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Abstract 

Research Purpose: To examine the relationship between Brand Trust and Trust in            

Technology and establish a connection between the two with an additional examination into             

cognitive and affective trust. 

Research Method: This study is based on a qualitative research method and the data              

collection method selected is semi-structured interviews. The empirical data is based on 12             

interviews and these interviews were analyzed through thematic coding.  

Conclusion: In determining BTDT, consumers rely primarily on Brand Reputation-related          

impressions and knowledge, specifically a brand’s reputation. Further, attitudes of trust           

manifest themselves in either affective or cognitive responses based on the level of             

knowledge and experience a respondent has with a particular brand. 

Limitations: The main limitations of this study are based on the sample size of the               

respondents (12), as it is not necessarily a large enough sample to make significant              

conclusions. Further, the study was conducted in the home country of one of the studied               

brands, which could result in pre-existing biases among the respondents.  

Contribution: As such, this study explores the connection between Brand trust and Trust in              

Technology research as it relates to automotive brands and Autonomous Vehicle technology.            

It establishes a connection between both cognitive and affective dimensions of brand trust             

and trust in technology and the antecedents required to develop this trust and proposes the               

new theoretical concept of Brand Trust to Develop Technology.  

Keywords: Brand Trust, Trust in Technology, Brand Reputation, Brand Intentionality, Past           

and Expected Performance, Perceived Risk Reduction, Brand Knowledge, Autonomous         

Vehicles, Artificial Intelligence, Cognitive Trust, Affective Trust 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“The more I know, the more I realize I know nothing.” -  Socrates 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Increasing Importance of Trust in Brands and Technology 

The concept of trust has emerged as a central theme in both marketing and technology               

research, and has far-reaching implications for consumers, firms, and the development of            

disruptive innovations. Within the past two decades, marketing research has adopted Brand            

Trust as a key consideration for brand-related objectives like loyalty and equity. As Mal,              

Davies and Lawson (2018) emphasize, trust “facilitates consumers’ commitment and loyalty           

to a brand, … promotes more positive word of mouth, higher purchase intentions and greater               

price tolerance.” Trust in a brand also helps retain current customers and attract new ones, all                

while maintaining and enhancing a firm’s reputation. In other words, trust has become a              

crucial factor in achieving marketing success (Ibid.). 

Previous research into Brand Trust comes from the field of social psychology and examines              

personal relationships as a valuable characteristic of any social interaction and has only             

recently become popular in marketing literature thanks to an emerging relational orientation            

of marketing activities (Delgado-Ballester and Munera-Alemán, 2001). Whether marketing-         

or social psychology-related, all of these concepts share the same central theme: “trust in a               

person is a feeling of security based on the belief that his/her behavior is guided and                

motivated by favorable and positive intentions towards the welfare and interests of his/her             

partner” (Ibid.).  

Trust has also emerged as a central theme of technological research, from the concept of               

initial trust in a new technology to the full adoption of a technology by a user (Li, Hess and                   

Valacich, 2008; Johnson, Bardhi and Dunn, 2008). However, the same research has made             

clear that there is a separation among users of trust in the technology itself and overall trust in                  

the firm behind the technology, or in other words, the brand. This suggests a research gap that                 

can be filled by exploring the relationship between trust in brands and trust in a new and                 

disruptive technology, specifically one that requires a greater amount of trust on the part of               

the user. 
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1.2 Autonomous Vehicles Today and Tomorrow 

Perhaps more than any other recent technological development in the field of Artificial             

Intelligence (AI), Autonomous Vehicles (AVs) represent the most far-reaching and          

potentially disruptive innovation. According to the European Road Safety Observatory,          

autonomous or self-driving vehicles are “those public or private vehicles designed to drive             

autonomously, without the control of a human driver” (ERSO, 2018). Additionally, the            

Society of Automotive Engineers uses a six-level classification of autonomous vehicles,           

ranging from Level 0 (no automation) to Level 5 (full automation), a summary of which can                

be found in Appendix 1 (SAE, 2018). 

The proliferation of autonomous driving technology among personal vehicles, heavy          

industry, and public transport alike has far-reaching implications that could drastically change            

mobility solutions for the future. Indeed, “the replacement of human drivers in monotonous             

driving situations or day-to-day traffic by [an] automated system is thought to offer             

significant potential to reduce accidents, increase safety, increase driver comfort and reduce            

emissions” (ERSO, 2018). Human error is a contributing factor in up to 95 percent of               

passenger vehicle accidents in Europe every year, and beyond the safety benefits alone, AVs              

have the potential to add countless new jobs for people around the world and profits of €620                 

billion by 2025 for the EU automotive industry (European Parliament, 2019). Naturally, both             

small enterprises and multinational corporations are working congruently with government          

agencies to facilitate the development of AVs. In Sweden, both small independent companies             

and major firms like Volvo Group and Scania are conducting research on how AV              

technology will affect transport from both a vehicle and infrastructure perspective, as well as              

the worldwide challenges in this area such as safety, energy consumption, and traffic             

congestion (ERTRAC, 2017). 

While these studies have focused on the policy and political implications of AV technology,              

there has been an inadequate inquiry into the role of public acceptance of fully-autonomous              

vehicles as a determinant of success. “User safety, data security, protection of personal data,              

and ethical concerns altogether will determine public acceptance and consequent market           

penetration of automated systems” (Frisoni et al., 2016). Additionally, as Kaur and            
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Rampersad (2018) outline in their research, public trust in the technology is the single largest               

barrier to the adoption of AVs on a global scale. 

1.3 Purpose and Research Aim 

While there are many ways to impact this trust positively from a practical perspective, this               

thesis aims to explore the relationship between Trust in Technology and Brand Trust,             

subsequently examining established marketing theory that could have an effect on Brand            

Trust in regard to AVs. This is particularly relevant today, as autonomous vehicle research              

has now logged millions of driverless kilometers, and many firms and governments are             

preparing for near-fully-autonomous vehicles to reach public roads on a wide scale within the              

next decade or two. Additionally, this question is particularly relevant to marketing theory, as              

it involves removing the human interface from vehicles and other automated technologies,            

making some user-centered dimensions of established branding theory and practice less           

important or irrelevant entirely. In their place, the concept of Brand Trust will become              

increasingly important for the adoption of AVs as consumers must relinquish control and put              

their lives in the hands of these technologies. 

As such, this study explores the connection between antecedents of Brand Trust and Trust in               

Technology among consumers as they relate to automotive brands and AV technology. It             

establishes a connection between these two distinct research streams and the antecedents            

required to develop trust in both brands and technology, and also proposes a new theoretical               

concept by which to understand these connections. This concept, which will henceforth be             

known as Brand Trust to Develop Technology (BTDT), will have implications for both             

researchers in marketing and technological areas, but also for firms developing these future             

technologies as cultivating consumer trust towards AVs will be crucial for their full adoption.              

As cognitive and affective trust are important established dimensions of Brand Trust in             

marketing research, this study will also explore how consumers make trusting decisions in             

terms of BTDT from both a cognitive and affective perspective. Accordingly, the following             

primary research questions have been developed:  
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1. To what extent do brand- and technology-related antecedents of trust affect Brand Trust to               

Develop Technology among consumers towards firms developing autonomous vehicles? 

 
2. How do consumer trusting decisions in terms of Brand Trust to Develop Technology              

manifest in cognitive and affective ways? 

 
We intend to address these research questions using a qualitative method, conducting twelve             

semi-structured interviews with consumers residing in Sweden. The interviews will discuss           

five automotive brands and related current semi-autonomous and future fully-autonomous          

vehicle technology. The consumers participating in this study have a wide variety of             

backgrounds, occupations, ages and socioeconomic status. The reason for this is an attempt to              

minimize different biases by the authors of this study. Through this study, we aim to               

contribute both to existing marketing and technology literature with the concept of Brand             

Trust to Develop Technology (BTDT), as well as provide empirical findings on how             

consumers are trust technological development within the automotive industry, specifically in           

the area of AVs.   
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2. Literature Review 

The following section briefly explores the basis of trust as a psychological phenomenon,             

highlights the importance of Brand Trust as an emerging theory in marketing research, and              

discusses technological trust for comparison. This serves to establish a connection between            

the two distinct streams of trust research for exploration in this study. The literature review               

also highlights the establishment of cognitive and affective trust as distinctive dimensions of             

Brand Trust in relation to the secondary research question. 

2.1 Foundations of Trust 

The concept of trust originates from psychological research but can also be applied to almost               

all disciplines involving human interaction. This has raised as many questions around the             

nature of trust in different settings as it has answered. Deutsch (1958) defined trust as               

equivalent to expectations and predictability, though noted that these dimensions did not            

sufficiently capture the “everyday” meaning of the concept of trust. Along this vein,             

Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Alemán (2001) state that the reason why psychology is a            

prominent area of research is due to its inherent characteristic in any social setting, and that                

trust is a personal construct but experienced both intrinsically and socially.  

A popular definition of trust is that of Mayer, Davis and Schoorman (1995), who refer to it as                  

“the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the                 

expectation that the other will perform a particular action important to the trustor, irrespective              

of the ability to monitor or control the other party.” This suggests that in order for an                 

individual to trust another entity, a modicum of control must be relinquished, and             

expectations of performance adequacy must be relied upon in place of certainty. Expanding             

further, Cook (2001) points out the varying nature of trust between parties as it relates to the                 

action the trusted party is asked to undertake:  

“A trusts B to do X. It is a dyadic conception, focused on specific actions. All three parts are necessary. It does 

not make much sense in his formulation to state that A trusts B. Implied in this statement is a list of specifics 

that A trusts B to do. A might trust B to do X, Y, and Z, but not S and T. So I might trust you to manage my 
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money while I am away on vacation and to handle my mail, perhaps even to feed and take care of my cat, but I 

might not trust you with my car or my child” - (Cook, 2001).  

 

Trust in marketing research originally focused on two general approaches. The first is based              

on the actual trustworthiness of the action being conducted by an exchange partner. This is a                

belief, expectation, or sentiment based on the partner's expertise, reliability, or intentionality            

(Moorman, Zaltman and Deshpande, 1992). The second approach has been viewed from a             

behavioral perspective. This approach consists of the vulnerability and uncertainty of the            

exchange partner (Deutsch, 1962; Coleman, 1990). However, the concept of trust in business             

research was popularized across disciplines by Morgan and Hunt (1994) who defined trust as              

“existing when one party has confidence in an exchange partner’s reliability and integrity.”             

Though this study examined business-to-business relationships and held relationship         

commitment as an equally-important dimension of developing these relationships, it set the            

precedent for trust to be studied as a phenomenon in consumer marketing research. 

2.2 Brand Trust as an Emerging Discipline 

2.2.1 Definitions and Multi-Dimensional Models of Brand Trust 

Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001) defined Brand Trust as the ability of a brand to perform its                

stated function, thereby reducing uncertainty among consumers in an environment where they            

feel especially vulnerable because they know they can trust the specified brand. However,             

this definition does not adequately capture the depth and nuance of trust towards brands, as it                

is a function-based perspective that ignores affective dimensions. Beyond this, Srivastava,           

Dash and Mookerjee (2016) argue that Brand Trust is one of the most important factors in a                 

consumer’s purchase decision and has often been stamped as the consumers “assurance” in             

the product or service that is being considered. The underlying reason for this relates to the                

pre-existing notions within any kind of business interaction, where a transcending           

dependence on a possible outcome and performing activities exists (Delgado-Ballester,          

Munuera-Alemán, and Yague-Guillen, 2003).  

Brand Trust is argued to be a multi-dimensional concept, much like the concept of              

interpersonal trust itself (Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Alemán, 2001; Becerra and         
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Badrinarayanan, 2013). It is also stated that Brand Trust consists of two different dimensions:              

brand reliability and brand intentionality. Brand reliability indicates the consumer's assurance           

of the technical ability that a brand possesses, while brand intentionality constitutes the             

conduct of a brand with respect to the interest and welfare of its consumers              

(Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Alemán, 2005). In relation, Mal, Davies and Lawson          

(2018) also state that trust is based on the notion of acceptance on the part of the consumer to                   

be vulnerable and take risks. If this is not accepted, there is no level of trust towards the                  

brand, or rather, a level of non-positive trust (distrust). The authors also argue that Brand               

Trust is a multidimensional concept, but in contrast to their peers, presents distrust as an               

equal dimension. This perspective is questionable as Brand Trust and distrust have been             

viewed as either polar opposite of each other or that brand distrust is the lowest level of trust                  

(Ibid.). 

2.2.2 Cognitive and Affective Brand Trust 

The dichotomous nature of Brand Trust has evolved recently along two widely-accepted            

dimensions: cognitive trust and affective trust. Popularized by Johnson and Grayson (2005),            

cognitive trust is defined as a customer’s confidence or willingness to rely on a brand’s               

competence and reliability. Drawing on accumulated knowledge, consumers make         

predictions regarding the likelihood that a partner - in this case, the brand - will fulfill its                 

obligations. This knowledge is accumulated from the observation of a brand’s behavior as             

well as its reported reputation in other relationships (Johnson and Grayson, 2005).            

Subsequently, this knowledge enables individuals to develop confidence that the brand will            

fulfill its obligations to the individual in the future (Srivastava, Dash and Mookerjee, 2016).              

This trust may become definitive for an individual in only one or two interactions with the                

brand, making first impressions particularly important for brands seeking to be trusted by             

consumers (Johnson and Grayson, 2005).  

Affective trust, on the other hand, is “the confidence one places in a partner on the basis of                  

feelings generated by the level of care and concern the partner demonstrates” (Johnson and              

Grayson, 2005). This confidence generates feelings of security and perceived strength of the             

relationship but is more strongly related to personal experiences with the brand in question              

than outside information. Further, as these emotional connections grow within the consumer            
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towards the brand, “a partner may venture beyond that which is justified by available              

knowledge,” and the relationship becomes “less transparent to objective risk assessments”           

(Ibid.). 

However, while cognitive and affective trust can broadly be understood as “thoughts and             

feelings” towards a brand, both dimensions share some antecedents and outcomes.           

Antecedents of trust in the case of this study and others refer to the conditions requisite for                 

trust to be formed among consumers towards a brand, such as a brand’s reputation or a                

customer’s past experience with a brand’s products. Accordingly, Johnson and Grayson           

(2005) identify perceived firm expertise, product performance, and satisfaction with previous           

interactions as solely cognitive antecedents, while similarity of values between the firm and a              

customer are affective antecedents. However, the reputation of the firm is an antecedent for              

both dimensions of trust. This duality is expressed in the outcomes of cognitive and affective               

trust, as sales effectiveness was found to be solely an outcome of cognitive trust while the                

anticipation of future interactions was related to both dimensions. 

This particular dichotomous model of Brand Trust has been supported by subsequent studies,             

notably those of Srivastava, Dash, and Mookerjee (2016) and Punyatoya (2019), which found             

that cognitive and affective Brand Trust had both unique and shared antecedents. Srivastava,             

Dash and Mookerjee (2016) found that both cognitive and affective dimensions of trust were              

empirically distinguishable, with cognitive trust affected by such factors as brand credibility            

and innovativeness, while brand intimacy was solely a determinant of affective trust (2016).             

Further, Punyatoya’s (2019) research into consumer interactions with brands online had both            

unique and shared antecedents, contradicting Johnson and Grayson’s (2005) finding that prior            

interaction experience was solely a cognitive antecedent, as it was also found to affect              

affective trust among respondents. Bearing the aforementioned definitions in mind, we           

present a synthesized definition of Brand Trust as it relates to this study:  

Brand trust is the cognitive and/or affective propensity of an individual to expect a brand to                

fulfill its intended function or purpose in the absence of complete information. 
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2.3 Brand Trust as a Mediating Factor in Marketing Research 

2.3.1 Prerequisites and Outcomes of Brand Trust 

Previous research into Brand Trust has established a clear chain of effects from a wide variety                

of antecedents such as brand knowledge to important value-related outcomes such as brand             

loyalty and equity. This solidifies Brand Trust as a crucial link in the chain from abstract,                

consumer-generated product-category- and brand-related phenomena to highly desired        

outcomes of marketing exercises. 

Several studies have established brand knowledge as a prerequisite of trust, noting that the              

threshold for possessing “knowledge” about a brand is fairly simple to breach. As Keller              

(2003) noted, brand knowledge is derived from all descriptive and evaluative information            

about a particular brand stored in a consumer’s memory. In congruence with cognitive and              

affective dimensions of trust, both “thoughts” - cognitive responses to any brand-related            

information - and “feelings” - affective responses to any brand-related information - were two              

of the eight dimensions of brand knowledge, and that brand knowledge was founded on              

initial learned information, but that “increasingly, much of branding is about more abstract             

and intangible considerations” (Ibid.). This research is supported by Esch et al. (2006), who              

found that while brand image had an effect on Brand Trust, brand awareness did not,               

suggesting that consumers who do not have a pre-existing image of a brand are not liable to                 

trust it. 

Additionally, Brand Trust has been established as an important contributing factor to brand             

loyalty, commitment, and equity. First outlined by Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001), “brands            

high in consumer trust and affect are linked through both attitudinal and purchase loyalty to               

greater market share and premium prices in the marketplace.” They go on to emphasize that               

trust and commitment should be associated “because trust is important in relational            

exchanges and commitment is also reserved for such valued relationships,” and that this             

trust-derived commitment contributes “to both purchase loyalty and attitudinal loyalty.”          

Similarly, Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Alemán (2001) have also argued that trust is           

central to long-term consumer-brand relationships, and that it is “an important contributor to             
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the kind of emotional customer commitment that leads to long-term loyalty.” This research             

relies on precedents set by Morgan and Hunt (1994) about the importance of trust to               

consumer loyalty and relationship-building, and is supported by Matzler, Grabner-Kräuter,          

and Bidmon (2008) as having a measurable effect on both dimensions of loyalty. 

Beyond loyalty, however, the ultimate goal of a brand’s marketing exercises is to generate              

equity, “which is an asset equivalent to the store of future profits, or cash flow, represented                

by customer habits and attitudes towards the brand and those of other influencers in the               

value-laden network that forms the ‘market’” (Ambler, 1997). In later research,           

Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Alemán (2005) outline the importance of trust as an           

antecedent to loyalty and therefore equity, arguing that “trust is the cardinal driver of loyalty”               

and that “brand loyalty is the main driver of brand equity” because it leads to certain                

marketing-related advantages related with brand equity. Thus, “brand trust is identified as a             

key full mediating variable to develop brand loyalty and consequently brand equity” (Ibid.).             

Clearly, the importance of Brand Trust as a lynchpin in the chain of effects from               

consumer-derived antecedents to the ultimate goals of marketing exercises cannot be           

understated. 

2.4 Trust in Technology and Autonomous Vehicles 

2.4.1 Trust in Technology 

Beyond brand and marketing literature, trust has been established as an important            

phenomenon in regards to technology, specifically that with which consumers have limited or             

no experience. Bahmanziari, Pearson, and Crosby (2003) relate the nature of trust to             

technology adoption: “to say that trust in exchanges is based on evaluation of the pros and                

cons, and risk involved, makes trust nothing more than a calculated prediction or educated              

guess.” Along this theme, Johnson, Bardhi, and Dunn (2008) suggest that “trust involves a              

leap of faith beyond that which is supported by available information.” This sentiment has              

been described as “initial trust” which Li, Hess, and Valacich (2008) define simply as “trust               

in an unfamiliar party.” They suggest that initial trust is important “in cases of novel               

technology where users must overcome perceptions of risk and uncertainty before using the             

technology,” and when no prior interaction between the trustor and the trustee exists, one              
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cannot develop experience-based trust, and will instead depend on other sources such as             

word-of-mouth information, context, or even personal intuition (Ibid.). 

This initial trust expands to inform a greater “Trust in Technology,” which Lippert and Davis               

(2006) define as “an individual’s willingness to be vulnerable to [a] technology based on              

expectations of technology predictability, reliability, and utility and influenced by the           

individual’s predilection to trust technology.” They maintain that each interaction with the            

technology either increases or decreases an individual’s trust in a system based on the              

individual’s perceived experience with the technology (Ibid.). However, Johnson, Bardhi, and           

Dunn (2008) maintain that this phenomenon is separate from trust in the overall firm, “which               

is based on perceptions of management policies and practices” as well as other firm-specific              

dimensions such as observable employee behavior. While Trust in Technology and Brand            

Trust can evolve along different dimensions, we maintain that these mechanisms both inform             

and have an effect on each other in certain circumstances. 

2.4.2 Trust in Autonomous Vehicles 

Trust has been established as the most important factor for widespread consumer adoption of              

emerging artificial intelligence (AI) technologies, specifically autonomous vehicles (AVs).         

According to the Society of Automotive Engineers (SAE), a Level 5 (fully-autonomous)            

vehicle is defined by “the sustained and unconditional performance by an autonomous            

driving system of the entire [driving] process… without any expectation that a user will              

respond to a request to intervene” (SAE, 2018).  

In relation to AVs, Kaur and Rampersad (2018) found that reliability, security, and privacy              

all have an effect on trust, which in turn is the most important factor in the adoption of AVs.                   

For their purposes, trust is defined as “one’s willingness to place himself/herself in a              

vulnerable position, with respect to a technology, with a positive expectation of an outcome              

or a positive nature of future behavior” (Ibid.). Further, Hengstler, Enkel and Duelli (2016)              

divide this trust into a dichotomous phenomenon, identifying Trust in Technology and trust in              

the innovating firm and its communication as the most important antecedents for the adoption              

of AV technology. This research also argues that trust is “essential to reducing perceived              

risk,” and that “perceived risk further stems from the delegation of control to a machine and                

its respective control mechanisms,” emphasizing that perceived risk and risk-aversion are           
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important antecedents to trust across disciplines. Further, they emphasize that “the credibility            

of the communicator has a significant effect on consumer behavior,” and that trust in the firm                

is related to stakeholder alignment, transparency of the development process, and gradual            

introduction of technology (Ibid.). 

Other research in this field has established brand-related factors as important to developing             

trust in AVs. Abraham et al. (2016) examined consumer perception of semi-autonomous            

technology brand names and found that “the name of a system does have an impact on the                 

degree of responsibility that respondents expected to have as a driver” and influences             

perceptions of technology and automation level. The level of responsibility a driver feels in              

these situations can be assumed to have a positive relationship with the amount of trust that                

the driver has in the system itself. 

Clearly, while trust has been established as a central factor in AV adoption among the               

population at large, and a relationship between brand-related activities and trust among            

respondents has been developed, no thorough analysis of the effect of Brand Trust on trust in                

AVs has been conducted thus far.  
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3. Analytical Framework 

The following section proposes a new theoretical concept synthesized from Brand Trust and             

Trust in Technology research, and develops a framework by which to study the effect of               

various established brand- and technology-related antecedents on the new concept of Brand            

Trust to Develop Technology. 

3.1 Brand Trust to Develop Technology 

To examine the interconnected relationship between Brand Trust and Trust in Technology,            

we propose a synthesized concept of Brand Trust to Develop Technology (BTDT). This             

concept is derived from brand- and technology-related antecedents that have both cognitive            

and affective dimensions. As previously discussed, the ultimate outcomes of BTDT include            

brand loyalty and equity, translating to tangible value-related behaviors like          

intent-to-purchase and actual purchasing behavior as well as other consumer-brand direct           

interactions. For the purpose of this study, BTDT is therefore defined as: 

A consumer’s trust towards a brand to develop new technology based on brand- and              

technology-related antecedents. 

Several established antecedents of both Brand Trust and Trust in Technology have been             

shown to have a direct effect on both cognitive and affective trust. As such, the BTDT model                 

posits that both dimensions of trust are mediating variables between BTDT and its             

antecedents. A summary of the research used to conduct the framework can be found              

subsequently in Table 1, and the visualized framework can be found in Figure 1 below. 

3.1.1 Antecedents of Brand Trust to Develop Technology 

Previous research on both Brand Trust and Trust in Technology has posited several             

antecedents, many of which have related dimensions that can be considered similar enough to              

be synthesized into new categories. For the purpose of this model, BTDT is derived from two                

brand-related antecedents and two technology- or product-related antecedents synthesized         

from the theories presented previously: Brand Reputation (BR), Brand Intentionality (BI),           
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Past and Expected Performance (PEP), and Perceived Risk Reduction (PRR). These           

antecedents are found to either be related to Brand Trust or to Trust in Technology but are all                  

considered important in establishing BTDT among consumers.  

Brand Trust-Related 

Brand Reputation (BR) 

Brand reputation is derived from two central concepts: a brand’s perceived ability as well as               

its integrity in the mind of the consumer. For the purpose of this study, we propose that the                  

ability-related dimension of BR includes brand expertise, credibility, and innovativeness. The           

concept of expertise was presented as a cognitive-related antecedent of trust by Johnson and              

Grayson (2005) in their examination of cognitive and affective trust, which is assessed in              

terms of a firm’s perceived level of knowledge and experience concerning the focal product              

or service. Credibility is also presented as an important cognitive firm-related antecedent in             

both marketing and technology research, and is defined as “the ability and willingness of the               

brand to continuously deliver what it has promised,” which is “influenced by expertise,             

reliability, and goodwill” (Srivastava, Dash and Mookerjee, 2016; Hengstler, Enkel and           

Duelli, 2016). Srivastava, Dash and Mookerjee (2016) also present brand innovativeness as a             

cognitive antecedent of Brand Trust, defining it as “the extent to which consumers perceive              

[a brand as] being able to provide new and useful solutions to their needs.” 

Integrity is also presented as both a product- and firm-related antecedent of trust, consisting              

of the perceived fairness, transparency, respect for laws and regulations, and promises kept in              

a firm’s output and conduct (Mal, Davies and Lawson, 2018). This dimension relates closely              

to Morgan and Hunt’s (1994) original antecedent of opportunistic behavior as having a             

negative effect on trust, stating that “deceit-oriented violation of implicit or explicit promises             

about one’s appropriate or required role behavior” is damaging to trust in business             

relationships. We maintain that both ability and integrity are important determinants of a             

brand’s perceived reputation, which will have an effect on both cognitive and affective Brand              

Trust to develop technology. 
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Brand Intentionality (BI) 

Beyond a brand’s integrity, perceived Brand Intentionality is a powerful antecedent of trust             

according to several established theories, and in the context of this study consists of              

benevolence, shared values, and communication. Mal, Davies, and Lawson (2018) present           

benevolence as another key firm- and product-related antecedent of trust, consisting of care             

towards the needs of consumers, employees, society, the environment, and business partners            

as well as honest communication with consumers. This falls in line with Morgan and Hunt’s               

(1994) dimension of shared values, defined as “the extent to which partners have beliefs in               

common about what behaviors, goals, and policies are important or unimportant, appropriate            

or inappropriate, and right or wrong.” Johnson and Grayson (2005) included this dimension             

in their model of cognitive and affective Brand Trust as a purely affective dimension under               

“similarity,” arguing that “when a customer detects elements of similarity [of values] in a              

service provider, an affective response may result that leads to the development of a              

cooperative and accommodating attitude towards the service provider.” Indeed, research by           

Hengstler, Enkel and Duelli (2016) supports this with “cognitive compatibility” found to be a              

determinant of Trust in Technology, signifying “compatibility between what people feel or            

think about an innovation and their values.”  

Communication also emerged as a key theme of trust derived from a brand’s intentionality, as               

the messages that the firm directly communicates to consumers has an effect on trust in that                

firm. Morgan and Hunt (1994) first argued this point, stating that “communication, especially             

timely communication, fosters trust by assisting in resolving disputes and aligning           

perceptions and expectations.” This is supported by Hengstler, Enkel and Duelli (2016), who             

posit that “communication has positive effects or is even the main driver of the diffusion of                

innovations,” and that “extensive communication, especially in the market introduction of           

unknown and new products can reduce fears” by promoting “two-way communication           

instead of indicating a purely public relations approach.” Together with benevolence and            

shared values, communication is a key determinant of both cognitive and affective Brand             

Trust to develop technology among consumers. 
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Trust in Technology-Related 

Past and Expected Performance (PEP) 

The dimension of Past and Expected Performance is derived primarily from           

technology-related research but has roots in Brand Trust theory as well. Kaur and Rampersad              

(2018) propose performance expectancy as a key antecedent, stating that “as fully            

autonomous vehicles have not been developed, their performance is difficult to predict” and             

therefore users will have “high-performance requirements” for autonomous vehicles.         

Similarly, Hengstler, Enkel and Duelli (2016) found predictability, dependability, and faith to            

be key determinants of Trust in Technology. Predictability is “the degree to which future              

behavior can be anticipated,” while dependability “can be described as the degree to which an               

automation technology’s behavior is consistent.” Faith is understood as “the condition in            

which the user relies on the technology” (Ibid.). Naturally, expected performance is an             

important antecedent for trust in new and disruptive technologies that require delegation of             

control to a machine with potentially harmful or fatal consequences, such as in the case of                

AVs.  

Past performance also has an effect on trust in both cognitive dimensions of product              

performance and satisfaction with previous interactions (Johnson and Grayson 2005). Product           

performance is “a customer’s assessment of the performance of core […] deliverables” while             

satisfaction with previous interactions are “an emotional state arising from both a cognitive             

process of comparing customers’ expectations with perceptions of service performance and           

an evaluation of emotions experienced during the consumption experience” (Ibid.). This, in            

turn, leads to the perception of equity in exchange, increasing a consumer’s confidence that              

the firm will continue to meet their future obligations. 

Perceived Risk Reduction (PRR) 

Multiple studies have identified both perceived risk and risk aversion as important            

determinants of trust in both brands and technology, so this model posits that Perceived Risk               

Reduction is an important antecedent of BTDT as well. However, while other antecedents             

have positively correlated relationships with BTDT - for example, as positive impressions on             

BR increase among consumers, they are more likely to have increased levels of BTDT - PRR                
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is the only antecedent with an inversely-proportional relationship. Thus, as perceived risk is             

reduced, trust can increase, so the reduction of perceived risk is an important qualification for               

trust among brands developing new technologies.  

In accordance, Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Alemán (2001) initially identified perceived         

risk as a condition for trust in a brand to grow, “because this perception represents certain                

situations in which the consumer faces some degree of uncertainty or ambiguity in the              

satisfaction of his/her consumption expectations.” Further, they emphasize that operational          

trust is achieved only when the individual is considered vulnerable, in which case “the              

individual is more motivated to look for a trustworthy brand as a determining criterion of               

his/her purchasing decision in order to avoid the inherent risk a product class holds”              

(Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Alemán, 2001). Subsequently, Matzler, Grabner-Kräuter,       

and Bidmon (2008) identify perceived risk as having two components, “both the perceived             

uncertainty of outcomes and the perceived severity of negative consequences.” Thus, the            

perceived risk from uncertain outcomes and potential negative consequences can be           

considered an antecedent of trust, as brands and technology that are more trustworthy in the               

eyes of consumers will be those that most effectively reduce perceived risk. 

3.1.2 Cognitive and Affective Dimensions of BTDT 

Though BTDT is derived from a combination of individual perceptions regarding the four             

antecedent categories outlined above, the trust resulting from these perceptions can be some             

combination of cognitive and affective in its manifestation. Therefore, it is important to             

explore the degree to which both cognitive and affective dimensions affect BTDT, and in              

which antecedents they are rooted. 

As Johnson and Grayson (2005) highlight, cognitive trust “is accumulated from observation            

of partner behavior within the focal relationship and from reported reputation in other             

relationships.” They note further that although cognitive trust is rooted in knowledge, “the             

need to trust presumes a state of incomplete knowledge” and that a “state of complete               

certainty regarding a partner’s future actions implies that risk is eliminated and trust is              

redundant” (Ibid.). Since consumers have varying degrees of experience with both the brands             
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and the technology in question, BTDT is likely to be rooted to some degree in               

experience-based cognitive reasoning, or rather, cognitive trust. 

Additionally, affective trust is “characterized by feelings of security and perceived strength of             

the relationship,” but that “reputation effects also influence affective trust” and “affective            

trust is decidedly more confined to personal experiences with the focal partner than cognitive              

trust,” hence the reliance on emotions as a determinant (Johnson and Grayson, 2005).             

Further, “as emotional connections deepen, trust in a partner may venture beyond that which              

is justified by available knowledge” (Ibid.). This suggests that in lacking the cognitive             

experience necessary from which to derive trust, consumers rely on emotions and feelings             

based on connections with the brand or brands in question, making affective trust an              

equally-important dimension to understand overall BTDT among consumers. 

Moreover, a relationship between cognitive and affective trust has been established,           

suggesting that the two concepts do not necessarily exist in parallel, but rather can have an                

effect on each other in different directions and capacities. As McAllister (1995) posits, trust is               

cognition-based in certain circumstances of incomplete knowledge and provides the basis           

upon which affective trust is developed. However, trust can also have affective foundations,             

as “people make emotional investments in trust relationships” and that these “emotional ties             

linking individuals can provide the basis for trust” (Ibid.). In the case of trust in brands, an                 

individual’s prior interactions and experience with a particular brand can provide the basis for              

affective trust that in turn effects cognitive trust. Alternatively, while in the absence of              

complete information on the trustee, the trustor may base individual trust in a brand on               

cognitive aspects that will in turn yield affective manifestations of trust.  

As knowledge of the subject matter and brands in question vary on an individual basis, this                

framework merely provides a platform for inquisition into the roots of BTDT among the four               

Brand Trust- and Trust in Technology-related antecedents, and whether this trust reasoning is             

cognitive, affective, or a combination of the two among consumers. 
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Table 1. Sub-Antecedents of Brand Trust and Trust in Technology 

Antecedent Sub-Antecedents Sources 

Brand Reputation - Ability 
- Integrity 

Mal, Davies and Lawson, (2018); Johnson and Grayson, 
(2005); Srivastava, Dash, and Mookerjee, (2016); 
Hengstler, Enkel and Duelli, (2016); Morgan and Hunt, 
(1994) 

Brand Intentionality - Benevolence 
- Shared Values 
- Communication  

Mal, Davies and Lawson, (2018); Morgan and Hunt, 
(1994); Johnson and Grayson, (2005); Hengstler, Enkel and 
Duelli, (2016) 

Past and Expected 
Performance 

- Satisfaction with Previous 
Interactions 
- Performance Expectancy 

Kaur and Rampersad (2018); Hengstler, Enkel and Duelli 
(2016); Johnson and Grayson, (2005) 

Perceived Risk Reduction - Perceived Risk Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Alemán, (2001); Matzler, 
Grabner-Kräuter and Bidmon (2008)  

 

Figure 1. Model of Brand Trust to Develop Technology 
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4. Method 

The following section provides justification for the selected research method, outlines the            

operationalization of the theoretical framework through the selected method, and describes           

the data collection and analysis process as well as the details of the study in terms of the                  

respondents and the interviews conducted. 

4.1 Research Design  

4.1.1 Qualitative Research  

To examine the effects of the established antecedents on BTDT and the cognitive and              

affective trust implications, we found a qualitative research design to be the most suitable              

method. The foundation of qualitative research is to reproduce individual opinions and views             

as well as study the meaning behind factors that can be assigned to human life in real                 

scenarios (Yin, 2013). As Brand Trust is viewed as a concept existing in the mind of                

individuals, a qualitative method is the most suitable for the purpose of this study. The use of                 

this strategy provides a greater understanding of the real implications of Brand Trust in an               

empirical setting as it enables us to investigate the underlying reasons on what and how this                

affects trust amongst the respondents (Yin, 2003). Further, it provides us with the possibility              

to ask questions such as “how” and “why” to truly investigate the notion within the mind of                 

the respondents on a deeper level (Yin, 2009). If this knowledge extraction would be              

attempted in a quantitative fashion, the study would be likely be insufficient in capturing the               

subjective feelings of trust or distrust from the respondents. 

The use of a qualitative method also helps us to decode and analyze the results from the                 

interviews as it provides insights into both existing and emerging concepts that have the              

opportunity to explain human social behavior (Yin, 2013). Concurrently, the study aims to             

gain a deeper understanding of these pre-existing perceptions possessed by the respondents            

and their perceived reality (Crane, Henriques and Husted, 2017). When facing the selection             

of a research design for this study, the merits of a hypothesis-testing model versus an inquiry                

into the subjective reasoning of a smaller number of respondents were discussed. In the end,               
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the use of the latter method was chosen to investigate the deep-rooted reasons for the               

respondents’ feelings of trust towards the selected brands and the antecedents they are based              

upon. 

4.2 Data Collection 

4.2.1 Semi-Structured Interviews  

The method of semi-structured interviews was selected for this study. Interviews are a             

common and effective method of data collection when conducting qualitative research,           

especially in-person interviews (Opdenakker, 2006). As interviews can be conducted in a            

variety of ways, semi-structured interviews were selected as the most suitable method. This             

decision was based on the flexible nature of semi-structured interviews, allowing the            

researcher to explore underlying subjective motives and attitudes possessed by the           

respondents (Jacobsen, 2002; Horton, Macve and Struyven, 2004). Subsequently, this          

resulted in the ability to interact with the respondents in a less formal way, which provided an                 

opportunity for the respondents to answer freely in relation to the question asked (Wahyuni,              

2012). This method also allows the interviewer to divert into aspects of the interview that the                

respondents find interesting and may later result in a deeper understanding of their subjective              

meanings (Fisher, 2007; Greener, 2008). As this is sought while searching for subjective             

understanding, it also provides the interviewer with the ability to ask more in-depth follow-up              

questions when responses may have been vague (Bryman and Bell, 2011; Kvale and             

Brinkmann, 2014).  

4.2.2 Selection of Respondents 

In planning the data collection, difficulties arose when deciding on a suitable amount of              

respondents for the study. While the importance of the number of respondents can be viewed               

as secondary, the background and experience of the respondents were of the utmost             

importance, as supported by Saunders and Townsend (2016). As such, twelve respondents            

were selected with different backgrounds, occupations, ages and socioeconomic status as this            

would ensure a less biased opinion about the technology available on the market as well as                

improve the reliability and generalizability of the study (Cohen, Manion and Morrison,            
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2007). Since the aim of this study is to explore the underlying factors of Brand Trust among                 

consumers towards new technological developments, it was necessary to get different           

perspectives on the new technological development in question. As full AV technology is not              

yet available on the market, it was important to gain insight from subjects both with and                

without any experience of the semi-autonomous technology available in vehicles currently           

available. Respondents were contacted personally and asked to refer additional participants           

that would be interested in the study. 

As of 2018, 31 different light vehicle manufacturers offer some form of semi-autonomous or              

active safety features in at least one product (Cars.com, 2018). While none of these offerings               

are fully-autonomous, many contain Level 1 or 2 autonomous features according to the SAE              

scale. As experience with this technology could have an effect on the respondents’ attitudes              

and trust, we decided to divide the respondents into two groups; with and without experience               

with semi-autonomous technology. This will give the study more validity in the results as it               

takes experience into account. 

All selected respondents had to possess a driving license for passenger vehicles. This is due               

to the fact that in the absence of fully-autonomous technology, a driver is still required to                

possess a license, even for a vehicle with semi-autonomous technology. In relation to this,              

there was yet another factor affecting the considered respondents. As presented above,            

ownership of a particular brand of vehicle included or excluded in the study could positively               

or negatively affect the notions of the respondents toward that particular brand or other              

brands in the study. Brand ownership could result in a biased opinion as the objective feeling                

could be affected by what model and brand the respondent owns. Therefore, this factor has               

been considered while selecting and conducting interviews the respondents of this study. 

Table 2. Summary of the Respondents  

Interviewees Occupation Brand owner AV-Tech 

Experience 

Length Date 

Respondent 1** Retired Kia No 48 min 2019/04/15 

Respondent 2** Student Renault No 50 min 2019/04/17 

Respondent 3** Lawyer Audi, VW Yes 46 min 2019/04/22 

Respondent 4* Elementary teacher VW Yes 42 min 2019/04/22 
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Respondent 5* Flight attendant None No 44 min 2019/04/24 

Respondent 6*** Restaurant manager  BMW Yes 40 min 2019/04/26 

Respondent 7*** Project Manager Mercedes, 
Tesla 

Yes 45 min 2019/04/27 

Respondent 8** Revenue Director Audi Yes 46 min 2019/04/27 

Respondent 9*** Student Volvo Yes 49 min 2019/05/02 

Respondent 10*** Retired Kia Yes 55 min  2019/05/03 

Respondent 11* Customer Service 
Agent 

None Yes 40 min 2019/05/05 

Respondent 12*** Salesman None Yes 45 min 2019/05/06 

 

Due to the purpose of this study, the importance of experience and knowledge among the 

respondents cannot be understated. These factors could have an effect on the responses and 

its significance, and therefore we have categorized the respondents in three different levels of 

experience and knowledge. The first level includes respondents with a low interest and 

limited experience in automobiles and driving in general. This includes respondents that 

show little interest and mostly see automobiles as an everyday tool in their life. The moderate 

level includes respondents that show somewhat of an interest in automobiles and new 

development within the industry. Lastly, the third level constitutes of respondents that have a 

genuine interest in and high knowledge level of vehicles. This includes consumers that are 

keeping themselves up-to-date on development in the industry. 

Table 3. Experience and Knowledge Level of Respondents  

Experience and Knowledge Level Respondents 

Level 1: Limited* 4, 5, 11 

Level 2: Moderate** 1, 2, 3, 8 

Level 3: High*** 6, 7, 9, 10, 12 

* Indicates low interest and knowledge together with limited experience  
** Indicated moderate interest and knowledge as well as regular driving experience  
*** High level of interest, extensive experience of driving and great knowledge of cars in general 
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4.2.3 Selection of Brands 

For simplicity’s sake, only a handful of automotive brands were selected as the objects of               

trust for participants in the study. Additionally, as the study is being conducted entirely in               

Sweden, the popularity and sales figures of certain brands in the Swedish market was taken               

into consideration, as it is beneficial for respondents to have as much familiarity with each               

brand in the study as possible beyond ownership or other in-depth experience. Further, brands              

from across the price spectrum were selected to examine whether perceived value or             

exclusivity was a factor in evaluating the antecedents of trust among respondents. It must also               

be noted that in general, the semi-autonomous technologies that form the basis of the              

“experience” that half of respondents have are available in their most advanced form, and              

indeed more common, on higher-priced vehicles in the Swedish market. 

With these considerations in mind, the five automotive brands selected in descending order of              

sales volume in Sweden as of 2018 were Volvo, Volkswagen, Kia, Mercedes-Benz, and Tesla              

(Statista, 2019). Each of these brands offers at least one new vehicle on the Swedish market                

with some form of semi-autonomous technology, be it active safety features such as             

automatic emergency braking that only intervene in situations where a collision is imminent,             

or active throttle, braking, and steering systems such as Tesla’s Autopilot system that can              

take over most driving functions in certain conditions. As many of these systems have been               

available for at least one model year, there is an increased chance that respondents will have                

at least some experience with one of these brands and technologies. 

Additionally, these five brands represent a selection of both lower-priced, value-oriented           

offerings such as Kia and Volkswagen, and higher-priced, luxury-oriented offerings like           

Mercedes-Benz, Tesla, and Volvo. This serves to provide an additional area of inquiry             

regarding respondents’ perceptions of value and whether or not it has an effect on trust in                

regards to the antecedents or BTDT overall.  

4.2.4 Data Collection 

As semi-structured interviews were selected for this study, an interview guide was developed             

with multiple flexible questions that related to different antecedents of Brand Trust and Trust              

in Technology. Later, as the aim of the selected method emphasizes the ability for both the                
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respondents and interviewers to deviate from the interview guide when appropriate, we            

decided to make the interview guide less rigid. The interview guide can be found in its                

entirety in the Appendix (see Appendix 1).  

The interview was conducted in a three-step process (see Table 4). First, respondents were              

given time to fill in a standardized questionnaire which included questions in relation to              

pre-existing feelings, knowledge, and notions towards the selected manufacturers (see          

Appendix 2). In this step, questions are not based on new technology and focus solely on                

perceptions of the specific brands and their offerings. Participants were asked to rank the              

different brands on a scale from 1 to 5 in regards to how much they agreed or disagreed with                   

the statement presented. Consequently, a rank of 1 is equivalent to a “strongly disagree” and               

a 5 is “strongly agree,” with a score of 3 representing a “neutral” opinion. This scale,                

however, is not for quantifiable measurement and instead used as a representation of a              

qualitative notion. To this point, the respondents were unaware of the actual focus of study in                

order to collect unbiased responses from the participants. If the respondents were provided             

with full information, previous research, and articles on the development of AV technology             

within the brands, this could affect validity and reliability of the responses. At the end of the                 

interview, participants were asked to rank the brands included in the study from most              

trustworthy to least to develop AV technology in the future. 

Table 4. Data Collection Process 

Steps in the Interview  Purpose Description 

1. Questionnaire  Used as a tool for the 
respondents to 
specify their 
opinions. 

Respondents were asked to answer the 
standardized questionnaire regarding Brand Trust 
provided to them before the interview session 
started.  

2. Semi-structured interview  Provides an 
opportunity to dig 
deeper into the 
subjective reasoning 
among the 
respondents.  

After the questionnaire was handed back, 
follow-up questions were asked in relation to the 
answers given in the questionnaire. The 
respondents were given a chance to revise their 
answers before continuing to the last step of the 
interview.  

3. Ranking  To give respondents 
an opportunity to 
discuss their opinions 
towards brands in 
terms of BTDT. 

Respondents were asked to rank the brands 
subject to this study. The respondents were asked 
to rank the brands from best to worst in relation to 
the brands’ ability to develop autonomous 
vehicles. After this was made, we asked more 
in-depth questions in relation to their replies. 
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4.3 Data Processing 

4.3.1 Operationalization of Theoretical Framework  

Interviews were structured around the theoretical framework (see Figure 1) and preceded by a              

questionnaire to both acquire unbiased attitudes towards the brands included in the research,             

and to provide the basis for questions regarding these reported attitudes. The questionnaire             

asks simply for respondents to rate brands along dimensions of trustworthiness in general. At              

the end of the interview, respondents were asked to rank the brands in terms of how                

trustworthy they deem them to be to develop autonomous vehicle technology, thus relating all              

of the attitudes and opinions expressed in the interview to the concept of BTDT. In the                

interview process, respondents were first asked questions about the antecedents from the            

theoretical framework and in relation to each brand (see Table 1). These antecedents are              

Brand Reputation, Brand Intentionality, Past, and Expected Performance, and Perceived Risk           

Reduction.  

Throughout the interviews, these questions were related back to how much respondents            

reported trusting each brand, and probing inquiries were made into the nature of their trust               

derived from each antecedent so that it may be determined to be affective (feeling- or               

emotion-based) or cognitive (experience- or insight-based). Subsequently, participants were         

asked directly whether or not they trusted each brand in the study and to what degree they                 

trust both active safety and semi-autonomous technology as it is available today and             

fully-autonomous technology when it becomes available in the future. Followed by deeper            

questions into their reasoning, this section provides more context on both brand- and             

technology-related trust as a precursor to exploring BTDT. 

Finally, respondents were asked to rank the brands in order of how trustworthy they deem               

each to be to develop a fully-autonomous vehicle and asked again briefly to explain why they                

were ranked in this order. This follow-up exercise is meant to establish a connection between               

the antecedents and cognitive/affective dimension of trust and how strongly they affect the             

trust felt by respondents towards each brand. A summary of the operationalizations can be              

found below. 
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Table 5. Operationalization of theoretical framework  

Theme Description Questions References 

Brand 
Reputation 

The importance of Brand Trust in 
relation to Brand Trust in the car 
manufacture industry 

1-4 E.g. Mal, Davies and Diers-Lawson (2018);      
Johnson and Grayson (2005); Srivastava,     
Dash, and Mookerjee (2016) 

Brand 
Intentionality 

Level of intentionality in the behavior 
of the brands 

5-7 E.g. Mal, Davies and Diers-Lawson (2018);      
Morgan and Hunt (1994); Hengstler, Enkel      
and Duelli (2016); Johnson and Grayson      
(2005) 

Past & Expected 
Performance 

Effect of past and expected experience 
of the brands products  

8-12 E.g. Kaur and Rampersad (2018); 
Hengstler, Enkel and Duelli (2016); 
Johnson and Grayson (2005) 

Perceived Risk 
Reduction 

How is overall product safety and its 
expected safety features trusted 

12-14 E.g. Delgado-Ballester and 
Munuera-Alemán (2001); Matzler, 
Grabner-Kräuter, and Bidmon (2008) 

Brand Trust Overall trust felt towards certain car 
manufacturing  brands 

15 E.g. Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001); 
Becerra and Badrinarayanan (2013); Mal, 
Davies and Diers-Lawson (2018); 
Delgado-Ballester, Munuera-Aleman and 
Yague-Guillen (2003); McAllister (1995) 

Trust in 
Technology 

Feelings of trust felt by consumers in 
relation to technological features and 
advancement in automobiles 

16-17 E.g. Johnson, Bardhi and Dunn (2008); Li, 
Hess and Valacich (2008); Lippert and 
Davis (2006);  Kaur and Rampersad (2018); 
Hengstler, Enkel and Duelli (2016) 

Brand Trust to 
Develop 
Technology 

To what extent consumers trust 
companies to develop autonomous 
vehicle technology 

18 * The concept of BTDT is synthesized from 
the theory presented in our theory section. 

4.3.2 Data Analysis  

As the data collection method of this study is based on semi-structured interviews, the data               

was coded through a thematic analysis (see Appendix 3). After conducting the interviews             

with respondents, audio recorded during the interviews were transcribed into text. As Miles             

and Huberman (1994) state, this process can be done in different levels of detail. The               

transcription of these recordings was done in the most detailed fashion to ensure that no               

subjective notion was lost in translation. After this, the transcribed texts were sent back to               

respondents to acquire their consent for their responses to be used in the study. 

As the study attempted to understand the subjective notions among the respondents in             

relation to Brand Trust and Trust in Technology, answers were categorized (or coded)             

depending on the inherent relation of the responses to the studied objective (Fereday and              
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Muir-Cochrane, 2006). Using this methodology of coding, we were able to retrieve and             

categorize similar notions and collect segments in the interviews relevant for the study.  

Specifically, thematic analysis was found to be the most suitable coding methodology for this              

study, as it is a method for “identifying, analyzing, organizing, describing, and reporting             

themes found within a data set” (Nowell et al., 2017). This approach is highly flexible, fits                

many studies with large amounts of complex qualitative data, and allows the researchers to              

examine the unique impressions and perspectives of all participants, find common similarities            

and key differences, and unearth previously unanticipated notions (Braun and Clarke, 2012;            

Nowell et al., 2017). As the research followed a distinct directional framework, themes in the               

data were discerned based on the antecedents of trust included in the study and could               

determine whether these responses were cognitive or affective in nature for further analysis.             

Though the interview questions followed the questionnaire in terms of structure, respondents            

often mixed their answers with impressions about other antecedents, so thematic analysis            

allowed us to make connections and draw conclusions between statements from different            

parts of each interview. 

4.4 Ethical Considerations  

There are many ethical aspects that should be considered in a study like this. The first and                 

foremost ethical factor that needs to be addressed is information asymmetry, as the             

respondents are recruited to be a part of the study. It was ensured that no false or untrue                  

information was provided to the respondents, but the main objective of the study was kept               

secret until the interview began to avoid introducing bias prior to the start of the interview.                

Multiple authors have stated that researchers should, to the utmost extent, be transparent with              

the subject of an interview. This enables a certain level of trust to be developed between the                 

respondents and the researchers (Miles and Huberman, 1994). This aspect was thoroughly            

considered, but as the objective is to truly capture the untainted and subjective understanding              

of the respondents with as little interference of respondent preparation, it was found that this               

practice was well-founded in relation to what was investigated. Additionally, as the questions             

did not inherently include aspects that could harm or risk the reputation or well-being of the                

respondents, the reason for keeping the respondents “in the dark” to the furthest extent was               

also justified. To ensure that the objective of the study did not harm or deceive the                
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respondents, they were asked on multiple occasions if they still wanted to participate in the               

study after being provided with the purpose of the research and presented with their              

transcribed responses. In relation to this, each respondent was asked before the interview if it               

was acceptable to use their name in the study. A minority of the respondents specifically               

asked us not to disclose their names and therefore all respondents were kept anonymous for               

the sake of continuity.  

4.4.1 Reliability and Validity of the Study 

Several limitations arise in relation to the reliability and validity of this study. First, to ensure                

a high level of validity in the study a thorough respondent validation was used in the                

conducted interviews. The reason for this was to ensure that none of the responses were               

depicted wrongfully in the study (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2007). Since this study was              

conducted by two researchers, respondent validation was used to ensure that the responses             

were not interpreted wrongly (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2014; Bryman and Bell, 2011). All             

respondents were given the opportunity to read through the transcribed material from their             

own interview sessions and provide comments or changes. No responses were used in the              

study that the participants felt were misunderstood. The reason for this was to increases the               

study’s trustworthiness in regard to research ethics to the furthest extent. Meanwhile, the             

same questionnaire was used throughout all interviews to improve the reliability of the study.              

This is based on the notion that the same research instrument should be used to ensure that                 

the results should be similar or as similar as possible in similar circumstances (Smith, 2003;               

Anderson, 2004).  

Subsequently, it is difficult to make reliability through transferability possible, as subjective            

understandings of this particular sample of participants are analyzed in this study. To ensure              

as high a level of reliability as possible, we selected respondents with a wide variety of                

backgrounds, occupations, ages, and socioeconomic statuses among other demographic         

considerations (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2007). This was meant to give a less biased              

depiction of the social setting that we are studying, namely drivers in Sweden, which helps to                

ensure the replicability of this study in other settings with varying demographic profiles             

(Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2007; Pandey and Patnaik, 2014). 
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5. Results and Analysis 

This section outlines the results of the study and provides analysis based on the literature               

alongside these results in accordance with the theoretical framework. As the study consisted             

of semi-structured interviews, relevant quotes from the respondents are represented to           

provide both context and evidence for the analysis. 

5.1 Antecedents of BTDT 

5.1.1 Brand Trust-Related Antecedents 

Brand Reputation Results 

Brand Reputation (BR) is viewed as a central brand-related antecedent of BTDT. During the              

interviews, a handful of common themes arose from the respondents in relation to the              

reputation of the selected brands. Participants had a common impression that Volkswagen            

was limited in this expertise and therefore technological proficiency. One respondent           

claimed:  

“I don’t see VW as a technological leader, I view them more as a follower. They tend to introduce the same 

features as other car manufacturers have and they it do sort of in a cost efficient manner.” - Respondent 3 

Later, another reported:  

“Volkswagen feels like they are like ‘classically German,’ like they are not that innovative. They are doing it 

like they have always done but they still make solid, good cars” - Respondent 12 

In regard to German brands in general, respondents felt that all brands built high-quality cars               

overall. This was apparent as respondents discussed Mercedes-Benz. Their main focus was            

the quality of the products with a distinct focus on luxury. Mercedes was said to have a sort                  

of “old man’s car” feel, and that the image resulted in mixed opinions among the               

respondents. One respondent felt very strongly towards the brand, and had negative            

connotations in relation to Mercedes: 
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“When I think about Mercedes I think about like bragging. I would never want a Mercedes to show off and I 

would never buy one, I would feel ashamed. It doesn’t matter how much money I had, I would never buy one. 

Even if I was a billionaire, I wouldn’t.” - Respondent 4 

Though a large portion of responses focused on Mercedes upscale image, respondents with             

first-hand experience and/or ownership history experienced a change of heart:  

“Before we bought the first Mercedes, I thought about the brand as an ‘old man’s car.’ But then I changed my 

mind after having one, and I think they’re good now.” - Respondent 8 

Though Mercedes-Benz was viewed as a high-end brand, their Asian counterparts were            

viewed as low-quality, budget alternatives in relation to European-made cars and especially            

German cars. Though a majority of the respondents expressed concerns that quality and             

innovation were lacking, there was still an overall consensus that Kia was an honest brand.               

Among the few respondents with any experience or knowledge about the brand, all agreed              

that Kia made vehicles that represented good value, and though they may not be considered at                

the top of the segment, this tendency to deliver on what they had promised resulted in a                 

feeling of honesty. 

“Kia are the ones I consider to be most honest of everyone. You buy a Kia you get this, whether that is good or 

bad, but you get what they say you get.” - Respondent 10 

“[...] Kia meanwhile, I see them as a sort of a good-value for the money car but I don’t see them as the 

technological leaders.” - Respondent 3 

“I feel like I would probably never buy a Kia, but that’s just the way that I am. But I think that everyone that 

actually has one actually recommends to others to buy one. And I do think that they are honest, and that it’s 

really good quality. You get exactly what you pay for.” - Respondent 7 

Volvo was the brand that received consistently high marks in terms of reputation, as              

respondents had an overall feeling of security and safety in relation to the brand. Participants               

felt that Volvo have portrayed themselves as the single most brand when it comes to safety.  

“I think obviously that Volvo has sort of portrayed themselves as a company that always put safety as the single 

most important feature of the car and they have continuously delivered on that” - Respondent 3 

Additionally, Volvo’s massive presence in the Swedish market made clear as even if the              

respondents did not have close, first-hand experience with the brand in question, the             

respondents still had a lot of knowledge about the brand and its products. 
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“I feel that Volvo is a safe brand, they are well-established on the market and I would guess that they wouldn’t 

be that big if they didn’t follow laws and regulations.” - Respondent 11  

Analysis of Brand Reputation 

Throughout the study, the importance of BR in relation to the trust consumers felt towards               

brands has been made clear. As Johnson and Grayson (2005) maintain, consumers’            

observation of the brand’s behavior within their focal relationship and how this behavior is              

reported in other relationships is crucial, as many of our respondents stated that the portrayal               

of a brand’s action affects how they view the brand overall. A large majority viewed Volvo                

as a safe brand mostly due to personal experience and how it has positioned itself towards                

current and future consumers. This notion was based mostly on affective reasoning as the              

respondents “felt that Volvo was a safe car” in relation to their ability and integrity               

(Srivastava, Dash and Mookerjee, 2016; Hengstler, Enkel and Duelli, 2016). Concurrently,           

Kia was viewed as an honest brand not through extensive first-hand experience but through              

its reported behavior of delivering on value in other relationships. The respondents with more              

knowledge about the automotive industry (level 3) valued the integrity of Kia highly as the               

brand was perceived to have delivered what it promised. 

Responses to BR questions were also in line with the views of Srivastava, Dash and               

Mookerjee (2016) and Hengstler, Enkel and Duelli (2016) on BR, as the concept depends on               

to what extent the brand delivers what it has promised. In relation to Kia and Mercedes-Benz,                

respondents overwhelmingly held this sentiment. 

In contrast, though a majority of the respondents stated that while Volkswagen makes good              

quality products, the brand is lacking a sense of innovativeness. Srivastava, Dash, and             

Mookerjee (2016) state that innovativeness is an important antecedent to create a sense of              

Brand Trust within the mind of the consumer. In the case of Volkswagen, the respondents felt                

that the brand was a follower rather than a leader in the field of technological development. In                 

relation to the sub-antecedents, the brand’s ability was questioned in relation to            

innovativeness while their actual product development capability was emphasized. For          

example, even if Volkswagen are not considered innovative by respondents, the brand was             

still perceived to be able to counter competitors in a cost-efficient way when it comes to                

technological features. 
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Brand Intentionality Results 

As Brand Intentionality (BI) is based on respect for the welfare of the consumer, the               

environment, and society in general, there were again distinct differences between some of             

the brands in this are. A common citation was the diesel engine emission scandal that plagued                

Volkswagen in 2015 (Reuters, 2016) and onwards, as a large part of the respondents felt a                

betrayal of trust from the German automaker. 

“They’ve burned all the bridges, but I put them quite high for making good cars. But the brand has lost a lot of 

its value for me.” - Respondent 2 

“It has to do with the emissions scandal. I still think that VW is probably a really good brand, but this doesn’t 

sit well because of all the bad publicity. It left a lasting impression.” - Respondent 7 

The respondents felt cheated and lied to by the actions of the brand but overwhelmingly,               

respondents did not question the quality of the products manufactured by Volkswagen. The             

general consensus was that the brand makes high-quality vehicles, but trust towards the brand              

had been destroyed. In contrast, Volvo was seen as an honest brand that embraces the values                

of its customer base.  

Volvo, they are definitely thinking about care for society in general.” - Respondent 1 

I feel like Volvo has sort of embraced this “Swedishness” with their recent marketing campaigns that is really 

cool.” - Respondent 2 

Though the overall impression of Volvo was one of safety and concern for society, some               

were more skeptical and especially towards the environmental devotion by Volvo. Tesla            

meanwhile, was viewed more as a “savior” in relation to their BI as one respondent claimed:  

“For the society and the environment, I believe Tesla is doing a good job and the other ones aren’t the same. 

Volvo have done a lot for safety but haven’t really developed an engine that has low emissions, per se.” - 

Respondent 6 

Meanwhile, safety and environmental aspects of the brands were a common denominator for             

the respondents, there was still a common distrust towards these brands in general. While              

some respondents felt that one as a consumer had to trust the brands, there was still some                 

skepticism about the intentionality of the brands. 
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“I feel like I can’t trust any big companies fully because their main goal is to make money, they are going to 

tweak things so they look better.” - Respondent 9 

Analysis of Brand Intentionality 

As the results clearly indicate, the respondents had a clear perception about what is right and                

wrong from their perspective. The Volkswagen scandal clearly left a mark on participants, as              

their conduct involving diesel emissions left a distinctly negative impression. This is            

supported by Morgan and Hunt (1994), who state that “the extent to which partners have               

beliefs in common about what behaviors, goals, and policies are important or unimportant,             

appropriate or inappropriate, and right or wrong” is an important determinant of trust. This              

belief in what is right and wrong or appropriate and inappropriate did not fall in line with the                  

beliefs of the consumers when it comes to Volkswagen. The scandal affected the way              

respondents viewed both the integrity of the brand while their “honest communication.” As a              

sub-antecedent of BI, this strongly affected the way the respondents felt towards the brand in               

a negative way. This could be based on Morgan and Hunt’s (1994) argument that              

communication fosters trust as it aligns perceptions and expectations. In the case of             

Volkswagen, its cheating behavior and dishonest communication negatively affected the          

perceptions and expectations among the respondents.  

Meanwhile, a handful of respondents stated that they felt that communication from the brands              

affected their view on the brand. Volvo was seen to have embraced an identity of               

“Swedishness” through its communication, thus creating a deeper connection with the market            

examined in this study. Congruently, Morgan and Hunt (1994) and Hengstler, Enkel and             

Duelli (2016) emphasize the importance of communication between the brand and its            

consumers. This feeling of “Swedishness” could therefore be viewed as a way for the brands               

to align expectations and perception, particularly in the Swedish market. Additionally, the            

perceptions and expectations among respondents resulted in communications and shared          

values that aligned with Volvo, while Volkswagen in contrast was perceived to have “burned              

bridges” with consumers, and therefore these values were not aligned. 
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5.1.2 Trust in Technology-Related Antecedents 

Past and Expected Performance 

As most respondents claimed, their knowledge towards the product performance of the            

different brands was affected by the amount of experience they had or reported performance              

from other sources. One respondent claimed that the safety technology of Volvo is             

problematic, as it affects the driving experience in a negative way:  

“I would say that the safety technology of Tesla is better than Volvo’s, for example. As of today, I trust Volvo 

more because of the fact that we are driving the cars and therefore I trust Volvo more. In the future, Tesla might 

be the winner” - Respondent 6. 

Kia was viewed by all respondents as a budget alternative and this sentiment focused a lot on                 

questionable reliability and brand image. While this was an overwhelming notion, many            

stated that the brand made high-quality vehicles that represented good value. However, this             

did not change the negative connotations towards the brand:  

“I mean, Kia is a cheaper car. I know it is a good car but I would never buy one because I just feel that it isn’t 

as good of a car as other brands. I think that is about the brand more than the car, I just don’t fancy the brand.” 

- Respondent 6 

While this was the case among most respondents, some focused less on the brand and more                

on the actual products that these brands produce. As one respondent mentions, the brand was               

not a factor in assessing the quality of a particular product: 

“It is more about the model than the brand I guess. I think all brands could make good cars.” - Respondent 5 

Analysis of Past and Expected Performance  

Johnson and Grayson (2005) argue that previous experience affects the amount of trust a              

customer feels towards a brand. In the case of this study, the respondents agreed with this                

statement to a limited extent. Some respondents, especially with a higher level of experience              

and interest (Level 2 and 3), stated that the brand itself was more important than product                

experience when it came to determining trust. This is an important distinction, as many              

respondents made clear that though their past interactions had colored their experience with             

certain products to some extent, it was not necessarily a permanent reflection of their              
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attitudes towards the brand. The respondents with Level 1 knowledge were more concerned             

with the product quality itself, and the brand took on a less important role. This could be                 

explained by Hengstler, Enkel and Duellil (2016), who maintain that predictability is an             

important factor in trust, and that consumers with less experience or knowledge may reserve              

judgements on trust until more experience is achieved. This notion manifested itself more             

prominently in discussions of specific products and future technologies rather than           

discussions of brands overall. 

Perceived Risk Reduction Results 

In relation to vehicles in general, Perceived Risk Reduction (PRR) is related almost             

exclusively to operational safety, and thus respondents were questioned on the perceived            

safety of the products of the brands in question. Overwhelmingly, respondents felt safe rather              

than unsafe in vehicles overall, and preferred operating vehicles that included active safety             

technologies: 

“I have actually never felt unsafe in a car, perhaps the conditions are the thing that makes me feel unsafe but 

not the car model or brand in itself.” - Respondent 5 

“I don’t necessarily look for a lot of technology (in a vehicle), but I like technology that improves the safety.” - 

Respondent 4 

However, their perceptions of the safety of these vehicles in general were intrinsically linked              

to the brand, and among the five marques included in the study, Volvo and Tesla produced                

the strongest and most frequent responses. In the case of Volvo, a long-standing reputation              

for safety was referenced multiple times as a perceived risk reducer, especially in relation to               

active safety technologies, as one respondent highlighted: 

“I know that Volvo has had the priority of making the people inside the vehicle safe. Even though they have the 

autopilot, it always urges the driver to be alert by always having a hand or finger on the steering wheel.” - 

Respondent 9 

In contrast, respondents raised some concerns around Tesla, making it clear that the brand’s              

technological reputation was not necessarily correlated with safety. As one respondent stated: 
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“I don’t see Tesla as safe car in terms of personal safety, obviously it safe for the environment but does it make 

me feel safe? I have the impression that it is a little bit plastic. To buy a Tesla is primarily for other reasons than 

safety.” - Respondent 3 

This suggests that beyond impressions of the product or technology itself, most consumers             

will invoke impressions of the brand in discussions of PRR.  

Analysis of Perceived Risk Reduction 

These findings suggest that both experience with the technology and brand-related           

impressions both have an effect on reducing perceived risk among consumers, but only in              

certain circumstances. Hengstler, Enkel and Duelli (2016) state that “trust is essential to             

reducing perceived risk,” which in the context of AVs “stems from the delegation of control               

to a machine and its respective control mechanisms.” They further posit that trialability and              

usability are important for reducing perceived risk, as trialability “can demonstrate           

technological progress and provide a visualization of the concrete benefits, thereby reducing            

perceived risk and resistance” (ibid.). Similarly, usability “is influenced by both the            

intuitiveness and mediation effect of the human-machine interface,” and “mediates between           

control and autonomy and considers that autonomy is based on trust” (ibid.). Among those              

who had used semi-autonomous technologies in modern vehicles, trialability and usability           

clearly had a positive impact on their impressions and propensity to trust the technology,              

thereby reducing perceived risk in vehicles that include active safety features going forward. 

Additionally, brand-related impressions also had an effect on building trust and reducing            

perceived risk among the respondents. As Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Alemán (2001)          

emphasize, trust is only achieved when an individual is considered vulnerable. Matzler,            

Grabner-Kräuter and Bidmon (2008) also maintain that “trust reduces uncertainty, and           

consumers are more motivated to look for a trustworthy brand in order to avoid the risk                

inherent to buying a product.” This theory manifested itself in the results, as respondents              

made judgements on the risk reduction capabilities of only Volvo and Tesla, two brands with               

which nearly every respondent had at least some experience or knowledge. In the case of               

Volvo, the brand’s strong reputation for safety reflected its trustworthiness among consumers            

and effectiveness in reducing risk, while impressions of Tesla had the opposite effect, failing              

to reduce perceived risk because of concerns surrounding the product quality and lack of              
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experience of the brand. While trialability and usability have a distinct impact on reducing              

perceived risk, it is clear from the results that a highly-trusted brand can reduce perceived risk                

without hands-on product experience, while one that is less-trusted in particular areas may             

not be able to without it. 

5.2 Brand Trust and Trust in Autonomous Vehicles 

Brand Trust Results 

After all of the antecedents had been addressed, respondents were asked directly whether or              

not they trusted each of the brands in question overall and to elaborate on their reasoning in                 

order to provide comparative information for both the antecedents and BTDT. In general,             

respondents trusted brands more often than not, with some respondents going so far as to say                

that they trust brands in general: 

“I think I trust brands generally, there aren’t many companies that I don’t trust.” - Respondent 2 

“I trust all of them, I’ve been driving so many different cars but still I always feel safe and therefore, I trust 

them, I trust car brands overall.” - Respondent 5 

Of the five brands included in the study, only Volvo and Mercedes-Benz were trusted by all                

interviewees unanimously. In the case of Mercedes-Benz, the brand’s long history and            

reputation for good-quality, high-end luxury cars were cited most frequently as the reason for              

trusting the brand: 

“Mercedes-Benz have proven themselves over a long period of time.” - Respondent 6 

“It’s a very well-known brand, one that has been around forever. We’ve had two now, and I’ve been very happy 

with both of them. Two totally different cars, but very good.” - Respondent 8 

In the case of Volvo, heritage and quality were also cited as primary reasons for trusting the                 

brand, but the theme of safety emerged yet again as a definitive characteristic. Many              

respondents also reported extensive experience with Volvo and its products, likely a result of              

the brand’s outsized presence in the Swedish market. 

“The main reason I trust Volvo is that I’ve been involved with them for a long time and they’ve never let me 

down.” - Respondent 10 
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“For Volvo, I have firsthand experience. They always gave me what I wanted so that’s why I trust them. A nice, 

safe experience that’s pleasant overall, not with the car breaking down all the time.” - Respondent 2 

“I think this is a lot about branding. They have branded themselves as the safest car available and they have 

done it for a long time as well. I mean, they were the one that invented the three point seatbelt, the one that is in 

all cars today.” - Respondent 6 

For Volkswagen, Kia, and Tesla, however, respondents were split on whether or not they              

trusted each brand, but for differing reasons. In the case of Volkswagen, the diesel emissions               

scandal was constantly cited as a reason for not trusting the brand overall: 

“I’m sorry, they just messed up. And I’m not really sure how much they have done to fix the whole thing.” - 

Respondent 1 

However, some did report trusting Volkswagen, either through extensive experience with the            

product and no knowledge of the emissions scandal or expecting the brand to work hard and                

act more trustworthy going forward as a consequence. 

“It is like the only car I’ve been driving during the last couple of years and I really like them. Good cars.” - 

Respondent 11 

“I don’t trust them […] it has to do with everything, all the bad publicity that they’ve had. But I think I will 

definitely trust Volkswagen again. I think it’s a really good car, and probably VW is the brand to trust right now 

because they can’t afford to make any more mistakes.” - Respondent 7 

In the case of Kia, respondents showed mixed trust towards the brand as well, some citing the                 

brand’s consistent delivery of quality products at a lower price as a reason for trusting the                

brand. 

“I think they are straightforward, you always get what you’re buying. I think, but I don’t know because I’ve only 

driven a couple of them, that they are making great cars and you really get your money’s worth when you buy a 

car from Kia.” - Respondent 7 

However, many had more complicated or negative views on trust towards Kia, either for lack               

of knowledge and experience or for the low expectations they have for the brand: 

“Kia, I don’t really trust them. I don’t know anything about them, I don’t know anyone that owns one and I 

haven’t really been in one. It is not like I wouldn’t sit down in one but believe that I don’t know enough to say 

that I trust the brand.” - Respondent 11 
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“When I think of trust in this context, I think of it as the combination of what I’m expecting versus what I get. So 

if I buy a Kia and I expect it to break down 5 times during my ownership and it does, that to me means I can still 

trust Kia to deliver what I’m asking. Do I trust Kia to drive me around the world forever? No, but that’s not 

what I’m expecting them to do.” - Respondent 2 

Finally, in the case of Tesla, some reported trusting the brand for its technological reputation,               

specifically in the field of electric vehicles and semi-autonomous technology.  

“I would say I trust Tesla the most because they were the first car brand with all these things and they will be 

the safest because they have done the research for the longest time.” - Respondent 4 

However, others did not trust Tesla overall, citing the brand’s status as a newcomer on the                

market as a cause for concern with some going so far as to suggest that the brand inflates its                   

reputation for innovation and technological prowess. 

“I have to say no for Tesla, but only because of the previous experience that I’ve had with the brand. But I think 

I would probably trust them eventually, it’s just that I really don’t know if we should trust the technology […]” - 

Respondent 7 

“I would say that I don’t trust Tesla because they are very ambitious, and I think they are not as complete as a 

brand as the others are. I think they sort of boast their innovativeness.” - Respondent 9 

These results indicate that though respondents may not trust some brands overall, there are              

often certain situations in which they do trust those brands, and these decisions to trust are                

just as often based on limited information and first impressions as they are on extensive brand                

knowledge. 

Analysis of Brand Trust  

As the results indicate, the most trusted brands - Volvo and Mercedes-Benz - are rooted               

almost entirely in reputation and intentionality of the brand, as well as past experience with               

the products. This finding is supported by Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Alemán (2005),           

who argue that the foundations of Brand Trust are reliability and intentionality, reliability             

referring to the consumer’s confidence in a brand’s technical ability and intentionality            

referring to the brand’s conduct with respect to the welfare of consumers. In this study,               

respondents reported trusting Volvo unanimously overall as a result of extensive experience            

with the brand, which fed into its powerful reputation for safety, comfort, and reliability.              

Similarly, Mercedes-Benz received unanimous trust among respondents, with many citing the           
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brand’s long history of building high-quality vehicles, though only a few had any extensive              

hands-on experience with the brand’s products. Conversely, Volkswagen was one of the            

least-trusted brands overall based almost entirely on negative impressions of intentionality           

resulting from the diesel emissions scandal of 2015 and onwards. However, despite not             

trusting the brand overall, most respondents reported trusting Volkswagen’s         

product-development abilities and quality, suggesting that reputation (or reliability)         

impressions may override intentionality concerns among some respondents. 

For the remaining brands - Kia and Tesla - mixed trust among the participants of the study                 

was generally a result of varying experience. In the case of Tesla, most did not have extensive                 

hands-on experience with the products but did have a significant amount of second-hand             

knowledge and impressions from news articles, word-of-mouth reports, and more. Kia,           

alternatively, lacked much experience and knowledge in general, and respondents who           

reported not trusting it chose not to based on a lack of knowledge about the brand itself. This                  

follows established brand knowledge research, such as Keller’s (2003) seminal article that            

suggests that brand knowledge is based on such dimensions as awareness, attributes, benefits,             

and more. Similarly, Esch et al. (2006) maintain that “trust is an essential outcome” of               

knowledge-based relationships with a brand, but that brand awareness alone does not have an              

effect on Brand Trust while brand image does. In the case of this study, respondents had both                 

awareness and a fully-formed image of the Tesla brand and were therefore able to make a                

decision on whether or not to trust it based on personal impressions, while for Kia, awareness                

of the brand was not enough to make a trusting decision for multiple participants, prompting               

a negative response. 

Trust in Technology Results 

In order to gauge the level of perceived risk and trust that respondents felt towards both                

current semi-autonomous vehicle technologies and future fully-autonomous technology, the         

questionnaire and interview addressed both areas. Some respondents that had used the            

technology had found it beneficial to their driving experience, and reported strongly trusting             

the current features: 

“I do trust the current technology. I have experienced it, it does the trick.” - Respondent 3 
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“I really do like the features that are in new cars, the semi-autonomous technology. Maybe for some that you 

might get lazy and that could be a safety hazard but in the larger picture, I believe it is a good thing for safety.” 

- Respondent 11 

However, others that had used the technology in multiple different makes and models were              

less trusting: 

“It’s just that I’ve had this technology in both of my latest cars and the one that I have now, and it’s not working 

properly. The autopilot both in the Mercedes and the Tesla is garbage. You can drive wherever and come to a 

corner and even if the lines are perfect, it goes straight. You absolutely cannot trust it.” - Respondent 7 

“I tried the autopilot in the Tesla, but I didn’t use it all the time because you still don’t feel comfortable. I think 

it’s because it’s the first time you try it and you’re insecure, but the roads here are not made for autopilot.” - 

Respondent 8 

While the responses to current technology were clearer and more informed by experience,             

most participants said they would trust future fully-autonomous technology if and when it             

becomes available but would prefer to retain some semblance of control over the vehicle in               

emergency situations. Many also showed hesitation to be a first-adopter of the technology,             

and others were confident that it would not reach a stage where no human input was required                 

to operate. 

“It’s a big leap of faith to trust the car, I think. I’d get in a cab without thinking twice about the driver, but 

there’s something about trusting the car that’s unsettling. When all the cars are fully-autonomous, then we will 

be fine. But the transition period with super rational autonomous cars and irrational human drivers will be 

hard. It’s not necessarily a safety concern, but I think I’d have a much easier time trusting the autonomous car 

that I’m in when the rest of them are too.” - Respondent 2 

“I expect it will be great in the future but as of now, it is a little bit young, untested in the general public.” - 

Respondent 6 

All respondents showed some positive sentiments towards semi-autonomous technology and          

preferred to operate vehicles that do include active safety features, but none showed a blind               

willingness to trust fully-autonomous technology in the future without extensive first-hand           

experience or second-hand knowledge that the technology works as advertised. In addition,            

though many respondents cited human drivers as a potential issue for future autonomous             

vehicles, most still trusted themselves over an autonomous vehicle at the moment, but yielded              

that future versions of the technology may be superior to their abilities. Further, multiple              
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respondents reported willingness to trust the technology when it becomes available, as the             

brands behind it were deemed able and credible enough to be able to complete development. 

Analysis of Trust in Technology  

Trust in Technology involves a predilection among consumers based on predictability,           

reliability or dependability, utility, and faith in the technology in question (Lippert and Davis,              

2006; Hengstler, Enkel and Duelli, 2016). Each interaction with the technology either            

increases or decreases an individual’s trust in it based on the perceived experience, and as               

such, trial-and-error is important in establishing a positive impression going forward (ibid.).            

This is supported in the results, as respondents who had experienced currently-available            

active safety technologies reported a mostly positive experience, with one exception that was             

distinctively negative. As the research suggests, these experiences will be formative in            

shaping impressions going forward as more vehicles become automated and less human            

control is required. 

However, though some reported positive perceptions of the technology, almost all           

respondents were hesitant to trust future fully-autonomous vehicles, suggesting that a base of             

“initial trust” has not yet been established despite a modicum of experience. This initial trust               

requires a “leap of faith” beyond the that which is supported by available information              

(Johnson, Bardhi and Dunn, 2008). Further, when no experience exists, individuals depend            

on other sources for trust such as information from other sources or simply intuition (Li, Hess                

and Valacich, 2008). This implies that while some experience with currently-available           

technology may have a positive impact on the propensity to accept future innovations to a               

degree, it is not sufficient to overcome risk assessments among consumers in certain cases.              

Indeed, several respondents indicated a need for more information on or experience with             

driverless vehicles before making a trusting decision. 

5.3 Brand Trust to Develop Technology 

Brand Trust to Develop Technology Results 

When asked directly to rank the five brands in terms of which they trusted most to develop a                  

fully-autonomous vehicle, the average overall ranking of the 12 respondents was as follows: 
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Table 6. Ranking of Automobile Brands to Develop Technology 

Ranking Brand Average rank  

1. Volvo 2.0  

2. Tesla 2.2 

3. Mercedes-Benz 3.0 

4. Volkswagen 3.3 

5. Kia 4.6 

 

While there was some variance among the respondents, Volvo and Tesla ranked comfortably             

above the rest in most cases. For Volvo, participants cited the brand’s reputation for safety as                

the primary reasoning behind their choice: 

“I would definitely say Volvo first […] I think Volvo is way ahead […] Volvo also has the most to lose. They 

have invested so heavily into their brand and the safety aspects of their brand so that would make it from a 

commercial point of view sort of responsible and it would be kinda of bad management to put something on the 

market that was not good enough in terms of the safety standards” (Respondent 3). 

Tesla also consistently ranked first or second, but while the reasoning was still concerned              

with the brand’s reputation, it focused more on innovativeness in terms of electric vehicle              

development and active safety technology. 

“They’re basically a technology company more than a car company, and that’s why […] I feel like they’re 

probably gonna be pretty good with the technology, and have also been semi-successful with what they’re doing 

so far.” - Respondent 2 

“They have worked with the technology the longest and they are the ones closest today to have fully autonomous 

cars and therefore, I trust them the most.” - Respondent 6 

Mercedes-Benz ranked third, again a result of the brand’s reputation for building expensive,             

high-quality vehicles over a long period of time. However, these impressions were not based              

in experience as much as for other brands. 

“It’s the company itself I trust to make a good car. I think they have the resources to build it, so I think they’d 

have access to the technology. I think that when they make a car, they would try to make certain it didn’t have 

any flaws.” - Respondent 9 
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Volkswagen ranked fourth, closely behind Mercedes-Benz but comfortably ahead of Kia,           

despite many respondents showing distrust for the brand and concerns around its            

intentionality. However, the ability-related dimension of reputation once again took          

precedent, as participants were able to separate their distrust in the brand itself from distrust               

in its ability to build high-quality vehicles. Some even expected Volkswagen to go above and               

beyond in its development of autonomous vehicles to make up for the trust lost from the                

emissions scandal. 

“Again, it’s the brand thing. The Volkswagen engineers are doing a good job, but it’s the brand I don’t trust. 

It’s harsh, but I do trust the product. Their technology is going to work, and I feel like they’re also more of a 

safety-oriented company.” - Respondent 2 

They’ve lost face, and they’ve got to work hard to make it up now. They won’t catch Volvo and Mercedes, but 

they might be up there with BMW and Audi eventually. - Respondent 10 

Kia, despite being perceived as honest and delivering on its promises, ranked consistently             

less than third and usually fourth or fifth among all respondents. This was again to do with its                  

perceived credibility and innovativeness, as many participants noted. 

“Kia, they just want to keep up with the rest of the world and improve. But I don’t think I will ever trust Kia 

more than Volvo because the quality is not there.” - Respondent 1 

“Kia, Hyundai, Toyota, those cars. They are juveniles compared to the old brands, and it takes a long time to 

catch up. But everybody keeps forgetting that Japanese cars, Korean cars, they’ve always been able to copy 

whatever the Western world has come up with and ended up being better at it. But they’re still not there yet.” - 

Respondent 10 

Analysis of Brand Trust to Develop Technology  

Almost unanimously, respondents relied heavily on Brand Reputation dimensions to make           

final decisions on BTDT. While other antecedents did factor into their attitudes of trust              

towards the brand, the two reputation-related dimensions of ability and integrity stood out in              

their responses (Mal, Davies and Lawson, 2018). Ability is derived from the brand’s             

credibility and innovativeness, both of which were cited as reasons for trusting Volvo and              

Tesla above all other brands (Srivastava, Dash and Mookerjee, 2016; Hengstler, Enkel and             

Duelli, 2016). In the case of Volvo, credibility in terms of the brand’s long history of                

developing safe vehicles was the key factor in ranking them so highly, while Tesla’s              
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reputation was built most on the brand’s perceived innovativeness in terms of electric vehicle              

and semi-autonomous technology development. This reputation for innovativeness generally         

trumped concerns about the product’s performance in the past and even expected future             

performance (Johnson and Grayson, 2005; Hengstler, Enkel and Duelli, 2016; Kaur and            

Rampersad, 2018). 

Mercedes-Benz ranked third on average due to its credibility as well, as respondents cited the               

brand’s long history and high-quality luxury products. However, a lack of in-depth            

knowledge of the brand’s innovativeness kept it from outperforming Volvo and Tesla in             

terms of BTDT. Volkswagen was not far behind Mercedes-Benz, and interviewees also            

responded positively in terms of its ability despite the brand’s distinctly negative integrity             

and benevolence profiles (Mal, Davies and Lawson, 2018). This suggests that in cases of              

determining BTDT, consumers will consider a brand’s ability-related reputation more          

important than its intentionality, even if they do not report trusting the brand overall. Kia’s               

results support this claim, for while respondents rated the brands intentionality positively and             

claimed it to be “honest” in terms of delivering value-oriented products to consumers, they              

did not trust the brand’s credibility and innovativeness, and therefore did not rank it highly in                

terms of BTDT. 
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6. Discussion 

This section expands on the prior chapter by providing theoretical context for the results of               

the study and creates implications from the research. Firstly, the effect of the various              

antecedents on Brand Trust to Develop Technology is examined, followed by a discussion of              

the manifestations of cognitive and affective trust among the respondents. 

6.1 Antecedents of BTDT and Their Effects 

As the results clearly indicate, Brand Reputation (BR) was the most important determinant of              

Brand Trust to Develop Technology (BTDT) among respondents in this study. While other             

antecedents had an effect on either Brand Trust or Trust in Technology, BR was the               

antecedent most cited when deciding on how much to trust each brand to develop              

Autonomous Vehicles. This is in accordance with previous research that has established            

BR-related antecedents such as credibility and innovativeness as the most important factors in             

developing Brand Trust, as well as Trust in Technology research that establishes trust in the               

innovating firm as an important indicator of trust towards Autonomous Vehicles (AVs)            

(Srivastava, Dash and Mookerjee, 2016; Hengstler, Enkel and Duelli, 2016).  

Similarly, Mal, Davies and Lawson (2018) found that consumers were more likely to             

evaluate a brand’s ability or competence first before other elements such as benevolence and              

integrity in deciding whether to trust both the firm overall and its products and technology.               

BR also had a distinct effect on initial Trust in Technology, as respondents were hesitant to                

fully-accept AV technology as a concept, but when brand elements were introduced, they             

were willing to make a trusting decision based on the firm’s reputation. This finding is in                

agreement with research by Li, Hess and Valacich, 2008 (2008), which found that reputation              

positively influences initial Trust in Technology more than any other factor, suggesting a             

strong connection between Brand Trust and Trust in Technology and supporting the synthesis             

of BTDT as a new phenomenon. 

Additionally, Brand Intentionality (BI) was considered secondary to BR in terms of making             

trusting decisions. In the case of Volkswagen, respondents often reported not trusting the             
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brand overall and having doubts about its positive BI, but trusted the brand in terms of BTDT                 

citing positive past experiences with the products and a strong reputation for engineering and              

quality despite moral concerns. This is again supported by Mal, Davies and Lawson, (2018),              

who found that consumers can trust a brand in one area and distrust it in another, but this has                   

varying effects on the overall trust in the brand. Past and Expected Performance was also a                

secondary antecedent to BR, as respondents generally used their experiences and those of             

others to inform their opinion on BR, rather than on BTDT. Tesla is a prime example of this,                  

for though respondents had varying experiences and knowledge of the brand’s current            

product quality, most reported trusting the brand because it had built a reputation for              

technological innovation. Johnson and Grayson’s (2005) research echoes this conclusion, as           

their study found that satisfaction with previous interactions contributes to cognitive and not             

affective trust, therefore having less of an impact on stronger manifestations of trust in a               

brand. Perceived Risk Reduction had a similar relationship with BR, as respondents reported             

that brands which they trusted more in terms of BTDT - namely Tesla and Volvo - were more                  

commonly cited in terms of reducing the level of risk they perceived. 

Finally, Brand Knowledge emerged as a key theme among respondents in terms of making              

trusting decisions, but specifically as a precursor to the antecedents of BTDT. Participants             

were hesitant to make trusting decisions towards brands which they had limited knowledge             

of, especially Kia. Esch et al. (2006) found evidence for this relationship, holding that Brand               

Image (a dimension of Brand Knowledge) had a high impact on Brand Trust, but Brand               

Awareness did not. This suggests that while Brand Knowledge is important to the antecedents              

of trust, awareness of a brand alone is not enough to warrant trust in a brand, especially when                  

developing highly innovative technology.  

6.2 Manifestations of Cognitive and Affective Reasoning 

Impressions on Brand Reputation (BR) resulted in different forms of trust among different             

respondents based on various experience levels with the brand. In general, cognitive and             

affective trust reasoning were not mutually exclusive, but represented more of a continuum,             

suggesting that the two do indeed have an effect on each other (McAllister, 1995). For               

example, those with limited experience with certain brands or the industry relied on affective              

impressions - statements such as “I feel …” or “I think (but don’t know) ...” - to form their                   
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opinions on BR. This was evident in responses regarding Kia, which was seen as a               

low-quality or budget brand despite most respondents having little to no experience with or              

knowledge of the products itself. Conversely, Mercedes-Benz also inspired affective          

responses with a different result, as most respondents perceived the brand to make             

high-quality products but with little supporting evidence. 

In contrast, brands with which respondents had a moderate amount of experience or             

knowledge produced primarily cognitive results - statements such as “I know …” or “I think               

(with supporting evidence) ...” - that were based on first-hand experiences or second-hand             

knowledge from other sources, in accordance with Johnson and Grayson’s research (2005).            

Impressions of Tesla in BR and Brand Intentionality (BI) lines of questioning involved the              

brand’s perceived innovativeness in electric vehicle development and technology,         

information that respondents reported gleaning from a number of sources, with a few             

reporting first-hand experience with the brand. Volkswagen, on the other hand, inspired            

negative cognitive responses in terms of BI but positive responses in terms of BR for product                

quality alone. For BI decisions, participants constantly cited the emissions scandal, but many             

had experience with the brand’s products that overrode these impressions in terms of BR. 

Finally, as most respondents had extensive experience and knowledge of Volvo, their            

responses manifested themselves affectively, which supports the claim that a higher affective            

trust can be achieved after extensive experience in the relationship, and therefore is built upon               

cognitive trust (Johnson and Grayson, 2005). Though many statements about Volvo included            

reported experience with the brand and its products, the language respondents used was             

overwhelmingly affective, and included many emotional responses in relation to the brand.            

For example, Volvo scored high in BI because participants viewed the brand as having a               

much more prominent care for consumers, society, and the environment than other brands. 

In terms of Past and Expected Performance, past performance-related responses were of a             

distinctively cognitive nature overall for some brands. Those who had experienced certain            

products often relied entirely on cognitive information when appropriate, again in congruence            

with Johnson and Grayson’s research (2005). In terms of expected performance, however,            

respondents’ reasoning often took on an affective connotation for brands with which they had              

little experience and a cognitive connotation for brands with limited experience. 
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For Perceived Risk Reduction, respondents relied on affective impressions of the brand to             

determine whether to judge current products or technology safe or not when they had no               

experience with the technology at all. For example, Volvo was consistently thought to be the               

safest brand again due to its reputation, which led respondents to believe that future products               

and technologies made by the brand would continue not only to be safe, but will also be                 

leaders in the field of safety. Conversely, Tesla’s poor quality raised some cognitive concerns              

about reducing perceived risk in the future among those who had heard of or experienced the                

products, while those with no experience with Tesla relied again on affective reasoning based              

on the brand’s reputation for innovation in technology. 

6.3 Suggested Revisions to the Theoretical Framework 

Throughout the study, the theme of Brand Knowledge manifested itself in respondents’            

reasoning frequently, and the level of knowledge and experience respondents had with a             

particular brand influenced not only their level of trust in that brand but whether their               

reasoning was cognitive or affective. In fact, many respondents showed the proclivity to trust              

brands with which they were more familiar or knowledgeable more strongly than others, even              

after reporting not trusting those brands overall. This was especially apparent in the case of               

Volvo versus Tesla and Mercedes-Benz and Volkswagen versus Kia. 

The majority of respondents had more knowledge about Volvo than any other brand, and              

Volvo was consequently the most trusted overall to develop AVs. Tesla and Mercedes-Benz             

also produced some reservations among respondents based on their lack of knowledge of the              

brands, which therefore were not as trusted as Volvo in terms of BTDT. Additionally, while               

many reported not trusting Volkswagen overall as a result of its law-breaking behavior, most              

respondents had more knowledge of the brand than of Kia, resulting again in a higher overall                

ranking of BTDT. Therefore, we propose adding a dimension of Brand Knowledge prior to              

the antecedents of BTDT in the framework in accordance with the research of Keller (2003)               

and Esch et al. (2006).  
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Figure 2 - Updated Brand Trust to Develop Technology  Model 
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7. Conclusions and Implications 

7.1 Conclusions 

The aim of this study was to explore the relationship between antecedents of Brand Trust and                

Trust in Technology to establish a connection between the two forms of trust in relation to                

firms developing new and disruptive technology, specifically automotive brands and          

Autonomous Vehicles (AVs). To examine these relationships, a literature review of both            

Brand Trust and Trust in Technology was conducted and a theoretical framework was             

developed using established research. Synthesizing theories from these two streams of           

research, a new concept of Brand Trust to Develop Technology (BTDT) was proposed.             

Additionally, the study explored how expressions of trust manifested among respondents           

towards different brands, whether cognitive or affectively according to the definitions of            

Johnson and Grayson (2005). The following research questions were developed for           

exploration:  

1. To what extent do brand- and technology-related antecedents of trust affect Brand Trust to               

Develop Technology among consumers towards firms developing autonomous vehicles? 

2. How do consumer trusting decisions in terms of Brand Trust to Develop Technology              

manifest in cognitive and affective ways? 

To answer these questions, a qualitative study was conducted involving 12 respondents that             

participated in a questionnaire and semi-structured interview involving trust in AVs. The            

study included questions of Brand Trust and Trust in Technology towards five automotive             

brands in the Swedish market that offer vehicles with available semi-autonomous or active             

safety technology. The results showed that both brand- and technology-related impressions of            

trust were cited when determining BTDT, and that Brand Reputation was the most important              

determinant of BTDT among respondents, overriding Brand Intentionality and Past and           

Expected Performance and serving to influence Perceived Risk Reduction among consumers.           

In addition to highlighting the importance of the various antecedents on BTDT, the results              

also showed the importance of Brand Knowledge on the antecedents, and the updated             
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theoretical framework reflects this addition. Finally, the study also found that trust towards             

certain brands and technologies was based in affective and cognitive reasoning based on the              

level of knowledge and experience respondents had with different brands and versions of the              

technology in question.  

7.2 Managerial Implications 

As our study has found, the most important factors for BTDT is somewhat dependent on the                

respondent’s interest and knowledge level of automobiles together with the brand’s presence            

in the local market.  

Respondents with more knowledge and interest indicated that their trust was based more on              

affective reasoning, while respondents with lower levels knowledge and interest skewed more            

towards cognitive reasoning. Therefore, we suggest that automotive brands and brands in            

general which are more established in the market should focus their operations on reputation              

building and other brand-related aspects such as ability, innovativeness, and integrity.           

Alternatively, brands with which consumers have less experience should focus on increasing            

experience among consumers to form a positive cognitive base upon which to build a higher               

affective trust in the brand and its products and technology. We therefore suggest that brands               

within the automobile industry should customize their strategy depending on different           

demographics of consumers to increase the will to accept and use these new and disruptive               

technologies.  

7.3 Limitations and Future Research Directions 

Throughout the course of this study, a number of limitations became clear. First, as the               

empirical data is based on twelve semi-structured interviews with consumers with different            

backgrounds, occupations, ages and socioeconomic status, it is important to mention that the             

notions stated by the consumers are subjective and based on personal beliefs. This means that               

the results are not indicative of the impressions of larger populations, but rather a diverse               

sample to provide a base understanding of the relationship between Brand Trust and Trust in               

Technology. As such, this limits the generalizability of the findings of this study.  
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In relation to future research, there are some valid suggestions to be mentioned. Firstly, since               

this study is based on a smaller number of interviews, it could be argued that the objective of                  

this study would be suitable for a quantitative study with a larger number of respondents.               

Hypothesis testing should also be undertaken to determine the strength of the antecedents’             

effects on BTDT. Additionally, the geographical area this study has been conducted in could              

be argued to present problems as the inference drawn from the findings can only be               

generalized to the context of Sweden. Therefore, a consideration for future research would be              

to conduct the same study in another geographical location to detect if results would differ.  

Furthermore, we suggest that future research should investigate the correlation between           

cognitive and affective trust more specifically on the area of Trust in Technology. This study               

was a first attempt into understanding the phenomena of the effects of cognitive and affective               

trust on Trust in Technology. However, due to time constraints, we were unable to investigate               

the phenomena thoroughly enough. Therefore, we suggest that future research into the field             

should focus on the cognitive and affective impact on Trust in Technology.  
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Appendices 

Appendix 1: SAE Summary of Autonomous Driving Levels 

 

(SAE International, 2018) 
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Appendix 2: Interview Questionnaire 

 

Name: ________________________________________________ 

 

 

Age: ________ 

 

 

Occupation: ___________________________________________ 

 

 

Do you own and/or regularly operate a vehicle? _____________ 

 

 

If YES, what brand of vehicle do you own? __________________ 

 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

On the next page, there will be a series of statements regarding trust felt towards 

different brands of vehicles that are available for purchase in Sweden.  

 

We ask you to rate the selected brands (Volvo, Volkswagen, Kia, Tesla and 

Mercedes-Benz) on a scale from 1 to 5 to represent the degree to which you agree 

with the statement in relation to each brand. Please use the following scale for 

reference: 

 

1 - Strongly disagree 

 

2 - Disagree 

 

3 - Neither agree nor disagree (neutral) 

 

4 - Agree 

 

5 - Strongly agree 

 

You may rate the brands however you choose for each statement, and the same 

rating may be used more than once. For example, if you feel neutral towards each 

brand regarding a particular statement, you may rate each brand a 3. There is a 

yes/no answer question at the end of the first section as well. 

 

Alternatively, if there is a question you don’t understand or would prefer not to 

answer, you may leave the rating section blank. 
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To what degree do you agree with each statement in relation to these brands? 

Statement Volvo VW Kia Tesla M-B 

1. This brand possesses product development or 

technological “expertise” in relation to competitors. 

     

2. This brand continuously delivers on what it has 

promised consumers. 

     

3. This brand can be considered "innovative" in 

relation to competitors. 

     

4. This brand exhibits respect for laws and 

regulations overall. 

     

5. This brand exhibits care for consumers' needs, the 

environment, and society in general. 

     

6. This brand projects values and characteristics 

similar to my own. 

     

7. This brand engages in "honest communication" 

with consumers in the form of advertising or 

otherwise. 

     

8. I expect this brand's products and technology to be 

reliable. 

     

9. I expect this brand's products and technology to be 

competent. 

     

10. I expect this brand's active safety and 

semi-autonomous technologies to work as 

advertised. 

     

11. I have had a positive experience with this brand's 

products in the past (if applicable). 

     

12. I have had a positive experience with this brand's 

active safety and/or semi-autonomous technologies 

(if applicable). 

     

13. I believe this brand currently makes or has made 

vehicles that keep me safe. 

     

14. I expect this brand's future products and 

technology to be safe. 

     

 

15. Do you trust this brand overall? 

 

 Volvo Volkswagen Kia Tesla Mercedes-Benz 

YES/NO      
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Autonomous Vehicles 

 

Please rate the answers between 1 - 5 

 

16. I trust the active safety and semi-autonomous technology that is 

available on the market today to work as intended at all times 

 

17. I believe or expect that I will trust fully-autonomous technology when it 

is introduced in the future 

 

 

 

18. Ranking  
 

In this table, please rank the brands (Volvo, Volkswagen, Kia, Tesla, 

Mercedes-Benz) from highest to lowest in regards to how much you trust each brand 

to develop a fully-autonomous vehicle in the future. 
 

1 

 

2 

 

3 
 

4 
 

5 
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Appendix 3: Thematic Coding Table 
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