

population since it helps to ensure generalizability. The most common method of gathering 

data when utilizing a survey strategy is through the usage of questionnaires, which must 

achieve the criteria of replicable, reliable and valid data in order to make generalizations and 

thus make a knowledge contribution to business and management research (Bryman & Bell, 

2007, p. 40; Saunders et al., 2012, p. 176-178).  

 

An advantage when using a quantitative research design is that the data collected usually is 

structured, and through statistical inference the result can be used for generalization towards 

a population (Saunders et al., 2012, p.163). It’s important to mention that the generalization 

is something to strive for, but does not always portrait the real world accurately (Polit & Beck, 

2010, p. 1452). By using a questionnaire, it facilitates the gathering of information and data 

from a sample population that can be representative of the entire population at a reduced cost 

as collecting data about the whole population would mean an immense amount of cost, be 

impracticable and time consuming (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 260). The advantage of using a 

questionnaire, other than being economical, is that it typically is fast to complete and 

relatively easy to analyze (Rattray & Jones, 2005, p. 235). The gathered data can then be 

analyzed quantitatively by using descriptive and inferential statistics as mentioned by 

Saunders et al., (2012, p. 177). A reliable questionnaire means it showcases repeatability, 

stability or internal consistency (Rattray & Jones, 2005, p. 237).  
 

However, there are pitfalls when utilizing a questionnaire. The questions might be interpreted 

differently by the researchers conducting the questionnaire and the respondents as they might 

have different assumptions about language and wording (Rattray & Jones, 2005, p. 235). The 

order of the questions might confuse the respondents, the topic must be introduced properly 

to ensure sufficient response rate and can also be viewed as non-subjective (Saunders et al., 

2012, 458-459).  As the questions in a questionnaire are often closed unlike a qualitative 

interview for example, it can decrease the depth of the answers received, and as such impact 

the quality of data gathered (Rattray & Jones, 2005, p. 235). To minimize the risks for such 

events, some questions are better not being part of the questionnaire, e.g. such as leading 

questions (Rattray & Jones, 2005, p. 237).  
 

The sampling techniques to acquire the appropriate population are split in two types. These 

techniques are probability sampling and nonprobability sampling. In a probability sampling, 

the units selected from the population is by random, i.e. each selected participant have the 

same probability and chance of being selected. By using such a method, it empowers the 

researchers to make generalizations from the sample studied. The cases is then selected 

randomly up to the preferred sample volume is reached. The random selection can be 

accomplished in different ways, one way being the use of a computer that selects the cases 

by picking the numbers (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 273). In a nonprobability sampling, there is 

no random selection, and the chance of being selected is not known as in probability 
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sampling. This, however, does not imply that generalization is not possible, rather that 

generalization cannot be achieved on statistical grounds (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 261-262).  
 

For this thesis the authors have chosen to utilize a simple random sampling technique. The 

reason for this type of sampling is that statistical inference was founded on random 

probability sampling, as a result there are recommendations of caution when using non-

random sampling technique as it can lead to doubts about the validity of the results (Munnik 

et al., 2013, p. 386) which causes the authors to avoid this dilemma. By utilizing a random 

probability sampling the authors can more accurately use the statistical methods to analyze 

the results without having to make too advanced calculations and thus lose validity and 

credibility which increases the overall quality of the thesis.  
 

The sample that will be used for this thesis’ questionnaire has to be representative of the 

desired population, and in order to make sure that is the case, it has to be large enough to 

provide the required validity in the data gathered and have a margin of error within acceptable 

limits (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 269). The authors have to be careful when selecting the 

sample population so that the thesis can strive for replicability which is one of the criteria for 

knowledge contribution. In order to ensure the replicability the authors must carefully specify 

the sample population’s characteristics so the tests can be replicated and thus add validity and 

credibility to the work.  According to (Polit & Beck, 2010, p. 1454), a large sample size 

enhances the validity of the research, as it can represent the entire population more accurately. 
 

4.2 Practical methodology 

 

4.2.1 Sampling  
 

The initial plan was to conduct the study in Ericsson AB to see the effect of the dimensions 

of trust and distrust on knowledge sharing and leakage as this thesis is part of a larger project 

with a research group at Umeå University. However, this initial plan was canceled due to 

time issues as well as limitations to the amount of questions that could be included in the 

questionnaire. This caused the authors to rapidly change parts of their strategy and consider 

another sampling population. Also, this change of plans caused the authors to have less time 

to properly collect survey answers as this thesis have a strict deadline.  
 

In order to select the most appropriate population to test the hypotheses of this thesis the 

authors had to look towards knowledge-intensive businesses. To assure that the testing can 

be properly replicated, and thus increase the validity as discussed in 4.1.4, the authors utilized 

Eurostat’s (the statistical office of the European Union) classification of what industries are 

considered knowledge-intensive. Accordingly, Eurostat has divided the classifications into 

two major heading, namely manufacturing and service industries (see Appendix 1). The 

following industries segments were deemed as interesting for this thesis: high-technology 

manufacturing, knowledge intensive market services and high-tech knowledge intensive 

services.  
 

As the population now has been described it is time to set limits to what companies will be 

contacted in order to carry out the questionnaire. In order to do so the authors used Retriever’s 

database that can be accessed through Umeå university library webpage with a CAS login. 
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When choosing the sample of businesses to contact the authors set some conditions. The 

authors used the SNI-codes specified in Eurostat’s classification to weed out the unwanted 

business. On top of that, the authors used the geographical location of the whole Sweden in 

order to make the findings in this thesis applicable to the whole country instead of only a 

specific region. The authors also set the minimum amount of employees to 10 and the 

minimum amount of employee per worksite to 10, as previous studies have done (Ritala, 

2015, p. 25). The reasoning behind this choice was to diminish the population size and also 

to weed out too small companies since they might not participate in knowledge sharing to 

the same extent. The type of business, i.e. aktiebolag or non-profit organization etc., chosen 

was limited to only aktiebolag since the authors are interested in economic companies 

seeking profit and not not-for-profit organizations.  
 

After acquiring a total population of 7193 companies from the search on Retriever the authors 

did the random sampling using the function in Excel 2013. It was conducted by assigning a 

random number to each company through a formula built into the software, then putting them 

in ascending order ranging from smallest to largest.  
 

4.2.2 Data collection  
 

Usually, there are three main methods of data collection that is used. Face-to-face interviews 

which are more common when conducting qualitative research. Mail or web-based 

questionnaire, telephone interviews and questionnaires are typically used when conducting 

quantitative research (Fricker et al., 2005, p. 371). Looking at this thesis’ research questions, 

objective and the scientific method the authors believe web-based questionnaire is an 

appropriate data collection method. As the questions used in the thesis are closed and 

standardized they work particularly well in a questionnaire where explanatory research is 

conducted (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 419).   
 

The choice of what type of questionnaire to use is based on both the appropriateness and 

availability. The authors believes the usage of a telephone in order to reach the desired 

company and ask for their willingness and permission to participate in the web questionnaire. 

If so, the survey is sent to their personal email address which hopefully give a higher response 

rate compared to simple web-based questionnaire or postal and mail questionnaires. 

Additionally, this collection method is a relatively fast and flexible method of collecting data 

(Stephenson & Crête, 2010, p. 25), which is positive due to the time constraint for this thesis. 

The cost of conducting a telephone questionnaire is higher compared to web-based 

questionnaire, however, as the authors are participating in a larger study they have been 

granted access to telephone and manpower who helps collecting the data. The authors will 

also participate in this process.  
 

This data collection method is not without flaws. As the technology has progressed, it has 

made it more difficult to get participants to accept and complete the questionnaire as they 

can use caller ID, answering machines and call blockings which all may lower the response 

rate and increase the cost of data collection (Fricker et al., 2005, p. 372 ;Stephenson & Crête, 

2010, p. 26).  
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The data collection was done through the usage of a survey through Surveymonkey.com. The 

reason for choosing this website was that it contained easy mechanisms to set up a proper 

survey that fitted the purpose of this thesis.  
 

4.2.3 Questionnaire design 
 

In this thesis, the authors used a questionnaire for the collection of data. The questionnaire 

adopted rating questions and utilized a seven point Likert-style scale, where the respondents 

were questioned how strongly they agreed or disagreed with a question (Jamieson, 2004, p. 

1217). Both negative and positive answers were available for the respondent to make sure 

that the answer truly reflects the full spectrum of feelings (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 273) that 

the respondent may had. In order to generate items for a questionnaire, a great deal of pilot 

work is required to test and refine the content and language used to assure validity. This is 

done by pre-testing the questions through a numbers of channels, such as experts in the field 

or proposed respondents. As the authors have time limit the questions used were collected 

through a review of a number of published scientific journal articles in order to increase the 

validity of the research (Rattray & Jones, 2005, p. 237). By using already established 

questions the authors does not have to go through the process of pre-testing questions in order 

to ensure reliability, thus overcoming the time restraint. Additionally, by using already 

established questions this thesis will utilize the same dimensions thus overcoming issues of 

replicability and consistency, which is an issue within trust research as discussed in section 

2.2.3. However, the authors acknowledge that there is a potential risk that the taken questions 

might not be fully satisfying or might miss key components. The posed questions were 

chosen after the literature review because the authors believe they properly represent their 

intended dimension. The questions stems from the following articles: Jiang et al., (2013), 

Sengun & Wasti, (2011), Ritala et al., (2015), Yang et al., (2014), Ho & Ganesan, (2013), 

and Cheng et al., (2008). The questions that were selected for this thesis was picked after 

discussion with the authors’ supervisor and an additional third party in order to fit the purpose 

of this thesis.  
 

The questionnaire outline will constitute of sections concerning the two dimensions of trust 

and distrust, as well as a part concerning knowledge sharing and knowledge leakage. 

However, since, as aforementioned, the authors are participating in a larger study there are 

additional questions fitted into the questionnaire. Those questions are concerned with a 

similar but yet different study but were combined to save resources. The questions this thesis 

will utilize for the analysis can been seen in table 2 below. 

 
Table 2. Questions used for the survey 

Origin of the question What it is 

supposed to 

measure 

Source Coded as  

Our partner is very honest Goodwill trust Jiang et al., 

2013, p. 989 

G-TRUST 

Q1 
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Our partner is trustworthy Goodwill trust Jiang et al., 

2013, p. 989 

G-TRUST 

Q2 

Our partner has always been 

evenhanded in its negotiations with us 

Goodwill trust Sengun & 

Wasti, 2011, 

p. 308 

G-TRUST 

Q3 

Our partner keeps its promises to us 
 

Goodwill trust Sengun & 

Wasti, 2011, 

p. 308 

G-TRUST 

Q4 

Our partner helps us when we are in 

trouble 

Goodwill trust Jiang et al., 

2013, p. 989 

G-TRUST 

Q5 

Our partner shows very rich 

professional knowledge in the process 

of cooperation 

Competence 

trust 

Jiang et al., 

2013, p. 989 

C-TRUST 

Q1 

Our partner is an excellent source of 

accurate information 

Competence 

trust 

Sengun & 

Wasti, 2011, 

p. 308 

C-TRUST 

Q2 

We feel very confident about the skills 

of the partner 

Competence 

trust 

Jiang et al., 

2013, p. 989 

C-TRUST 

Q3 

Our partner may use opportunities that 

arise to profit at our expense 

Goodwill 

distrust 

Sengun & 

Wasti, 2011, 

p. 308 

G-

DISTRUST 

Q1 

We are hesitant to transact with the 

partner in the absence of clear contract 

specifications 

Goodwill 

distrust 

Sengun & 

Wasti, 2011, 

p. 308 

G-

DISTRUST 

Q2 

We cannot always trust the promises 

made by the partner 

Goodwill 

distrust 

Sengun & 

Wasti, 2011, 

p. 308 

G-

DISTRUST 

Q3 

We suspect that the partner may 

behave opportunistically 

Goodwill 

distrust 

Sengun & 

Wasti, 2011, 

p. 308 

G-

DISTRUST 

Q4 

Our partner is very inept at 

performing its job 

Competence 

distrust 

Jiang et al., 

2013, p. 989 

C-

DISTRUST 

Q1 

Our partner shows a lack of 

professional knowledge in the field 

Competence 

distrust 

Jiang et al., 

2013, p. 989 

C-

DISTRUST 

Q2 
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We feel doubtful about the skills of 

the partner 

Competence 

distrust 

Jiang et al., 

2013, p. 989 

C-

DISTRUST 

Q3 

We suspect the partner's capabilities 

according to its reputation 

Competence 

distrust 

Jiang et al., 

2013, p. 989 

C-

DISTRUST 

Q4 

Our core knowledge has sometimes 

been involuntarily transferred to the 

partner 

Knowledge 

leakage 

Jiang et al., 

2013, p. 989 

KL Q1 

Our core knowledge sometimes 

accidentally spill over to our partner 

through daily activity 

Knowledge 

leakage 

Jiang et al., 

2013, p. 989 

KL Q2 

Our employees unconsciously leak 

critical business knowledge to our 

partner 

Knowledge 

leakage 

Ritala et al., 

2015, p. 20 

KL Q3 

our proprietary knowledge is 

sometimes transferred to the partner 

without our permission 

Knowledge 

leakage 

Jiang et al., 

2013, p. 989 

KL Q4 

My firm and the partner commit a 

significant amount of resources and 

efforts to the collaboration 

Knowledge 

sharing 

Ho & 

Ganesan, 

2013, p. 105 

KS Q1 

My firm and the partner share a 

significant amount of knowledge to 

help each other 

Knowledge 

sharing 

Ho & 

Ganesan, 

2013, p. 105 

KS Q2 

My firm and the partner exchange 

many ideas on how to improve each 

other's capabilities 

Knowledge 

sharing 

Ho & 

Ganesan, 

2013, p. 105 

KS Q3 

My firm and the partner share know-

how from our work experience 

Knowledge 

sharing 

Cheng et al., 

2008, p. 288 

KS Q4 

My firm and the partner provide 

information to each other frequently 

and informally, beyond the specific 

agreement 

Knowledge 

sharing 

Cheng et al., 

2013, p. 287 

KS Q5 
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Since the questionnaire will be sent to Swedish companies in knowledge intensive industries, 

as discussed in section 4.2.1, the questionnaire had to be translated from English to Swedish 

as the authors believe that this would ensure a higher response rate since a survey in English 

could potentially scare some respondents. The authors took it upon themselves to translate 

the questions, and since they have been studying the international business program they do 

not foresee any issues with the translation. However, in order to ensure that a correct 

translation has occurred the authors also consulted their supervisor and also an additional 

third party, whom the authors know, that studies British literature at Glasgow University in 

Scotland. The translation can be viewed in appendix 2. 
 

4.2.4 Method and software for the analysis  
 

As mentioned above, this thesis will utilize a seven-point Likert-scale in order to assess the 

opinions of the population regarding the chosen subjects. However, there is a debate on the 

usage of Likert-scales. In one corner stands the view that if not a nonparametric test, i.e. rank 

tests, are used to analyze the result it will damage the validity of the research as the analysis 

is incorrectly conducted.  In the other corner stands those who argue that parametric tests, 

i.e. t-tests, ANOVA, etc., can be utilized even though Likert-scales belong to ordinal data. 

(Jamieson, 2004; Pell, 2005; Robertson, 2012). This basically boils down to a discussion on 

how Likert-scales should be interpreted. Those who argue for a non-parametric test believes 

that the interval between the different points on the Likert-scale are not the same, i.e. the 

variance (can be thought of as an attitude distance) between strongly agree and agree are not 

equal to, for instance, uncertain and agree, thus a parametric test cannot be used as it assumes 

equal variance. The other view assumes that the respondent of the questionnaire interprets 

the scale as having equal variance between them, therefore they argue that a parametric test 

can be utilized.  
 

After the literature review the authors have found that the vast majority of social science 

research utilizes the later view in this debate, i.e. it assumes that there is equal variance 

between the points in the Likert-scales. This means that the data should be treated as 

numerical data, which results in this thesis will utilize a parametric test.  
 

Before the authors analyze the data collected in order to establish what relationship the 

variables have towards each other a factor analysis will be performed. A factor analysis helps 

to establish that the questions in the survey are related, i.e. loading, properly towards their 

intended component, i.e. dimension (Field, 2005). This will also test if there are different 

dimensions and to what dimension the questions belongs. By doing this the authors uses only 

those questions that the data deem fit enough to measure the desired dimension, thus ensuring 

more appropriate findings.  
 

The authors will establish a variable for each type of dimension based on the questions that 

loads together in the factor analysis. The factor analysis will show the authors what questions 

load together to create a factor. Those questions that create a factor are deemed appropriate 

and will be used to create the independent variables goodwill and competence trust and 

distrust, as well as the dependent variables knowledge sharing and leakage. These dependent 

and independent variables will be used for the regression analysis.  
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From this discussion the authors have decided to use a regression method as a mean to 

analyze the material for what the relationship between the variables are. Utilizing a regression 

method means that the authors will try to quantify the strength of relationship between the 

dependent and the independent variable (Saunder et al., 2012, p. 523). Since there is more 

than one independent variable the authors will use a multiple regression analysis (Saunders 

et al., 2012, p. 523). The authors will analyze the data using a multiple regression analysis 

method since it measures the separate conditions but at the same time, thus making it 

appropriate since trust and distrust exists simultaneously but as separate dimensions. The 

relationship of the independent variables on the dependent variable will be established 

through the correlation and the regression equation. Since a regression analysis only utilizes 

one dependent variable the authors will create this through computing a new variable. They 

will use the average of the appropriate questions, i.e. they will add the questions together and 

divide it by the amount of questions used. This approach will be done for both the dependent 

and independent variables.   
 

In order to perform a multiple regression analysis the authors used IBM SPSS Statistics 22. 

This program was chosen because the authors were familiar with it from statistics courses 

and it is commonly used and approved program. This statistical software was accessed 

through Umeå University.  
 

4.2.5 Material acquisition & source criticism 
 

The authors acquired their primary sources by searching through Umeå University library 

database where access to research articles, journals, theses and more is available, both in 

digital and printed version. Additionally, the authors searched google scholars when the 

Umeå University database did not possess certain articles or to find inspiration of searches. 

The digital versions that were accessed through the library were online databases such as 

Web of Science, Ebsco, Ebrary, Elsevier, Emerald Full, JSTORE, Wiley, Science Direct and 

SAGE. The university library also gave access to books, both digital and physical copies.  
 

Some of key search words were: Strategic alliances, trust, distrust, knowledge sharing, 

knowledge leakage, inter-firm trust, inter firm knowledge sharing. When using these 

keywords the authors have tried to do so in advanced search, thus trying to diminish the 

amount of un-useful articles that might pop out. However, in the outset of this thesis a wider 

array of searches was utilized, and as the thesis progressed the narrower and advanced the 

searches became. The sorting was conducted by reading the article titles in order to decide if 

the material could be useful. If so, the authors progressed by reading the abstract to further 

decide the article's importance and potential contribution towards this thesis. The authors 

tried to use the more recent articles as a foundation and looked at their references to find 

further material. When the authors found an article being cited in multiple articles they 

searched for that particular material in order to find the original source. By using this method, 

the authors made sure that the data was relevant and current.   

 

4.3 Ethical consideration 
 

The ethical consideration is related to the approach the authors took when they collected their 

data. Since the data was collected through calling up companies through the phone it left the 



38 
 

people who were deemed as appropriate by their company the option to answer it. The phone 

call offered, beyond the authors to arrive at the right person most of the time, the participant 

the chance to say no to the proposed survey if they deemed himself to not be the right person 

or if they did not have the time to fill it out, which acted as a form of consent and also 

contributed to the privacy of the respondent (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 231, 233-234). Since 

the authors were talking to the person, who was going to fill it out or send it through to the 

most appropriate person, on the phone they were also given the choice of where the authors 

should send it. The participants were also offered the possibility to be sent the result of the 

complete thesis. Additionally, the authors stated from the start that they were calling from 

Umeå University to ensure quality (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 213-214, 233).  
 

A further issue to be aware of is the question of anonymous s answers (Saunders et al., 2012, 

p. 223, 234). A couple of common concerns encountered where “is our answers going to be 

anonymous?” and “how did you get a hold of this company?”. The authors reassured that the 

answers will not be individually disclosed, both verbally on the phone and it was also stated 

in the survey, and also provided the company the practical method of selecting their company, 

which can be seen in section 4.2.2. These choices ensures that the participant can see that the 

data was handled properly, their anonymity preserved and thus that there is no physical or 

psychological harm done to the respondent (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 231).  Additionally, the 

authors chose not to make any question mandatory in order for the respondent to be able to 

skip questions they did not know how to answer or felt uncomfortable with in order to not 

cause any harm (Saunders et., 2012, p. 233-234). 
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5. Results 
In this chapter the reader will be presented with statistical results of the collected data. The 

descriptive statistics will show basic perceptions of the companies for each concept, while the factor 

analysis will investigate the appropriate questions for the final regression analysis.  

 

5.1 Basic statistics 
 

5.1.1 Response rates of the population 
 

The survey was sent out to the population mentioned previously in section 4.2.1 and the 

following paragraphs will disclose the result of collection of the surveys. As mentioned 

earlier, the authors are part of a larger research group at Umeå University and had other plans 

where to get the survey answers but had to change this due to external circumstances. The 

larger project is still ongoing in collecting answers from respondents. This means that the 

authors of this thesis collected answers in the initial stage and therefore has a lower response 

rate since they did not have the opportunity to send reminders to fill out the questionnaire. 

The authors kindly ask for the reader to keep this in mind and also reminds the reader that 

the response rates are only concerning this work and not the larger project.  

 

The authors, with the help of others, made 873 calls to firms, according to the randomized 

list described in section 4.2.1. Out of those 873 calls, 139 companies said no straight away. 

From the remaining calls, 374 mails were sent to the people that agreed to do the survey. This 

meant that the ratio for acquiring an email address to send the survey to is 42.82%. A common 

issue was getting past the receptionist whom could either be adamant of not participating or 

did not know whom to contact. Additionally, another problem was that the person/company 

contacted did not pick up their phone.  

 

The 374 mails containing the survey amassed to a total of 93 responses. This results in an 

initial response rate of 24.87%, containing both complete and incomplete surveys. From the 

total of 93 surveys the authors could utilize 55 of those for the analysis. This means that 

59.14% of the total surveys collected could be used. The rest of the survey that could not be 

used were either not filled out completely or not filled out at all. This gives the authors an 

effective response rate, containing only usable survey, of 14.71%.  
 

5.1.2 Descriptive statistics 
 

The authors will first presents the descriptive statistics that the data generated. The tables 

below contains the minimum and maximum value of the respondents on the posed trust and 

distrust questions, as well as the mean and standard deviation (Std. deviation). The 

descriptive statistics is used to gain an overview of the answers and to see basic pattern 

amongst the respondents. 

 

First, table 3 below shows both dimensions of trust. Concerning goodwill trust, the 

descriptive statistics shows no mean below 4.5 (out of a 7-point scale) which can be attributed 

to the fact that on G-trust Q1, Q2 and Q4 there was no response that generated a lower answer 

than 2.  The table also shows that when it comes to competence trust questions no answer 
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was below 2 but they went as high as 7, which explains why no mean is below 4.7 (out of a 

7-point scale). This implies that the sample population view their partner to be at least 

decently competent.  

 
Table 3.Descriptive statistics of trust dimensions 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

G-TRUST Q1 55 2,00 7,00 4,6727 1,38850 

G-TRUST Q2 55 2,00 7,00 4,8182 1,26331 

G-TRUST Q3 55 1,00 7,00 4,6182 1,40753 

G-TRUST Q4 55 2,00 7,00 5,0364 1,40058 

G-TRUST Q5 55 1,00 7,00 4,9091 1,50644 

C-TRUST Q1 55 2,00 7,00 5,4364 1,22872 

C-TRUST Q2 55 2,00 7,00 4,8909 1,27181 

C-TRUST Q3 55 2,00 7,00 4,7636 1,43970 

 

Secondly, table 4 below shows the descriptive statistics generated by the goodwill and 

competence distrust questions. It can be observed from the table that the mean of the 

questions is no higher than 3.6 (out of a 7-point scale). This implies that distrust in general is 

fairly low since if the respondent agreed with the statement it would be indicated with a high 

number. Further, it can be seen from the maximum column the respondents answering 6 (out 

of 7) as the highest number on G-distrust Q2 and Q4. Also, according to table 4, the 

competence distrust is quite low. This implies that the general distrust level in the partner's 

cognitive abilities are low. No mean is above 3 (out of a 7-point scale) and on only C-

DISTRUST Q4 did at least one person answer 7.  
 
Table 4. Descriptive Statistics of distrust dimensions 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

G-DISTRUST Q1 55 1,00 7,00 3,6000 1,82168 

G-DISTRUST Q2 55 1,00 6,00 3,0000 1,40106 

G-DISTRUST Q4 55 1,00 7,00 3,0909 1,76670 

C-DISTRUST Q1 55 1,00 6,00 2,2182 1,21245 

C-DISTRUST Q2 55 1,00 6,00 2,4727 1,38584 

C-DISTRUST Q3 55 1,00 6,00 2,2545 1,23556 

C-DISTRUST Q4 55 1,00 7,00 2,1818 1,49184 
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By comparing the two concepts and their respective dimensions it can be seen that the mean 

for trust is higher than the mean for distrust as the highest mean for distrust stems from G-

distrust 1 and it is not close to the lowest mean of trust. From this the authors see that the 

propensity to trust the partner, both its goodwill and competence, is higher than to distrust. 

Also, from table 4, the authors can also see that the goodwill distrust has a higher mean than 

competence distrust. This indicate that the focal firm tend to distrust the behavior or 

expectation of the partner more than their competence. 

 

As can be seen from table 5 below, the mean for knowledge sharing and knowledge leakage 

is more spread out, ranging from 1.8909 to 5.1455. However, this is explained by the fact 

that a low number in knowledge leakage indicates that the leakage is small. While it is the 

other way around concerning knowledge sharing. The responding companies indicate a fairly 

high amount of knowledge sharing since all the questions related to this dimension has a 

mean above 3.5 (out of a 7-point scale). On question KS Q4 no answer was below 2 as can 

be seen from the minimum column. Concerning knowledge leakage, no mean is above 3.5 

(out of a 7-point scale) which implies that the knowledge leakage does not happen too 

frequently.  
 
Table 5. Descriptive Statistics of knowledge dimensions 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

KS Q1 55 1,00 7,00 4,5273 1,83439 

KS Q2 55 1,00 7,00 4,1091 1,73923 

KS Q3 55 1,00 7,00 3,5273 1,69809 

KS Q4 55 2,00 7,00 5,1455 1,36651 

KS Q5 55 1,00 7,00 4,2364 1,56304 

KL Q1 55 1,00 7,00 3,4364 1,76135 

KL Q2 55 1,00 7,00 3,3273 1,90569 

KL Q3 55 1,00 7,00 2,4909 1,67634 

KL Q4 55 1,00 7,00 1,8909 1,54767 

 

5.2 Factor analysis 
 

As mentioned in section 4.2.4 the authors will do a factor analysis. During this analysis the 

authors will first look at the correlation and significance level of the questions in order to see 

if there are any questions that lack significant correlation. Secondly, the authors will consult 

the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO). The KMO shows the 

strength of the data set, and the closer the KMO is to 1 the stronger the data set is (Field, 

2005). Thirdly, the authors will look at the Bartlett’s test and its significance level. The 

Bartlett’s test is used to see if there is a relationship between the variables and therefore have 

the following hypothesis (Field, 2005):  
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H0: There is no relationship between the variables 

Ha: There is a relationship between the variables 
 

Lastly, the authors will look at the pattern matrix in order to see how many factors the data 

set contains, and also what questions constitutes to what factor. All the questions with a value 

>0.5 are loading to that particular factor. 

  

5.2.1 Trust dimensions 
 

By scanning the correlation and significance levels in table 6 below it can be seen that there 

is no question that has a correlation above 0.9 and a significance above 0.05 which implies 

that the questions used for the dimensions of trust should suffice (Field, 2005).  
 
Table 6. Correlations of trust dimensions 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. G-TRUST Q1   ,810** ,702** ,654** ,685** ,324* ,441** ,405** 

2. G-TRUST Q2  ,810**  ,710** ,768** ,740** ,493** ,541** ,505** 

3. G-TRUST Q3  ,702** ,710**  ,749** ,682** ,344* ,400** ,357** 

4. G-TRUST Q4  ,654** ,768** ,749**  ,704** ,636** ,605** ,454** 

5. G-TRUST Q5  ,685** ,740** ,682** ,704**  ,482** ,497** ,545** 

6. C-TRUST Q1  ,324* ,493** ,344* ,636** ,482**  ,754** ,520** 

7. C-TRUST Q2  ,441** ,541** ,400** ,605** ,497** ,754**  ,633** 

8. C-TRUST Q3  ,405** ,505** ,357** ,454** ,545** ,520** ,633**  

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 
Table 7. KMO and Bartlett's Test for trust dimensions 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. ,866 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 314,492 

df 28 

Sig. ,000 

 

The KMO shows a result of 0.866 which indicates a good data set. Also looking at the 

Bartlett’s test, it can be seen from the significance level (highlighted in table 7 above) the 

null hypothesis can be rejected leading to there is a relationship between the variables.  
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The pattern matrix in table 8 below shows that there are two factors of trust in the data set. 

As can be seen from table 8 all the goodwill trust questions loads to  factor 1 and the 

competence trust question loads to factor 2 which implies that they are to be considered 

separate dimensions and all these questions can be used for the analysis later on.   
 
Table 8. Pattern Matrix for trust dimensions 

 

Factor 

1 2 

G-TRUST Q1 ,948 -,103 

G-TRUST Q2 ,843 ,123 

G-TRUST Q3 ,955 -,125 

G-TRUST Q4 ,691 ,295 

G-TRUST Q5 ,757 ,173 

C-TRUST Q1 -,046 ,920 

C-TRUST Q2 ,026 ,899 

C-TRUST Q3 ,079 ,746 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 

 

5.2.2 Distrust dimensions 
 

As can be seen from table 9 below there is one correlation that do not yield a significant 

relation. Based on the pattern matrix in table 10 below it can be concluded that question G-

DISTRUST Q3 loads above 0.5 with the competence distrust questions and not its intended 

goodwill dimension. As a result, the authors will remove that particular question and retry 

the factor analysis to fully establish that the questions load properly to their intended 

dimensions.  
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Table 9. Correlations of distrust dimensions 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. G-DISTRUST Q1   ,312* ,328* ,610** ,258 ,421** ,260 ,382** 

2. G-DISTRUST Q2  ,312*  ,467** ,486** ,338* ,172 ,310* ,425** 

3. G-DISTRUST Q3  ,328* ,467**  ,644** ,676** ,455** ,597** ,759** 

4. G-DISTRUST Q4  ,610** ,486** ,644**  ,544** ,474** ,507** ,598** 

5. C-DISTRUST Q1  ,258 ,338* ,676** ,544**  ,599** ,902** ,797** 

6. C-DISTRUST Q2  ,421** ,172 ,455** ,474** ,599**  ,631** ,549** 

7. C-DISTRUST Q3  ,260 ,310* ,597** ,507** ,902** ,631**  ,728** 

8. C-DISTRUST Q4  ,382** ,425** ,759** ,598** ,797** ,549** ,728**  

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 
Table 10. Pattern Matrix of distrust dimensions 

 

Factor 

1 2 

G-DISTRUST Q1 -,090 ,861 

G-DISTRUST Q2 ,023 ,711 

G-DISTRUST Q3 ,635 ,304 

G-DISTRUST Q4 ,286 ,706 

C-DISTRUST Q1 ,992 -,094 

C-DISTRUST Q2 ,709 ,053 

C-DISTRUST Q3 ,988 -,132 

C-DISTRUST Q4 ,797 ,173 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 

 

5.2.3 Retry of dimensions of distrust 
 

As can be seen now from the revised table 11 is that there is still a number that has a 

significance level <0.05. However, since they are two intended different dimensions meaning 

that the authors will look at the KMO, Bartlett’s test and the pattern matrix before making a 

final judgement on whether to keep the question or not.   
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Table 11. Revised correlations of distrust dimensions 

 1 2  3 4 5 6 7 

1. G-DISTRUST Q1   ,312*  ,610** ,258 ,421** ,260 ,382** 

2. G-DISTRUST Q2  ,312*   ,486** ,338* ,172 ,310* ,425** 

3. G-DISTRUST Q4  ,610** ,486**   ,544** ,474** ,507** ,598** 

4. C-DISTRUST Q1  ,258 ,338*  ,544**  ,599** ,902** ,797** 

5. C-DISTRUST Q2  ,421** ,172  ,474** ,599**  ,631** ,549** 

6. C-DISTRUST Q3  ,260 ,310*  ,507** ,902** ,631**  ,728** 

7. C-DISTRUST Q4  ,382** ,425**  ,598** ,797** ,549** ,728**  

 *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Table 12 below shows that the KMO is above 0.8 indicating good data and the Bartlett’s test 

shows that the significance is 0.000, which causes the authors to rejects the null hypothesis 

which means that there is a relationship between the data.  
 
Table 12. KMO and Bartlett's Test for trust dimensions 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. ,814 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 235,380 

df 21 

Sig. ,000 

 

The pattern matrix shows the authors that there are two different factors in the data collected. 

Additionally, from the pattern matrix below the authors concluded that the factors now load 

to their intended factor therefore they will proceed with these following questions for the 

analysis.  
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Table 13. Pattern Matrix of distrust dimensions 

 

Factor 

1 2 

G-DISTRUST Q1 -,085 ,878 

G-DISTRUST Q2 ,005 ,711 

G-DISTRUST Q4 ,267 ,719 

C-DISTRUST Q1 ,983 -,066 

C-DISTRUST Q2 ,717 ,086 

C-DISTRUST Q3 ,987 -,099 

C-DISTRUST Q4 ,773 ,190 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 

 

5.2.4 Knowledge dimensions 
 

As can be seen from table 14 below, there are several correlations that are not significant, 

and most of them are related to KS Q5. After examining the table below in conjunction with 

the pattern matrix in table 15 below it can be observed that KS Q5 does not load with any 

dimension. As a result, the authors will remove that particular question and retry the factor 

analysis to see if there are only relevant questions left.  
 
Table 14. Correlations of knowledge dimensions 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

KS Q1   ,736** ,640** ,397** ,350** ,248 ,151 -,001 ,262 

KS Q2  ,736**  ,626** ,484** ,311* ,184 ,168 -,038 ,087 

KS Q3  ,640** ,626**  ,094 ,134 ,064 ,032 -,132 ,036 

KS Q4  ,397** ,484** ,094  ,200 ,165 ,074 -,088 ,113 

KS Q5  ,350** ,311* ,134 ,200  ,265 ,284* ,188 ,409** 

KL Q1  ,248 ,184 ,064 ,165 ,265  ,856** ,528** ,582** 

KL Q2  ,151 ,168 ,032 ,074 ,284* ,856**  ,627** ,552** 

KL Q3  -,001 -,038 -,132 -,088 ,188 ,528** ,627**  ,585** 

KL Q4  ,262 ,087 ,036 ,113 ,409** ,582** ,552** ,585**  

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 15. Pattern Matrix for knowledge dimensions 

 

Component 

1 2 

KS Q1 ,076 ,882 

KS Q2 -,009 ,904 

KS Q3 -,144 ,777 

KS Q4 ,015 ,563 

KS Q5 ,387 ,367 

KL Q1 ,855 ,084 

KL Q2 ,891 ,002 

KL Q3 ,832 -,242 

KL Q4 ,798 ,057 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 

 

5.2.5 Retry of knowledge dimensions 
 

As can be observed in the correlation and significance table, see table 16, below there are 

still values that are insignificant. However, most of those are when it is supposed to be 

separate dimension and the KMO and Bartlett’s test shows good and significant data, and 

therefore will the authors let this slide.  
 
Table 16. Revised correlations of knowledge dimensions 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. KS Q1   ,736** ,640** ,397** ,248 ,151 -,001 ,262 

2. KS Q2  ,736**  ,626** ,484** ,184 ,168 -,038 ,087 

3. KS Q3  ,640** ,626**  ,094 ,064 ,032 -,132 ,036 

4. KS Q4  ,397** ,484** ,094  ,165 ,074 -,088 ,113 

5. KL Q1  ,248 ,184 ,064 ,165  ,856** ,528** ,582** 

6. KL Q2  ,151 ,168 ,032 ,074 ,856**  ,627** ,552** 

7. KL Q3  -,001 -,038 -,132 -,088 ,528** ,627**  ,585** 

8. KL Q4  ,262 ,087 ,036 ,113 ,582** ,552** ,585**  

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

 
Table 17. KMO and Bartlett's Test for knowledge dimensions 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. ,683 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 229,266 

df 28 

Sig. ,000 
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Observed from the KMO is the value of 0.683 which indicate acceptable value, however, it 

is not as strong as the previous dimensions.   
 

From the pattern matrix, table 18, below the authors can now conclude that the questions 

load together for their desired dimension, thus they can move on to the analysis.  
 
Table 18. Pattern Matrix for knowledge dimensions 

 

Component 

1 2 

KS Q1 ,097 ,883 

KS Q2 ,016 ,905 

KS Q3 -,111 ,786 

KS Q4 ,029 ,563 

KL Q1 ,868 ,127 

KL Q2 ,897 ,041 

KL Q3 ,829 -,208 

KL Q4 ,785 ,070 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 

 

5.3 Basic assumptions for the regression analysis 
 

There are several assumptions that needs to be verified before moving on to the actual 

analysis. The assumptions are: 
 

1. Linearity. Linearity refers to “The relationship between dependent and independent 

variables is linear” (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 524) i.e. if one variable change it will 

affect the other one. This assumption is checked through a scatterplot. 

2. Homoscedasticity. This means “the extent to which the data values for the dependent 

and independent variables have equal variance” (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 524).  

3. No significant outliers. An outlier is a data point which is so different from the other 

data points. This assumption is checked through a scatterplot.  

4. The data must be normally distributed (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 525). This 

assumption is checked through a histogram with a normal distribution line.  

5. Collinearity. This means the lack of correlation between the variables (Saunders et 

al., 2012, p. 524). This is checked through the correlation matrix, the tolerance level 

and VIF column.  
 

These assumptions will be presented in the each separate regressions analysis in each separate 

section in 5.2.  
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5.4 Results for the research question 
 

For the analysis of the two different dimensions of trust and distrust the authors will 

perform a multiple regression analysis. The analysis will follow the following equation:  

 

Yi =β0 + β1 + β2 + β3 + β4  
 

Where β0 is the intercept, β1 is goodwill trust (G-T), β2 is competence trust (C-T), β3is 

goodwill distrust (G-Dis) and β4 is competence distrust (C-Dis). Yi is the outcome, i.e. 

knowledge sharing (KS) or knowledge leakage (KL), meaning that the equations this thesis 

will see can predict knowledge sharing and knowledge leakage are: 
 

KS =β0+ (β1*G-T) + (β2*C-T) + (β3*G-Dis) + (β4*C-Dis) 
 

KL =β0+ (β1*G-T) + (β2*C-T) + (β3*G-Dis) + (β4*C-Dis) 
 

The analysis will performed in five steps. First, the authors will look at the assumptions, 

stated in section 5.1.4, in order to see if the data is appropriate. Secondly, the authors will 

look at the R SQUARE column in model summary. This value implies how much the 

independent variables help to explain the dependent variable. Thirdly, the authors will look 

at the ANOVA table to see if the regression model is statistically significant in explaining 

the dependent variable. Fourth, the authors will look in the coefficient table to see the 

standardized coefficient beta-value of the independent variable and also to look at if they are 

statistically significant. Finally, the authors will look at the correlation table and the 

regression model for each independent variable in order to conclude or reject their 

hypothesis.  
 

5.4.1 The different dimension on knowledge sharing 
 

Checking the assumptions for the data it can be observed, from the plots in figure 5, that the 

data is normal, the data is acceptably linear and the data seems to have equal variance though 

no dots defer far from the rest. Regarding the collinearity assumption, it can be seen in table 

22 that there is no correlation close to β1, which is backed up by the tolerance column in table 

 

 

Figure 7. Graphs for checking the assumption of knowledge sharing 



50 
 

21 and the VIF. If the VIF is above 10 and if the tolerance is below 0.1 it indicates collinearity 

(Saunders et al., 2012, p. 524-525), which is not the case here as can be seen in table 21.   
 
Table 19. Model Summary of knowledge sharing 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 ,305a ,093 ,021 1,31502 

a. Predictors: (Constant), C-Dis, G-T, G-Dis, C-T 

b. Dependent Variable: KS 

By looking at the R SQUARE column in table 19, the independent variables can explain 

9.3% of the dependent variable. This implies that the simultaneous usage of goodwill and 

competence trust and distrust dimensions help to explain a low percentage of the predicted 

outcome, i.e. knowledge sharing. This further implies that there are more factors that goes 

into explaining knowledge sharing than what has been specified in this thesis.   

 

Looking at if the regression model yields a statistical significant result the authors observed 

the significance level in table 20 below. The significance level is 0.228, which means that 

the regression model cannot be used to predict knowledge sharing. By observing the 

coefficients, table 21, the authors see that the regression equation would be: 
 

KS = (0.343*G-T) + (0.007*C-T) +(0.084*G-Dis) +( 0.005*C-Dis) 
 

However, looking at the significance level, in the coefficient table 21, only goodwill distrust 

has what can be considered a significant value with p<0,072. The rest of the independent 

variables are not statistically significant to help determine knowledge sharing. The value of 

goodwill trust in the regression model is of a positive nature (1= 0.343) and so is the 

correlation between the variables (0.297). Therefore, based on the correlation, table 22, and 

the coefficients, table 21, the authors can say that the analysis confirms their H1a hypothesis 

that goodwill trust has a positive relationship with knowledge sharing. However, the authors 

cannot reject the null hypothesis of H1b, H2a and H2b since there is not enough statistical 

evidence. 
 
Table 20. ANOVA of knowledge sharing 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 8,895 4 2,224 1,286 ,288b 

Residual 86,464 50 1,729   

Total 95,359 54    

a. Dependent Variable: KS 
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Table 21. Coefficient table of knowledge sharing 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) 2,217 1,558  1,422 ,161   

G-T ,371 ,202 ,343 1,838 ,072 ,521 1,919 

C-T ,008 ,222 ,007 ,037 ,970 ,501 1,995 

G-Dis ,083 ,177 ,084 ,469 ,641 ,565 1,769 

C-Dis ,006 ,208 ,005 ,030 ,977 ,540 1,852 

 

 
Table 22. Correlations of knowledge sharing 

n= 55 KS G-T C-T G-Dis C-Dis 

Pearson Correlation KS 1,000 ,297 ,176 -,110 -,110 

G-T ,297 1,000 ,612 -,566 -,461 

C-T ,176 ,612 1,000 -,455 -,594 

G-Dis -,110 -,566 -,455 1,000 ,561 

C-Dis -,110 -,461 -,594 ,561 1,000 

Sig. (1-tailed) KS . ,014 ,100 ,212 ,213 

G-T ,014 . ,000 ,000 ,000 

C-T ,100 ,000 . ,000 ,000 

G-Dis ,212 ,000 ,000 . ,000 

C-Dis ,213 ,000 ,000 ,000 . 

 

Since it was only goodwill trust that yielded a significant result the authors decided to run a 

single linear regression analysis and remove the competence trust, goodwill distrust and 

competence distrust variables since they disturbed the regression model, i.e. they do not offer 

any statistically significant help in explaining the outcome.  
 

It has already been established that the data fulfills the assumptions, so the authors will only 

look at the model summary (table 23), ANOVA, (table 24) and the coefficient table (table 

25). By looking at the R SQUARE column it can be seen that this singular independent 

variable explains 8.8% of the dependent variable. The ANOVA, table 24, shows that the 

regression analysis has a lower significant level compared to the previous model (p<0.028). 

The beta value changed to β1= 0.297. The relationship is still positive and confirms the H1a 

hypothesis.  
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Table 23. Model Summary of Goodwill trust on knowledge sharing 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 ,297a ,088 ,071 1,28076 

a. Predictors: (Constant), G-T 

b. Dependent Variable: KS 

  
Table 24. ANOVA of Goodwill trust on knowledge sharing 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 8,420 1 8,420 5,133 ,028b 

Residual 86,939 53 1,640   

Total 95,359 54    

a. Dependent Variable: KS 

b. Predictors: (Constant), G-T 

Table 25. Coefficient of Goodwill trust on knowledge sharing 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 2,778 ,705  3,940 ,000 

G-T ,322 ,142 ,297 2,266 ,028 

a. Dependent Variable: KS 

5.4.2 The different dimension on knowledge leakage 

 

Checking the assumptions for the data it can be observed, from the plots, that the data set is 

skewed to the left, see figure 6. However, the data points are still reasonably within the 

normal distribution line which implies that the data can be considered normal. The linear 

  Figure 8. Graphs for checking assumption for knowledge leakage 
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assumption plot shows a curve tendency which could be a problem, however, the data set 

appears to be acceptably linear for a multiple regression analysis. From the scatter plot, see 

figure 6, it seems that the data set have equal variance. Regarding the collinearity assumption, 

it can be seen in table 29 that there is no correlation close to 1, which is backed up by the 

tolerance column in table 28 and the VIF. In table 28 it can be observed that the tolerance is 

above 0.1 and the VIF is below 10, indicating that the assumption is fulfilled.   

 

Looking at table 26 below, the authors see that the R Square, i.e. the amount the independent 

variables can explain of the dependent variable, is 26.9%. This implies that the simultaneous 

usage of goodwill and competence trust and distrust dimensions help to explain a fair 

percentage amount of the predicted outcome, i.e. knowledge leakage. However, it does not 

explain everything, implying that there are more factors that goes into explaining knowledge 

leakage than what has been specified in this thesis. 

  
Table 26. Model Summary of Knowledge leakage 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square 
Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,519a ,269 ,210 1,30053 

a. Predictors: (Constant), C-Dis, G-T, G-Dis, C-T 

b. Dependent Variable: KL 

 

Looking at the significance level of the regression model in the ANOVA table 27, the authors 

notice that the model has a significance level of 0.003, meaning that the regression model 

can be used to predict the amount of perceived knowledge leakage. By observing the 

coefficients, table 28, the authors see that the regression equation would be: 
 

KL = (-0.303*G-T) + (0.603*C-T) + (0.220*G-Dis) + (0.303*C-Dis) 
 

From the coefficients, table 28, the authors can see that goodwill trust, competence trust and 

competence distrust yield significance values of p<0.1, thus implying that those three 

variables have a statistically significant effect on knowledge leakage. By examine the β-value 

for the significant variables in combination with the correlation, table 29, it can be concluded, 

from the data, that goodwill trust has a negative relationship with knowledge leakage (β1= -

0.303 and correlation of -0.198), while competence trust has a positive relationship with 

knowledge leakage (β2 = 0.603 and correlation of 0.137). For the distrust dimensions, only 

competence distrust yielded significant results and its relationship with knowledge leakage 

is positive (β4 = 0,303 and correlation of 0.208). This means that the H3b-hypothesis is 

confirmed while the hypothesized relationship in hypotheses H3a and H4b were wrong. 

There is not enough statistical evidence to confirm or reject hypothesis H4a.  
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Table 27. ANOVA of knowledge leakage 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 31,108 4 7,777 4,598 ,003b 

Residual 84,569 50 1,691   

Total 115,677 54    

a. Dependent Variable: KL 

b. Predictors: (Constant), C-Dis, G-T, G-Dis, C-T 

 

Table 28. Coefficients of knowledge leakage 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) -1,002 1,541  -,650 ,519   

G-T -,362 ,200 -,303 -

1,809 
,077 ,521 1,919 

C-T ,773 ,219 ,603 3,528 ,001 ,501 1,995 

G-Dis ,239 ,175 ,220 1,370 ,177 ,565 1,769 

C-Dis ,379 ,206 ,303 1,840 ,072 ,540 1,852 

 
Table 29. Correlations for knowledge leakage 

N= 55 KL G-T C-T G-Dis C-Dis 

Pearson Correlation KL 1,000 -,198 ,137 ,288 ,208 

G-T -,198 1,000 ,612 -,566 -,461 

C-T ,137 ,612 1,000 -,455 -,594 

G-Dis ,288 -,566 -,455 1,000 ,561 

C-Dis ,208 -,461 -,594 ,561 1,000 

Sig. (1-tailed) KL . ,073 ,159 ,017 ,064 

G-T ,073 . ,000 ,000 ,000 

C-T ,159 ,000 . ,000 ,000 

G-Dis ,017 ,000 ,000 . ,000 

C-Dis ,064 ,000 ,000 ,000 . 
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5.5 Summary of the results 
 

When comparing the result that the two separate regression analysis found it can be observed 

that there is a difference in the amount that each regression analysis explains the outcome. 

The four dimensions only explained 9.3% of the knowledge sharing outcome while 26.9% 

of the knowledge leakage. Only knowledge leakage’s regression model was statistically 

significant in measuring the outcome. However, the fairly low percentage the independent 

variables explained implies that there are more factors that need to be explored to be able to 

fully explain the outcome of knowledge sharing and leakage. 
 

Also, it was noted that knowledge leakage yielded more statistically significant dimensions 

compared to knowledge leakage. Furthermore, goodwill trust was the only dimension found 

to be a statistically significant dimension for both knowledge sharing and knowledge leakage.  
 

From the regression analysis the authors found the following result concerning their 

hypothesis:  

 
Table 30. Summary of hypothesis and the analysis outcome 

Hypothesis formally stated Relationship 

H1a Goodwill trust has a positive effect on knowledge 

sharing 

Positive 

H1b Competence trust has a positive effect on knowledge 

sharing    

Not enough statistical 

evidence 

H2a H2a: Goodwill distrust has a negative effect on 

knowledge sharing 

Not enough statistical 

evidence 

H2b Competence distrust has a negative effect on 

knowledge sharing 

Not enough statistical 

evidence 

H3a Goodwill trust has a positive effect on knowledge 

leakage 

Negative 

H3b Competence trust has a positive effect on knowledge 

leakage 

Positive 

H4a Goodwill distrust has a negative effect on 

knowledge leakage  

Not enough statistical 

evidence 

H4b Competence distrust has a negative effect on 

knowledge leakage 

Positive 
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6. Discussion 

This chapter provides the reader with a discussion about the research questions, the authors 

findings, the interpretation of the findings, its implication and other findings related to the 

concepts of knowledge sharing and knowledge leakage.  

 

6.1 Reiteration of the problem 
 

As explained and elaborated through the introduction and theory of this thesis, alliances are 

becoming a frequent and powerful activity in today’s world. Throughout this thesis it has 

been pointed out that alliance partners can help each other to increase their profitability and 

competitive advantage through sharing knowledge with one another, which according to 

Grant (1996) is the most critical resource a company can attain in order to achieve 

competitive advantage. However, since the partners are operating with external parties there 

is a risk present of opportunistic behaviors. This opportunistic behavior can manifest itself in 

multiple ways but this thesis focus have been on knowledge leakage. Trust and distrust were 

viewed as important factors affecting knowledge sharing and knowledge leakage, with later 

research viewing them as separate concepts that co-exists rather than two factors working 

along a continuum. 

 

The authors’ literature review found little to no research being done with the simultaneous 

usage of both trust and distrust, and the general field of distrust is under-researched, and on 

top of that, the authors have not found any research on trust and distrust applied to a 

knowledge management. From this research gap the following research questions arose: 

 

RQ1: What effect does dimensions of trust and distrust have on knowledge sharing? 

                                                   

RQ2: What effect does dimensions of trust and distrust have on knowledge leakage? 

 

6.2 Reflections about the results 
 

6.2.1 Knowledge sharing 
 

RQ1: What effect does dimensions of trust and distrust have on knowledge sharing? 

 

Knowledge sharing has been the subject of previous investigation, as other studies have done 

similar testing (see the theoretical and conceptual framework chapters). The data that the 

authors collected comes from individuals in knowledge-intensive companies trying to give a 

proper representation of the knowledge sharing that happens between them and their partner.  

 

Concerning the outcome of knowledge sharing, the regression model did not provide 

sufficient statistical significance to be able to properly predict the outcome of knowledge 

sharing from this thesis’ proposed dimensions. The results showed that only one out of the 

four tested dimensions was significant in explaining knowledge sharing, and that dimension 

was goodwill trust. This means hypothesis H1a specified in the conceptual framework in 

section 3.2 is confirmed. When the authors removed the three insignificant dimensions of 
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competence trust, goodwill distrust and competence distrust from the regression model, the 

significant dimension of goodwill trust showed that the relationship became even more 

significant. This result from the regression model including all four dimensions, shows that 

for every increased point of goodwill trust on the 7-point Likert scale knowledge sharing 

increases by 0.343.  

 

This result was not particularly surprising considering that goodwill trust should have a 

significant positive effect on knowledge sharing, as showcased by the hypothesis. As 

goodwill trust increases, the belief that the partner will behave opportunistically or act on an 

opportunistic situation decreases (Khamseh & Jolly, 2014, p. 411; Nielsen & Nielsen, 2009, 

p. 1039, 1051). This decreased risk of opportunistic behavior increases the willingness to 

open up and share more knowledge between the partners (Krishnan & Martin 2006, p. 908), 

leading to the positive relationship between the independent and dependent variable. This 

chain of events is emphasized in the social exchange theory, discussed in section 2.4, which 

argues that as goodwill trust increases so will the reciprocating action of the partner which 

causes an increase in resource exchange (Casmir et al., 2012, p. 741; Emerson, 1976, p. 336; 

Kramer, 1999, p. 583), i.e. knowledge sharing. 

 

Now addressing the elephant in the room, how come there was only one independent variable 

that showed statistical significance? The theoretical and conceptual framework shows that 

competence trust should at least have a significant effect on knowledge sharing (Cohen & 

Levinthal, 1990; Lane et al., 2001, p. 1141). The literature also made the authors believe that 

both goodwill and competence distrust would have a negative effect since if distrust increases 

the fear, i.e. risk of opportunistic behavior, both from a goodwill and competence standpoint, 

should increase. This should have led to a reluctance to disclose information.  

 

This inconclusive result in combination with earlier research findings raised the question of 

the lackluster results, and the authors will give a few suggestions concerning why this result 

was acquired. First, the authors started with breaking down the questions asked concerning 

knowledge sharing. As stated in section 4.2.3 the questions posed were chosen from articles 

in scientific journals and deemed appropriate to measure knowledge sharing. In order to 

analyze the questions and try to find the source of these non-significant results, the authors 

looked at a correlation, table 31, between the questions in order to find some evidence for 

their theory of the answer being in the posed questions.  

 

The authors have already established that knowledge sharing question 5, i.e. my firm and the 

partner provide information to each other frequently and informally, beyond the specific 

agreement, did not load properly with any dimension and was thus removed (see section 

5.1.3.4). This question will therefore not be included in the correlation since it was not 

included in the combined knowledge sharing variable which measured the result.  
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Table 31. Correlations between knowledge sharing and trust questions 

 

G-

TRUST 

Q1 

G-

TRUST 

Q2 

G-

TRUST 

Q3 

G-

TRUST 

Q4 

G-

TRUST 

Q5 

C-

TRUST 

Q1 

C-

TRUST 

Q2 

C-

TRUST 

Q3 

KS 

Q1 
Pearson 

Correlation 
,222 ,210 ,209 ,101 ,313* ,011 ,239 ,090 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
,104 ,124 ,127 ,465 ,020 ,936 ,078 ,513 

KS 

Q2 
Pearson 

Correlation 
,099 ,127 ,123 ,128 ,237 ,055 ,206 ,018 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
,470 ,355 ,370 ,353 ,081 ,688 ,131 ,897 

KS 

Q3 
Pearson 

Correlation 
,208 ,132 ,241 ,179 ,106 -,024 ,036 -,092 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
,127 ,337 ,077 ,192 ,441 ,864 ,796 ,504 

KS 

Q4 
Pearson 

Correlation 
,270* ,316* ,251 ,375** ,447** ,259 ,478** ,347** 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
,047 ,019 ,065 ,005 ,001 ,056 ,000 ,009 

 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

Looking at the correlation, table 31, above, it can be seen that there are only 12 significant 

correlations between the questions regarding knowledge sharing and the two dimensions of 

trust. Those highlighted in yellow correlate on a significance level of 0.05 or 0.01 and those 

in green correlate on a maximum significance level of 0.1. What can be observed is that KS 

Q4, i.e. “My firm and the partner share know-how from our work experience”, correlates with all 

the dimensions, while the remaining correlations are spread out amongst the other questions. 

Looking back at what questions were taken from different measures used in earlier studies 

the authors noticed that KS Q1,2 and 3 were taken from the same article, while KS Q4 was 

taken from an another article.  The three first questions, from Ho and Ganesan (2013), was 

more related to the relationship between the focal firm and its partner, but in a coopetive 

setting. The forth question, from Cheng et al., (2008), that was about the relationship between 

the focal firm and its supplier, without the coopetition setting, and hence it might be the letter 

type of sharing that is more dependent on trust and distrust or the most common relationship 

the respondent thought of.  

 

When trying to explain the insignificant result for the dimensions of distrust the authors 

began by doing the same investigation of the correlation between the two dimensions of 

distrust on knowledge sharing. Table 32 below shows these correlations. The table shows 

only the questions that the factor analysis found to be relevant and load together. 
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Table 32. Correlations between knowledge sharing and distrust questions 

 

G-

DISTRUS

T Q1 

G-

DISTRUS

T Q2 

G-

DISTRUS

T Q4 

C-

DISTRUS

T Q1 

C-

DISTRUS

T Q2 

C-

DISTRUS

T Q3 

C-

DISTRUS

T Q4 

K

S 

Q

1 

Pearson 

Correlatio

n 

-,085 ,072 -,124 ,014 -,122 -,019 -,049 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
,536 ,601 ,368 ,920 ,376 ,888 ,721 

K

S 

Q

2 

Pearson 

Correlatio

n 

-,004 -,008 -,184 -,020 -,183 -,030 -,072 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
,980 ,956 ,178 ,883 ,181 ,826 ,601 

K

S 

Q

3 

Pearson 

Correlatio

n 

,040 ,109 -,053 ,114 ,026 ,164 -,002 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
,775 ,428 ,699 ,407 ,851 ,231 ,988 

K

S 

Q

4 

Pearson 

Correlatio

n 

-,118 -,184 -,351** -,321* -,311* -,275* -,286* 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
,393 ,179 ,009 ,017 ,021 ,042 ,034 

 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

The authors believe the insignificant results for the distrust dimensions can be due to the 

under-researched field of distrust and its dimension. Since most of the literature on distrust 

have been conceptual papers focusing on the overall general dimension of distrust and have 

thus not broken them down into several dimensions (Lewicky et al., 1998; Mayer et al., 1995; 

Rousseau et al., 1998; Sitkin & Roth, 1993), which has resulted in a lack of a properly tested 

and validated measure of distrust. The authors attempted to establish these dimension by 

using the previously stated questions from both trust and distrust literature. The lack of a 

validated measure of distrust could help to explain the lackluster results, and our results call 

for further attempts to develop and validate a measure for distrust.  

 

However, the factor analysis proved that the knowledge sharing questions loaded properly 

towards a single factor. This means that the questions for knowledge sharing are not 

inappropriate, but they did not correlate enough with the other questions to cause significant 

results on all dimensions. It was the same for the competence trust, goodwill distrust and 

competence distrust questions. The factor analysis indicated that they are separate 

dimensions as they load onto two separate factors, which indicates that the questions utilized 
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are valid. This led to authors to believe that there might be additional explanations for the 

lack of significant trust and distrust results.  

 

As the authors discussed in section 2.2.1 there must be risk present for trust to exists. The 

authors believe that perhaps embeddedness (Uzzi, 1997), i.e. the companies have been in the 

partnership for long so they know how their partner functions and operates, can explain the 

lack of statistical significant relationship between the variables and knowledge sharing. As 

firms gravitate towards similar norms “the exchange of information and knowledge is less 

expensive, more reliable and easier.” (Steinfield et al., 2010, p. 1158). Embeddedness means 

the companies have been established in the post-alliance formation stage for quite a while. 

This embeddedness could lead to a decrease of the perceived risk as the exchange of 

information is more reliable, and thus render the need for trust unnecessary. This decreased 

need for trust could be because the companies know how the partner behaves instead of 

expecting a certain behavior from the partner. Since the companies then knows how the 

knowledge sharing functions and do not have to trust their partner to the same extent it could 

render competence trust dimensions less important. There is no way to confirm this theory 

since the authors did not ask for the amount of time the companies have worked together, 

and in hindsight it might have been something to have considered.   

 

Additionally, the knowledge-intensive companies are, as the term indicates, using a high 

degree of knowledge to operate and function within their industry. Because of this 

characteristics the companies might deem their partner as knowledgeable by simply 

partnering with them. The descriptive statistics in section 5.1.2 shows that the belief in the 

partner competence was quite high while the competence distrust was very low, which 

indicates a general perception that the partner is at least fairly knowledgeable. If the focal 

firm deems the partner’s knowledge as acceptable the need for trusting in the partner's “skills, 

competencies, and characteristics” (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 717) are redundant as the company 

then knows what to expect. This could cause competence trust to become less relevant or 

perhaps completely irrelevant.  

 

6.2.2 Knowledge leakage 
 

RQ2: What effect does dimensions of trust and distrust have on knowledge leakage? 

 

Knowledge leakage has not been researched to the same extend as knowledge sharing. As it 

is less explored, finding questions to use for the questionnaire were more challenging than 

the preceding research question.  

 

From the data collected regarding knowledge leakage the authors acquired statistical 

evidence that three variables, goodwill trust, competence trust and competence distrust has a 

direct significant effect on knowledge leakage. This was proven as they all yielded 

significance values of at least 0.1.  

 

The relation between goodwill trust and knowledge leakage is a statistically significant 

negative relation. This relation implies that when goodwill trust increases, knowledge 

leakage decreases. The authors believes this occurs because if goodwill trust increases the 
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positive emotional expectation that the partner will not behave opportunistically increases, 

as described in the definitions of goodwill distrust given in section 2.2.3. When this 

expectation of the partner not engaging in opportunistic behavior increases, it leads to a 

demise in monitoring actions (Jiang et al., 2013, p. 985; Szulanski et al., 2004, p. 608). When 

there is less monitoring actions there are less opportunities to spot knowledge leakage, and 

as a result the company is unaware that they leak or they leak unintentionally (Ritala et al., 

2015, p. 24).  

 

Comparing this results with the results found by Jiang et al., (2013) there are some contrasts. 

According to Jiang et al., (2013) only a limited amount of goodwill trust will have a negative 

relationship with knowledge leakage. This means that if goodwill trust increases knowledge 

leakage decreases and vice versa. They found the relationship between goodwill trust and 

knowledge leakage to be nonlinear, i.e. U-shape, where goodwill trust in both low and high 

level will lead to increased knowledge leakage (Jiang et al., 2013, p. 985). However, Jiang et 

al., (2013, p. 988) also tested a linear regression analysis and found, like this thesis, that 

goodwill trust has a negative relationship with knowledge leakage. In the data collected by 

the authors, figure 6, shows the linear relationship of the data, although, there are some curve 

tendencies, a so-called non-linear relationship. As time restriction limited the authors’ 

possibility for a greater data collection, comparable to Jiang et al., (2013) it was difficult to 

further analyze nonlinear relationships. The authors had a relative small data set which 

consisted of 55 responses while Jiang et al., (2013, p. 986) had a data set of 410 responses. 

Had the authors collected a larger data set, the possibility of detect a non-linear relationship 

as in the Jiang et al., (2013) article would have increase. As the authors reported in section 

5.1.1, 374 mails were sent to participants who agreed to complete it, and 24.87% of those 

mails generated some kind of survey response. However, the actual useful surveys had a 10% 

lower response rate, indicating that a big portion of the sample population did not fill out the 

survey. This led the collected data to be smaller than Jiang et al’s (2013). 

 

The difference in the countries where the data collection were performed could also be 

another factor behind the difference in the data, as the authors performed its data collection 

amongst Swedish knowledge-intensive industries compared to Chinese knowledge-intensive 

industries where Jiang et al., (2013) performed their research. In China there is a large 

variation how business is done throughout the different provinces, as well as a difference in 

how financial reports and other similar things are conducted (Bruton & Ahlstrom, 2003).  

 

Another difference was the fact that Jiang et al., (2013) and Ritala et al., (2015) only collected 

data from top managers in the firms, while this thesis collected data from anyone in the firm 

involved in an alliance, regardless of their position. Having data collected only from top 

managers who may have greater insight regarding trust and knowledge leakage between the 

focal firm and its partner, can give access to more accurate data sets.  

 

In the data collected by the authors, competence trust is shown to have a significant positive 

relationship with knowledge leakage. In other words, when competence trust increases 

between the firms in an alliances, it will ultimately increase the risk of knowledge leakage. 

As the competence trust increases, it is assumed that the partner’s knowledge within the field 

or industry is to be reckoned with.  As mentioned in section 3.1, Lane (2001) claims that trust 

is a crucial element in absorptive capacity. This means if the knowledge of the partner is 
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believed to be formidable, i.e. high competence trust, it results in the absorptive capacity of 

the partner also being high. Large absorptive capacity is needed to assimilate knowledge into 

one's company, thus if the absorptive capacity is high the firm can take information, break it 

down and implement it into the company well. This makes the extension of high competence 

trust having a positive relationship with knowledge leakage logical because if competence 

trust increases, the absorptive capacity increases and so will the risk of knowledge leakage.  

 

Previous research has found a negative relationship between competence trust and 

knowledge leakage. It was argued as competence trust increases, so will the absorptive 

capacity of the partner, which the authors of this thesis also found. However, according to 

Jiang et al., (2013) this would then lead to the organization to strengthen the monitoring of 

the partner as a precaution step (Jiang et al., 2013, p. 985). This precaution step is likely to 

decrease the chance of knowledge leakage. Comparing the findings, it can be argued that 

Jiang et al., (2013), went one step further compared to this thesis. In this thesis, the authors 

only viewed the direct relationship between competence trust and knowledge leakage, and 

not the precaution steps that might have been taken, such as monitoring to decrease the 

chance of knowledge leakage. This difference between the article by Jiang et al., (2013) and 

the thesis might explain why the outcome was different.  

 

Concerning competence distrust on knowledge leakage, this thesis found the relationship to 

be significant and to be of a positive nature. This implies that as competence distrust increases 

so does knowledge leakage. The authors believe this is caused because the belief in the 

partner's skills or knowledge will decrease. This decrease could result in a drop in monitoring 

activities since the focal firm does not regard the competences the partner possess as a threat. 

If monitoring activities diminish or become less vigilant it could potentially increase 

knowledge leakage (Jiang et al., 2013, p. 985; Ritala et al., 2015, p. 24).  

 

The only variable that did not yield a significant relationship with the outcome of knowledge 

leakage was goodwill distrust. The regression analysis showed that the authors cannot reject 

the null hypothesis and thus they cannot concluded that there is a significant relationship 

between the independent variable of goodwill distrust and knowledge leakage. Since they 

cannot conclude that a significant relationship exists they cannot make a statement of what 

type of relationship they have.  

 
The authors believe that goodwill distrust did not receive statistical significance because goodwill 

distrust is concerned the behavior of the other firm (Lewicki et al., 1998, p. 439; Sitkin & Roth, 

1993, p. 373; Vlaar et al., 2007, p. 410), and the distrust definition this thesis utilized was 

confident negative expectations regarding another’s conduct. However, according to (Cohen 

& Levinthal, 1990) absorptive capacity is needed to take information from another company and 

assimilate it into one's own firm. This theory argues that it is the ability to absorb knowledge that 

matters. This would mean that it is not about if there is an opportunity but if there is enough 

absorptive capacity to absorb the knowledge leaked, intentionally or unintentionally. Ultimately 

it leads to goodwill trust being redundant as it comes down to the ability to take and use the 

knowledge, not the opportunity.  

 

The authors acknowledge that Jiant et al., (2013) is heavily represented throughout this 

knowledge leakage section. The reason for the heavy usage comes from the fact that the 
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knowledge leakage field in general contains only a few articles, as explained in the research gap, 

and not everything is applicable to this thesis. Until further research has been done within this 

field, Jiang et al., (2013) article should remain a cornerstone for this type of research.   

 

6.3 Dimensions of distrust 
 

Beyond the findings from the data the authors also looked at the different dimensions of 

distrust. As they have discussed in the theory section and also the discussion chapter, there 

has not been any established dimensions of distrust. In the theory chapter, more specifically 

section 2.2.6, the authors used previous trust and distrust literature in order to distinguish the 

concept of distrust into separate distrust dimensions.  

 

When the authors performed the factor analysis in section 5.1.3.3 they also tried to see if 

there was dimensions present as predicted. The pattern matrix (see table 11) in that section 

shows that there are two separate dimensions. It also shows that the questions utilized in the 

survey loaded to specific questions indicating that there is certain relationships with certain 

types of questions. This finding implies that distrust contains multiple dimensions that has 

not been fully explored, unlike the trust dimensions that have been investigated left and right 

with multiple connotations and lenses. This finding indicates that the authors were correct in 

their assessment of distrust as consisting of distinct dimensions  

 

Looking at the correlation tables 22 and 29 of both the regression models in section 5.2,1 and 

5.2.2 it can be observed that there is statistical significant correlations between the 

independent variables of trust and distrust dimensions. This indicates that they interact with 

each other, but since the correlation is not close to 1 they are not to be considered the same 

variable. Ultimately, this implies that they are not two ends of a spectrum or the same 

variable.  The idea that Lewicki et al., (1998) proposed that trust and distrust exists 

simultaneously and not on a continuum is indeed valid. This implies that future research must 

look at trust and distrust simultaneously, as they are both present at the same time, in order 

to see the full picture of the phenomenon.
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7. Conclusion and implications 
This chapter will summarize the findings made in this thesis. It will provide the reader with 

the findings’ theoretical contribution as well as its practical contributions to the business 

world. Finally, it will disclose the limitations of the study, an assessment of the quality of the 

work, and also possible future studies to conduct.  

 

7.1 Conclusion of the research 
 

7.1.1 Conclusion to the current research area 
 

On the subject of trust and distrust, it can be concluded that the idea of both these concepts 

existing simultaneously is not new as the idea has existed since Lewicki et al (1998) proposed 

in their article. However, using both concepts simultaneously in empirical testing has not 

been previously done. This indicates that this thesis is breaking into new ground when it 

comes to the research of both knowledge management as well as the field of trust and distrust.  

 

In this thesis the authors argued for and proved that there are dimensions of distrust which 

have not previously been explored. The factor analysis showed two separate dimensions 

which the authors call goodwill distrust and competence distrust.  

 

Furthermore, it can be observed from the descriptive statistics that the expectation of 

behavior is critical. Concerning trust, it was observed that competence trust has slightly 

higher means than its goodwill counterpart. Regarding distrust, the perception was that the 

competence distrust tend to be lower than its goodwill counterpart. This means that 

companies, in general, trust the competence of their partner more than they trust their 

behavior and intent. 

 

7.1.2 What effect does dimensions of trust and distrust have on knowledge 

sharing? 
 

After the conducted literature review, the data collection and the analysis, the authors found 

that goodwill trust was the only statistically significant dimension when it came to the 

outcome of knowledge sharing, while the other dimensions, competence trust, goodwill 

distrust, and competence distrust did not yield enough statistical evidence. Goodwill trust 

have a positive effect on knowledge sharing. This implies that high levels of goodwill trust 

generates high levels of knowledge sharing. This finding also confirms and validates previous 

literature’s findings as this thesis arrived at the same conclusion concerning goodwill trust 

(Khamseh & Jolly, 2014, p. 411; Krishnan & Martin, 2006, p. 908; Nielsen & Nielsen, 2009, 

p. 1039, 1051.)   

 

7.1.3 What effect does dimensions of trust and distrust have on knowledge 

leakage? 
 

Through the literature search and review, and the theoretical frameworks that the authors 

encountered and used, it was evident that knowledge leakage had not received the same 
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attention as knowledge sharing. The main scientific research that was conducted in the field 

was written by Jiang et al., (2013) which, compared to the data gathered by the authors 

showed differences in the outcomes. Based on the data analyzed by the authors in this thesis, 

the relationship between goodwill trust and knowledge leakage were found to be negative, 

the relationship between competence trust and knowledge leakage and competence distrust 

and knowledge leakage to both be positive while there was a lack of significant relationship 

between goodwill distrust and knowledge leakage. These findings suggest that a high level 

of goodwill trust in combination with low levels of competence trust and distrust is optimal 

for a low level of knowledge leakage. 

 

7.2 Theoretical and managerial implication 
 

The authors of this thesis further expands and develops the theoretical knowledge regarding 

trust and distrust’s effect on knowledge sharing and knowledge leakage, giving it a richer 

understanding of its dynamic relations in knowledge-intensive companies based in Sweden. 

This thesis contributes by answering the call of Argote (2011) and Lewicki et al’s., (1998) to 

challenge of “continuing research on current themes, filling gaps in our theories and 

empirical evidence, [....], and responding to social and technological developments” 

(Argote, 2011, p. 443) and “We call for a richer understanding of the dynamics of trust and 

distrust relations—one which makes specific provision for conditions of ambivalence” 

(Lewicki et al., 1998, p. 454).  

 

Regarding trust, the authors’ findings implicate further validation on previous research 

concerning goodwill trust’s effect on knowledge sharing. This means empirical validation 

towards the field of trust as the Argote (2011) called for. Further, the authors started to “fill 

the gaps” by the simultaneous usage of trust and distrust and ultimately its effect on 

knowledge sharing to fuse it together with the current idea that trust and distrust coexists.  

Concerning the “richer understanding of the dynamics of trust and distrust” the authors 

contributed with empirical evidence of newly explored dimensions of distrust. These 

dimensions will help future research to push the boundaries of the field of distrust and thus 

an enhanced view of the interaction between trust and distrust. As the field of distrust evolves 

with deeper knowledge about the subject it will hopefully serve as a basis for enhanced 

curiosity, thus leveling the amount of research between trust and distrust to make them of 

equal importance.  

 

Furthermore, there has been a lack of studies testing the relationship of trust and distrust 

dimensions on knowledge leakage. Those few who has conducted research on knowledge 

leakage have done this with only a trust lens, which does not provide a full and accurate 

picture. This study contributes with the simultaneous view of trust and distrust onto 

knowledge leakage, thus responding to the developments in the field of trust and distrust but 

also the new subfield of knowledge management.   

 

Further, this research has certain managerial implications by giving attention to what 

dimensions are to be considered important, and ultimately their effect on knowledge sharing 

and knowledge leakage, that organizations should focus on. By adjusting their focus based 

on this knowledge organizations can become more efficient in their strategic alliances to 
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maximize their intentional knowledge sharing while minimizing unintentional knowledge 

leakage in order to improve or sustain their competitive advantage in the market. By doing 

this companies can also decrease the failure rate of alliances and properly reap the benefits 

of it.  

 

7.3 Limitations 
 

This master thesis faced limitations, mainly because of time constraints. This time factor 

played a large part in the quantity of the data the authors were able to collect. As the authors 

discussed in section 4.2.1, the initial plan was to conduct the study in a single firm but it got 

cancelled due to external circumstances. However, as the authors knew the deadline date, 

they were able to change the choices made beforehand in order to finish on time, and with 

the necessary data required. The authors acknowledge the fact the data sample, which 

consisted of 55 companies may be less than optimal. This means the result may not be 

statistically generalizable for the larger population, but offers an indication of the 

relationships between the dimensions of trust and distrust and the ultimate knowledge 

outcome. 

 

Even though the authors thought through what statistical methods for analyzing the data and 

what questions to use for the survey, the authors also acknowledge the fact that different 

methods and questions may have been more suitable for this thesis for improving the end 

result.  

 

The results from this thesis should only be applied to inter-firm alliances, i.e. between two 

or more companies. This thesis did not specify in inter-personal alliances and the small 

sample collected is not big enough to make it generalizable between both inter-firm and inter-

personal alliances.  

 

7.4 Quality criteria 
 

In this section the authors will discuss the quality of the work in order to ensure proper 

research through validity, reliability and objectivity. Reliability is concerned with if the data 

turns out similar compared to other research (Johnson and Christensen 2012, p. 245; Saunders 

et al., 2012, p. 192-193). In order to ensure reliability the authors tried to diminish their 

personal values and reflections onto this thesis. This was done through the discussion of their 

background (see section 4.3.1) and philosophy concerning the subject (see section 4.1.1), 

providing reasons when designing the study (see sections 4.1.2 through 4.1.4) as well as 

showing the practical decisions made throughout this thesis (see the whole of section 4.2).  

 

Validity can be defined as “the correctness and truthfulness of the inferences made from the 

results of the study” (Johnson and Christensen, 2012, p. 245). There are three types of 

validity; construct, internal and external (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 193-194). Construct 

validity is if the measurement did indeed measure what the authors set out to find out 

(Saunders et al., 2012, p. 193). Regarding this, the authors did a thorough literature review 

in order to ensure proper theoretical background and this was also checked through 

correlation tables in the analysis section to check that the data correlated properly with each 
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other. The internal validity deals with the relationship between variables (Saunders et al., 

2012, p. 193). The authors used factor and regression analysis to ensure the validity of the 

relationships between the variables. External validity is about if the findings can be 

generalized to another population (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 194). This type of validity is 

weaker in this thesis. AS the authors discussed in section 7.3, the sample size is less than 

optimal thus making generalizations to the whole population or other populations riskier. 

 

Objectivity is concerned with the avoidance of biased selection and reporting in the work 

(Saunders et al., 2012, p. 676). The authors have strived for objectivity since they have a 

critical realist philosophical stance on the subject, however, they do acknowledge that their 

personal values might come into effect. However, through the statistical approach the authors 

believe that their objectivity have been preserved as they have tried to disclose all the tables 

and graphs that is necessary to present their findings.  

 

7.5 Future research 
 

The authors want to pass on the torch from Argote (2011) and Lewicki et al., (1998) by 

further investigation of the both concepts of trust and distrust. This study only touched on a 

fraction of its potential.  

 

As mentioned in section 2.2.3 and seen in table 1, there are more than two dimension of trust 

and therefore the authors call upon future researchers to incorporate more dimensions of trust 

into the subject of knowledge. By incorporating more dimensions and other factors a wider 

picture will be painted and help to develop the understanding for phenomenon.  

 

Additionally, the authors call for further development and empirical testing of the found 

dimensions of goodwill and competence distrust. However, since there are multiple trust and 

the authors proved there are similar distrust dimension, the authors challenge future 

researchers to further explore these unspecified dimensions to add to the greater 

understanding of distrust. In combination with this, the authors also propose that qualitative 

or mixed method studies are conducted to try to incorporate deeper understandings for the 

subject at hand as suggested by Marshal et al., (2005, p. 53). 

 

Finally, the authors urges future researchers to replicate and enhance their study in order to 

ensure its validity through replication. This can be done through an increased sample size in 

order to properly ensure generalizability in the knowledge-intensive industry. Future 

researcher can also perform a similar study in other industries or in a different cultural setting 

in order to compare the results. 
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Appendix 
 

Appendix 1: Knowledge intensive industries classifications  
 

Aggregations of manufacturing based on NACE Rev. 2  

Eurostat uses the following aggregation of the manufacturing industry according to technological 

intensity and based on NACE Rev. 2 at 3-digit level for compiling aggregates related to high-

technology, medium high-technology, medium low-technology and low-technology. Please note 

that in a few cases (R&D, Employment in high-tech and HRST), due to restrictions of the data 

sources used, the aggregations are only made on a NACE 2-digit level. Therefore a separate list is 

used for data where only NACE 2-digit level is available.  

  

Manufacturing industries  NACE Rev. 2 codes – 3-digit level  

High-technology  

21 Manufacture of basic pharmaceutical products and pharmaceutical preparations  
26 Manufacture of computer, electronic and optical products  
30.3 Manufacture of air and spacecraft and related machinery  

Medium-high-technology  

20 Manufacture of chemicals and chemical products  
25.4 Manufacture of weapons and ammunition   
27 to 29 Manufacture of electrical equipment, Manufacture of machinery and equipment n.e.c., Manufacture of 

motor vehicles, trailers and semi-trailers  
30 Manufacture of other transport equipment excluding 30.1 Building of ships and boats, and excluding 30.3 
Manufacture of air and spacecraft and related machinery  
32.5 Manufacture of medical and dental instruments and supplies  

Medium-low-technology  

18.2 Reproduction of recorded media  
19 Manufacture of coke and refined petroleum products  
22 to 24 Manufacture of rubber and plastic products, Manufacture of other non-metallic mineral products, 
Manufacture of basic metals  
25 Manufacture of fabricated metal products, except machinery and equipment excluding 25.4  
Manufacture of weapons and ammunition  
30.1 Building of ships and boats  
33 Repair and installation of machinery and equipment  

Low-technology  

10 to 17 Manufacture of food products, beverages, tobacco products, textiles, wearing apparel, leather and 

related products, wood and of products of wood, paper and paper products  
18 Printing and reproduction of recorded media excluding 18.2 Reproduction of recorded media 31 

Manufacture of furniture  
32 Other manufacturing excluding 32.5 Manufacture of medical and dental instruments and supplies  

  

Manufacturing industries  NACE Rev. 2 codes – 2-digit level  

High-technology  
21 Manufacture of basic pharmaceutical products and pharmaceutical preparations  
26 Manufacture of computer, electronic and optical products  

Medium-high-technology  
20 Manufacture of chemicals and chemical products  
27 to 30 Manufacture of electrical equipment, Manufacture of machinery and equipment n.e.c.,  
Manufacture of motor vehicles, trailers and semi-trailers, Manufacture of other transport equipment  

Medium-low-technology  

19 Manufacture of coke and refined petroleum products  
22 to 25 Manufacture of rubber and plastic products, Manufacture of other non-metallic mineral products, 

Manufacture of basic metals, Manufacture of fabricated metal products, except machinery and equipment  
33 Repair and installation of machinery and equipment  
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Low-technology  

10 to 18 Manufacture of food products, beverages, tobacco products, textiles, wearing apparel, leather and 
related products, wood and of products of wood, paper and paper products, printing and reproduction of 

recorded media.  
31 to 32 Manufacture of furniture, Other manufacturing  

  
  
  
     January 2009  
Aggregations of services based on NACE Rev. 2  

Following a similar approach as for manufacturing, Eurostat defines the following sector as 

knowledge-intensive services (KIS) or as less knowledge-intensive services (LKIS), where each is 

sub-divided in further sub-sectors. Aggregations for services are only made at NACE 2-digit level.  

  

Knowledge based services  NACE Rev. 2 codes – 2-digit level  

Knowledge-intensive services (KIS)  50 to 51 Water transport, Air transport  
58 to 63 Publishing activities, Motion picture, video and television programme production, sound recording 

and music publishing activities, Programming and broadcasting activities,  
Telecommunications, Computer programming, consultancy and related activities, Information service 

activities (section J)  
64 to 66 Financial and insurance activities (section K)  
69 to 75 Legal and accounting activities, Activities of head offices; management consultancy activities, 

Architectural and engineering activities; technical testing and analysis, Scientific research and development, 

Advertising and market research, Other professional, scientific and technical activities, Veterinary activities 
(section M)  
78 Employment activities  
80 Security and investigation activities  
84 to 93 Public administration and defence, compulsory social security (section O), Education  
(section P), Human health and social work activities (section Q), Arts, entertainment and recreation (section 

R)  

  
Knowledge-intensive market 

services (excluding high-tech and 
financial services)  

50 to 51 Water transport, Air transport  
69 to 71 Legal and accounting activities, Activities of head offices; management consultancy activities, 

Architectural and engineering activities; technical testing and analysis  
73 to 74 Advertising and market research, Other professional, scientific and technical activities 78 
Employment activities  
80 Security and investigation activities  

  
High-tech knowledge-intensive 
services  

59 to 63 Motion picture, video and television programme production, sound recording and music 

publishing activities, Programming and broadcasting activities, Telecommunications, Computer 
programming, consultancy and related activities, Information service activities 72 Scientific research and 

development  

  Knowledge-intensive financial 

services  64 to 66 Financial and insurance activities (section K)  

  
Other knowledge-intensive services  

58 Publishing activities 75 

Veterinary activities  
84 to 93 Public administration and defence, compulsory social security (section O), Education  
(section P), Human health and social work activities (section Q), Arts, entertainment and recreation (section 

R)  

Less knowledge-intensive services (LKIS)  45 to 47 Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles and motorcycles (section G) 49 Land 

transport and transport via pipelines  
52 to 53 Warehousing and support activities for transportation, Postal and courier activities 55 to 56 

Accommodation and food service activities (section I)  
68 Real estate activities (section L)  
77 Rental and leasing activities  
79 Travel agency, tour operator reservation service and related activities  
81 Services to buildings and landscape activities  
82 Office administrative, office support and other business support activities  
94 to 96 Activities of membership organisations, Repair of computers and personal and household goods, 

Other personal service activities (section S)  
97 to 99 Activities of households as employers of domestic personnel; Undifferentiated goods- and services-
producing activities of private households for own use (section T), Activities of extraterritorial organisations 

and bodies (section U)  
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Less knowledge-intensive market 

services  

45 to 47 Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles and motorcycles (section G)  
49 Land transport and transport via pipelines  
52 Warehousing and support activities for transportation  
55 to 56 Accommodation and food service activities (Section I) 68 Real 

estate activities  
77 Rental and leasing activities  
79 Travel agency, tour operator reservation service and related activities  
81 Services to buildings and landscape activities  
82 Office administrative, office support and other business support activities  
95 Repair of computers and personal and household goods  

  

Other less knowledge-intensive 

services  

53 Postal and courier activities  
94 Activities of membership organisations  
96 Other personal service activities  
97 to 99 Activities of households as employers of domestic personnel; Undifferentiated 

goods- and services-producing activities of private households for own use (section T), Activities of 
extraterritorial organisations and bodies (section U)  
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