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ABSTRACT. Our purpose was to qualify the relations between trust, credibility, and the field of organics by way of creating a dialogue
between two independent Organic Research, Development and Demonstration Programme “MultiTrust” subprojects. Both projects
explore the explanatory value of trust and credibility for the success of organic labels in the fields of management research and media
research. Our key objectives were to critically scrutinize the trust and credibility constructs applied in each of these two fields, to reflect
on their explanatory value in the performance of organics from both a management and media perspective, and to set out an agenda
for future interdisciplinary research. We conclude that relations between organic products, labels, and consumers are still poorly
understood, that the belief  in organic labels’ direct impact on consumer choices in favor of organic food purchase cannot be supported,
and that the explanatory value of trust for the success of organic production remains unproven. We propose for future research to
investigate the relevance of credibility and trust for organics in multidisciplinary mixed-methods studies that focus on the emergence
of trust, as well as on other social factors impacting the success of organic production. This would best be achieved through
interdisciplinary work.
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INTRODUCTION
Our purpose is to qualify the relations between trust, credibility,
and the field of organics by way of creating a dialogue between
two independent Organic Research, Development and
Demonstration Programme (Organic RDD) “MultiTrust”
subprojects. Both projects explore the explanatory value of trust
and credibility in the use of organic labels in the fields of
management research, including organization and marketing,
and media research, including communication and rhetoric. Our
key objectives are to critically scrutinize the trust and credibility
constructs applied in each of these two fields to reflect on their
explanatory value in the performance of organics from both a
management and media perspective and to set out an agenda for
future interdisciplinary research.  

The field of organics is complex and contested rather than
monolithic. This complexity is often underestimated from a trust
perspective in both management research (e.g., Nilsson et al. 2004,
Bergström et al. 2005, Pivato et al. 2008) and media and
communication studies (Knudsen 2001, Erdem and Swait 2004,
Honkanen et al. 2006, Larsen 2006, Kjærnes et al. 2007, Cook et
al. 2009, Halkier 2010, Hjelmar 2011, Zachmann and Østby
2011). Both fields handle organics narrowly and focus on food.  

Both management and media fields are influenced by the trust
concept, as developed by twentieth-century sociologists Georg
Simmel (1950), Niklas Luhmann (1999), and Anthony Giddens
(1990). Simmel’s idea that “trust performs a crucial function in
modern societies” (Möllering 2001:411) has been diversely
developed within multiple disciplines (Rousseau et al. 1998). The
relation between credibility and trust is conceptualized unevenly
in the literature (Massey and Kyriazis 2007). Furthermore, the
concepts of trust and credibility cannot be adequately clarified
by universal categorizations. The relation between trust,
credibility, and certified organic food may therefore be best
understood in an interdisciplinary comparison. This is a first
contribution in this direction.

BACKGROUND AND METHODS
In both fields, trust research has developed independently of, and
prior to, an emergent concern with organics in the 2000s. The
management projects examined the use of the concepts trust and
credibility and their relationship to the field of organics in a
conceptual review of articles published in international peer-
reviewed management and business journals in the period
1995-2010 (Rittenhofer 2012). Articles with a direct reference to
“trust” as a key construct, and to organics, were found in a
combined database search and snowball procedure. The databases
searched were ELIN, which ceased to exist in 2011, Business
Source Complete, Business Source Premier, Science Direct, ABI/
Inform Global, Scopus, and Web of Science. The media research
project searched for contributions with a direct reference to trust,
and/or credibility, and organics in titles and abstracts in databases
on media research, including NCOM 2006-2012, Communication
and Mass Media Complete, Communication Abstract,
Sociological Abstract, Proquest, Scopus, and Ebsco Host
International Encyclopedia of Media Studies, combined with a
systematic search in relevant periodicals and a supplementary
snowball procedure (Povlsen et al. 2012).

KEY FINDINGS

Trust in management research
Simmel’s idea that trust performs a fundamental function is
extended to the management field. The fundamental agreement
that trust is a precondition (Rousseau et al. 1998) for management
seems unchallenged by the management field. However, even
though it is widespread in management research, the frequency
of the term “trust” is no proof of the actual relevance of the
phenomenon in practice. As a phenomenon, trust still seems to
be empirically intangible (Fiedler 2001). Prior to the early 1990s,
trust research took place in fields such as organization studies,
social psychology, philosophy, economics, contract law, and
marketing (Blomqvist 1997). Later, management research
extended its spectrum to include sources such as industrial and
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online marketing (Arnott 2007) or culture (Hofstede et al. 2010).
Trust, however, has been studied very little in context-specific
terms (Earle 2010).  

Many studies apply trust either as a primary construct or as a
major component of investigation (Arnott 2007). Trust is taken
for granted: it is assumed to be self-evident and self-explanatory.
A few studies define trust, yet do not share a definition (e.g.,
Cowles 1997, Arnott 2007, Blomqvist et al. 2008). The creation
or maintenance of trust has hardly been addressed (e.g., Hatanaka
et al. 2005, Hatanaka and Busch 2008, Johanson and Vahlne 2009,
Prashant and Harbir 2009, Zorn et al. 2012). The concepts of
trust and credibility are sometimes applied interchangeably (e.g.,
Prusak and Cohen 2001, Massey and Kyriazis 2007, Yilmaz and
Atalay 2009). In some literature, credibility is seen as a source of
trust (e.g., Doney and Cannon 1997, Li 2007, Chen et al. 2010)
or as a form of trust (e.g., “credibility trust”; Lindgreen 2003).  

Management research developed a trust concept strongly
informed by the sociologist Luhmann (1999), who conceptualizes
Simmel’s idea of functional trust to refer to the individual’s need
to reduce the complexity of the social environment and to accept
related risks to be able to socially interact. Trust is conceptualized
as the opposite of “risk” (Fiedler 2001).  

The interest in trust in management research exploded in the
mid-1990s (Arnott 2007) at a time when business practitioners
were starting to assume that trust was a key factor for success
(Blomqvist 1997). This function of trust, however, has never been
proved (Sako 1991). The management field was influenced to
believe that trust existed in every business relationship. Socio-
psychological, interpersonal trust relationships were applied to
abstract economic interrelationships. Fiedler (2001) suggests that
this combined sociological and economic logic draws on new
institutional economics (NIE). Previously, management research
was influenced by neoclassical economic thinking, which sees
rational behavior as key to economic transactions, and trust was
believed to be integral to these (Zaheer and Venkatraman 1995).
Then it was influenced by NIE, which places “trust” at the center
of economic exchange (e.g., Noorderhaven 1996). Recent
marketing studies thus reproduce the assumption that trust is one
of the major driving factors behind the choice of businesses to
take a step toward sustainability (e.g., Aschemann-Witzel 2011).  

Very few researchers deal explicitly with the conceptual
complexity of trust (e.g., Blomqvist 1997, Li 2007). Some fields,
such as environmental risk management, seem to have “coalesced
around” context-independent trust dimensions, such as social
judgment, intentions, and abilities, and types of functional trust,
for instance relational or calculative, personal or impersonal
(Earle 2010:541). Scholarly understandings of trust in
management research show little cumulative theory building: no
“integrated framework to interpret … the nature, feature, content,
process, antecedent and consequence of trust” (Li 2007:421) exists
in this context. Despite the fact that the trust phenomenon is not
measurable (Fiedler 2001), trust research displays only limited
openness to qualitative research (Li 2011). In sum, trust is a widely
used, but poorly understood, undertheorized, and underresearched
phenomenon (Child 2001, Li 2007) in management research.

Trust and credibility in management research in organics
At the turn of the millennium, management research on trust
extended its spectrum to include the field of organics. Several of

the reviewed studies apply an institutional economics approach
(e.g., Moore 2006, Hatanaka and Busch 2008, Franz and Hassler
2010). Few studies, however, have acknowledged the limitations
of this approach: Daugbjerg and Halpin (2008) find that an
institutional approach to the study of organic schemes in a given
society cannot explain the variation in growth between countries.
Some organics research has drawn on additional theoretical
influences from more contemporary sociological research, such
as Giddens (1990), e.g., Moore (2006) and Sønderskov and
Daugbjerg (2011); and Bourdieu (1986), e.g., Prusak and Cohen
(2001), Hatanaka et al. (2005), and Sodano et al.(2008).
Nevertheless, studies continue to corroborate faith in the
importance of trust for economic success in the field of organics.
Pivato et al. (2008:3), for example, explicitly “believe” in trust as
an intermediary between corporations and customers, and thus
as highly important for the economic success of organic food.
The antecedents and emergence of trust have been neither
researched nor theorized specifically in the context of organics.  

The weaknesses of the trust concept in management research
further parallel those in organics research. Trust is described by
dimensions (e.g., Kottila and Rönni 2008), and the terms “trust”
and “confidence” are often applied synonymously (e.g., Moore
2006, Sønderskov and Daugbjerg 2011). With a few exceptions
(e.g., Kottila and Rönni 2008), the trust concept is not clearly
defined and is applied as if  it were self-evident (e.g., Claro and
de Oliveira Claro 2004, Nilsson et al. 2004, Hatanaka et al. 2005,
Halberg et al. 2006, Daugbjerg and Halpin 2008, Hatanaka and
Busch 2008, Franz and Hassler 2010, Zorn et al. 2012). Many
studies of organics are quantitative (e.g., Ward et al. 2004, Perrini
et al. 2010). In sum, management research has developed a way
of dealing with trust that is independent of organics and that
has become normalized.

The relations between trust, credibility, and organics in
management research
“Trust” and “credibility” are either applied synonymously (e.g.,
Nilsson et al. 2004) or causally where credibility is perceived as
the source of trust, and trust as a direct function of credibility
(e.g., Knight et al. 2007, Perrini et al. 2010). Most studies on
trust and organics reproduce the assumed importance of trust
in an exchange context (e.g., Aarset et al. 2004). Trust issues in
business-to-business relationships (Claro and de Oliveira Claro
2004), organic food chains (Kottila and Rönni 2008), and
noncertified organic produce (Moore 2006), and the impact of
trust (Nilsson et al. 2004) on consumer perceptions of the
building blocks of organic schemes, i.e., traceability,
transparency, or ownership, have been less well researched. Few
studies apply the assumed importance of trust to actors in
organic commodity chains (Hatanaka et al. 2005) or to the
dependence of third-party certifiers on accreditation bodies
(Hatanaka and Busch 2008). Most often, the exchange context
is composed of organic labels (e.g., Nilsson et al. 2004, Padel
and Foster 2005, Sønderskov and Daugbjerg 2011) and
consumer interests and behaviors (e.g., Padel and Foster 2005,
Thøgersen 2005, Moore 2006, Hampton et al. 2007, Pivato et al.
2008, Auger et al. 2010, Eckhardt et al. 2010, Gielissen 2011,
Sønderskov and Daugbjerg 2011). Consumer trust is inferred if
organic products sell successfully (e.g., Getz and Shreck 2006).  

Trust issues affecting the producers, suppliers, or processors of
organic food have hardly been studied, whereas in management
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studies the impact of trust on consumer choice has been strongly
emphasized in explaining the economic success of labeled organic
products. “The literature assumes that trust […] is translated into
a consumer’s intention to purchase” (Pivato et al. 2008:4). We
therefore propose that the producer-consumer divide reflects a
divide in economic logic between neoclassical “rationality” and
NIE socio-psychological, interpersonal drivers. Studies
emphasize the impact of nonrational, “soft” factors on consumer
choice: consumer faith (Ward et al. 2004), consumer values
(Moore 2006, Pivato et al. 2008), the creation of meaningful
knowledge (Franz and Hassler 2010), the perception of value
added (Claro and de Oliveira Claro 2004), or the interpretation
of organic purchases as an expression of consumers’ personal
values (Fotopoulos and Krystallis 2002). In this perspective, the
predominant research focus on organic labels has contributed to
a reductive image of organics as a consumer economy based on
trust.  

Research into state-controlled organic labels (e.g., Ward et al.
2004) such as the Danish “ø-mærke” tacitly assumes that trust in
the state is a currency that is invested in organic labels in return
for increased demand for agricultural products and related profit.
This assumption is challenged, however, by several studies. In
contemporary “posttrust” societies, citizens no longer fully trust
regulators (e.g., Aarset et al. 2004, Moore 2006) or industry (Earle
2010); the superiority of the state label is not clear cut (Sønderskov
and Daugbjerg 2011). Some studies suggest that there is greater
trust in private (Perrini et al. 2010) or independent certifications
(Padel and Foster 2005) than in state labels, and in personal
assurance rather than in certification (Moore 2006). Few studies
(Ward et al. 2004, Sodano et al. 2008) have investigated trust in
state labels compared with alternative certifications and
noncertified food. A one-sided focus on the role of state-
controlled labels is of limited value for understanding organic
growth because it overlooks factors like governance structures;
internationalized standards for food safety, quality, and organics;
and the increasing private development of standards by bodies
independent of buyers or governments (Hatanaka et al. 2005).  

The frequent single-country or regional studies (e.g., Padel and
Midmore 2005, Getz and Shreck 2006, Moore 2006, Hampton et
al. 2007, Hatanaka and Busch 2008, Pivato et al. 2008, Franz and
Hassler 2010, Sønderskov and Daugbjerg 2011) do not reflect
complex and internationalized governance structures arising
within societies. Management studies are reductive in their
approach to organics. Political and economic changes “have
increasingly constrained the capability of states to regulate food
and agriculture,” and more and more, the state is cooperating with
both corporations and private regulatory bodies (Hatanaka and
Busch 2008:74-76).  

In sum, a universalized “trust” concept and a functionalist
credibility–trust relation have been brought to bear in the study
of organics. Our findings suggest one area in which trust is widely
assumed to be a major building block: in simplistic
understandings of organic customer–business relationships.

Trust and credibility in media research
Unlike management studies research, media and communication
research differentiates between trust and credibility. The
understanding of trust in this field is based on sociological
theories that distinguish between trust in “abstract systems”

(Simmel 2008), such as media institutions, and trust between
persons and in face-to-face communication (Giddens 1990,
Luhmann 1999). The system of organic labels is an abstract one.  

Following the tradition of classical rhetoric, credibility is
conceptualized independently of trust. Acceptance of the positive
moral character or ethos of the content producer, e.g., websites
or labels, is a precondition for users to build credibility for media
(Hoff-Clausen 2002, 2008). Two main definitions of credibility
exist. Aristotle defines credibility as an ethos of rationality that
builds a logical argument. Cicero defines credibility as an ethos
of sympathy that can build goodwill among the audience. In this
definition, the development of credibility over time is emphasized:
credibility is the starting point of negotiation processes that may
potentially lead to cultivating a feeling of trust. In this view, trust
is an emergent concept (Amossy 2001, Hoff-Clausen 2008).  

Audiences of traditional mass media and users of digital network
media construct and lend credibility to media producers and
messages such as the organic label. It is the media user who decides
which message is credible and sympathetic (Hyde 2004, Hoff-
Clausen 2008). This decision is based on experience and ongoing
communication. The media producer can try to act honestly and
coherently but cannot control the process or its outcome (Hoff-
Clausen 2008, Simmel 2008). Trust is defined in relation to
credibility as the result of a process between communicator,
message, and audience, with the audience as the decisive agent.  

In media research, credibility is understood as a precondition of
trust. The credibility of media or labels emerges over time if  the
media are well known and coherent, and if  the media content
supports real-life experiences and moral norms (Knudsen 2001,
Halkier and Holm 2004, Hoff-Clausen 2008, Halkier 2010). The
process of creating trust, however, is neither predictable nor
controllable: it is the media user who negotiates and decides
whether the media, e.g., the organic labels, are credible and thus
to be trusted in the long run. Media research indicates that trust
is a relational phenomenon, emergent from complex
communicative and social relations.  

Emergent trust effectively reduces complexity. If  we trust, we do
not want to know all the details or pros and cons (Simmel 1990,
2008, Luhmann 1999, Bildtgård 2008, Zachmann and Østby
2011). Once trust has been established, people tend to neglect
contradictory information (Lazarsfeld et al. 1944, Zagata and
Lostak 2012). The perceived credibility of media and media
content solidifies trust. This impacts future behavior (Stzompka
1999, Knudsen 2001, Hoff-Clausen 2008, Simmel 2008), such as
the acceptance of selected uncertainties (Lamine 2005, Zagata
and Lostak 2012).  

Contemporary societies are media saturated. Most organizations
and production companies have developed their own powerful
media institutions and media divisions (Krotz 2007, Hjarvard
2009, Lundby 2009). Media are increasingly commercialized, and
media production and media use are embedded in all production,
distribution, or consumption processes, including organic
production retail and consumption (Couldry and Hepp 2013,
Jensen 2013). The more intensive societal media saturation and
commercialization becomes, the more credibility and trust
mediate communication needs.
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The relations between trust, credibility, and organics in media
research
The relation between credibility and trust is a continuum,
dependent on media users’ active interpretations and reflexivity
(Giddens 1990, Bordum and Wenneberg 2001, Knudsen 2001,
Hoff-Clausen 2002, 2008, Bildtgård 2008). This has important
implications for building consumer trust, i.e., for the attempt to
create conditions that allow for consumer trust in third-party-
certified organic labels (Hatanaka et al. 2005, Kimura 2010).
Labels can be print media or digital media. There has been hardly
any media research on organic labels, with the consequence that
we know little about the perceived credibility of, e.g., organic
labels. However, some consumer studies suggest that the
credibility of organic labels varies (Naspetti and Zanoli 2009,
Kimura 2010, Janssen and Hamm 2012).  

Media communication is not the simple transmission of
information. Media use as an everyday activity implies ongoing
interpretations between media and media users (Lazarsfeld et al.
1944, Hall 1980, Drotner et al. 1996, Povlsen 1999). This includes
the use of organic labels. Media use is an active interpretative
process (Schrøder et al. 2003). Isolating the role of media and
segregating the impact of organic labels is hardly possible. Studies
show that trust is an important factor for the growth in
consumption of organic food in Denmark (Smed et al. 2013) but
cannot explain how trust emerges. The rather scarce research in
mediated organics in Denmark (e.g., Larsen 2006, Halkier 2010,
Hjelmar 2011) challenges the assumption that there is a causal
relation between labels and growth in organics (Kjærnes et al.
2007, Hjelmar 2011).  

Studies demonstrate that consumer trust in organic labels varies
from country to country and from label to label (Hjelmar 2011,
Janssen and Hamm 2012, Zagata and Lostak 2012). A UK study
shows that consumers there are skeptical about organic labels
(Cook et al. 2009). Comparative cross-cultural studies on the
relations between the organic label, perceived credibility, and trust
demonstrate that experience is not transferable from one
European state to another (Aarset et al. 2004, Baker et al. 2004,
Berg et al. 2005, Naspetti and Zanoli 2009). No shared perception
of organics or of organic labels exists. Furthermore, many studies
have researched labels as single media, reducing them to vehicles
for the transmission of information (Aarset et al. 2004, Baker et
al. 2004, Berg et al. 2005). No comparative study has
conceptualized organic labels as embedded in the complex
mediated communications in which consumers and media users
engage in daily life.  

A single study (Cook et al. 2009) includes stakeholders at all stages
of the organic supply and value chain, but it is limited to the UK.
Comparing the packaging of organic and conventional food, the
study shows that the printed packaging of conventional products
carries more factual texts, whereas organic products carry more
emotive texts and pictures. Producers and retailers believe that
consumers want pathos, but consumers may prefer ethos and facts
(Cook et al. 2009). Thus, organic food packaging communicates
pathos rather than ethos, which may limit its consumer credibility
(Hoff-Clausen 2008).  

In fact, consumers negotiate between competing media messages.
Hjelmar (2011), Rosen (2010), and Zanoli and Naspetti (2002)
show that European consumer interpretations of organic labels
reflect differing priorities in health, animal welfare, environmental

issues, taste, and quality. Quantitative and qualitative studies from
other cultures suggest the same (Chen 2007, Roitner-
Schobesberger et al. 2008, Akaichi et al. 2012). Media users (Lolk
and Horst 2001, Tulloch and Lupton 2003, Reilly 2006) and
consumers (Bildtgård 2008, De Krom 2009, Jokinen et al. 2012)
tend to give high credibility to light entertainment, e.g., to
television chefs. This suggests that negotiating media, rather than
single media, impact choices and consumption habits. Eden
focuses exclusively on how organic labels change consumer
behavior. She criticizes the belief  in labels as a “knowledge fix”
(Eden et al. 2008:1) and proposes conceptualizing organic labels
as “boundary objects” (Eden 2011:179) that intermediate between
producers and consumers. Labels tend to be reduced to a vehicle
for marketing and for transmitting information (Chen 2007,
Roitner-Schobesberger et al. 2008, Eden 2011, Hjelmar 2011,
Akaichi et al. 2012). However, qualitative research shows that
consumers perceive organic labels as advertisements, not neutral
intermediaries, and many respondents therefore approach labels
with critical reflection perceiving them as not credible (Cook et
al. 2009, Finnemann et al. 2012, Povlsen 2015).  

Research reveals a shared tendency in the media for a lack of
critical journalism, hard facts, and more complex knowledge
about organics (Cahill et al. 2010). Media content analyses show
that the media almost exclusively represent organic food as a
positive alternative to conventional food (Lockie 2006, Cahill et
al. 2010). Organic signifies “good” production, whereas
conventional signifies “bad.” Food scares reported in the media
are most often about conventional food (Lolk and Horst 2001,
Tulloch and Lupton 2003, Ansell and Vogel 2006). A Czech study
reveals that once credibility and trust in organic products is
established, news items about fraud and food scares are assigned
to the lack of credibility of news media (Zagata and Lostak 2012).
Media research findings thus suggest that increased information
about organic standards and certification processes will not
impact consumers’ decisions in preferring organic products.  

In sum, because of media saturation in society, it is difficult to
isolate the impact on consumer behavior of labels, popular
entertainment, or media news. Media use related to food is
embedded in daily practices, as documented in a recent mixed-
methods study (Povlsen 2015). Finnemann et al. (2012), in a
survey from 2009, revealed that there was no correlation between
distrust in conventional food and trust in organic food. In the
qualitative study (Povlsen 2015), the 16 respondents all mentioned
the media as an important factor affecting their food preferences,
despite their individualized media-use patterns, highly diverse
perceptions of organic labels, and diverse motivations to trust
organic labels. Nevertheless, a pattern did exist in the relationship
between media use, credibility, and trust in organics. In the process
of building credibility toward organics, young adults had
relatively mainstream media use but in the interview often
emphasized positive media narrations on organics. Older
respondents, who already trusted organic food, chose media that
confirmed their preferences, e.g., lifestyle television about organic
living or websites with organic recipes. They neglected media
content that was critical of organic production, e.g., in television
news (Povlsen 2015).  

In sum, media use has some impact on creating credibility toward
organics, while trust in organics influences people’s media use.
The media saturation of society makes it difficult to isolate the
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impact of labels, popular entertainment, and media news on
consumer behavior.

DISCUSSION
Sociological influences in both management and media research
are combined in diverse ways. In management, they are combined
with economic thinking, and in media research with rhetoric.
Accordingly, management research reduces organics to
customer–business relationships, in which business is represented
by organic labels and customer purchase decisions are a function
of trust. The trust framework applied in management disregards
a process understanding of trust creation and of social impact
factors other than trust. The field could leverage media studies’
conceptualization of interactive customers embedded in everyday
life in a media-saturated society. The field contributes to
understanding how credibility may emerge for organic labels in
interactions. It challenges the reductive, functional understanding
of trust in management research because recent studies show that
the emergence of consumer trust may be neither controlled nor
foreseen. Media research, on the other hand, could leverage
management’s insights into business aspects.  

Media and marketing research would benefit from studying cross-
media appearances of organic labels on packaging, on the
Internet, on television, or in print media empirically. Future
research should also provide empirically supported understandings
of how media users and consumers actually negotiate the
credibility of media messages such as labels in an everyday context
of cross-media use. Management and media studies would greatly
benefit from more research in organics extended to the diverse
and competing accreditation and certification schemes, as well as
to noncertified organic products and nonfood products. A process
approach to a differentiated credibility–trust relation would be of
great importance to future interdisciplinary research.
Interdisciplinary research has the potential to create insightful
contextual knowledge on the emergence of trust and on other
social factors impacting the still poorly understood relations
between organic products, labels, and customers.

CONCLUSION
We contribute insights that demonstrate a need for organic
research to further develop an interdisciplinary understanding of
the relation between trust, credibility, and certified organic food
and to consider factors other than trust and credibility that could
potentially improve the performance of organics. The key insight
that arises from the dialogue between a management and a media
research project on the explanatory value of trust and credibility
is that the widely shared assumption that organic labels directly
impact consumer choices in favor of organic food purchase
cannot be supported. International regulations of food and
organic standards and the coexistence of diverse public and
private organic standards are largely ignored. Similarly, little
attention is paid to consumers’ diverse cross-media usage and
their negotiations in complex media landscapes where it becomes
impossible to single out the impact of a single type of media.
Although both fields employ a terminology of credibility and
trust, there are no shared definitions of trust and credibility.
Although media research provides a process understanding of
trust, which is more complex than how trust is understood and
treated in management research, the concept remains poorly
understood in both fields. It continues to be applied to reductive

understandings of organics, and the explanatory value of trust
for the success of organic production still remains unproven.

Responses to this article can be read online at: 
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/issues/responses.
php/7169
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