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Abstract 
 

Trust is one of several variables such as commitment, communication and liking that has 

been demonstrated to influence the success of business-to-business relationships.  Trust is 

a multifaceted concept and has been shown in the marketing and psychology literatures to 

have both rational and emotional components.  The first component of trust, rational or 

cognitive trust, may be based on the existence of contracts, qualifications or reputation.  

However, the other type of trust, emotional trust, is based more on a sense of 

connectedness with the staff of another organisation.   

 

While both rational and cognitive components of trust have been identified in the 

literature, no previous studies have identified and examined each element of rational and 

emotional trust.  Most previous studies have used general measures of trust, which 

largely ignore the complex nature of trust.  While emotional trust has been examined in 

some studies, no previous studies have examined whether emotional trust has multiple 

elements in the same way that cognitive trust is now recognised to have multiple 

elements, such as competency, contractual and goodwill trust.  Further no one has 

previously examined all of these cognitive and emotional elements of trust in a single 

study, and identified their effect on relationship performance.  In addition to this, no 

studies have examined quantitatively how the influence of trust on relationship 

performance changes across the relationship lifecycle, and more specifically how the 

importance of the various elements of trust change in importance across the lifecycle. 

 

Given these gaps in the literature, this research will investigate the cognitive elements of 

trust, competency, contractual and goodwill trust in conjunction with the emotional 

elements of trust faith and feeling.  The primary aim of this research is to investigate the 

elements of cognitive and emotional trust and their influence on relationship 

performance.  The first goal is to identify elements of cognitive and emotional trust from 

the literature and determine quantitatively whether they are unique constructs.  The effect 

of these cognitive and emotional trust elements on relationship performance is tested.  

Cognitive and emotional trust elements are examined in conjunction with other 
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relationship marketing variables such as commitment, liking and communication.  There 

is however limited evidence in the literature about the relationship between cognitive and 

emotional trust and these other relationship marketing variables.  Hence the influence of 

trust on these variables is also examined.  These relationships are tested at points of the 

relationship lifecycle to determine whether the effects change over time.   

 

To analyse the data collected from 458 businesses structural equation modelling was 

used.  The structural models indicated that trust, commitment and liking all influenced 

relationship marketing performance.  Further, multigroup analysis was used to examine 

the relationship between the components of relationship marketing, their effect on 

performance and how this changes over time.  Specifically, it was found that each 

element of trust had a varied influence on relationship performance at two phases of the 

relationship lifecycle.   

 

As a result of this investigation three significant contributions have been made to this the 

marketing literature.  First, an examination of the marketing and psychology literature 

uncovered five elements of trust.  The statistical analysis confirmed that these are all 

separate elements of trust.  Cognitive trust was found to have three elements, 

competency, contractual and goodwill trust, while emotional trust has two elements faith 

and feeling.  Each was found to be independent of the other elements of trust.   

 

The second finding was that at different phases of the relationship marketing lifecycle the 

elements of trust have differing effects on relationship performance.  The emotional 

elements of trust had a larger effect on relationship performance in the early phase of the 

relationship lifecycle, but had a reduced effect in the mature phase of the relationship 

lifecycle.  In contrast, the cognitive elements of trust had a larger influence on 

relationship performance in the mature phase.  For example, competency trust was found 

to be insignificant in the early phase of the relationship lifecycle, yet competency had the 

largest influence on performance in the mature phase of the relationship.   
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The third finding relates to the relationship between trust and other variables such as 

commitment, liking and communication.  In the majority of previous studies trust, liking, 

commitment and communication have been modelled as having a direct effect on 

relationship performance.  However in this study it was found that the influence of the 

various elements of trust on relationship performance is mediated through other variables.  

Specifically, the effect of the emotional elements of trust – faith and feeling – on 

relationship performance is mediated by liking, while the cognitive elements of trust are 

mediated by commitment.  The use of these mediating variables was found to 

substantially improve the explanatory power of the models.   

 

The insights from this study which surveyed regional small businesses from across New 

South Wales will be helpful to regional businesses in identifying the factors they can 

modify to increase trust, communication, commitment and liking and thereby improve 

business-to-business relationships.   

 

  



 5 

Table of Contents 

Acknowledgments .............................................................................................................. 1 

Abstract ............................................................................................................................... 2 

 

Chapter 1:  Introduction .................................................................................................... 11 

1.1 Research Context ........................................................................................................ 11 

1.2 Research Question and Hypotheses ............................................................................ 14 

1.3 Structure of the Thesis ................................................................................................ 15 

1.4:  Limitations and Definitions ...................................................................................... 21 

 

Chapter 2:  Literature Review ........................................................................................... 22 

2.1:  Introduction ............................................................................................................... 22 

2.2: Immediate Discipline Relationship Marketing .......................................................... 23 

2.3:  Trust .......................................................................................................................... 33 

2.4:  Bases of Trust ........................................................................................................... 39 

2.5:  Elements of Trust ...................................................................................................... 43 

2.6:  Outcomes .................................................................................................................. 55 

2.7:  Hypotheses for the Relationships between the Elements of Trust, Commitment, 

Liking and Relationship Performance .............................................................................. 59 

2.8: Relationship Lifecycle ............................................................................................... 67 

2.9:  Hypotheses Related to Changes in Latent Means and Effects ................................. 81 

2.10:  Conceptual Model ................................................................................................... 90 

2.11: Conclusion ............................................................................................................... 91 

 

Chapter 3:  Methodology .................................................................................................. 94 

3.1:  Methodology Introduction ........................................................................................ 94 

3.2:  Research Paradigm ................................................................................................... 95 

3.3:  Scale Development ................................................................................................. 101 

3.4:  Scale Selection Discussion ..................................................................................... 107 

3.5:  Survey Method ........................................................................................................ 137 

3.6:  Questionnaire Pretesting ………………………………………………………….139 

3.7:  Sampling ............................................................................................................... 1401 



 6 

 

3.8: Analysis:  Structural Equation Modelling ............................................................... 147 

3.9:  Conclusion .............................................................................................................. 164 

 

Chapter 4 ......................................................................................................................... 166 

4.1:  Introduction ............................................................................................................. 166 

4.2:  Pilot Testing ............................................................................................................ 167 

4.3:  Sampling Results .................................................................................................... 186 

4.4:  Final and Alternate Model Development and Presentation .................................... 191 

4.5:  Structural Model ..................................................................................................... 201 

4.6: Multigroup Analysis ................................................................................................ 220 

4.7:  Results from the Hypothesis Testing ...................................................................... 227 

4.8:  Conclusion .............................................................................................................. 234 

 

Chapter 5:  Conclusion ................................................................................................... 237 

5.1:  Introduction ............................................................................................................. 237 

5.2:  Thesis Review ......................................................................................................... 237 

5.3:  Key Findings and Extensions to Existing Literature .............................................. 241 

5.4:  Implications for Practice ......................................................................................... 245 

5.5:  Limitations .............................................................................................................. 251 

5.6:  Implications for Further Research .......................................................................... 252 

5.7:  Summary ................................................................................................................. 253 

Reference List ................................................................................................................. 255 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 7 

Appendix ......................................................................................................................... 268 

Appendix A:  Exploratory Factor Analysis for Pilot Data Early Relationship ............... 268 

Appendix B:  Exploratory Factor Analysis Pilot Data Mature Relationship .................. 284 

Appendix C:  Pilot Structural Models............................................................................. 299 

Appendix D:  Final Exploratory Factor Analysis ........................................................... 312 

Appendix E:  Direct, Indirect and Combined Structural Models ................................... 364 

Appendix F:  Key ............................................................................................................ 383 

Appendix G;  Second Order Models ............................................................................... 385 

Appendix H:  Questionnaire ........................................................................................... 391 

 

 Table of Figures 

Figure 1.1:  Thesis Structure ............................................................................................. 20 

 

Figure 2.1:  Dispositional and Biological Effects on Cognitive and Emotional Trust ..... 42 

Figure 2.2:  Hypothesised Relationships between the Elements of Trust, Commitment, 

Liking and Relationship Performance .............................................................................. 66 

Figure 2.3:  Changes in the Amounts of Variables and Effects over the Course of the 

Relationship Lifecycle ...................................................................................................... 89 

Figure 2.4:  Conceptual Model ......................................................................................... 90 

 

Figure 3.1:  Chapter Outline ............................................................................................. 95 

Figure 3.2:  Sample Design Process ............................................................................... 142 

Figure 3.3:  Measurement and Structural Models ........................................................... 148 

Figure 3.4:  Dependence and Correlational Relationships ............................................. 154 

 

Figure 4.1 Model One – Direct Model ........................................................................... 202 

Figure 4.2:  Model Two – Indirect Model ...................................................................... 203 

Figure 4.3:  Model Three – Direct and Indirect Model .................................................. 204 

Figure 4.4:  Indirect Model Early Phase ......................................................................... 218 

Figure 4.5:  Indirect Model Mature Phase ...................................................................... 219 



 8 

Table of Tables  

 

Table 2.1:  Relationship Marketing Definition ................................................................. 27 

Table 2.2:  Relationship Variables .................................................................................... 29 

Table 2.3: Disciplines and their Interpretations of Trust .................................................. 34 

Table 2.4:  Definitions of Trust ........................................................................................ 35 

Table 2.5:  Elements of Trust ............................................................................................ 45 

Table 2.6: Competency Trust Definition .......................................................................... 48 

Table 2.7: Elements and Definitions ................................................................................. 54 

Table 2.8:  Outcomes ........................................................................................................ 59 

Table 2.9:  Links between Relationship Marketing Constructs ........................................ 60 

Table 2.10: The First Relationship Phase/Stage ............................................................... 69 

Table 2.11: The Second Relationship Phase/Stage ........................................................... 72 

Table 2.12: The Third Relationship Phase/Stage .............................................................. 74 

Table 2.13:  Hypotheses Summary ................................................................................... 92 

Table 3.1:  Research Paradigms ........................................................................................ 97 

Table 3.2:  Coulter and Coulter‟s Scale for General Trust ............................................. 102 

Table 3.3:  Scale Selection Criteria:  Reliability and Context ........................................ 106 

Table 3.4:  Scale Selection Criteria:  Validity ................................................................ 107 

Table 3.5:  Competency Trust ......................................................................................... 108 

Table 3.6:  Competency Trust Validity .......................................................................... 110 

Table 3.7:  Competency Trust Reliability ....................................................................... 111 

Table 3.8:  Contractual Trust .......................................................................................... 113 

Table 3.9:  Contract Trust Validity Summary ................................................................ 115 

Table 3.10:  Summary of Reliability and Context for the Contractual Trust Scales ...... 116 

Table 3.11:  Goodwill Scales .......................................................................................... 118 

Table 3.12:  Goodwill Trust Validity .............................................................................. 119 

Table 3.13:  Goodwill Trust Reliability .......................................................................... 120 

Table 3.14:  Emotional Trust Scales ............................................................................... 122 

Table 3.15:  Reliability and Validity .............................................................................. 124 

Table 3.16:  Emotional Trust Reliability ........................................................................ 125 



 9 

Table 3.17:  Commitment Scales .................................................................................... 127 

Table 3.18:  Liking Scales .............................................................................................. 130 

Table 3.19:  Communication Scales ............................................................................... 133 

Table 3.20:  Performance Scale Items ............................................................................ 136 

Table 3.21:  Comparison of Survey Techniques ............................................................. 137 

Table 3.22:  Sampling Techniques Available ................................................................. 141 

Table 3.23:  Town Populations ....................................................................................... 145 

Table 3.24: Goodness of Fit Indices ............................................................................... 158 

Table 3.25:  Incremental Fit Indices ............................................................................... 159 

Table 3.26:  Parsimony Fit Indices ................................................................................. 160 

 

Table 4.1:  Pilot Exploratory Factor Analysis ................................................................ 169 

Table 4.2:  Emotional Trust Component Matrix ............................................................. 173 

Table 4.3:  Pilot Exploratory Factor Analysis Dependent Variable ............................... 174 

Table 4.4:  Pilot Measurement Models for the Independent Variables for the Early 

Relationship .................................................................................................................... 176 

Table 4.5:  Pilot Measurement Models for the Independent Variables for the Mature 

Relationship .................................................................................................................... 178 

Table 4.6:  Pilot Dependent Variable Early and Mature Stage Measurement Models ... 180 

Table 4.7:  Pilot Discriminant Validity ........................................................................... 182 

Table 4.8:  Pilot Direct Structural Model ....................................................................... 183 

Table 4.9:  Pilot Indirect Structural Model ..................................................................... 185 

Table 4.10:  Structural Model Findings .......................................................................... 186 

Table 4.11:  Town Populations and Survey Responses .................................................. 187 

Table 4.12:  Response Rate ............................................................................................. 188 

Table 4.13:  Demographic Variable Summary ............................................................... 190 

Table 4.14:  Customer Type ............................................................................................ 191 

Table 4.15:  Measurement Models for Early and Mature Relationship Phases .............. 192 

Table 4.16:  Performance Measurement Models ............................................................ 194 

Table 4.17:  Discriminant Validity ................................................................................. 196 

Table 4.18:  Scale Reliability Scores .............................................................................. 197 



 10 

Table 4.19:  Scale Reliability Scores .............................................................................. 198 

Table 4.20:  Structural Model Fit Statistics .................................................................... 206 

Table 4.21:  Direct Model Estimates .............................................................................. 211 

Table 4.22:  Indirect Models ........................................................................................... 213 

Table 4.23:  Combined Direct and Indirect Model Estimates ........................................ 215 

Table 4.24:  Covariance‟s for the Indirect Model ........................................................... 216 

Table 4.25:  Correlations for the Indirect Model ............................................................ 217 

Table 4.26:  Averages for the Indirect Model ................................................................. 217 

Table 4.27:  Multigroup Analysis, Early and Mature Models ........................................ 222 

Table 4.28:  Multigroup Analysis, Structural Model Analysis ....................................... 224 

Table 4.29:  Measurement Model Multigroup Analysis Factor Loadings ...................... 226 

Table 4.30:  Multigroup Analysis Measurement Models Latent Means ........................ 227 

Table 4.31:  Hypotheses Related to Testing the Conceptual Model ............................... 229 

Table 4.32:  Hypotheses Related to Changes in Latent Means ...................................... 231 

Table 4.33:  Hypotheses Related to the Changes in Effects ........................................... 234 

 

Table 5.1:  Elements of Trust, Bases and Definitions .................................................... 239 

 

 

 

 
 

  



 11 

 

Chapter 1:  Introduction 
 

1.1 Research Context 

 

Effective implementation of relationship marketing has been recognised as one way to 

achieve business success (Morgan and Hunt 1994).  Relationship marketing entails two 

parties working together for mutual benefits, where both parties satisfy needs and gain 

from the collaboration what they could not have alone (Gronroos 1994).  Over time there 

has been greater interest from managers wanting to use relationship marketing to produce 

the benefits that are on offer (Day 2000).  This has been coupled with a rise in academic 

studies in the area (Sheth 2002).  Both the academic and professional interest has been 

driven by the outcomes that can be gained from relationship marketing.  To achieve these 

outcomes it has been widely argued that trust is central to a successful relationship 

(Gronroos 1994; Morgan and Hunt 1994; Wilson 1995, Young and Albaum 2002).  

While trust and other variables such as commitment, communication and liking are 

recognised to be important for developing relationships, the literature relating to the 

nature and importance of these variables is still developing.   

 

The importance of relationship marketing is largely derived from its linking to business 

outcomes.  Morgan and Hunt (1994) found that relationship marketing practice could 

lead to many positive outcomes including acquiescence, decreased propensity to leave, 

cooperation, reduced functional conflict, and reduced uncertainty.  Ganesan (1994) found 

that satisfaction could arise from successful relationship marketing.  While not 

quantitative studies, Dwyer, Schurr and Oh (1987) argued that investment is a successful 

outcome of relationship practices, and Wilson (1995) found that relationship marketing 

can lead to investment-creating structural bonds between the participants.  In a more 

recent study, Bhardwaj (2007) found that good relationship marketing could lead to 

positive word of mouth, resulting in increased business prospects.  Hence, it can be 

argued that many positive outcomes can be attained as a result of successful relationship 
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marketing practice.  It is these outcomes which arguably make relationship marketing 

important to both theoreticians and practitioners.  

 

Gronroos (1996) contended that relationship marketing has always been in existence, 

since early human trade, and that the Industrial Marketing and Purchasing Group in the 

1970s and more recently the Nordic and North American schools in the late 1980s and 

early 1990s had rediscovered it.  Despite the debate about creation or rediscovery, it is 

generally accepted that the relationship marketing literature arose in the late 1980s and 

early 1990s through seminal works such as Dwyer et al (1987), Webster (1992), Morgan 

and Hunt (1994), Gronroos (1994), and Wilson (1995).  Arguably, relationship marketing 

is now the dominant paradigm in the marketing field (Gronroos 1994).  Since the 

establishment of the paradigm, one of the main foci of the relationship marketing 

literature has been to identify the relationship constructs that lead to relationship success 

and therefore marketing performance.  From the early stage of relationship marketing 

development, trust has assumed a central role (e.g. Dwyer et al 1987; Morgan and Hunt; 

Day 2000).  Other constructs that have been investigated include commitment and 

communication.  For each of these there is empirical evidence (qualitative and in some 

cases quantitative) that demonstrates a link with outcomes such as conflict resolution, 

satisfaction and performance.  While it appeared in the early relationship marketing 

literature that many of the most important relationship marketing constructs that lead to 

relationship outcomes had been identified, further empirical evidence has demonstrated 

that many of the constructs were far more nuanced than originally thought.  Various 

studies have shown that some of the constructs are multifaceted rather than uni-

dimensional as initially thought.  Commitment for instance has been argued to have two 

or three distinct parts (Young and Denize 1995).  In another example, trust was initially 

specified as a one-dimension construct by Morgan and Hunt (1994).  Then Ganesan 

(1994) developed a more complex two dimensional construct; later Sirdeshmukh, Singh 

and Sabol (2002) found that trust was a three dimensional construct.  However, others 

such as Nicholsen Compeau and Sethi (2001) continued to use a one-dimensional 

construct for trust. 
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In addition to the more careful specification of the original constructs, other relationship 

marketing variables were found to be important predictors of performance.  More 

emotional constructs were added, including liking (Nicholsen et al 2001) and affective 

trust (Young and Albaum 2002).  Trust is considered to have both emotional and 

cognitive components, yet the emotional part of trust has been the subject of little 

research in the literature (Young and Albaum 2002).  Studies that have included 

emotional constructs are Doney and Cannon (1997), who researched liking, and Grayson 

(2007) who examined the role of friendship.  However, no studies have been identified in 

the relationship marketing literature that have quantitatively assessed the influence of 

emotional trust on relationship performance. 

 

While there has been growth in the number of variables known to be important in 

explaining relationship outcomes, much remains unknown about the links between the 

variables in a marketing relationship.  Morgan and Hunt (1994) found that trust and 

commitment were mediating variables, and that trust and commitment were related to 

some extent.  Relationship termination, relationship benefits, shared values, 

communication and opportunistic behaviour were all mediated through trust and 

commitment.  In turn, they found that trust influenced commitment.  Finally, trust and 

commitment impacted upon acquiescence, propensity to leave, cooperation, functional 

conflict and uncertainty.  Similarly, Garbirino and Johnson (1999) found that trust 

influenced commitment, and that they combined to influence the future intentions of the 

partners within the relationship.  However, few other studies have proposed links 

between the variables that determine relationship outcomes.   

 

Another important development in the relationship marketing literature is the recognition 

that relationships can be characterised as proceeding through specific phases, from pre-

relationship to the dissolving of a relationship.  While various models have been 

proposed, the stages broadly include pre-relationship, early interaction, development, 

commitment and dissolution (Ford 1980: Dwyer et al 1987; Larson 1992; Wilson 1995; 

Zineldin 2002).  What is not well known however is how the mediating relationships 

between variables change over the course of this relationship lifecycle (e.g. the effect of 
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trust on commitment).  Further, it is also not known how important each variable is with 

respect to determining performance outcomes at each phase of the lifecycle.  This is 

largely an underdeveloped area of the literature. 

 

In summary, there is a need to develop our understanding of relationship marketing 

constructs, particularly affective constructs, such as liking and emotional trust, and those 

that are multidimensional, such as trust.  Further, the development of relationship 

marketing constructs should be conducted in conjunction with an examination of the 

relationship marketing lifecycle.  The outcomes should help to explain what relationship 

marketing variables lead to relationship marketing success.  In addition to increasing our 

understanding of their relative importance, there is also the chance to develop 

understanding of how the variables evolve and influence each other at various stages of 

the relationship lifecycle.    

 

1.2 Research Question and Hypotheses 

 

Given the importance of trust for relationship development, the lack of research into its 

various components and how they change in importance across the lifecycle, the 

following research question is proposed:   

 

What are the key components of trust and which components are crucial in building 

relationships across the phases of the relationship lifecycle?  

 

To answer this overarching research question, a number of hypotheses are proposed 

which are discussed in Chapter 2.  Having established what variables are important in 

marketing relationships, the first group of hypotheses focus on the influence of trust and 

other relationship marketing variables on relationship performance.  The next group of 

hypotheses examine the changes in the latent means of each variable across the lifecycle.  

The final set of hypotheses focus on the changing effects of each of the variables over the 

course of the relationship lifecycle.  The results of the hypothesis tests are presented in 

Chapter 5.      
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1.3 Structure of the Thesis 

 

In this section the structure and content of the remaining chapters of the thesis are briefly 

described to provide an overview of the thesis.  Chapter 2 contains the literature review, 

where the relevant materials are examined and the conceptual model is developed.  The 

literature review analyses relationship marketing literature.  In some areas, such as trust, 

the relationship marketing literature does not contain the necessary depth.  Hence, several 

literature streams such as psychology and sociology are consulted.  Following the 

development of the conceptual model, the methodology used to test this model is 

discussed in Chapter 3.  The methodology chapter describes the various steps that will be 

involved in testing the conceptual model and justifies the approach that will be used.  In 

Chapter 4 the findings from the empirical testing are presented.  There are many findings 

which are presented in Chapter 4 and these findings are examined further in Chapter 5, 

specifically where their contribution to the relationship marketing literature and 

marketing practice is discussed.   

 

Chapter 2: Literature Review 

 

In the next chapter the literature relevant for answering each of the three research 

questions is reviewed.  Firstly, the various perspectives of trust are examined, to create a 

multi-dimensional view of trust which is inclusive of all theoretical aspects of trust.  In an 

attempt to develop an understanding of the multi-dimensional concept of trust, the 

emotional and cognitive bases were firstly identified.  The cognitive base of trust relates 

to the rational component, where trust is based on reason, while the emotional base of 

trust is concerned with trust emotional reasoning, which is essentially non-rational.  

These two bases form the basis of the conceptualisation of trust used in this research.   

 

Having identified the bases of trust, the next area of focus was to find and develop the 

elements of trust.  The cognitive and emotional bases of trust each have several elements, 
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which together represent the domain of trust as defined in this thesis.  There are three 

cognitive elements of trust, being contractual, competency and goodwill trust.  The 

emotional elements of trust consist of faith and feeling.   

 

After identifying the bases of trust and the various elements of trust, the next area of 

review is the relationship lifecycle.  The relationship lifecycle literature is examined to 

identify how a relationship develops over time.  Relatively little is known about the 

influence of the various elements of trust and other relationship marketing variables on 

performance across the various phases of the lifecycle.   

 

 

 

Chapter 3: Research Methodology  

 

In the next chapter, the methodology used for sampling, developing the questionnaire 

which includes the selection of scales and the approach used for data analysis is 

described.  In this research, the focus is regional business-to-business relationships.  The 

aim is to develop understanding of how business partnerships operate and what can be 

done to improve relationship outcomes over the course of their partnership.  Given this 

goal, the sample for the thesis was collected from regional New South Wales (NSW).  

Overall, 862 businesses were approached using a stratified sampling approach and 797 

businesses agreed to participate in the survey.  Some 458 businesses completed the 

survey producing a higher than average response rate for business surveys of 53%. 

 

The questionnaire for testing the conceptual model was developed using existing scales.  

The use of scales is necessary for measuring the abstract constructs in the conceptual 

model.  Where possible, scales were selected from the relationship marketing literature.  

However, in some cases scales were not available from the relationship marketing 

literature, therefore, some scales were selected from the psychology and management 

literatures.  All scales were selected on the basis of reliability, validity, industry context 

and the methodology of previous usage.   
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The statistical technique used to analyse the data collected is structural equation 

modelling (SEM).  SEM is a statistical tool which allows the testing of multiple 

dependence relationships (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson and Tatham 2006), and is 

particularly relevant for use in this context where there are interactions between multiple 

relationship marketing constructs such as commitment, trust, communication and liking 

which together influence relationship success. Furthermore, the use of SEM allows the 

measurement of unobserved or latent constructs and many of these relationship marketing 

constructs are latent variables, which cannot be measured directly; therefore scales are 

used to approximately measure or represent each construct (Hair et al 2006).  

Measurement models were estimated for each of the elements of trust (contractual, 

competency, goodwill, faith and feeling) as well as the other relationship marketing 

variables: commitment, communication and liking.  After developing the measurement 

models convergent and discriminant validity were examined.  Following the 

measurement model development, the structural model was developed.  Initially, three 

structural models were developed that differed according to the inclusion of direct and 

indirect (mediated) relationships.  The models were then examined and their goodness of 

fit, incremental fit and parsimony fits all compared, and the model which had the highest 

level of fit was selected.   

 

After the final structural model was selected, multigroup analysis was conducted.  The 

purpose of multigroup analysis is to identify if there are differences between two models.  

In this case, multigroup analysis was used to examine if there were differences between 

the early phase structural model and the mature phase structural model.  Specifically, 

testing examined if the amount of each variable present was different in the early and 

mature relationship phase, if the effect of each variable on performance was different and 

if the effects of each variable on the other covariates had changed.  By analysing the 

changes in the variables, the influence on other variables and impact on relationship 

outcomes, it can be determined what variables are important at the two phases of the 

relationship lifecycle.   
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Chapter 4: Findings 

 

In Chapter 4 the results from the data analysis are presented.  This includes initially a 

summary of the results from the pilot testing which demonstrated that each of the 

constructs included in the questionnaire appeared to work.  Exploratory factor analysis 

was conducted to test the reliability of each of the variables.  Following this, 

measurement models were estimated and two initial structural models were estimated.  

Most findings in the pilot testing were limited by the small sample size of 75.  However, 

evidence provided in the pilot provided direction for the rest of the study.   

 

For the final analysis a number for structural models are estimated.  The first model is a 

direct model, where the elements of trust, liking and commitment directly predicted 

performance.  Secondly, an indirect model is estimated using liking and commitment as 

mediating variables, where the effect of cognitive trust elements on performance were 

mediated by commitment and the effect of the emotional elements of trust on 

performance were mediated by liking.  The third model combines both the direct and 

indirect models where all variables had a direct relationship with performance and an 

indirect relationship through liking (emotional elements of trust) and commitment 

(cognitive elements of trust).  After the estimation, assessment of model fit revealed that 

the indirect model was the most appropriate.   

 

The effect of these elements of trust on total relationship performance was measured at 

both the early and mature phases of the relationship lifecycle.  It was found that both the 

cognitive and emotional elements of trust were important in both phases of the 

relationship lifecycle.  Specifically, it was found that contractual trust was the most 

important element of trust in the early phase of the relationship, followed by faith which 

is one of the emotional trust elements.  The competency element of trust was found to be 

insignificant in the early phase of the relationship lifecycle, the only variable that was 

insignificant.  However, in the mature phase it had the largest influence on relationship 
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outcomes.  In general, the cognitive elements of trust were important in the early phase, 

but were more important in the mature phase.  Conversely, the emotional elements of 

trust were more important in the early phase and of reduced influence in the mature 

phase.   

 

It was also found that there were two mediating variables in the structural model.  

Commitment mediated the relationship between the cognitive elements of trust and 

relationship performance, while liking was found to mediate the relationship between the 

emotional elements of trust and relationship performance.   

 

 

Chapter 5: Conclusion 

 

The final chapter of this thesis is the conclusion. Here what has been covered thus far in 

the thesis is first briefly summarised.  The results presented in Chapter 4 are then 

compared and contrasted to other findings within the relationship marketing literature.  

Following this, the results of the hypothesis tests are presented.  The contributions both to 

the relationship marketing literature and marketing practice are carefully explained.  

Limitations are discussed and future research opportunities are then explored.    
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The thesis structure is presented in Figure 1.1.   

Figure 1.1:  Thesis Structure  
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1.4:  Definitions 

 

 

Some terminology is used, which is primarily related to shortening of full terms.  The 

definitions to be used are presented below. 

 

SEM is used as an abbreviation of structural equation modelling.  The definition includes 

the measurement model and path components.   

 

Regional NSW refers to the regions which are included in the sample; this is outlined in 

Chapter 3.   

 

Emotional trust is defined in Chapter 2.  When used in this research it refers to trust based 

on the emotional elements of faith and feeling trust.   

 

Cognitive trust is also defined in Chapter 2.  For this research, cognitive trust is defined 

as trust which is based on good reason, which is a combination of the elements of 

competency, contractual and goodwill trust.        

 

The next section of the thesis is Chapter 2, the literature review.  The focus will therefore 

now move to a discussion of the literature and the development of the research 

hypotheses.   
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Chapter 2:  Literature Review 
 

2.1:  Introduction 

 

Relationship marketing has emerged as a potential answer to many of the issues of failure 

in marketing‟s dominant paradigm (Gronroos 1994).  Furthermore, it has been promoted 

as a tool that will assist businesses to function in a more effective way (Dwyer, Schurr 

and Oh 1987).  Trust is believed to be a key component within relationship marketing 

(Morgan and Hunt 1994).  Empirical studies have linked trust to many outcomes and 

examined its importance in the day-to-day functioning of business relationships 

(Svensson 2001).  The focus of this literature review is the examination of trust within a 

relationship marketing setting. 

 

Initially, the parent discipline – relationship marketing – will be outlined in Section 2.2.  

This will be the theoretical context of the research.  The evolution of relationship 

marketing and various schools of thought will be summarised to place the research in its 

theoretical setting.  While trust is widely argued to be a key construct in relationship 

marketing, other variables critical to relationship performance also exist.   

 

These key relationship marketing variables include trust, commitment, communication 

and liking.  Arguably, trust is the most important of these variables in a business-to-

business relationship and is the focus of Section 2.3.  The importance of trust in 

relationship marketing is discussed initially in an interdisciplinary way.  Following this, 

the placement of trust, that is, whether trust is placed in, for example, people or 

organisations is discussed. Next the bases from which trust originates are explored.  Trust 

has emotional and cognitive bases, although its extent is also subject to a person‟s 

biology and dispositional make-up.  Surprisingly, emotional trust is largely ignored 

within the marketing literature.  Having developed an understanding of the bases of trust 

the next area of review is the elements of trust which are associated with each base of 

trust.   
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The various elements that measure total trust will be identified so that it is possible to 

establish the impact on relationship marketing performance.  This will include elements 

of trust that have a cognitive base and those which have an emotional base.   

 

Having finished the review of the literature on trust, in Section 2.6 the various outcomes 

that are believed to result from the use of relationship marketing are discussed.  The goal 

of this section will determine what variables should be used in the conceptual model to 

demonstrate the effects of trust and the other covariates on relationship marketing 

outcomes.  Based on the relationship marketing literature, in this section the hypotheses 

are also proposed regarding the relationships between the variables in the conceptual 

model.   

 

The relationship marketing lifecycle is a contentious topic in the relationship marketing 

literature and is the focus of Section 2.7.  While there is agreement that a lifecycle exists, 

there is disagreement in the literature regarding the nature and number of stages in the 

relationship.  The lifecycle literature will be examined to identify two points in the 

partnership where the influence of trust on relationship outcomes will be investigated.  At 

the conclusion of the lifecycle section hypotheses related to the changes in latent means 

of the variables and the effects of the variables across the relationship marketing lifecycle 

will be presented.     

 

Finally, the conceptual model will be presented with a summary of the hypotheses to be 

tested.  The hypotheses will then be tested using the methodology reported in Chapter 3.   

 

2.2: Immediate Discipline Relationship Marketing 

 

The discipline of marketing has been in an uneasy state for a number of years.  

Discussion of paradigm change and the weakness of the dominant paradigm began in the 

early 1990s (e.g. Webster 1992; Gronroos 1994).  The questions of „marketing myopia‟, 

the importance of people and relationships and the breadth of the dominant paradigm, 

were key issues in rethinking marketing theory and the dominant paradigm (Brown 
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2002).  It appeared that the dominant marketing paradigm was unable to satisfy either 

academic or practitioner needs.  Therefore, relationship marketing is argued to have 

developed due to the weakness of the dominant paradigm (Pels 1999).   

 

The dominant paradigm to this point was „Managerial Marketing‟ or simply „The 4p‟s‟.  

The 4p‟s were originally developed by Borden (1964) and subsequently reinterpreted by 

McCarthy and Kotler (Gronroos 1994).  The 4p‟s subjugated marketing thought, 

maintaining its position as the dominant paradigm and remained almost unquestioned 

(Gronroos 1994).  The 4p‟s however were criticised for several reasons including: an 

inability to be implemented (Piercy 1998); the non-centrality of the customer (Brown 

2002); and not allowing the firm to adjust offerings, for more demanding customers 

(Gronroos 1994).   

 

Researchers develop a new paradigm after a period of normal science, where the 

dominant paradigm is unable to solve the puzzles researchers present (Kuhn 1970).  The 

weakness of the dominant paradigm may lead researchers to develop a new dominant 

paradigm, in this case relationship marketing to replace the 4p‟s.  This is supported by 

Kuhn‟s (1970) philosophy of the development of paradigms within fields.  Conversely, 

the nature of paradigms and the building of a field in this manner have been questioned 

(Fuller 2005).  Despite this, a paradigm shift is argued to have occurred in marketing (e.g. 

Gronroos 1994).  Still, the relationship marketing paradigm is scarce with respect to 

empirical studies (Hultman and Shaw 2003).  Hence, whether the dominant paradigm or 

not, pressure remains to complete research enhancing understanding of relationship 

marketing. 

 

To supplant the 4p‟s, several schools of thought developed.  Research on relationship 

marketing has advanced independently in both Europe and North America, leading to the 

development of what has been described as two distinct schools: the Nordic and the 

American schools of thought (Healy, Hastings, Brown and Gardiner 2001).  Other 

schools of thought can also be delineated, including the IMP interaction approach 

(Gronroos 1994), and the Anglo-Australian approach (Christopher, Payne and Ballantyne 
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1991).  The approaches differ in two main areas: (1) the offering (service or product); and 

(2) the exchange partner (business-to-business or business-to-consumer). The schools 

have eventually combined to form the field of relationship marketing.  The field has a 

tentative domain and various definitions, which relate to the combination of the four 

schools to form the relationship marketing paradigm.  While various schools exist and 

differ in terms of definition and scope, the centrality of each in terms of core principles 

remains similar, as will be described shortly.   

 

The scope or domain of relationship marketing is also a contentious issue.  Understanding 

the definition and domain of relationship marketing is helpful for clarifying the 

contextual setting of this thesis.  Central to the defining of relationship marketing is 

„exchange‟.  The nature of the exchange is believed to be the key point of differentiation 

between transactional and relational based marketing.  The differences in exchange can 

be described using the relationship marketing and transactional marketing continuum.   

 

The issue of how broad relationship marketing should be may be considered with respect 

to the ability to implement relationship marketing as opposed to the 4p‟s.  Whilst the use 

of managerial marketing has been criticised (Kent 1986; Gronroos 1994; 1996), it is still 

argued to have a place in marketing.  Several continuums are offered within the 

relationship marketing literature demonstrating where relationship marketing is 

applicable (e.g. Dwyer et al 1987; Webster 1992; Gronroos 1994; Pels 1999).  Webster‟s 

(1992) continuum identified seven relationship types, beginning with transactions and 

moving to vertical integration as the highest form of interdependency.  Dwyer et al 

(1987) denoted the difference between transaction marketing and relational marketing via 

various situational and process characteristics.  Similar to Dwyer et al‟s (1987) 

continuum is Gronroos (1994).  Again certain characteristics were presented by Gronroos 

(1994) to demonstrate the differences between transactional and relational marketing.  

Gronroos (1994) included a product continuum, expanding the range of products included 

in previous continuums, showing that both goods and services are part of relational 

marketing.   
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The literature suggests that the difference between transactional and relational strategies 

depends on whether a good or service is being exchanged, the involvement of that 

exchange and the frequency of exchange between the parties.  The goal of relational 

marketing is a series of sequential exchanges as opposed to discrete one off transactions 

(Hultman and Shaw 2003).  The aim of relationship marketing is to achieve customer 

loyalty and increase the number of exchanges (Webster 1992), therefore resulting in 

increased profitability and attainment of goals for both parties.   

 

While the difference between transactional and relationship marketing can be explained 

through the use of various continuums, within the literature there is no clear or consistent 

definition of relationship marketing (Gronroos 1994; Hultman and Shaw 2003).  The 

term „relationship marketing‟ was first used in the United States some time after the IMP 

and Nordic schools had investigated the phenomenon (Gronroos 1994).  Table 2.1 is 

provided to outline some of the definitions contained within the literature.  The school of 

thought from which each definition was derived is also provided in the table to give 

insight into differences. 

 

The definitions provided in Table 2.1 are a sample of how the relationship marketing 

literature characterises the paradigm.  While consensus about the definition has not yet 

been reached,  the definitions offered within the literature contain several key notions, 

including: attracting partners (Berry 1983; Christopher et al); creating (Wilson 1995; Day 

2000); establishing (Gronroos 1994; Morgan and Hunt 1994; Page and Sharp 1997); 

developing (Morgan and Hunt 1994; Wilson 1995); enhancing (Christopher et al 1991; 

Gronroos 1994; Parvatiyar and Sheth 1999; Hultman and Shaw 2003); and maintaining 

partnerships (Berry 1983; Gronroos 1994; Morgan and Hunt 1994; Page and Sharp 1997; 

Day 2000; Hultman and Shaw 2003).  As can be seen, while no single definition is agreed 

to, the central elements of most definitions remain similar. 
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Table 2.1:  Relationship Marketing Definition 

 

Author School Definition 

Berry (1983 p 25) 
North 

American 

Relationship marketing concerns attracting, 

developing and retaining customer relationships 

Morgan and Hunt 

(1994 p 22)   

North 

American 

Relationship marketing refers to all marketing 

activities directed towards establishing, 

developing and maintaining successful 

relational exchanges 

Parvatiyar and 

Sheth (1999 p 8) 

North 

American 

Relationship marketing is the ongoing process of 

engaging in cooperative and collaborative 

activities and programs with immediate and end-

user customers to create or enhance mutual 

economic value, at a reduced cost 

Christopher et al 

(1991 p 4) 
Anglo 

Relationship marketing has at its concern the 

dual focus of getting and keeping customers 

Morris, Brunyee and 

Page (1998 p 361) 
IMP 

A strategic orientation adopted by both the 

buyer and seller organisations, which represents 

a commitment to long-term mutually beneficial 

collaboration 

Gummesson (1994 

p 32) 
Nordic 

Relationship marketing is marketing seen as 

relationships, networks and interaction 

Gronroos (1996 p 

11) 
Nordic 

Relationship marketing is to identify and 

establish, maintain and enhance relationships 

with customers and other stakeholders, at a 

profit, so that the objectives of all parties are 

met.  This is done by a mutual exchange and 

fulfilment of promises  

Source: Adopted from above authors 

 

The schools primarily differ in terms of the domain of relationship marketing.  That is, 

across the various schools of thought the types of relationships that are included in the 

relationship marketing domain differ more substantially, rather than the definition.  

Specifically, the Anglo-Australian and North American focus on the customer while the 

IMP and Nordic schools focus predominantly on networks and interaction.   
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2.2.1: Relationship Marketing Constructs 

 

Within the relationship marketing literature, many constructs or variables have been 

proposed to explain how successful relationship outcomes can be achieved.  In this 

section, the main variables identified in the literature which are believed to lead to 

successful outcomes will be examined.  These variables are summarised in Table 2.2.  

They have been identified in both empirical and conceptual studies, and in both business-

to-business and consumer markets.  Within Table 2.2 it is apparent that trust is the most 

commonly cited variable (12 studies) followed by commitment (9 studies), and mutual 

benefits and communication (3 studies each).  The centrality of trust and commitment 

reflects Morgan and Hunt‟s (1994) commitment-trust theory where it was argued that 

trust and commitment are key mediating variables leading to relational success.  While 

trust is the most commonly used variable within these studies, in most of these studies 

trust has been viewed as being a one-dimensional construct (for example Morgan and 

Hunt 1994).  More recent studies have, however, demonstrated that trust is 

multidimensional (e.g. Sirdeshmukh, Singh and Sabol 2002: Ahmed, Patterson and Styles 

1999).  Understanding the multidimensionality of trust is a major focus of this thesis.   
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Table 2.2:  Relationship Variables 

  

Author Setting 
Research 

Type 
Variables 

Ford (1980) Buyer-seller Conceptual 
Adaptation, cooperation, social meetings, 

commitment 

Dwyer et al (1987) Buyer-seller Conceptual 
Trust, commitment, growth, mutual 

benefits, investment, interdependence 

Metcalf , Frear and 

Krishnan (1992) 
Buyer-seller Empirical Adaptation, cooperation 

Morgan and Hunt 

(1994) 
Buyer-seller Empirical 

Trust, commitment, termination costs, 

relationship benefits, shared values, 

communication, acquiescence, propensity to 

leave, cooperation, functional conflict, 

uncertainty 

Palmer and Bejou 

(1994) 
Buyer-seller Conceptual 

Satisfaction, trustworthiness, partner 

orientation, expertise, ethics 

Ganesan (1994) Buyer-seller Empirical Long-term orientation, trust, satisfaction 

Wilson (1995) Buyer-seller Conceptual 

Commitment, trust, cooperation, mutual 

goals, interdependence, performance 

satisfaction, alternatives available, 

adaptation, non-retrievable investments, 

shared technology, summative constructs, 

structural bonds, social bonds 

Anderson (1995) Industrial Conceptual Value creation 

Lusch and Brown 

(1996) 
Channel Empirical 

Long term orientation, dependence, 

contracts 

Sheedy (1997) Banking Empirical Trust, mutual value 

Hennig-Thurau 

and Klee (1997) 
Consumer Empirical 

Commitment, trust, satisfaction, relationship 

quality 

Boorom, Goolsby 

and Ramsey 

(1998) 

Sales Empirical Communication, interaction/involvement 

Johnson (1999) Channel Empirical 
Dependence, relationship age, continuity 

expectation, flexibility, quality 

Nicholsen, 

Compeau and 

Sethi (2001) 

Buyer-seller Empirical 
Values, frequency of interaction, liking, 

trust, dependence 

Liljander and Roos 

(2002) 

 

Consumer Empirical Commitment, trust 
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Author Setting 
Research 

Type 
Variables 

Sawhney and 

Zabin (2002) 
Network Conceptual Equity, communication, adaptation 

Coulter and 

Coulter (2002) 

Business-to-

business 
Empirical Trust 

Perry, Cavaye and 

Coote (2002) 

Business-to-

business 
Empirical 

Trust, commitment, technology, conflict, 

benevolence 

Parsons (2002) Buyer-seller Empirical 
Trust, interaction, commitment, mutual 

goals, relational benefits 

Gassenheimer, 

Houston and 

Manolis (2004) 

Channel Empirical Dependence, benevolence, commitment 

Ndubisi (2006) Banking Empirical 

Satisfaction, relationship quality, 

commitment, trust, communication, conflict 

handling 

Bhardwaj 2007 Industry Discussion 
Past experience, word-of-mouth, buying 

parameters 

Grayson, 2007 Buyer-seller Empirical Friendship, role conflict, flexibility 

Judsen, Aurand 

and Karlovsky 

(2007) 

Education Empirical 
Attraction, satisfaction, trust, commitment, 

disassociation 

Source: Adopted from above authors 

 

While trust is the main variable of interest for this thesis, other relationship marketing 

variables will also be included within the conceptual model as covariates explaining 

relationship success.  These other variables, which include commitment, communication 

and liking, will now be briefly outlined.   

 

Commitment is a much studied variable in relationship marketing, as can be seen in the 

above table.  Commitment is the second most cited variable in the relationship marketing 

studies included in Table 2.2.  Moreover, the importance of the relationship between trust 

and commitment has previously been established in the literature.  For example, Morgan 

and Hunt (1994) found that trust and commitment were related and acted in tandem to 

provide relational benefits.   
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The third most cited variable in Table 2.2 was communication.  Despite communication‟s 

popularity in terms of relationship marketing research, its role in producing relationship 

marketing outcomes remains unclear in a business-to-business marketing relationship, 

with no studies focusing on business-to-business relationships reported in Table 2.2 

having analysed this variable.  However, its importance is not questioned throughout the 

literature.   

 

The final variable to be included for further analysis is liking.  The concept of liking is 

defined variously as attraction, affection and liking in Table 2.2.  While it is not one of 

the more commonly cited variable in relationship marketing, there is growing evidence in 

the literature regarding the importance of this variable (Nicholsen et al 2001).  Therefore, 

it is included in the conceptual model to examine its effects on relationship marketing 

success with communication, commitment and trust.  Each of these variables, apart from 

trust, are now briefly defined.  Trust is explored more fully in Section 2.3.   

 

Commitment 

 

Commitment is often studied in conjunction with trust in relationship marketing research 

(Farrelly and Quester 2003).  Morgan and Hunt (1994 p 23) defined commitment as:  

 

„[a]n exchange partner believing that an ongoing relationship with 

another is so important as to warrant maximum efforts at maintaining it; 

that is, the committed party believes the relationship is worth working on 

to ensure that it endures indefinitely.‟   

 

As is evident from this definition, commitment is most often seen as an attitudinal 

construct pertaining to psychological attachment, identification affiliation and goal 

congruence (Achrol 1997).  Commitment implies that a partner wishes to continue the 

relationship (Wilson 1995).  Moreover,  that partners have an enduring desire exists to 

maintain and continue the relationship (Moorman, Zaltman and Deshpande 1992).  

Commitment in relationship marketing is seen as involving an explicit or implicit pledge 
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of relational continuity between the partners (Dwyer et al 1987).  Commitment has been 

found to be linked to other relationship marketing variables and to produce various 

relationship outcomes.  Within the literature links have been identified between trust and 

commitment (Morgan and Hunt 1994; Smith and Barclay 1997), as well as between 

commitment and a long term orientation in a relationship (Gounaris and Ventis 2002), 

and between commitment and mutual goals and benefits (Morgan and Hunt 1994; Wilson 

1995).   

 

Communication 

 

Inherent in any functional relationship is communication.  Like commitment, 

communication has been found to be linked to other relationship marketing variables.  In 

particular, communication has been found to be a precursor to the development of 

constructs such as commitment and trust.  For example, Morgan and Hunt (1994) found 

that communication was a key antecedent of trust and commitment.  Anderson and Weitz 

(1989) also found that communication can be a precursor to commitment, as partners can 

show their future intentions and help to align the organisations (Anderson and Weitz 

1989).  Despite what is known about the relationship between communication and trust 

there is still some concern about the exact nature of the influence of communication on 

trust.  The influence of communication on trust may be attributed to interactions, rather 

than communication (Farrelly, Quester and Mavondo 2003).  Communication can also be 

related to other relationship marketing variables.  For example, Wilson (1995) implicitly 

included communication as a component of social bonds.   

 

Liking 

 

While not one of most commonly used variables in the studies summarised in Table 2.2, 

the final covariate to be included in the conceptual model is liking.  The affective 

paradigm has been argued to be understudied within the relationship marketing literature 

(Nicholsen et al 2001), but more recent literature has demonstrated its importance in 
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achieving relationship outcomes (Grayson 2007).  Liking pertains to an attraction, or an 

emotional sentiment which draws people together (Nicholsen et al 2001).  Liking is an 

affective attachment, a feeling beyond acceptance and more towards an attraction, where 

there is a desire to be around a person (Nicholsen et al 2001).  Despite some evidence that 

liking is an important construct little research has been conducted in both professional 

and academic relationship marketing research (Herington, Scott and Johnson 2005).  

Liking, along with communication and commitment will be included in the conceptual 

model with emotional and cognitive trust, which will now be discussed.   

 

2.3:  Trust 

 

There is consensus within the relationship marketing literature that trust is an important 

factor in explaining relationship success.  Studies such as Ford (1980), Dwyer, et al 

(1987), Young and Wilkinson (1989), Anderson and Narus (1990), Anderson and Weitz 

(1992), Morgan and Hunt (1994), Gronroos (1994), Wilson (1995), Achrol (1997), 

Doney and Cannon (1997) and Ahmed et al (1999) have all found that the degree of trust 

present influences the success of the partnership in a relationship marketing context. 

Contexts where trust has been found to be important include: channel research (Young 

and Wilkinson 1989; Anderson and Weitz 1992); buyer-seller relationships (Dwyer et al 

1987; Morgan and Hunt 1994; Wilson 1995); international business (Ahmed et al 1999); 

services (Berry 1983; 1995; Gronroos 1994); industrial settings (Das and Teng 1998); 

consumer markets (Sheth and Parvatiyar 1995; Cowles 1997); and agricultural settings 

(Sheth and Parvatiyar 1995; Gronroos 1996).  In other literatures, such as sociology, 

psychology, economics and organisational behaviour, trust is regarded as a fundamental 

construct (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt and Camerer 1998).   

 

However, while trust is a construct with wide currency, it is hard to „pin down‟ (Kay 

1996).  The different disciplines have different conceptualisations of trust, especially in 

terms of the object or placement of trust. As shown in Table 2.3, sociology looks more at 

institutions, while psychology focuses on people, with economics and organisational 

behaviour focusing on institutional trust.  The origin or base of the trust also differs; with 
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sociology it is community based and with psychology it is cognitively based.  That is, in 

the psychology literature trust is considered to be a result of an individual‟s cognitive 

decision.  This is in contrast to the sociology literature where trust is seen to be a 

collective attribute of a community.   Given the various interpretations of trust across the 

disciplines, Rousseau et al (1998) called for unification of the various conceptualisations 

of trust from the different fields.  This is one of the goals of subsequent sections of this 

review, but first we consider how to define trust.   

 

Table 2.3: Disciplines and their Interpretations of Trust 

 

Discipline Interpretation 

Economics Calculative or institutional 

Psychology      
Attributes of the trustor or trustee, focus on internal 

cognitions that personal attributes yield 

Sociology 
Embedded in the properties of relationships among 

people and in institutions 

Organisational Behaviour In management, co-workers, systems 

Relationship Marketing In people and institutions 

Source: Adopted from Rousseau et al 1998; Doney and Cannon 1997  

 

 

2.3.1:  Definition of Trust 

 

Trust is a challenging construct to define; indeed, several studies have noted that a clear 

and accepted definition of trust does not exist in the literature (Young and Wilkinson 

1989; Misztal 1996).  This is partly because of the array of disciplines in which trust has 

originated.  While there is no single definition within the relationship marketing 

literature, there are several that are commonly used, which are summarised in Table 2.4, 

together with several definitions from other disciplines.    
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As can be seen in the definitions in Table 2.4, there are various components that are part 

of trust.  These include „confident expectations‟ and „a willingness to be vulnerable‟ 

(Rousseau et al 1998; Morrow, Hansen and Pearson 2004).  The willingness to be 

vulnerable implies that a person can rely on a partner to do something (Horsburgh 1961).  

Common to most definitions are both affective/emotional and cognitive components 

(Becker 1996; Morrow et al 2004).  In addition to this are the notions of competence and 

benevolence of the other partner.  That is, a partner is able to perform a task and will not 

harm but seek to do good to the other partner.  Finally, within many definitions, there is 

also an implicit or explicit notion of a decision regarding the trustworthiness of the other 

party (Swinth 1967).   

 

 

Table 2.4:  Definitions of Trust 

 

 

 

Author and Date Definition  

Deutsch (1958, p 26) 

A person may be said to trust in an event if he expects its 

occurrence and his expectation leads to behaviour which he 

perceives to have greater negative motivational 

consequences if the expectation is not confirmed than 

positive motivational consequences confirmed 

Rotter (1967, p 651) 

A generalised expectancy held by an individual that the 

word, promise, oral or written statement of a group can be 

relied upon 

Schurr and Ozanne 

(1985, p 940) 

The belief that a party‟s word or promise is reliable and 

that a party will fulfil his/her obligations in an exchange 

relationship 

Brann and Foddy (1987, 

p 617) 

Trust can be seen as an expectation that a risky choice will 

be reciprocated 

Anderson and Weitz 

(1989, p312) 

We define trust as one party‟s belief that its needs will be 

fulfilled in the future by actions undertaken by another 
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Author and Date Definition  

Anderson and Narus 

(1990, p 46) 

[t]he firms belief that another company will perform actions 

that will result in positive outcomes for the firm, as well as 

not take unexpected actions that would result in negative 

outcomes for the firm 

Moorman, et al (1992 ,p 

315) 

Trust is defined as a willingness to rely on an exchange 

partner in whom one has confidence 

Morgan and Hunt (1994, 

p 23) 

[c]onfidence in the exchange partners reliability and 

integrity 

Doney and Cannon 

(1997, p36) 

[w]e define trust as the perceived credibility and 

benevolence of a target of trust 

Shaw (1997, p 21) 
Belief that those on whom we depend will meet our 

expectations of them 

Bhattacharya, Devinney 

and Pillutla (1998, p 

503) 

Trust is an expectancy of positive (or negative) outcomes 

that one can receive based on the expected action of another 

party in an interaction characterized by uncertainty 

Gambetta (1998, p 217) 

A particular level of the subjective probability with which 

an agent or group of agents will perform a particular 

action, both before he can monitor such action (or 

independently of his capacity ever to be able to monitor it) 

and in a context in which it affects his own actions  

Nicholsen, et al (2001, p 

4) 

We define trust as confidence in another party‟s reliability 

and integrity 

Coulter and Coulter 

(2002, p 37) 

[w]e define trust in terms of a customer‟s perceptions of 

service representative confidentiality, honesty, integrity and 

high ethical standards 

Young and Albaum 

(2002, p 6) 

(Trust is) an evolving, affective state including both 

emotional and cognitive elements and emerges from the 

perceptions of competence and a positive, caring motivation 

in the relationship partner to be trusted, and functions to 

increase the propensity to manage risk in relationship 

parties‟ shared environment 

Gallivan and Delpledge 

(2003, p 162) 

a willingness to make oneself vulnerable to potential harm 

from another party 

Morrow et al (2004, p 

50) 

The extent to which one believes that others will not act to 

exploit ones vulnerabilities 
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As the intent of this study is to review trust in a relationship marketing context it is 

important to select a definition that encompasses all aspects of the concept.  Schurr and 

Ozanne (1985), Anderson and Weitz (1989) and Shaw (1997) focus on the belief that 

obligations or needs will be filled.  Moorman et al‟s (1992) definition is similar, focusing 

on relying on a partner in an exchange context.  Doney and Cannon (1997), Coulter and 

Coulter (2002) Morgan and Hunt (1994), Nicholsen et al (2001) and Rotter (1967) go 

further than simply reliance on a party to do something and include integrity or honesty.  

A third addition to the definition of trust is the notion of goodwill or benevolence, where 

trust begins to include positive intentions.  Doney and Cannon (1997) include 

benevolence and Anderson and Narus (1990) more explicitly include negative outcomes.  

The notion of positive orientation is the sole aspect of Morrow et al‟s (2004) definition.  

Hence, no author included in Table 2.4 has the three major elements of trust within their 

definition.  Moreover, only Young and Albaum (2002) state that trust has both emotional 

and cognitive components.  Therefore, a combination of these definitions must be used to 

ensure the breadth of the trust concept is captured. 

 

The definition for this research is as follows: 

 

Trust is an expectancy about another party‟s benevolence, contractual 

integrity, ability and character.  It has both cognitive and emotional 

elements and is developed within an exchange context.  Trust involves a 

willingness to be vulnerable and to take risks.   

 

Having defined trust, the placement of trust must now be examined.  While the definition 

refers to another party, there is some debate about where trust can be placed.   

 

 

2.3.2:  Placement of Trust 

 

One of the more contentious debates in the trust literature is about the placement of trust.  

Arguably, an individual can place trust in another individual, an organisation or in 
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systems.  The question of where trust can be placed is not a major focus in relationship 

marketing literature; however, in other fields such as sociology more attention is given to 

the placement of trust.   

 

The placement of trust by an individual into the government institutions of a country is an 

area of trust predominantly researched by sociologists.  Sociologists argue trust is 

embedded in relationships among people and institutions (Rousseau et al 1998).  Further, 

trust is seen in the sociology literature to be a collective attribute interwoven into society 

or a public good sustained by the public‟s members (Misztal 1996).  People also place 

trust in the systems and rules that a government or regulatory institutions establish 

(Bachmann 1998).  As an example, Fukuyama (1995) discussed the impact of the 

Vietnam War and Watergate on individuals‟ trust in institutions and government.  While 

they are not business organisations, it was argued that trust was placed in government and 

its actions affected this trust.   

 

An individual can also place trust in an organisation.  More consistent with business than 

government, Schurr and Ozanne (1985) stated that people place trust in brands and the 

organisations behind these brands.  Doney and Cannon (1997) also thought that trust was 

placed in firms rather than employees.  Therefore, we can see that trust can be placed in 

an organisation that an individual has a relationship with.   

 

Finally, trust may also be placed in an individual, which is affected by past interactions 

and experiences with other people (Bachmann 1998).  This notion that trust can be placed 

in another is the domain of social psychology.  Psychologists view interpersonal trust in 

terms of willingness and expectations of one person with respect to another and the 

subsequent risk taking and behaviours (Tan and Sutherland 2004).  In terms of business 

relationships, interpersonal trust exists at different structural levels of an organisation 

with corresponding people in other organisations (Young and Wilkinson 1989).   

 

As noted in prior discussion this study will predominantly consider trust between 

individuals.  One of the limitations of the study is that trust in organisations will not be 
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examined directly.  While it can be argued that it exists and is relevant to relationship 

marketing, this is not the objective of this research.  Rather, the research will examine 

interpersonal trust.   

 

2.4:  Bases of Trust 

 

Having looked at what trust is and where it can be placed, the focus now moves to the 

origin of trust.  In this section, we look at the bases from which a person derives trust.  

That is, how do people make the decision to trust is the question examined in this section.  

Is trust an emotion?  Is trust a calculated decision based on gains or compensation?  Or is 

it a personality trait, where some people are more trusting than others?  Finally, is trust a 

hardwired biological trait?   

 

Within the marketing literature trust is generally believed to have two bases or origins.  

These are: (1) cognitive and (2) affective bases (Jones 1996; Young and Daniel 2003).  

There is however evidence – particularly from other disciplines – for the existence of 

biological and dispositional bases of trust. These other bases may influence the cognitive 

and affective bases, but may also be separate from them. It is important to this research to 

understand the origins of trust as the components of trust to be measured in the 

conceptual model will be influenced by their antecedent bases.   

 

2.4.1:  Cognitive Trust Base 

 

Cognitive trust is the main form of trust in business contexts (Young 2001).  It has been 

argued that it would be impossible for a person to engage in a trusting behaviour without 

first reaching a cognitive state of trust (Cowles 1997); although this may be disputed as 

emotional trust may be present and both may be influenced by dispositional trust.  

Cognitive or calculative trust arises as people decide to trust on the basis of what they 

believe are good reasons (Becker 1996; Morrow et al 2004).  For instance, Moorman 

Deshpande and Zaltman (1993) found that the cognitive component of trust emanated 
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from beliefs and confidence regarding the other party‟s expertise, reliability and 

intentionality.  That is, the cognitive component of trust is derived from the intentions, 

motivations, honesty or benevolence of the other partner (Ahmed et al 1999).  Cowles 

(1997) stated that a state of cognitive trust is reached when a person assumes without 

complete evidence that another‟s behaviour will not adversely effect them or cause 

negative outcomes.  Thus cognitive trust is related to the expectation that a partner can 

deliver what is agreed to be delivered; it involves a basic cost-benefit analysis (Becker 

1996; Gotto 1996; Lane 1998).  Furthermore, the trust decision is a subjective probability 

in which one agent assesses another, with regard to their ability to perform a particular 

action, where that action can be monitored (Gambetta 1998).  Hence, cognitive trust is a 

calculated decision to trust, based on good reason.   

 

2.4.2:  Emotional Trust Base 

 

Within the broader psychological and organisational behaviour literature an emotional 

basis for trust also exists.  Emotional trust enters relationships as repeated interactions 

lead to attachments based on reciprocity, care and concern (Rousseau et al 1998; Young 

and Daniel 2003).  Emotional trust is referred to „affective‟ trust or „identity‟ based trust 

(Rousseau et al 1998).  It is sometimes seen to be an impulsive or even non-rational form 

of trust (Young and Daniel 2003).  That is, emotional trust is seen as a non-cognitively 

based emotional concept.  While emotions are essential in personal and organisational 

relationships, the non-rational aspect of emotional trust may have created a negative 

message for many researchers in the marketing discipline (Young and Daniel 2003).  

Hence, little research has been conducted on emotional trust in relationship marketing 

contexts.   

 

Emotions or affective states are believed to impact on judgements; that is emotional trust 

influences a person‟s assessment of another‟s trustworthiness (Dunn and Schweitzer 

2003).  Becker (1996) regarded non-cognitive trust as involving trustful attitudes, 

emotions or motivations focused on other people and institutions.  Emotional trust 

contrasts with cognitive trust in that it is not causally linked to a set of beliefs regarding a 
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particular object (Becker 1996).  That is, trust is not a calculated decision based on 

specific beliefs about a person or object.  Thus, emotional trust is placed without good 

reason (Becker 1996), and in some cases trust may exist against the „better judgement‟ of 

the individual (Jones 1996).   

 

2.4.3:  Dispositional Trust Base 

 

While trust can occur for both cognitive and emotive reasons, people differ in their 

propensity to trust.  Dispositional trust reflects a person‟s desire or ability to form trust in 

general.  Specifically, Rotter (1967) stated that the expectation of people to believe in or 

rely on another differed depending on the individual‟s ability to trust.  Within the 

psychology literature, trust is seen as a trait based aspect of personality which is shaped 

by an individual‟s life experiences (Goto 1996; Tan and Sutherland 2004).  This is 

exemplified by Miller and Rempel (2004), who examined trust as a longitudinal attitude 

affected by a person‟s upbringing and subsequent life experiences.  Rousseau et al (1998) 

also argued that trust may be affected by interactions and the social context or network.  

Hence the expectation or ability to trust may be affected by incidents within the dyad the 

two parties interact in, as well as by the broader network within which the dyad exists.  

Thus, trust is subject to change due to exogenous stimulus (Miller and Rempel 2004).  

Trust can change over time because of shocks from both inside and outside the 

relationship.   

 

2.4.4:  Biological Trust Base 

 

Related to dispositional trust is biological trust.  Biologists have well formed theories 

regarding interaction, reciprocity and cooperation based around Darwin‟s Theory of 

Evolution (Sachs, Mueller, Wilcox and Bull 2004).  Cooperation based on game theoretic 

considerations does not fully explain events within a dyad, so it has been suggested that 

genetics and cultural aspects affect cooperation (Mark 2002).  Furthermore, the norm of 

reciprocity, arguably the centrepiece of cooperation, is stronger the closer the genetic link 
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between people (Dawkins 1989).  The implication is that trust is not only stronger for 

some people (due to dispositional trust) but in certain contexts (for example, where 

people are genetically closer). 

 

Summary 

 

In summary, trust has two main bases, an emotional base and a cognitive base.  Both of 

these bases are a function of an individual‟s dispositional trust, which indicates their 

propensity to trust.  A person‟s disposition to trust influences the amount of emotional or 

cognitive trust they are likely to place in another.  The biology of a person also impacts 

on a person‟s ability to trust.  The culture which a person derives from may effect a 

person‟s want or need to trust another person.  Hence, emotional and cognitive bases of 

trust are subject to a person‟s disposition and biology.  This relationship is highlighted in 

Table 2.1.   

 

Figure 2.1:  Dispositional and Biological Effects on Cognitive and 

Emotional Trust      
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2.5:  Elements of Trust 

 

Now that trust has been defined, and the bases of trust have been established, this section 

aims to review and synthesise the elements of trust.  Various terms such as types, factors 

and dimensions has been used to classify the various aspects of trust.  Elements of trust is 

has been selected as there is no existing typology that incorporates cognitive and 

emotional trust bases.  The elements of trust refer to the components of trust which result 

from the two main bases of trust; that is, the cognitive and emotive bases.  While there 

are only two main bases of trust, a larger number of components resulting from these 

bases have been identified in the literature.  For example, cognitive trust has been found 

to have components relating to competency, contractual and goodwill trust.  The aim of 

this section is to develop a typology of the elements of trust and relate these elements 

back to their antecedent bases discussed in Section 2.4.     

 

2.5.1: Introduction to Elements 

 

There are several different types or elements within the domain of trust (Svensson 2001).  

An extensive array of typologies of the elements of trust has been developed in the 

marketing, organisational behaviour, psychology, economics and other literatures (see 

Table 2.3).  The focus of most of these typologies is on identifying the qualities or 

characteristics which engender trust, or the outcomes of trust.  Moreover, most of the 

elements established refer to trust as a decision made on a cognitive basis with regard to 

another party.  Hence, most of the typologies offered are based on cognitive trust, 

essentially ignoring emotional forms of trust.  The measurement of both cognitive and 

emotional elements of trust, however, provides a more complete measure of total trust.  

However, it needs to be recognised, that even this typology, that contains both cognitive 

and emotional elements, is not an exhaustive measure of total trust.  
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Table 2.5 highlights the typologies of trust identified within different disciplines.  It is 

apparent that classifying the elements of trust has been a recent focus in the marketing, 

organisational behaviour and economics literatures.  However, there appears to be few 

clear links between the discipline and typologies offered.  Even within marketing there 

has been little consistency in defining the elements of trust.  However, several key 

elements can be discerned within the marketing definitions and, to a lesser extent, the 

management definitions.  Furthermore, the actual context of the research does not appear 

to have influenced the typologies offered.   

 

One common feature of the typologies offered is that they are based on the trustor‟s 

assumptions about the trustee.  For example, Mayer, Davis and Schoorman (1995) 

described their typology as „factors of trustworthiness‟.  Mayer et al (1995) looked at 

what characteristics in the other person upon which a decision that required trust would 

be made.  Both marketing (e.g. Ahmed et al 1999) and management (e.g. Newell and 

Swan 2000) typologies focus on the qualities or characteristics that lead to trust being 

placed in another party.   

 

Other typologies focus on the strength of trust.  For example Parkhe (1998) suggested a 

typology based on the strength of trust in the relationship.  This style of elements is 

similar to Rempel, Ross and Holmes (2001).  When developing this typology, Parkhe 

(1998) considered both emotional and cognitive bases of trust.  However, the strength or 

the level of trust is not commonly used as a typology in the relationship marketing 

literature and is therefore not suitable for this research.   

 

Thus it is apparent that there is no definitive typology of elements which can be used for 

this thesis.  The existing typologies focus primarily on cognitive elements of trust and 

exclude emotional elements.  Hence, the discussion will now move to discuss and justify 

the elements that will be used in this thesis, specifically the cognitive and emotional 

elements of trust.  The cognitive elements include contractual, competency and goodwill 

trust, while the emotional elements include faith and feeling.   
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Table 2.5:  Elements of Trust 

Author Competency Contractual 
Goodwill/ 

Benevolence 
Emotional Other 

Marketing 

Ganesan (1994) Credibility  Benevolence   

Doney and 

Cannon (1997) 
Capability process  

Intentionality 

process 
 

Prediction process, 

Calculative process, 

Transference, Process 

Ahmed et al 

(1999) 
Competency Contractual Goodwill   

Johnson and 

Grayson (2005) 

Process based, 

Systems based 
   

Generalised, 

Personality trait 

Sirdeshmukh et 

al (2002) 

Operational 

competence 
 

Operational 

benevolence 
 

Problem solving 

orientation 

Coulter and 

Coulter (2002) 
   

Person 

related 
Offer related 

Liljander and 

Roos (2002) 
Knowledge    Identification, Calculus 

Braeshear, 

Boles, Bellenger 

and Brooks 

(2003) 

Credibility 

(competence or 

honesty) 

 Benevolence   

Maathuis, 

Rodenburg, 

Sikkel (2004) 

Expertise 
Reliability/ 

trustworthiness 
  Attractiveness 

Roy, Sivakumar 

and Wilkinson 

(2004) 

Competence  Goodwill   

Organisational Behaviour 

Shapiro, 

Sheppard and 

Cheraskin 

(1992) 

Knowledge based    
Deterrence based, 

Identification based 

Ring and Van de 

Ven (1994) 
    Resilient, Fragile 

Mayer et al 

(1995) 
Ability Integrity Benevolence   
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Author Competency Contractual 
Goodwill/ 

Benevolence 
Emotional Other 

Jones and 

George (1998) 
   

Emotions 

and 

moods 

Attitudes/conditional, 

Values/unconditional, 

Butler, Cantrell 

and Flick (1999) 

Performance 

expectations 
 

Identified 

model of 

behaviour 

 

Articulation of vision, 

Acceptance of group, 

Goals, Support 

Newell and 

Swan (2000) 
Competence Commitment   Companion 

Costa, Roe and 

Taillieu (2001) 
  

Trust 

behaviours 
 

Propensity to trust, 

Perceived 

trustworthiness 

Tan and 

Sutherland 

(2004) 

Competence Integrity Benevolence  Predictability 

Economics 

Dasgupta (1988)  Promise    

Sako (1992) Competency Contractual Goodwill   

Kay (1996)     

Actions may not occur, 

Society high or low, 

Reputation for non 

exploitation 

Dyer (2000) 
Processes and 

routines 
   Social relationships 

Sociology 

Barber (1985) Competence 
Fiduciary 

obligations 
  

Natural and moral 

order 

Jones (1996) 
Competence 

(technical and moral) 
 Goodwill   

International Business 

Parkhe (1998)     
Weak, Semi strong, 

Strong 
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Author Competency Contractual 
Goodwill/ 

Benevolence 
Emotional Other 

Psychology 

Kramer (1999) Role Based Rule based   

Dispositional, History 

based, Category based, 

Third party conduits 

Rempel et al 

(2001) 
    High, Low, Medium 

Source: Adopted from above authors 

 

 

 

2.5.2:  Competency Trust 

 

The first element to be discussed and developed for this research is competency trust.  

This is included in 17 of the 29 typologies listed in Table 2.5.  This type of trust has 

been referred to as competency, credibility, ability, expertise and role-based trust.  

However, the different names lead to confusion about the meaning of competency as 

an element.  In Table 2.6 several of the interpretations provided in the literature are 

summarised.  As can be seen, the domain of competency trust is quite broad.  

Therefore, several different aspects of competency trust need to be examined to fully 

explain the construct.  
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Table 2.6: Competency Trust Definition 

Author Definition 

Sako (1992), p37 
Competency – the expectation of a trading partner performing its role 

competently 

Ganesan (1994), 

p3 

Credibility – which is based on the extent to which a retailer believes 

that the vendor has the required expertise to perform the job effectively 

and reliably 

Mayer et al (1995), 

p715 

Ability –is that group of skills, competencies and characteristics that 

enable a party to have influence within some specific domain.  The 

domain of the ability is specific because the trustee may be highly 

competent in some specific technical area, affording that person trust 

on tasks related to that area 

Doney and Cannon 

(1997), p37 

Capability process – involves determining another party‟s ability to 

meet its obligations, thereby focusing primarily on the credibility 

component of trust. 

Ahmed et al 

(1999), p11 

Competency – the confidence in another partner‟s competence in 

performing what it is supposed to be performed gives the firm a sense 

of assurance in transacting with the other partner 

Newell and Swan 

(2000), p1295 

Competence – is based on perceptions of the other‟s competence to 

carry out the tasks that need to be performed and will be important 

where the skills needed to perform a task are not able to be found in 

one person  

Sirdeshmukh et al 

(2002), p18 

Operational competence – the expectation of consistently competent 

performance from an exchange partner 

 

- …we imply the competent execution of visible behaviours as an 

indication of “service in action” and distinguish it from inherent 

competence 

Brashear et al 

(2003), p190 

Credibility – …arises from the trustor‟s confidence in the trustee‟s 

knowledge and skill related to a specific task, the trustee‟s ability, and 

the expectation that the trustee is capable of performing and will 

perform as expected 

Maathuis, et al 

(2004), p334 

Expertise – The degree to which an object has relevant knowledge and 

skills 

Roy et al (2004), 

p69 

Competence – refers to a firm‟s expectation about the ability of the 

other party to carry out particular activities relevant to its role 

 

 

First, many of the definitions of competency trust in Table 2.6 are linked to an 

expectation about the other party performing its role competently because it possesses 
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certain attributes (Sako 1992).  Mayer et al (1995) based the expectation on the other 

party‟s skills, competencies and characteristics.  Similarly, Ganesan (1994) argued 

that competency trust was based on the expertise of the other party.  Hence, in many 

of the definitions in Table 2.6 there is recognition that competency trust is related to 

the other party having certain attributes that enable them to perform desired tasks.  

However, the nature of these attributes differs across the definitions.   

 

Expectations about performance are also linked to the attainments of people or 

organisations.  These are the attainments or necessary knowledge required or that are 

desirable to complete a specific task (Brashear et al 2003).  This knowledge or the 

specific technical abilities must be held by the other person to complete the specific 

task (Roy et al 2004).  These abilities can both be task specific (Brashear et al 2003, 

Newell and Swan 2000) and role related (Sako 1992 and Roy et al 2004).  

Consequently, the availability of required skills or the ability to undertake specific 

roles is at the core of competency trust.   

 

A further interesting aspect is the inclusion in some definitions of managerial 

competence to carry out tasks.  Sako (1992) included management‟s competence with 

respect to completing tasks.  Newell and Swan (2000) go further and suggest that the 

institution a person works for, or professional association they belong to, may be 

evaluated as a judgment is made about a person‟s trustworthiness.  Hence, 

competency trust is not only based on the perceived knowledge and skills of a person, 

it is also based on the environment in which a person undertaking that task belongs.  

Therefore, there is a distinction between reputation or credibility competency and skill 

based competency trust.  The two are combined to form competency trust.   

 

A third aspect of this element is the expectation that performance will be completed to 

an acceptable level.  This is not a legal requirement or a contractual obligation.  It is 

an expectation of the other party performing to a desired level.  Ganesan (1994) 

included in their definition that the task must be completed „effectively‟; while 

Ahmed et al (1999) referred to the level required that a party is „supposed‟ to perform 

to.  This distinction clearly divides contractual trust from competency trust.  Thus it is 

important to have the requisite attributes to complete a task or fulfil a roll, it is also 

important to complete what is required.  Sirdeshmukh et al (2002) operationalised the 
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construct by distinguishing between knowledge and „observable behaviours‟.  So it is 

necessary to have the skills to complete the task.  Indeed Ganesan (1994), Newell and 

Swan (2000) and Brashear et al (2003) all regarded competency as a performance 

issue.  That is, not only must a person or party hold the key skills to be able to 

complete a task, they must complete it.  Hence, the skills must be operationalised to 

complete the specific task.  Unless the task is completed competency trust becomes 

fragile and can be diminished (Newell and Swan 2000).   

 

2.5.3:  Contractual Trust 

 

Another frequently cited element of trust is contractual or integrity trust.  Both Sako 

(1992) and Ahmed et al (1999) list this element first and argued its importance above 

competency trust.  Basically, the element revolves around the probability of carrying 

out written or verbal sentiments.  Contractual trust involves reliability.  For example 

Nicholson et al (2001) defined trust and explicitly included reliability and integrity 

within their definition.  That is, that a partner can be relied to deliver on promises 

made.  Morgan and Hunt (1994) also discussed trust as a confidence that a person‟s 

word can be relied upon.  Therefore, adherence to written or verbal contracts can be 

considered to be a major component of trust.  Again, the construct has been given 

several names, including commitment trust (Newell and Swan 2000), credibility trust 

(Ganesan 1994; Brashear et al 2003), contractual trust (Sako 1992; Ahmed et al 

1999), integrity trust (Mayer et al 1995), reliability/trustworthiness (Maathuis et al 

2004) and promise (Dasgupta 1988).  These names indicate the various facets of this 

element.      

 

The notion of integrity is part of some of the definitions offered in the literature.  That 

is, the trustor perceives that the trustee adheres to a set of principles that the trustor 

finds acceptable (Mayer et al 1995).  This may also be regarded as an ethical standard 

within the relationship (Sako 1992).  Further, the other person‟s character may be 

judged with respect to their personal integrity, including issues such as discretion 

(Smith and Barclay 1997).  So the notion of integrity forms the first aspect of 

contractual trust.  This aspect encompasses both ethical and moral standards which 

are specific to the particular relationship.       
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Related to integrity is the keeping of promises.  Partners in a relationship are required 

to hold to their word, keeping promises (Sako 1992).  That is, contractual trust 

develops when a partner adheres to a specific written or oral agreement (Ahmed et al 

1999).  Contractual trust is also viewed as a reliance on a party fulfilling its 

obligations (Brashear et al 2003).  Therefore, the second aspect of contractual trust is 

adherence to written or verbal promises made.  Fundamentally, this involves the 

carrying out of what one party has promised to another.  This can be seen as an 

operationalisation of a written or verbal commitment.       

 

Lastly, the context of a relationship influences the extent of contractual trust.  For 

example, Roy et al (2004) excluded contractual trust, however acknowledged its 

existence.  It was not used because of the specific context they were conducting the 

research within, which they felt did not require contractual trust (Roy et al 2004).  A 

relationship that is demonstrating higher levels of contractual trust is a relationship 

that is more reliant on verbal rather than written contracts (Sako 1992; Newell and 

Swan 2000).  The need for contractual trust is more applicable in situations where 

deep dependence is required in a relationship or when power share is unfairly 

distributed (Brashear et al 2003).      

 

2.5.4: Goodwill Trust 

 

A third commonly cited element of trust is goodwill trust.  Goodwill trust refers to a 

mutual expectation of open commitment (Sako 1992).  Goodwill trust is the degree 

that one partner believes another will look after its interests without a formal request 

(Sako 1992; Roy et al 2004).  Goodwill trust does not involve fulfilling contracts or 

promises and is not associated with professional standards, so it differs from both 

contractual and competency trust (Sako 1992).  This type of trust may also be viewed 

as one party doing a favour for the other (Roy et al 2004).  Hence, goodwill trust can 

be summarised as completing additional tasks (not requested) for the other party that 

engender trust.     
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Often confounded with goodwill trust is the closely related benevolent trust.  

Benevolent trust is defined as follows: „Benevolence is the extent to which the trustee 

is believed to want to do good to the trustor, aside from an egocentric profit motive‟ 

(Mayer et al 1995, p 716).  Further, „Benevolence is the perception of a positive 

orientation of the trustee towards the trustor‟ (Mayer et al 1995, p 716).  Hence, 

benevolence trust is related to the motives and intentions of the other party (Mayer et 

al 1995).  Sirdeshmukh et al (2002) regarded benevolent trust as behaviours which 

indicated underlying motivations.  Moreover, the intention of the other party is 

demonstrated through actions and may reflect shared values and objectives (Doney 

and Cannon 1997).  Conversely, Ganesan (1994) argued that intentions and attributes 

of the partner as opposed to behaviours formed benevolent trust.  Thus benevolence 

trust relates primarily to motives and intentions, while goodwill relates primarily to 

behaviours.   

 

2.5.5:  Emotional Trust 

 

All the elements thus far have been based on cognitive trust.  Most of the business 

typologies offered do not have emotional components (Young and Daniel 2003).  Yet 

it is argued that the development of trust requires more than rational proof based on 

personal observation (Mollering 2001).  Moreover, not all exchanges can be 

accounted for by rational choices (Lawler and Thye 1999); hence, excluding 

emotional trust means overall trust is not being fully measured.  Emotions are 

arguably not under the complete control of the person (Lawler and Thye 1999), 

therefore, emotional trust needs to be included to generate a more complete measure 

of trust.  Moreover, it is argued that deeper emotional trust can lead to more 

sustainable overall trust promoting long-term relationship development (McAllister 

1995).   

 

Emotional elements of trust are likely to be different to cognitive elements because of 

their constitution.  As noted previously, emotional elements of trust differs from the 

cognitive elements of trust as the former are not rational expectations which are based 

on good reason given the behaviours or skills of the other party (McAllister 1995; 

Fichman 2003).  Rather emotional trust is automatic and not part of a rational decision 
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making process (Fichman 2003).  The literature does suggest that emotional trust is a 

decision based on an assessment of the other person (Hansen, Morrow and Batista 

2002).  However, these judgments may be made despite having the relevant material 

necessary to make a rational decision (Fichman 2003).  Therefore, this type of trust is 

based on affective feeling as opposed to cognitive reasoning.   

 

An example of emotional trust is Newell and Swan‟s (2000) companion trust which 

involves the development of feelings regarding the trustworthiness of another.  They 

argued that companion trust, which results from the development of personal 

relationships and perhaps friendship has a strong emotional component (ie feelings) 

that can be developed over time (Newell and Swan 2000).  This element parallels 

Hansen et al‟s (2002) construct for emotional trust.  Companion or feeling trust is not 

a rational decision about the other person‟s character; it is an emotional decision, 

made without developed or inductive knowledge (Newell and Swan 2000; Hansen et 

al 2002).  Emotional feeling trust is subjective, based on moods, feelings and 

emotions that one has for another, and is not developed using objective 

methodological approaches (Hansen et al 2002).  In summary, this element of trust 

can be seen as a subjective evaluation of another.     

 

The second aspect of emotional trust is related to faith in the norm of reciprocity; that 

is, a belief that another person will treat me the way that I treat them.  This is an 

emotional investment (McAllister 1995) or a commitment based on emotion (Fichman 

2003) which leads to trust in the relationship.  This type of trust is also not inductive, 

as with cognitive trust, where a decision to trust is made through knowledge that has 

been developed of the other party (Mollering 2001).  Mollering (2001) regarded faith 

trust as quasi-religious, which has nothing to do with knowledge and is more about an 

unaccountable faith in the norm of reciprocity.  This unaccountable faith trust 

assumes others in a relationship will reciprocate, essentially expecting without 

knowledge that others will return good deeds in a relationship (Mollering 2001).  

Brownlie and Howson (2005) considered this faith in the norm of reciprocity as a 

„leap of faith‟ as opposed to cognitive controlled and developed trust.        

 

Thus we have two emotional elements of trust.  The first element of emotional trust, 

feeling, involves a subjective assessment of the other party, based around intuition 
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and feelings as opposed to outcomes.  This emotional element of trust is developed in 

the context of social exchange or friendship.  The second emotional element involves 

unsubstantiated faith in the norm of reciprocity without true knowledge of the other 

person‟s intentions or motivations for reciprocity.  These two elements, feeling and 

faith are the emotional elements of trust which will be used in this research.       

 

2.5.6: Summary of the Elements of Trust  

 

The elements of trust that will be considered in this thesis are summarised in Table 

2.7.  Three of these elements (competency, contractual and goodwill) are cognitively 

based and two elements (feeling and faith) are emotionally based.   

 

Table 2.7: Elements and Definitions 

 

Base Element Definition 

Cognitive 

Competency 

A person‟s ability to complete a task to a desired 

level.  An industry or academic attainment that 

creates a perception of a person being capable to 

complete a task 

Contractual 
Adherence or delivering on what is promised and 

conforming to ethical standards 

Goodwill 

Completion of tasks over and above what is 

required and agreed to 

The presumption of a positive orientation, motives 

and intentions of the other person 

Emotional 
Feeling 

Results from friendship with and/or feelings 

towards another  

Faith Faith in the norm of reciprocity 
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2.6:  Outcomes 

 

There are various outcomes which are attributed to trust and other relationship 

marketing constructs.  This section will identify outcomes relevant for use in the 

conceptual model.  The outcomes that have been linked to trust and other relationship 

success variables can broadly be grouped under five headings: financial benefits, 

long-term orientation, conflict resolution, information sharing and risk taking.   

 

Financial Outcomes 

 

There are several financial outcomes identified in the relationship marketing 

literature, the first of which is cost-savings.  Wilson (1995) argued that savings could 

firstly be achieved through cooperation and secondly through bargaining.  Bargaining 

is related to lower prices through partner negotiations, where a party‟s influence can 

lead to reductions in the purchase price.  Cooperation can reduce prices through better 

communication and inventory management.  Customer acquisition costs may also be 

reduced where there are strong business relationships.  These cost savings occur 

because of increased customer retention that results when businesses have positive 

relationships.  Retaining customers is recognised to be more cost-effective than new 

customer acquisition (Berry 1983).   This is reflected in the banking industry where 

relationships are advocated so an institution can benefit from an ongoing relationship 

with a customer rather than  from single transactions or products (Sheedy 1997).  Not 

that businesses always remain in partnership because of quality relationships.  Indeed, 

Dwyer et al (1987) argued that high switching costs may lead partners to remain in 

relationships.  However, Dwyer et al (1987) also commented that partners have an 

incentive to work hard to maintain the quality of the relationship and increase benefits 

received (Dwyer et al 1987).   
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Conflict Resolution 

 

Another successful outcome of trust and the other relationship marketing variables is 

conflict resolution.  Morgan and Hunt (1994) acknowledged that disagreements will 

always be present in business relationships.  However, if disagreements in a 

relationship can be approached and handled in a manner which results in a positive 

outcome, then conflict resolution is a successful outcome of the relationship (Morgan 

and Hunt 1994).   Not surprisingly, conflict resolution has been found to be strongly 

influenced by trust and a number of other variables, including communication and 

mutual goal sharing (Anderson and Narus 1990, Butler 1999).  Constructs related to 

conflict resolution, such as individual differences (such as norms and socialisation) 

and organisational differences (such as common expectations and shared 

assumptions) may also be influenced positively by trust (Moorman et al 1992).  In 

academic relationship marketing literature conflict has received some focus, however 

professional marketing literature conflict has received little treatment (Herington et al 

2005).   

 

Information Sharing 

 

Another pertinent outcome from trust is information sharing.  Information sharing can 

be risky and expose one partner to the other who may take advantage of the 

information provided (Butler 1999).  It has been argued that trust will lead to greater 

information sharing and, in turn, information sharing may help extend trust (Butler 

1999).  Consistent with the view that information sharing extends trust, Dowell and 

Heffernan (2004) found that trust was developed primarily through information 

exchange.  Therefore, there is contention over whether information sharing is an 

antecedent of trust, an outcome of trust or both; therefore, it is questionable where this 

outcome should be used later in this research.  

 



 57 

 

Risk Taking 

 

Risk enters a relationship in many ways and differs according to the nature of 

exchanges occurring and the nature of the relationship.  Molm, Takahashi and 

Peterson (2000) have suggested that risk is more prevalent in reciprocated exchanges 

(each way giving without contracts) than more regulated negotiated exchanges 

(contracted exchanges).  In a reciprocated exchange parties act without knowing fully 

the other party‟s intentions of fulfilling the exchange, thus increasing the risk of 

participation (Molm et al 2000).  In addition, Shepard and Sherman (1998) stated that 

the risk in a relationship was differentiated by the dependence in a relationship.  Also 

inequality in exchanges shapes risk and the need for trust (Molm et al 2000).   

 

Researchers have established a link between trust and risk (Molm et al 2000).  It is 

apparent that the degree of trust a person has in another must increase as the risk in a 

relationship rises (Koller 1988).  Therefore, trust is a key element in mitigating risk 

(Sheppard and Sherman 1998) and risk taking behaviours can be seen to be outcomes 

of trust.  Without trust, no risks would be taken and the relationship may not mature.  

A person must be vulnerable to the other party to help the relationship develop 

(Morgan and Hunt 1994).  Therefore, willingness to be exposed to risk is a key 

outcome of trust. 

 

Satisfaction 

 

Another outcome of successful relationship marketing practices is relationship 

satisfaction.  A traditional view of satisfaction is that it results from a person‟s 

subjective review of a service or product‟s quality relative to their expectation 

regarding the quality of that service or product.  Where the actual quality exceeds 

their expectation, they are satisfied, and when it does not they are dissatisfied 

(Hennig-Thurau and Klee 1997).  More simply, satisfaction can be viewed as an 

affective review of the working relationship, where aspects of the relationship are 

assessed (Geyskens, Steenkamp and Kumar 1999).  
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In contrast, there is an economic view of satisfaction that it is also an affective 

response to the economics of the relationship, where a discrepancy between the profit 

expected and the actual profit gained forms the basis for relational satisfaction 

(Geyskens et al 1999).  As we can see, satisfaction contains an economic and a non-

economic component, where the partners‟ affectively review the relationship in terms 

of its economic and non economic aspects.  Moreover, as the relationship develops 

the partners make economic and non-economic satisfaction decisions (Dwyer et al 

1987).   

 

Satisfaction is argued to be related to long-term partnering (Dwyer et al 1987), as well 

as helping to retain customers (Hennig-Thurau and Klee 1997).  Satisfaction has been 

used as a dependent variable in relationship marketing studies previously.  For 

example, Crosby and Stephens (1987) and Morgan and Hunt (1994) used satisfaction 

in an empirical study and Gronroos (1994) argued for its theoretical existence as an 

outcome of successful relationship marketing practice.   

 

Summary 

 

In summary there are several outcomes attributed to trust and relationship marketing.  

Perhaps the most important of these is financial benefits, although there are other 

outcomes of value to businesses such as conflict resolution risk taking and 

satisfaction.  Information sharing was also identified as a potential outcome of trust, 

however it is unclear whether it is an antecedent or consequence of trust.  These 

outcomes are summarised in Table 2.8.   
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Table 2.8:  Outcomes 

 

Outcome Definition 

Financial 

Outcomes 

Financial savings or advancement attributable to the 

relationship 

Satisfaction 
Both economically and non-economically satisfied with the 

relationship 

Conflict 

Resolution 

The ability to overcome issues or problems that might arise 

between the two parties 

Information 

Sharing 

The sharing of confidential or other sensitive information 

between the two parties  

Risk Taking A party‟s willingness to take risks  

 

2.7:  Hypotheses for the Relationships between the Elements of Trust, 

Commitment, Liking and Relationship Performance 

 

Having reviewed the constructs to be included in the conceptual model, the 

relationships between each of the constructs are now discussed.  Specifically, the 

hypotheses which are used to test these relationships are explained.   

 

The hypothesised relationships between the five elements of trust as well as 

commitment, liking, communication and the dependent variable performance are now 

justified based on marketing theory and the findings from existing literature.  

However, it must be noted that there is little prior research on the emotional elements 

of trust, faith and feeling.  Some research is available linking faith and feeling to 

relationship outcomes, but this is relatively underdeveloped.  Also, as communication 

is not the main area of analysis it is not included in the hypotheses.  In Table 2.9 the 

literature showing the variables included in this study and their links with other 

relationship marketing constructs and relationship performance is summarised. 
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Table 2.9:  Links between Relationship Marketing Constructs 

 

Author Independent variables  Mediating variables Dependent 

variables 

Fang, 

Palmatier, 

Scheer and Li 

2008  

Interorganisational trust, 

agency trust, intraentity 

trust  

Resource 

investment, resource 

utilisation 

Financial 

performance 

Palmatier, Dant 

and Grewal 

2007 

Dependence asymmetry, 

interdependence, 

relational norms, 

communication, seller 

opportunistic behaviours 

Customer 

commitment, 

customer trust (trust 

also drives 

commitment) 

Sales growth, 

overall financial 

performance, 

cooperation, 

conflict 

Johnson and 

Grayson 2005 

Service provider 

expertise, product 

performance, firm 

reputation, satisfaction 

with previous 

interactions, similarity 

Cognitive trust, 

affective trust 

Sales 

effectiveness, 

anticipation of 

future 

interactions 

Morrow, 

Hansen and 

Pearson 2004 

Affective reaction 

(feeling trust), cognitive 

process (cognitive trust) 

General trust  Performance 

satisfaction 

Coote, Forrest, 

Tam 2003 

Communication, conflict, 

similarity 

Trust (cognitive) Commitment 

Erdem and 

Ozen 2003 

Cognitive and affective 

trust 

 Team 

performance 

Harris, 

O‟Malley and 

Patterson 2003 

Knowledge change and 

usage, attraction  

Commitment, trust 

(commitment also 

drives trust) 

Cooperation, 

interaction 

Jonsson and 

Zineldin 2003 

Communication, 

adaptation, reputation, 

coercive power, non-

coercive power, 

cooperation, relationship 

bonds, dependency, 

relationship benefits 

Trust, commitment Relationship 

satisfaction 

Gounaris and 

Ventis 2002 

Service quality, customer 

bonding, length of the 

relationship 

Trust Maintain 

relationship, 

relationship 

intentions, 

investment in 

relationship 

Hennig-Thurau, 

Gwinner and 

Gremler 2002 

Confidence benefits, 

social benefits, special 

treatment benefits 

Satisfaction, 

commitment 

(satisfaction also 

drives commitment) 

 

 

Word of mouth, 

customer 

loyalty 



 61 

Author Independent variables  Mediating variables Dependent 

variables 

Nicholsen, 

Compeau and 

Sethi 2001 

Similarity of business 

values, frequency of 

interaction, dependence 

Liking Trust 

Sarkar, 

Echambadi, 

Cavusgil and 

Aulakh 2001 

Resource 

complementarily, cultural 

complementarily, 

operational 

complementarily 

Mutual trust 

(cognitive), 

reciprocal 

commitment, 

bilateral information 

exchange 

Project 

performance, 

strategic 

performance  

Garbarino and 

Johnson 1999 

Actor satisfaction, actor 

familiarity, play attitudes, 

theatre audiences 

Satisfaction, 

commitment, trust 

(trust also drives 

commitment) 

Future 

intentions 

Zaheer, 

McEvily and 

Perrone 1998 

Interorganisational trust, 

interpersonal trust, asset 

specificity, uncertainty  

Negotiation, 

conflict, joint action 

Performance 

Doney and 

Cannon 1997 

Characteristics of 

supplier firm (reputation 

and size), characteristics 

of the supplier firm 

(willingness to customise, 

information sharing, 

length of relationship), 

characteristics of the 

salesperson (expertise, 

power) characteristics of 

the salesperson 

relationship (likability, 

similarity, frequency of 

contact, frequency of 

social contact)  

Trust Purchase 

choice, 

anticipated 

future 

interaction 

Smith 1997 Relational management 

(investment, 

communication, 

relationalism), similarity 

(life stage, sex, cultural 

background, work 

attitude, personality)  

 Relationship 

quality (trust 

satisfaction, 

commitment) 

Smith and 

Barclay 1997 

Organisational 

differences (reputations, 

job stability, strategic 

horizons, control 

systems, goals) 

Mutual perceived 

trustworthiness 

mutual trusting 

behaviours  

Perceived task 

performance, 

mutual 

satisfaction 

Mayer, Davis 

and Schoorman 

1995 

 

 

Ability, benevolence, 

integrity (factors of 

trustworthiness) 

Trust, risk taking Positive trust 

related factors 
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Author Independent variables  Mediating variables Dependent 

variables 

McAllister 

1995 

Citizenship behaviour, 

interaction frequency, 

peer reliable role 

performance, cultural 

ethic similarity, 

professional credentials 

Affect trust, 

cognitive trust 

Personal 

performance, 

manager 

performance 

Morgan and 

Hunt 1994 

Relationship termination 

costs, relationship 

benefits, shared values, 

communication, 

opportunistic behaviour 

Commitment, trust 

(trust also drives 

commitment) 

Acquiescence, 

propensity to 

leave, 

cooperation, 

functional 

conflict, 

uncertainty 

Stang 1973 Interaction  Liking, 

leadership  

          

 

Each individual element of trust will each have influence within the relationship.  The 

first element of trust to be considered is competency trust.  Mayer et al (1995) found 

that this element of trust would lead to greater risk taking in the partnership, resulting 

in greater relational benefits.  A more tangible link between competency and 

outcomes is that this element of trust drives long-term orientation (Ganesan 1994).  

Competency trust has also been found to influence value and then loyalty 

(Sirdeshmukh et al 2002).  Thus competency trust has been linked with long-term 

orientation and loyalty.  All of these outcomes are suggestive of and conceptually 

similar to commitment, justifying the following hypothesis.       

 

H1:  Competency trust will have a positive influence on commitment. 

 

Similar to competency trust, contractual trust has also been linked with risk taking 

within relationships (Mayer et al 1995; McKnight Choudhury and Kacmar 2002; 

Tseng et al 2005), long term orientation (Ganesan 1994) and loyalty (Tseng et al 

2005).  Therefore, contractual trust is also hypothesised to be linked to commitment.  

 

H2:  Contractual trust will have a positive influence on commitment.    
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Consistent with the two other elements of cognitive trust, the third cognitive element 

of trust, goodwill, has been linked to loyalty (Siredeshmukh et al 2002; Tseng et al 

2005), value (Siredeshmukh et al 2002) and long-term orientation (Ganesan 1994).  

Hence it is hypothesised that goodwill trust will influence commitment. 

 

H3:  Goodwill trust will have a positive influence on commitment.    

 

As can be seen in Table 2.9, there is much empirical evidence to suggest that 

commitment is related to performance outcomes.  For example, Sarkar et al (2001) 

found that commitment would influence performance; while Jonsson and Zineldin 

(2003) found that commitment positively influences relationship satisfaction.  If 

partners are committed, they are less likely to leave the relationship, even if a more 

competitive offer is received (Young and Denise 1995).   Thus, they are more likely 

to resolve disputes and be willing to invest more in the relationship, all of which 

influence the relationship‟s performance (Young and Denise 1995).   Therefore, the 

next hypothesis is that commitment will have a positive influence on relationship 

performance.   

 

H4:  Commitment has a positive influence on relationship performance.  

 

There is also cause to believe that each of the cognitive elements of trust will directly 

and positively influence relationship performance.  Competency trust has been found 

to be important in relationships because there are formal expectations in any 

relationship, where partners are expected to perform certain tasks to specific levels of 

competency (Newell and Swan 2000).  Competency trust relates to the ability a 

person has in a particular area; when trust is present in this domain the trusting partner 

allows them to perform the task.  Thus, supervision and negotiations (discussions) 

savings can be made which enhance relationship performance (Mayer et al 1995).  

Therefore, the next hypothesis relates to the positive effect competency trust may 

have on relationship performance.  

 

H5:  Competency trust will have a positive influence on relationship 

performance.   
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It is also expected that contractual trust will have a positive influence on relationship 

performance.  Adherence to contracts and principles will make one partner credible to 

the other (Mayer et al 1995).  If one partner can trust that the other will adhere to their 

word there can be a reduction in contracting and sanctions, leading to savings and 

improved relationship performance (Sako 1992).  Moreover, contractual trust is 

needed to allow large and continuing investments by partners, as partners are required 

to keep their promises or face a withdrawal of investment (Ahmed et al 1999).  

Hence, the next hypothesis is that contractual trust will positively influence 

relationship performance. 

 

H6:  Contractual trust will have a positive influence on relationship 

performance. 

 

Thirdly, goodwill trust has been found to influence relationship performance in prior 

research.  Goodwill trust involves forgoing of opportunism and benevolence of the 

other partner (Sako 1992; Mayer et al 1995).  There is also an expectation that 

partners will go beyond what is expected of them in the relationship (Ahmed et al 

1999).  In international relationships, goodwill is imperative for performance as 

sanctions such as legal action are less accessible than in a domestic relationship 

(Ahmed et al 1999).  Moreover, partners who are more benevolent and less self 

occupied are more likely to be trusted in situations where little control can be placed 

on the relationship, allowing activities and initiatives which may yield better 

outcomes (Ganesan 1994).  Therefore, if goodwill trust is present partners are more 

likely to remain confident of the other partner despite short-term inequities because of 

the benefits associated with the other partner taking advantage of them, therefore 

reducing monitoring costs and increasing performance (Ganesan 1994).  Hence, the 

next hypothesis is that goodwill trust has a positive effect on relationship 

performance. 

 

H7:  Goodwill trust will have a positive influence on relationship performance.        

 

Based on the earlier discussion relating to emotional trust and liking, it is also 

hypothesised that faith and feeling trust will both have a positive influence on liking.  

As faith trust and feeling trust are both related to feelings, it is anticipated that liking 
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will be a product of the two emotional trust elements.  Factors such as similarity, 

attractiveness, personal characteristics and familiarity have also been empirically 

linked to liking (McAllister 1995).  Further, some of these constructs have been 

linked to the formation of emotional trust (for example, McAllister 1995; Jones and 

George 1998), which implies that emotional trust may also be a precursor to liking.  

Therefore, there is a hypothesised link between emotional trust and liking.     

 

H8:  Faith trust will have a positive influence on liking. 

 

H9:  Feeling trust will have a positive influence on liking.    

 

There is evidence to suggest that liking has a positive influence on relationship 

performance.  Nicholsen et al (2001) argued that the benefits of liking include 

enhancing the relationship.  Similarly, Doney and Cannon (1997) found that liking the 

other partner would have an influence on the performance outcomes related to the 

relationship.  Further, profits and sales have been attributed to the effects of liking 

(Grayson 2007), while a link between liking and satisfaction has also been made 

(Hawke and Heffernan 2006).  Therefore, we can expect liking to have a positive 

effect on relationship performance. 

 

H10:  Liking will have a positive influence on relationship performance.           

 

There is also evidence from the literature that the elements of emotional trust 

influence performance.  Morrow et al (2004) found that feeling trust influenced 

performance, though it was mediated by general trust.  Two other studies also found 

that emotional trust influenced relationship performance through mediating variables.  

McAllister (1995) found that emotional trust influences performance, though 

mediated by citizenship behaviour and monitoring (McAllister 1995).  Johnson and 

Grayson (2005), however, found that emotional trust had a direct effect on future 

interactions.  Therefore, given these findings, it hypothesised that both elements of 

emotional trust will influence relationship performance.   

 

H11:  Faith trust will have a positive influence on relationship performance.               
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H12: Feeling trust will have a positive influence on relationship performance.      

 

The effects of the elements of trust and their influence on commitment, liking and 

relationship performance are displayed in Figure 2.2.   

   

 

Figure 2.2:  Hypothesised Relationships between the Elements of 

Trust, Commitment, Liking and Relationship Performance  
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2.8: Relationship Lifecycle 

 

The relationship lifecycle attempts to divide a business relationship into phases.  

Various attempts have been made to map the evolution of relationships through these 

phases into a lifecycle.  The aim of this section is to review existing relationship 

lifecycles and to classify how trust is likely to evolve given changes in the 

relationship over time.  By understanding the changes in the relationship and trust the 

most pertinent phases can then be selected to investigate using the conceptual model.  

With this in mind, the discussion will first be focused on describing the lifecycles 

reported in the literature and their phases.  Following this, the role of trust will be 

briefly analysed in each of the phases.   

 

The relationship lifecycle is concerned with explaining the establishment and 

development of a relationship (Ford 1980).  This development may be viewed by the 

nature of the transactions.  As the relationship transforms from discrete transactions to 

a relationship (denoted by continual transactions), the pattern of development 

becomes apparent (Ford 1980; Dwyer et al 1987).  The relationship pattern reflects 

asymmetric development by both partners, and includes financial and social changes 

(Ford 1980; Dwyer et al 1987).  Therefore, the exchanges between partners reflect the 

relational development.   

 

The pattern of development can be classified into various stages or phases which 

catalogue the development process of the relationship (Ford 1980; Dwyer et al 1987; 

Larson 1992).  A challenge for researchers is how to identify these stages.  Several 

different measures have been used to identify the different stages in the development 

of a relationship across a lifecycle.  For instance, Snellman (2001) considered the 

development of bonds and norms between the two partners over a period of time.  

However, in other studies the phases within relationship lifecycles have been based on 

how parties regard each other (Dwyer et al 1987).  In particular, the self-interest and 

collective interests of each party may be considered and used to assess the 

relationships development pattern (Aurifeille and Medlin 2001).  Hence, many 

measures are used to categorise a lifecycle and explain how its changes.   
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Within the literature several different lifecycles have been reported, and these differ in 

terms of the number of stages within the lifecycle.  Some authors have proposed five 

stage models (e.g. Ford 1980; Dwyer et al 1987; Wilson 1995) and others have 

suggested three stage models (e.g. Frazier 1983; Larson 1992).  As they are more 

exhaustive, the stages identified in the five stage models are now summarised. 

 

Phase One: The Pre-relationship 

 

The pre-relationship phase is the first stage typically identified in the models proposed 

within the relationship marketing literature.  While different nomenclatures have been 

used, there is some consistency within the literature about what is expected to occur in 

this phase.  The interpretations given to the initial phase of the relationship lifecycle 

are summarised in Table 2.9.   

 

 

From Table 2.9 it is apparent that there is a consensus in the literature that market 

forces or internal needs drive the party to seek another partner to achieve goals.  The 

parties are aware of their own needs and potential partners to fulfil these needs 

(Dwyer et al 1987).  This is echoed by Ford (1980) who suggested that the 

organisational needs of the groups drives the organisations to look for new partners.  

This is essentially the start of the lifecycle, where one partner identifies a need that 

can be filled by another partner and begins to search for that partner.  This search may 

result in „posturing and positioning‟ of an organisation to better fit with a potential 

partner (Dwyer et al 1987).  After assessing needs, the parties will examine potential 

obligations relative to the benefits that are on offer from participating in the 

relationship (Jap and Ganesan 2000).  Hence, the initial phase of the relational 

lifecycle contains a self assessment and examination of potential partners.  This marks 

the commencement of the relationship and the beginning of the relationship lifecycle.   

 

Another common theme in the first phase of the relationship lifecycle is contact.  That 

is, whether or not the potential partners meet each other.  When identifying attributes 

of the new partner, Ford (1980) does not implicitly include a first contact.  Further, 
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Dwyer et al (1987) stated that the two parties in the initial phase have not met.  

Conversely, Wilson (1995) includes contact in the initial phase.  Moreover, Frazier 

(1983) discussed the setting of norms and power arrangements.  Given this lack of 

agreement in the literature and the fact that there has only been limited development 

of the relationship and hence few relationship outcomes are likely to be present, this 

stage of the relationship will not be used for this research.    

 

 

 

Table 2.10: The First Relationship Phase/Stage  

Author Phase/Stage Description 

Ford (1980) 
Pre-

relationship 

Inertia of needs forces a company to seek a new 

supplier to fulfil these needs  

Evaluate potential new partners.  Evaluations are 

done according to experience, uncertainty and 

distance 

Frazier (1983) Initiation 

A new partner is sought for several reasons: to 

replace an existing one, add an additional partner, 

start a new business or geographical change 

makes old partnerships difficult 

Partners assess their own needs and review 

partners who may be able to fulfil these needs 

Factors affecting the partner selection include 

rewards, organisational and personal factors and 

the macro-environment are also considered 

Then the firms assume a role, form expectations 

about the other partner and power sharing 

agreements are worked out 

Finally, aspirations of each partner are identified 

as goals 

Dwyer et al 

(1987) 
Awareness 

Recognition that another party is a suitable partner  

No interaction as yet, however posturing and 

positioning of a partner have begun to enhance 

potential attractiveness to the other party 

Borys and 

Jemison (1989) 

Hybrid 

Purpose 

The breadth and purpose of the relationship are 

negotiated 

The breadth of purpose of the relationship may 

impact on potential conflict and demonstrate the 

internal capacities of partners 
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Author Phase/Stage Description 

Larson (1992) 
Preconditions 

for Exchange 

Personal reputations, friendships and histories are 

considered and formations of ties are based 

around these  

The social context provides the parameter for 

economic exchange  

Expectations and performance criteria set down.  

Wilson (1995) 

Search and 

Selection or 

Partner 

Selection 

Interactions begin  

Selections largely based around trustworthiness 

and reputation for performance 

Social interactions begin  

Zineldin (2002) Discovery 

When companies identify their needs and 

willingness to enter or initiate a strategic 

relationship  

Source: Adopted from above authors 

 

Phase Two: Early Interaction 

 

In the second phase of the relationship, the two parties initiate contact.  At this stage 

experience with the partner is low, uncertainty is considerable and distance remains 

relatively high (Ford 1980).  The phase begins with the exchanging of goods or 

services (Frazier 1983).   

 

The main characteristic of this phase is the commencement of norm and expectation 

setting (Borys and Jemison 1989).  Basically, the goal of this phase is to set up the 

relationship, and understand the norms and requirements that have emerged as a result 

of the interaction (Zineldin 2002).  Hence, this phase may be considered to be a trial 

where norms and expectations are assessed as the relationship begins transactions 

(Dwyer et al 1987; Zineldin 2002).   

 

Norms are developed with respect to expected patterns of behaviour or standards 

within the relationship (Dwyer et al 1987).  In the absence of a common culture, 

common understandings (and norms) must be developed (Borys and Jemison 1989; 

Wilson 1995).  An example of norm setting is the development of power sharing 

arrangements (Frazier 1983; Dwyer et al 1987).  It is critical to set the direction of the 

relationship through a clear understanding by both parties of the norms of the 
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relationship (Larson 1992).  For many relationships at this stage the transactions in the 

relationship become more social, which facilitates norm development.  As 

socialisation grows between the partner‟s shared norms and values grow which is 

critical to the development and furthering of the relationship (Jap and Ganesan 2000).   

 

In addition to norms is the development of expectations regarding outcomes within 

the relationship (Larson 1992).  Expectations may be set by top management and may 

include areas such as performance (Larson 1992).  The expectations may also relate to 

conflicts of interest and prospects for either unity or trouble (Dwyer et al 1987).   

 

Fulfilment of these expectations can drive the relationship, helping it to develop and 

are important for the continuation of the relationship.  The evaluation of these 

expectations of performance is therefore a key feature of this phase (Fraizer 1983).  

Meeting expectations is crucial as the parties remain fairly distant and non-

reciprocation of expectations may influence the overall prospects of the relationship 

(Dwyer et al 1987).   

 

Considering the above discussion, there are several parameters unique to this phase of 

the lifecycle (see Table 2.11).  The most important feature of this phase is that it is 

where economic and social exchanges begin.  In addition to this, norms and 

expectations are developed for the relationship.  The performance of the partner is 

reviewed and decisions on whether to continue the relationship are made with 

reference to performance.   
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Table 2.11: The Second Relationship Phase/Stage 

Author Phase/Stage Description 

Ford (1980) Early 

When potential partners are in contact.  

Negotiations and perhaps sample delivery may 

occur.   

Experience will be low, uncertainty and distance 

will be high.   

Fraizer (1983) 
Initiation/ 

Implementation 

Bargaining and exchange contracts formed.  

Contracts may be verbal or written.  Partners 

roles, power and expectations formed. 

Exchanges of products begin.   

Perceptions of the other‟s performance are 

developed.   

Ideological and goal difference negotiated.   

Dwyer et al 

(1987) 
Exploration 

A search and trial period.   

Search and trial contains five sub-processes: (1) 

attraction, (2) communication and bargaining, (3) 

development and exercise of power, (4) norm 

development and (5) expectation development. 

Borys and 

Jemison (1989) 

Boundary 

Definition 

Identification of resources that will be allocated 

to the specific hybrid .   

The boundaries are set regarding resources, 

authority and obligations.   

Larson (1992) 
Conditions to 

Build 

Trial phase where organisations grow closer 

together.   

Economic and social exchange builds.  Mutual 

economic advantage, trials and initiation of 

proactive activities to develop the relationship.   

Governance, norms and expectations are 

established.   

Wilson (1995) 
Defining 

Purpose 

The balance between each party‟s goals is 

conformed into mutual goals.   

Social bonds develop, information exchange 

grows.   

Performance of the other party is assessed and 

expectations developed around this.   

Zineldin (2002) Development 

Performance of other parties is judged against 

expectations.   

Increasing experience and exchange between the 

groups.   

Familiarity grows assessment of the relationship, 

attributes and others needs continues.   

Source: Adopted from the above authors 
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Phase Three: Development and Expansion 

 

After the initial two periods, norms have been established, performance criteria have 

been set and expectations developed.  Within Phase Three the relationship begins to 

expand and develops further.  However, distinct patterns of behaviour emerge and 

other issues arise.  These are summarised in Table 2.12. 

 

There are several themes found within Table 2.12.  Firstly, both social and economic 

exchanges have grown and mutual benefits have resulted from this. Interdependence 

between the two parties also extends (Dwyer et al 1987).  Secondly, commitment and 

trust are strong at this phase and the level of interaction is high (Zineldin 2002).  The 

coordination between the two parties allows for more contact, increasing social 

exchanges between the two (Larson 1992).  Further, the satisfaction with the 

outcomes of previous exchanges encourages partners to expand the relationship, 

exchanging (economic or social) more regularly (Dwyer et al 1987).  Moreover, the 

range of products being exchanged within the relationship may also increase (Dwyer 

et al 1987).  Hence, the number of exchanges and the reasons for these exchanges are 

important in Phase Three.   

 

Secondly, adaptation is also expanded during Phase Three by both partners.  

Adaptation may develop via small steps and can be demonstrated through investments 

(Wilson 1995).  The two groups will work together, rather than independently to 

enhance value through adaptation (Dwyer et al 1987).  Larson (1992) referred to this 

as strategic integration, where the firms improve coordination to enhance mutual 

value creation.  This value that is created is a gain which one of the parties could not 

achieve independently (Borys and Jemison 1989).  Therefore, adaptation by the 

partners leads to mutual value creation and increased investment in the relationship.   
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Table 2.12: The Third Relationship Phase/Stage 

 

Author Stage/Phase Description 

Ford (1980) Development 

More integration as deliveries grow.  

Experience increases and norms continue to be 

developed.  

The experience reduces uncertainty.  Distance 

begins to shrink and assessments are made on the 

other party‟s commitment.  

Fraizer (1983) 
Implement-

ation 

Social and economic exchange grows.  

Influence and performance assessed within the 

relationship.  

Conflict may arise and be resolved.  

Cooperation and outcomes grow and are assessed.  

Dwyer et al 

(1987) 
Expansion 

Continual increase in benefits obtained by the 

partners.  

Risk taking increases and interdependence grows.  

Borys and 

Jemison (1989) 

Value 

Creation 

Capabilities of the partners are combined to 

increase output and benefits.  

Interdependence grows.  

Larson (1992) 
Conditions to 

build 

Social exchanges grow.  

Economic exchanges expand.  

Wilson (1995) 
Boundary 

Definition 

Increased resources and adaptation between the 

parties.  

Commitment is demonstrated.  

Zineldin 

(2002) 
Commitment 

A pledge of continuity between the party‟s.  

Loyalty grows and value creation as the party‟s 

work together.  

Quality of performance is imperative.  

(Source: Adopted from above authors) 

 

Phase Four: Long Term Commitment 

 

The first point Ford (1980) made with respect to phase four is that it is the longest of 

the phases.  In addition to this, the partners are looking for stability (Borys and 

Jemison 1989) as the relationship continues to expand, driven by past gains (Larson 

1992).  This stability means expectations in the relationship are more consistent with 

what would be expected from a permanent section of the company as opposed to a 

partnership (Borys and Jemison 1989).  Hence, the relationship is well integrated. 
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Within the fourth phase there is an implicit or explicit pledge of relational 

commitment, as demonstrated through three criteria: by inputs, durability and 

consistency (Dwyer et al 1987).  Inputs include both social and economic inputs into 

the relationship by the partners.  Durability reflects the continuation of association 

over time, regardless of environmental factors such as changes in the business cycle.  

Consistency occurs when parties commit resources to maintain the relationship 

(Dwyer et al 1987).  Hence, in this phase the parties commit to continue the 

relationship.       

 

In addition to extending commitment, Ford (1980) found that the relationship had 

several other characteristics at this phase.  The experience the two parties now have 

with each other leads to the establishment of standard operating procedures and norms 

of conduct (Ford 1980).  Uncertainty between the two parties is also reduced and the 

patterns of interaction became more institutionalised (Ford 1980).  The social distance 

between the two parties also declines (Ford 1980; Dwyer et al 1987).  Furthermore, 

Dwyer et al (1987) and Ford (1980) agreed that uncertainty will decrease and 

commitments of resources will grow in this phase.  The mutual value created in the 

partnership will also increase as norms are developed and synergies allow for greater 

cost savings (Borys and Jemison 1989; Larson 1992).  These characteristics make this 

an important phase in the overall relationship between the parties.   

  

Phase Five: Dissolution or Continuation 

 

The final phase of the lifecycle found in the literature is dissolution or continuation.  

Unlike the previous phases, there is less agreement about the nature of this phase.  

Firstly, some authors do not contain a fifth phase (e.g. Borys and Jemison 1989; 

Larson 1992).  Secondly, the make up of the fifth phase is asymmetrical with some 

believing it is the end of the relationship (e.g. Dwyer et al 1987) and others believing 

the relationship continues (Ford 1980).   

 

While the possibility of disengagement is present in all phases, Dwyer et al (1987) 

argued that the fifth and final stage completed the relationship.  Termination of 
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personal and commercial relationships may both occur (Dwyer et al 1987).  This view 

of disengagement differs greatly to the perspective held by Wilson (1995) and Ford 

(1980).  The final phase is argued to be a period of high integration and review (Ford 

1980; Wilson 1995).  Similarly, Frazier‟s (1983) final stage is a period of review.  The 

performance of both parties is analysed and credit is given where due within the 

relationship (Frazier 1983).  Satisfaction is measured with regards to expectations and 

a decision is made to continue or discontinue the relationship (Frazier 1983).  Hence, 

two distinct views exist with regard to the relationship lifecycles fifth stage.   

 

Lifecycle Summary 

 

While there is some disagreement regarding the number of stages, the majority of the 

literature suggests a five phase model (Heffernan 2004).  Therefore, a five phase 

model has been examined, and each of the five distinct stages has been described.  

The various phases differ according to their attributes and how the relationship 

variables differ within the phase (Jap 2001).  As previously stated, the lifecycle 

attempts to catalogue a relationship through various stages.  These phases and what 

characterises them have now been reviewed.  A brief summary of each phase is as 

follows.  Phase one is before the partners have interacted, and is simply a potential 

relationship where the partners recognise that another party is needed for a specific 

role.  In phase two the parties begin to exchange and there is a high level of 

uncertainty between the two groups.  In phase three expansion of the relationship 

begins and interdependence and adaptation grows.  The fourth phase is characterised 

by an ongoing commitment and stability which are built on the previous relationship 

phases.  The fifth phase of continuation or dissolution is where the parties decide on 

whether to continue their relationship.  The discussion will now move to trust and the 

lifecycle.  Specifically, trust and the importance to the specific phase will be 

examined.   
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2.8.1: Trust in the Relationship Lifecycle 

 

Trust is argued to exist in all phases of the relationship lifecycle.  The relationship 

moves from attracting and establishing partners through to enhancing the relationship 

and retaining partners; at all phases trust is prevalent and developed (Kirchmajer and 

Patterson 1995).  The relationship develops in a style that can be compared to a 

romance, which is based on trust, amongst other constructs (Zineldin 2002).  In this 

section the importance of trust in each of the five phases described in Section 2.5 is 

discussed.   

 

Trust in the First Phase 

 

Based on Dwyer‟s et al (1987) model, there is no interaction between the partners in 

the first phase.  Rather, in this phase potential partners will posture and position 

themselves to increase attractiveness to potential partners.  Ford (1980) also argued 

that distance between the two groups is high.  Thus, this phase mostly involves 

evaluation of potential partners (Ford 1980).  As part of this evaluation, the reputation 

of the firm or the people within that firm may be assessed.  Hence, competency trust 

(Section 2.5) which is related to a person‟s reputation, or inter-firm trust may be 

expected to be important in this phase.  Hence, some elements of trust may be 

important at this phase.   

 

Trust in the Second Phase 

 

There are many aspects in the second phase which engender trust, making several of 

the elements of trust important in this phase.  High uncertainty and distance between 

partners requires a high level of trust (Ford 1980).  Communication and bargaining 

also increases in this stage (Dwyer et al 1987), which may require trust.  The 

development of norms and boundary setting is coupled with the development of trust 

(Wilson 1995).  Expectations are also formed with respect to performance, contracts 



 78 

and behaviour of the other partner (Dwyer et al 1987).  These expectations bring trust 

in as one party trusts the other to deliver and behave in an appropriate manner.  

Hence, trust will be important in this phase.   

 

Trust in the initial contact between partners is of vital importance for developing the 

relationship and achieving relationship outcomes (Dowell and Heffernan 2004b; 

Heffernan 2004).  At this stage Jap (2001) found that trust was built through the 

communication and interaction.  Jap and Ganesan (2000) also argued that the 

development of trust and satisfaction in this phase may lead to increased risk taking 

by both parties.  Similarly, Dowell and Heffernan (2004b) found that the development 

of trust in this phase is essential to the investment in and continuation of the 

relationship.  Therefore, trust plays a critical role in the development of the 

relationship throughout phase two.   

 

As the relationship develops, deeper social links may lead to deeper trust invested in 

another person; it is argued that this new trust is largely emotional and not cognitively 

based (Erdem and Ozen 2003; McAllister 1995).  Therefore, as the relationship 

develops from the first to the second phase the growth in trust may involve a 

transition from cognitive trust, based on rational assessment, to emotional trust based 

on non-rational sentiments.  This however, is yet to be conclusively tested within the 

relationship marketing literature.  Little is currently known about the relative 

importance of the various cognitive and emotional elements of trust during this phase 

of the relationship lifecycle.   

 

Given the importance of trust in developing relationships during this phase, and the 

desire to examine the effect of trust and other relationship marketing variables on 

relationship success during an early phase within the relationship lifecycle it will be 

examined in this research.   

 

 

 

 



 79 

Trust in the Third Phase 

 

An increase in mutual benefits and interdependence characterises this phase (Dwyer 

et al 1987), both of which require trust.  Dwyer et al (1987) argued that the trust 

formed in the previous phase leads to an increase in risk taking behaviours in this 

phase.  The uncertainty may have been reduced by experience but the need for 

adaptation becomes more apparent (Ford 1980).  Hence, this requires investment and 

risk taking behaviours, which in turn require trust.  The distance between the two 

parties also decreases as people establish personal trust in the other person (Ford 

1980).  Trust may also impact on partner selection, as a lack of trust or dissatisfaction 

may lead the party to choose another supplier (Dwyer et al 1987; Zineldin 2002).  

Therefore, the third stage has a requirement for trust and is dependent on the trust in 

the former phases and indeed, Jap and Anderson (2007) argued that in this „build-up‟ 

phase that trust was at its zenith.  Their findings indicated that trust was at its greatest 

in this phase and having increased from the prior phase, it declines to the next phase.  

However, Jap and Ganesan (2007) used a cognitive rather than an emotional construct 

for trust.  There is less information available in the literature about the extent of 

emotional trust during this phase.   

 

Trust in the Fourth Phase 

 

Ford (1980) classified this as the long term stage.  The focus in this stage should be on 

retention of customer trust, cooperation, commitment and information sharing 

(Zineldin 2002).  Power sharing in this phase may be critical and may impact on trust 

within the partnering organisations (Wilson 1995).  The integration of the parties 

(Larson 1992) may also have an impact on relationship outcomes.  Larson (1992) 

argued that information exchange is a key feature of this phase of the relationship 

lifecycle.  Power sharing and information exchange both require trust.  There is also 

an ongoing level of commitment in this phase, which is demonstrated through 

tangible inputs (Jap and Anderson 2007).  Commitment is also linked to trust (Morgan 

and Hunt 2004), therefore, we can conclude that there is a requirement for trust in this 

phase. 
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Jap and Anderson (2007) found that after the peak of trust in the previous phase that 

trust slightly declined as the relationship matured.  Having developed bonds in the 

build-up phase a pledge has been made to continue the relationship (Jap and Ganesan 

2000).  However, as the bonds are developed there may be a reduced role for trust in 

this phase.  According to Jap and Anderson (2007), at this phase there is the second 

highest level of trust in the relationship.  An explanation for this is that as the 

relationship is stable and more routine there may be a reduction in the need for trust 

(Ford, Gadde, Hakansson and Snehorta 2003).  The routine nature of the relationship 

may see a reduced role for trust as uncertainty has decreased.  The uncertainty is 

reduced through the trust developed in previous stages (Ford et al 2003).  The fourth 

phase is where the work in previous phases is harvested and is arguably a good phase 

for businesses (Ford et al 2003).  While there is evidence that there is slightly less 

cognitive trust in this phase than in the previous build-up phase, and it is not clear 

whether it has increased or decreased in magnitude and what effect it is having on 

relationship outcomes.   

 

Trust in the Fifth Phase 

 

The final stage of the relationship lifecycle contains a review, where partners examine 

the effectiveness of the relationship in terms of benefits and needs (Frazier 1983) and 

decided on relationship termination or alternatively the continuation of the 

relationship (Dwyer et al 1987).  Wilson (1995) argued that at this phase the trust 

developed in previous phases helps to sustain the relationship.  In contrast Dwyer et al 

(1987) implied that trust may even be eroded.   

 

Given the goal of this study is to examine the influence of trust and other relationship 

marketing constructs on relationship success at an early and a mature stage in the 

relationship lifecycle, this phase will not be included in the research.  This phase 

relates primarily to reviewing of the relationship and determining whether it should be 

continued or terminated.  Therefore for the purpose of this research, the fourth phase 

is arguably a more appropriate indicator of the nature of mature relationships rather 

than phase five. 
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2.9:  Hypotheses Related to Changes in Latent Means and Effects 

 

This section contains the hypotheses related to the effect of the relationship lifecycle 

on the elements of trust, as well as the relationship between each element of trust and 

relationship performance.  Firstly, the changes in latent means of each elements of 

trust across the lifecycle are examined.     

 

Changes in the Amount of a Variable Present 

 

For most of the independent variables examined, the mean value is likely to change 

across the two relationship lifecycle phases.  Dwyer et al (1987) indicated that 

variables would change in the level of importance and also with regards to the amount 

of each variable present.  For example, there would be little trust in the initial stage as 

partners had not yet met, while trust would be more prevalent in latter stages (Dwyer 

et al 1987).  The level of commitment is also argued to vary (Ford et al 2002).   Based 

on this we can expect that the means of many, but not all, of the variables will differ 

between the early and mature phases.   

       

Firstly, it is anticipated that there will be changes in the elements of cognitive trust, 

such as competency trust, which has been argued to change as a relationship develops 

over time.  Competency trust may be developed through interaction or through 

contextual cues such as accreditations (Newell and Swan 2000).  This implies that a 

partner must see some evidence of trustworthy behaviours and that competency trust 

will be developed over time.  Thus, competency trust can be developed or broken 

quickly (Newell and Swan 2000).  So after interactions occur between partners, each 

partner will have the opportunity to assess the partner‟s performance and review their 

level of competency trust in that partner (Mayer et al 1995).  Hence, it can be argued 

that competency trust will increase over time. 

 

H13:  The amount of competency trust will increase over the relationship 

lifecycle.   
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Again there is evidence to suggest that contractual trust will change over time.  

Contractual trust is argued to develop though assessment after each interaction 

(Mayer et al 1995), with failure to honour verbal and written contacts potentially 

leading to a rapid diminishment of contractual trust (Newell and Swan 2000).  So in 

good relationships where contracts are honoured, we can argue that contractual trust is 

likely to increase over the course of the relationship lifecycle as there is more 

opportunity for positive assessments to occur.  The opposite may also happen if there 

are breaches of contractual trust; but for a relationship to develop it is more likely that 

contractual trust will increase, keeping partners together.       

 

H14:  The amount of contractual trust will increase over the course of the 

relationship lifecycle. 

 

Goodwill trust remains the moral foundation for the relationship, and will be process 

based and will develop over time through interactions (Newell and Swan 2000).  

Newell and Swan (2000) suggest that this element of trust will develop as partners get 

to know each other through continuing reciprocal social and work exchanges.  Again 

situation assessment will influence the extent of goodwill trust (Mayer et al 1995).  

However it is also argued that goodwill trust is the most stable form of trust, so we 

may see very little changes in the amount of goodwill trust present (Mayer et al 1995).  

Therefore, any change in the amount of goodwill trust is likely to be minor.     

 

H15:  The amount of goodwill trust will not change over the course of the 

relationship lifecycle.        

 

With cognitive trust, the assessment of competency, the forbearance of opportunism 

and the honouring of contracts is likely to lead to cognitive trust increasing as 

interactions between the parties continue.  For emotional trust, assessments are not as 

influential, which implies that emotional trust is more likely to be stable over the 

course of a relationship (McAllister 1995).  Once emotional trust is formed it is not 

easily revoked and will become part of the broader relationship (McAllsiter 1995).   

It is more likely that the nature of emotional trust will change, as opposed to the 

overall amount of the construct.  Emotional trust will move from simplistic to more 

complex assessments over time (Young and Daniel 2007).  Early emotional 
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assessments focus on congruence of goals and motivations before moving to more 

stable judgements (Young and Daniel 2007).  Similarly, McAllister (1995) suggests 

that emotional trust may start in an unjustified manner and move to a more sound and 

global picture over time.  Thus, once emotional trust is developed through interaction, 

it is likely to remain stable (McAllister 1995).   

 

H16:  The amount of faith trust will not change over the course of the 

relationship lifecycle.  

 

H17: The amount of feeling trust will not change over the course of the 

relationship lifecycle. 

 

In a marketing relationship, liking develops as partners interact (Nicholson et al 

2001).  For liking to develop in a relationship, there are several prerequisites 

including emotional trust, which allows the initial contact and latter development of 

admiration and interest between the two parties (Young and Daniel 2007).  If there are 

similarities between the two people, then liking will act as an early form of motivation 

to continue the relationship (Amodio and Showers 2005).  Individuals involvement in 

the relationship‟s beginning phases will be underpinned by liking, as will the desire to 

continue the relationship (Amodio and Showers 2005).  After the initial development 

of the relationship, liking for a person may grow, based on positive experiences; when 

partners are rewarded, their liking is reinforced.  However, liking can also be reduced 

because of negative actions which have occurred within the relationship (Sternberg 

1987).  Hence, whether liking increases or decreases over time will depend on 

whether there are more positive or negative experiences.  Thus it is hypothesised that 

the amount of liking will remain unchanged.     

 

H18:  The amount of liking will remain stable over the course of the relationship 

lifecycle. 

 

In contrast to liking, the amount of commitment in the relationship is also likely to 

change over time.  Over the course of the relationship, partners‟ commitment will 

increase towards each other (Dwyer et al 1987).  Anderson and Jap (2007) found that 

commitment (through dependence) is more prevalent at later stages in the relationship 
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lifecycle.  Greater economic dependence and benefits will result as partners develop 

processes and invest resources over time in the partnership (Young and Denize 1995).  

This commitment to work together will enable economic savings and bring skills 

together to create more than what one partner could on their own.  This commitment 

increases information sharing, cooperation and investment (Young and Denise 1995).  

Thus there is incentive for partners to become committed.  Over time, communication 

and trust also facilitate the development of commitment (Morgan and Hunt 1994).  

Therefore, we can expect commitment to increase over the course of the relationship 

lifecycle.   

 

H19: The amount of commitment will increase over the course of the relationship 

lifecycle.       

Changes in Effects 

 

The next group of hypotheses relate to the changes in effects of each variable.    In 

each relationship stage certain constructs are likely to have more dominating effects 

(Dwyer et al 1987).  Having identified that the means of some independent and 

mediating variables are likely to change over time, the next set of hypotheses are 

concerned with how their influence changes.  The first variables considered are 

related to trust, followed by commitment and liking.     

 

As trust evolves the effect it has on relationship outcomes will vary (Jones and 

George 1998).  In this section, the changes in these variables over time are 

considered.  Jap and Ganesan (2000) argued that the lifecycle moderates the effects 

between relationship constructs and performance outcomes.  The effects of variables 

within a relationship will change, altering their impact on outcomes such as 

satisfaction (Jap and Ganesan 2000).  Thus it is important to know which elements of 

trust are prominent in the two phases with respect to their effects on relationship 

performance.  However, there is little empirical evidence about the changes.  Mayer et 

al (1995) proposed that the effect of the elements of trust would change over time, yet 

this was not a quantitative study.  Thus, this gap in the literature suggests the need for 

further investigation given the importance of trust, and its influence on liking, 

commitment and relationship performance.     
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In the early phase of a relationship it is anticipated that partners will make 

assessments of competency and make judgements about competency trust (Dwyer et 

al 1987).  Trust at this stage is important for exchanges of information and expertise 

which will drive efficiency and relationship performance (Terawatanavong, Whitwell 

and Widing 2007).  However, with little experience, competency trust may be limited 

as there is little to base the trust decision on (Terawatanavong et al 2007).  In the 

mature phase, competency trust is based more on actual events.  The parties will have 

had more time to make a reliable judgement of the other party‟s competency.  It is this 

that allows a greater effect on relationship performance (Terawatanavong et al 2007).  

Therefore, we expect an increase in the effect of competency trust on relationship 

performance.  

 

H20:  The effects of competency trust on relationship performance will increase 

over the course of the relationship lifecycle.  

 

It is also hypothesised that the effect of contractual trust will change over the course 

of the relationship lifecycle.  In the early phase of a relationship trust is largely 

determined by the partner‟s reputation for honesty and integrity (Sako 1992).  At this 

early phase if a partner can be trusted to carry out their word, then there is opportunity 

for the relationship to prosper leading to performance outcomes (Terawatanavong et 

al 2007).  Therefore, it is likely that contractual trust will have a large effect on 

relationship performance in the early phase of the relationship lifecycle.  Indeed, 

Mayer et al (1995) argued that contractual trust would be more salient in the early part 

of a relationship.  In the later phases it may still form a basis for ongoing exchange 

and collaboration which influences performance (Terawatanavong et al 2007); 

therefore, it is expected that there will be a decrease in the effect of contractual trust 

on relationship outcomes. 

 

H21:  The effects of contractual trust on relationship performance will decrease 

over the course of the relationship lifecycle.  

 

Goodwill trust is argued to similarly influence relationship performance in both the 

early and mature phases.  In the early phase, the foregoing of opportunism that is 
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involved with establishing goodwill trust will see partners more willing to engage, 

invest and complete projects jointly which may yield greater financial rewards 

through performance (Terawatanavong et al 2007).  In the mature phase, partners 

have ample opportunity to witness the foregoing of opportunism that leads to 

goodwill trust (Terawatanavong et al 2007).  Thus, in both early and mature phases 

the existence of goodwill trust is likely to lead to improved relationship performance; 

therefore, it is hypothesised that the effect of goodwill trust on relationship 

performance will remain constant over the lifecycle.     

 

H22:  The effects of goodwill trust on relationship performance will remain 

constant over the course of the relationship lifecycle.  

 

The next three hypotheses relate to the changes in effects of emotional trust.  In the 

early phases of a relationship, a lack of emotional trust may lead to defensive 

behaviours and a lack of collaboration, forcing more monitoring in the relationship 

which means that the relationship‟s performance will have decreased (McAllister 

1995).  Therefore, emotional trust in the early phase is likely to have a substantial 

influence on relationship performance.  Over time, however emotional trust is likely 

to play a lesser role as the balance of trust moves to the cognitive base, where trust is 

more about fulfilment of obligations related to competency and contracts combined 

with limiting opportunism, as opposed to feelings and instincts (McAllister 1995).  

Therefore, it is likely that the effect of emotional trust on relationship performance 

will decline over the course of the relationship. 

 

In the early phase, emotional trust is imperative, as several outcomes are directly 

related to emotional trust in this phase.  Emotional trust enhances the likelihood of 

exchanges between the two parties in a relationship, which leads to favourable 

relationship outcomes (Jones and George 1998).  As a relationship develops, 

emotional trust may grow leading to stronger social bonds between the parties and 

more frequent exchanges between the two parties (Jones and George 1998).  By 

engendering social interaction between parties, parties may work closer together, 

yielding economic benefits.  This can also happen in reverse, where emotional trust 

may decline, shifting to distrust and the breakdown of interactions between the parties 

(Jones and George 1998).  In the early part of a relationship, parties are less likely to 
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takes risks and share in relationships due to a lack of emotional trust (Jones and 

George 1998).  This makes emotional trust essential in the early phase of the 

relationship marketing lifecycle.  However, emotional trust is likely to be replaced by 

more cognitive trust over time.  In a more mature relationship, cognitive trust is more 

likely to influence outcomes such as interactions (Jones and George 1998).  So, in the 

early phases of a relationship emotional trust is likely to influence cooperation, 

interaction and will help the partners achieve mutual goals, thus improving 

relationship performance. However, once the partners are more familiar this becomes 

less likely (Jones and George 1998).  Based on this we can expect that both elements 

of emotional trust will have a decreased influence on relationship outcomes in the 

mature phase of the relationship lifecycle.  

 

H23:  The effects of faith trust on relationship performance will decrease over 

the course of the relationship lifecycle.  

 

H24:  The effects of feeling trust on relationship performance will decrease over 

the course of the relationship lifecycle.  

 

Not only is it hypothesised that commitment will have a positive effect on relationship 

performance, it is also anticipated that the effect of commitment on performance will 

also change over time.  Commitment has been linked to reduced conflict, satisfaction 

and performance in prior relationship lifecycle studies (Jap and Anderson 2007).  As 

commitment is extended over the course of a relationship, the effect commitment has 

on relationship outcomes increases (Jap and Ganesan 2000).  As commitment grows 

over time, the balance in the relationship becomes more bilateral, which reduces 

conflict, increases satisfaction and relationship performance.  This is largely due to 

greater sharing of information, reduced need for written contracts and greater 

investment in the relationship (Jap and Ganesan 2000).     

 

H25:  The effect of commitment on relationship performance will increase over 

the course of the relationship lifecycle.     

 

The effect liking has on relationship performance is also likely to change over the 

course of the relationship lifecycle.  In terms of positive effects on performance, 
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liking in a relationship forms exit barriers, where partners are less likely to leave if 

they like the other partner (Hawke and Heffernan 2006).  However, it is possible as an 

instrument, liking can create positive outcomes or make a partner feel used, creating 

conflict and other adverse outcomes (Grayson 2006).  Over time, with continuing 

economic exchanges, pressures on the partnership are constant which may lead to a 

decrease in the contribution of liking on relationship performance (Grayson 2006).  

Negative characteristics of the partner may have been concealed in the earlier phase 

of the relationship, which may surface in the mature phase of the relationship leading 

to a decline in the influence of liking on satisfaction (Amodio and Showers 2005).  

This decrease in liking is generally mitigated by a growth in commitment, where 

partners may begin to ignore their lower levels of liking for a partner, yet remain 

committed through investments of time (and finance) which will yield positive 

relationship outcomes (Amodio and Showers 2005).  Thus we are likely to see a 

reduction in the effect of liking on relationship performance as the partners move to 

commitment.  Therefore, it is hypothesised that the influence of liking on relationship 

outcomes will decrease over the relationship lifecycle.   

 

H26:  The influence of liking on relationship performance will decrease over the 

course of the relationship lifecycle.                        

 

The hypotheses that relate to the changes in the means of the variables and the 

changes in the influence of the variable on commitment, liking and relationship 

performance are displayed in Figure 2.3.   
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Figure 2.3:  Changes in the Amounts of Variables and Effects over 

the Course of the Relationship Lifecycle 
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2.10:  Conceptual Model 

 

At this point, the principal components of the conceptual model have now each been 

outlined.  In this section these components will be combined in the conceptual model.  

The conceptual model will then be tested using the methodology outlined in Chapter 

3.  The conceptual model is presented in Figure 2.4. 

 

The influence of both cognitive and emotive trust elements and other covariates 

(communication, liking and commitment) on relationship success outcomes will be 

analysed over the relationship lifecycle.  The nature of the relationship outcomes to be 

measured will be discussed more fully in Chapter 3, but include financial benefits and 

relationship satisfaction.  The effects will be measured in two phases of the 

relationship lifecycle, the early part of the relationship (as represented by phase two), 

and in the mature part of the relationship (as represented by phase four).   

 

 

Figure 2.4:  Conceptual Model 
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2.11: Conclusion 

 

The primary aim for Chapter 2 was to provide background information from the 

literature to explain and justify the development of the conceptual model which will 

be tested in this thesis.  In doing so the immediate discipline – relationship marketing 

– was reviewed.  The literature relating to the main construct of interest, trust, was 

reviewed in detail, as was the literature relating to potential covariates, relationship 

success outcomes and the relationship lifecycle. 

 

The immediate discipline for this research is relationship marketing.  The discipline 

was analysed to place the research into a theoretical context.  Relationship marketing 

arose through the inadequacies of the dominant managerial marketing paradigm, 

professional demands and the development of several new schools of thought in 

marketing.  Relationship marketing is concerned with attracting, establishing, 

developing and maintaining business relationships to further the interests of both 

parties.  The relationship is supported by a number of variables which lead to 

successful outcomes, which include effective communication, commitment, mutual 

goals and trust, which is the focus of this research.   

 

Trust is essentially a confidence or a reliance on another party.  Trust has both an 

emotive and a cognitive base from which this reliance or confidence originates from.  

The extent a person trusts, however, will also be governed by their dispositional and 

biological bases.  While there are two main bases of trust (the cognitive and emotive 

bases), there are multiple elements or manifestations of trust that are derived from 

these elements of trust.  There are three cognitive elements (contractual, calculative 

and goodwill trust) and two emotive elements (feeling and faith).  One of the goals of 

this thesis is to demonstrate how these elements of trust together with other covariates 

(communication, commitment and liking) will influence relationship success. 

 

There are various outcomes attributed to the relationship marketing constructs and, in 

particular, trust.  These outcomes include financial benefits, satisfaction, risk taking, 

information sharing and conflict resolution.  These outcomes will potentially be 

influenced by a number of the constructs included in this research.   
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The final component of the conceptual model is the relationship lifecycle.  The 

relationship lifecycle attempts to catalogue or describe the phases of a relationship 

over a period of time.  The impact of the relationship variables including trust on the 

relationship outcomes will be tested in two phases – the early phase (phase two) and 

the mature phase (phase four) of the lifecycle. 

 

The hypotheses for this research have also been developed for analysis.  The 

hypotheses firstly examine the relationships between the variables.  Secondly, the 

hypotheses relate to the changes in the amounts of variables present in the two phases 

of the relationship lifecycle.  The hypotheses to be tested are summarised below in 

Table 2.13.   

 

Table 2.13:  Hypotheses Summary 

Numbers Hypothesis 

H1 Competency trust will have a positive influence on commitment. 

H2 Contractual trust will have a positive influence on commitment.       

H3 Goodwill trust will have a positive influence on commitment.    

H4 Commitment has a positive influence on relationship performance. 

H5 
Competency trust will have a positive influence on relationship 

performance.   

H6 Contractual trust will have a positive influence relationship performance. 

H7 Goodwill trust will have a positive influence on relationship performance.        

H8 Faith trust will have a positive influence on liking. 

H9 Feeling trust will have a positive influence on liking.    

H10 Liking will have a positive influence on relationship performance.           

H11 Faith trust will have a positive influence on relationship performance. 

H12 Feeling trust will have a positive influence on relationship performance.   

H13 
The amount of competency trust will increase over the relationship 

lifecycle. 

H14 
The amount of contractual trust will increase over the course of the 

relationship lifecycle. 

H15 
The amount of goodwill trust will not change over the course of the 

relationship lifecycle.              

H16 
The amount of faith trust will not change over the course of the 

relationship lifecycle. 
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Numbers Hypothesis 

H17 
The amount of feeling trust will not change over the course of the 

relationship lifecycle. 

H18 
The amount of liking will remain stable over the course of the relationship 

lifecycle. 

H19 
The amount of commitment will increase over the course of the 

relationship lifecycle.       

H20 
The effects of competency trust on relationship performance will increase 

over the course of the relationship lifecycle. 

H21 
The effects of contractual trust on relationship performance will decrease 

over the course of the relationship lifecycle. 

H22 
The effects of goodwill trust on relationship performance will remain 

constant over the course of the relationship lifecycle. 

H23 
The effects of faith trust on relationship performance will decrease over 

the course of the relationship lifecycle. 

H24 
The effects of feeling trust on relationship performance will decrease over 

the course of the relationship lifecycle. 

H25 
The effect of commitment on relationship performance will increase over 

the course of the relationship lifecycle.     

H26 
The influence of liking on relationship performance will decrease over the 

course of the relationship lifecycle. 

 

 

 

 

 

In summary, the research has been placed within the theoretical context of 

relationship marketing.  The key construct of trust has been identified and developed 

for testing.  The testing of trust will happen in conjunction with other relationship 

marketing constructs.  The testing will involve examining the relationship between 

these constructs and their influence on relationship marketing outcomes.  This 

analysis will be undertaken over two phases of the relationship lifecycle.  In Chapter 3 

we will now detail how these constructs which have been moulded into a conceptual 

model will be tested.              
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Chapter 3:  Methodology 
 

3.1:  Methodology Introduction 

 

The purpose of this chapter is to develop a methodology to test the conceptual model 

proposed in Chapter 2.  The first section outlines the research paradigm used for this 

thesis, summarising the ontology and epistemology adopted for this research.  As the 

research paradigm has a substantial influence on the methodology used, the context 

for this study is first briefly explained.   

 

Following the research paradigm, the selection of scales for testing the conceptual 

model developed in Chapter 2 is considered.  Scales are needed for the dependent 

variable (performance) as well as for other constructs in the model (trust, 

commitment, liking and communication).  First the question of how to evaluate scales 

is considered and several criteria for evaluating scales are proposed.  The empirical 

literature for each of these scales will then be reviewed, and the validity and reliability 

of each scale assessed in order to select suitable scales for this thesis.   

 

Once scales have been selected, these need to be incorporated into a questionnaire.  

Issues in questionnaire design will therefore be discussed next, as a well designed 

questionnaire is important for maintaining data quality and increasing response rates 

(Dillman 1978).   

 

The nature of most research precludes an entire population of respondents being 

surveyed.  Thus, a sample of the target population is selected and these people are 

sent the questionnaire.  It is essential to ensure the sampling frame is correct and 

appropriate sample selection techniques are used.  This allows the results from the 

survey to be generalised to the target population.  With this in mind, methods of 

sampling are discussed.   

 

Following completion of the surveys, the data collected will be analysed using 

statistical techniques.  The statistical analysis in this research will be conducted using 

Structural Equation Modelling (SEM).  SEM models will be estimated for both the 



 95 

early and late stages of the relationship lifecycle, and compared across these stages.  

Therefore, the estimation and evaluation of both measurement and structural models 

will be discussed, as well as how to undertake multigroup analysis. The SEM 

discussion will conclude this chapter and the results of the research will be discussed 

in Chapter 4.   

 

The format of the chapter is illustrated in Figure 3.1.   

 

Figure 3.1:  Chapter Outline   

 

 

3.2:  Research Paradigm 

 

A paradigm is a set of underlying basic beliefs which guide actions (Guba and 

Lincoln 1994).  Basically, a paradigm is a view of the world which includes the 

principles that guide its understanding (Guba and Lincoln 1994).  A paradigm 

contains four major components: ethics, ontology, epistemology and methodology 

(Guba and Lincoln 1994).  These components form a worldview which guides the 

researcher (Guba and Lincoln 1994).   

 

Research Paradigms 

Scale Selection 

Criteria 

Scale Selection 

Questionnaire 

Design 

Pre-testing 

Sampling 

Structural Equation 

Modelling (SEM) 

Conclusion 



 96 

Guba and Lincoln (1994) describe a paradigm as a set of questions that the researcher 

is driven by.  These questions include: ethics which asks how will I be a moral person 

in the world; epistemology which asks how do I know the world; ontology asks about 

the nature of reality and human beings within it; while methodology focuses on the 

best way to gain knowledge about the world.  Epistemology is a system of knowing 

and is linked to how we know the nature of the world (i.e. is there one or multiple 

realities) (Guba and Lincoln 1994; Perry, Riege and Brown 1999).  Ontology looks 

more at the nature of reality (i.e. is it fully or partly apprehensible), while 

methodology focuses on how we gain knowledge of the world (Guba and Lincoln 

1994; Perry et al 1999).  Therefore, a paradigm gives the researcher a basic 

assumption of reality (ontology), an understanding of the limitations, beliefs and 

validity of knowledge (epistemology), and a way to examine the world (methodology) 

(Guba and Lincoln 1994; Perry et al 1999).   

 

There are differing views on how paradigms should be classified. Some authors such 

as Marsden and Littler (1996) have argued that two major paradigms exist (positivism 

and relativism); however, others, such as Perry et al (1999), have articulated four 

paradigms (positivism, social constructivism, realism and critical theory).  The more 

commonly argued four paradigms of inquiry are illustrated  in Table 3.1, with the 

different ontology, methodology and epistemologies identified, clarifying the 

differences between the four paradigms.   

 

The aim of this section is to identify the most appropriate paradigm for this research 

and, thereby, clarify the ontology and epistemology that will later combine with the 

methodology to form the foundations of this research.   
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Table 3.1:  Research Paradigms 

  

Principles Positivism Constructivism Critical theory Realism 

Ontology 

(Are the basic 

assumptions being 

made about 

reality).   

Primitive Realism 

Apprehensible 

reality is said to 

exist and is 

governed by natural 

laws.  

Critical Relativism 

Realities are constructed by 

people with specific multiple 

local identities; hence, such 

realities are more or less 

relatively constructed 

according to individual values.   

Historical Realism 

Believes that „virtual‟ reality 

has been shaped over time by 

social, economic, ethnic, 

political, cultural and gender 

values.  It also assumes that 

such reality is fixed, but does 

not have permanent 

„ideological‟ representations.  

Critical Realism 

Assumes that there is a „real‟ 

reality but such reality is 

imperfectly apprehensible 

because the world is too 

complex to be understood by 

humans.   

Epistemology 

(The study and the 

nature of what we 

come to know 

about a 

phenomenon).  

Objectivist 

Truth is objective 

and can be 

measured. 

Subjectivist 

Findings are created in the 

process of a person‟s 

investigation, not objective 

„truth‟ that is produced from 

investigation.   

Subjectivist 

In the process of research 

inquiry, a person‟s values and 

research subjects may be 

transformed, which results in 

subjective value that may 

mediate findings.   

Modified objectivist 

A person may rely on the 

critical community and/or pre-

existing knowledge to find the 

truth.  However, the truth is 

probabilistically apprehensible.  

Methodology 

(The way in which 

these phenomena 

are studied).   

Experiments/survey 

Questions and 

hypotheses can be 

verified by 

empirical testing.  

Chiefly through 

quantitative 

methods. 

Hermeneutical/dialectical 

The investigator is deeply 

involved and thus becomes a 

„passionate participant‟ within 

the world that is being 

researched.   

Dialogic/dialectical 

Individual investigator has 

become a „transformative 

intellectual‟ who ideally 

changes the social world 

within which the subject under 

investigation lives.    

Case studies /convergent 

interviewing 

Triangulation is adopted to 

interpret research questions.  

Both qualitative and 

quantitative techniques can be 

used.   

Source: Perry et al (1999)
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To assess the most appropriate paradigm for this research, the four major paradigms 

are now defined and then screened for suitability.   

 

According to Reige (2003), positivists or logical empiricists believe that natural and 

social sciences are composed of a set of specific methods for trying to discover and 

measure independent facts about a single apprehendable reality, which is assumed to 

exist and to be driven by natural laws and mechanisms. Positivists, therefore, argue 

that all true knowledge can be scientifically proven.  Their epistemology is objectivist, 

where findings are true (Guba and Lincoln 1994).  These true findings rely on 

rigorously defined quantitative methodologies, experiments, quasi-experiments and 

surveys with strong emphasis on validity and reliability (Guba and Lincoln 1994).  In 

summary, it may be stated that positivism assumes that reality is governed by natural 

laws and is apprehensible (Perry et al 1999).  Positivist research typically involves 

examining causal relationships, often across different time periods (Perry et al 1999).  

Positivist research relies much more on the use of deductive logic and theory building 

than do other research paradigms (Guba and Lincoln 1994: Perry et al 1999;).  

Positivism therefore agues that research is scientific and findings are reliable, valid 

and consistent with natural laws.   

 

The perspective of the next paradigm, constructivism, is that there are multiple 

apprehendable realities, which are socially and empirically based, and are intangible 

mental constructions of individual persons (Reige 2003).  Constructivism is built 

around local realities and specific constructed realities, where findings are essentially 

subjective (Guba and Lincoln 1994).  Guba and Lincoln (1994) summarised 

constructivism as having a relativist ontology (multiple realities), a subjective 

epistemology (knower and respondent co-create understandings) and naturalistic 

methodology procedures.  Similar to critical theory, constructivism is more about 

mental constructs than actual events and refutable proof, which realism and positivism 

are based upon (Perry et al 1999).  Constructivism concentrates on an individual‟s 

research values, rather than given natural laws.  Terms such as credibility, 

transferability, dependability and conformability are associated with constructivism, 

as opposed to internal/external validity, reliability and objectivity which are 
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associated with positivism (Guba and Lincoln 1994).  Constructivism is generally 

associated with interpretative case studies and ethnography (Guba and Lincoln 1994).   

 

Realists also believe that natural and social sciences are capable of discovering and 

knowing reality; however, unlike positivists, they do not believe research can be 

conducted with complete certainty (Reige 2003).  According to Perry et al (1999), 

realism contains elements of both positivism and constructivism. Perry et al (1999) 

also maintain that this research paradigm is the most appropriate for marketing 

research.  Realists believe that, albeit imperfectly, researchers can search for an 

understanding of a common reality regarding the relationships between phenomena; 

however, given that this reality is imperfectly understood, realists often rely on the use 

of triangulation.  Many people operate within the common economic system 

independently, where the common economic system is the observed theatre of 

business on which the research is focused (Perry et al 1999).  This may be as simple 

as a town or a particular industry in a regional area.  Hence, larger theories that hold 

for the entire economic system, are not normally part of the purview of realist 

researchers.  Rather, realists tend to focus on examining one part of the overall 

system.   

 

Critical theory is based around a constructed virtual reality, and is shaped by political, 

social, cultural, economic, ethnic and gender values which become crystallised over 

time (Guba and Lincoln 1994).  Popper argued that critical theory was more based 

around individual‟s thoughts rather than the scientific bases found in the positivism 

and realism paradigms (Perry et al 1999).  Critical theory is concerned with issues of 

power, justice, race, class, gender, ideologies, discourses, education, religion and 

culture and how these elements interact within an economy and social system 

(Kincheloe and McLaren 2003).  Critical theory researchers argue that realist and 

positivist researchers are too concerned with methodological rigour and lose focus of 

the humanistic intent of the research (Kincheloe and McLaren 2003).  Critical 

researchers are more concerned with „why should‟ questions as opposed to „how to‟ 

research conducted by realist and positivist researchers (Kincheloe and McLaren 

2003).  Critical theory research methodologies are generally related to long-term 

ethnographic and historical studies of organisations and processes (Perry et al 1999) 

and are dialogic or dialectical (Guba and Lincoln 1994).  Research within this 
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paradigm is based on the view that knowledge is grounded in social and historical 

statutes, where assumptions are subjective, and, therefore, are value-dependent (Guba 

and Lincoln 1994).   

 

From these four paradigms, realism has been selected as the most appropriate 

paradigm to test the conceptual model.  The rationale for this choice can be seen by 

considering the ontology and epistemology in relationship to this research problem, as 

well as the expected methodology.   

 

With regard to ontology, realism is the most suited paradigm for the research as there 

is a single reality to be measured.  However, reality is not perfectly apprehensible in 

this context.  The assumption of reality is not consistent with positivism as it cannot 

be argued that perfectly apprehensible reality exists.  However, given the context of 

the research and methodology that will be used, an imperfect reality is likely, which is 

consistent with realism.  Further to this, the reality assumed is not virtually 

constructed, thus the premise of critical theory is not applicable.  Similarly, a 

constructivist‟s version of reality does not apply to this research. 

 

In terms of epistemology, the research will be embedded in an existing body of 

knowledge, making it philosophically nearest to realism.  The body of knowledge 

exists and the researcher is not seeking to transform society; hence, critical theory is 

inappropriate.  There is, however, a level of objectivity, so constructivism is not 

suitable.  Conversely, full objectivity cannot be guaranteed, therefore positivism is not 

appropriate. 

 

In addition to these arguments, quantitative and qualitative researchers can be 

characterised as having developed into disparate groups, with each rejecting the 

other‟s paradigm.  Qualitative researchers have rejected the tenets of positivism and 

have generally moved towards a constructivist and interpretivist perspective (Johnson 

and Onwuegbuzie 2004).  Conversely, quantitative researchers have generally adopted 

a positivist or logical empiricist‟s paradigm (Johnson and Onwuegbuzie 2004).  This 

dichotomy of perspectives increases the attractiveness and appropriateness of realism, 

as neither party (quantitative or qualitative researchers) strongly argue against the 
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tenets of realism.  It is necessary to select a paradigm that accepts the legitimacy of 

both qualitative and quantitative research as both are used in this thesis.   

 

The final reason for selecting the realism paradigm relates to the methodological 

requirements for this research.  The simultaneous testing of the multiple relationships 

within the conceptual model will be accomplished through the use of Structural 

Equation Modelling (SEM) as discussed in Section 3.8.  This technique allows the full 

exploration of the multiple relationships between dependent and independent 

variables.  Perry et al (1999) argued that realism is the ideal paradigm for SEM for 

two reasons.  Firstly, SEM involves modelling structures with complex 

interdependencies.  Secondly, SEM allows the use of multi-item scales and some 

measurement error in its constructs.  Both of these features are consistent with the 

ontological position of realism: that truth is not fully apprehensible.  Therefore, given 

these properties, SEM will be used as the primary method of investigation, and 

realism is an appropriate paradigm for this inquiry.   

 

3.3:  Scale Development 

 

In order to test the conceptual model discussed in Chapter 2, scales are needed to 

measure each of the key constructs.  As the constructs are primarily measuring 

internal attitudes, the use of scales is more appropriate than singular measures 

(Rossiter 2002).  The scales to be used in this research will be for the elements of trust 

and the other relationship marketing variables.  Firstly, the concepts of reliability and 

validity will be reviewed to help in the selection of scales.  Secondly, scales that can 

be used to measure the elements of trust (contractual, competence, goodwill and faith 

and feeling) will be considered. Thirdly, scales for the other variables (commitment, 

effective communication and liking) will be discussed.  Finally, this section will 

describe the scale to be used as the dependent variable.   
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An interesting aspect of the various trust literature streams is the lack of quantitative 

studies conducted.  Many of the key citations in this thesis are qualitative research 

papers or conceptual papers.  For example, seminal works such as Sako (1992), 

Mayer Davis and Schoorman (1995) and Fukuyama (1995) are all qualitative and 

theoretical contributions.  This makes identifying appropriate scales for evaluation of 

the conceptual model a challenging task.  Hence, assessment of existing scales using 

the measures in Table 3.2 is conducted to ensure the most appropriate scales are 

selected.   

 

A further problem is that many of the scales that have been developed in the literature 

to measure trust are general trust scales.  They only include a single item to measure 

each element of trust.  This can be seen in the scale developed Coulter and Coulter 

(2002), as shown in Table 3.2.   

 

 

Table 3.2:  Coulter and Coulter’s Scale for General Trust 

 

Coulter and Coulter 2002 

1 My service provider is trustworthy 

2 My service provider keeps my dealings confidential 

3 My service provider is honest 

4 My service provider has a great deal of integrity 

5 My service provider brings high standards to his/her work 

6 My service provider is a person with principles 

 

As illustrated above, the scale covers multiple aspects of trust.  While the study did 

not specifically break trust into elements, the items cover contractual trust (1,2,3,4) 

and competency trust (5).  It should be noted that the notion of benevolence is not 

examined by Coulter and Coulter (2002), although it could be argued that the final 

item may reflect some aspects of goodwill trust.  Hence, many people have implicitly, 

even accidentally, measured the various elements of trust within their general measure 

of trust.   
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As the goal of this study is to measure and investigate the effects of separate aspects 

of trust on relationship performance, a general measure of trust is not included in this 

research.  As noted by Rossiter (2002), if the goal of the research is to measure 

attitudinal constructs, then single items should not be used, as in Coulter and 

Coulter‟s (2002) study; rather, individual scales are required for measuring each 

aspect of trust.  Therefore, trust will be measured via scales that have been 

specifically designed to measure the elements of trust defined in Chapter 2.  

 

3.3.1:  Scale Selection and Variable Identification 

 

When using scales it is important to select scales that are robust.  Therefore, in 

selecting scales for this research, reliability and validity measures must be examined 

to determine which scales will be most suitable for this study.  To assist in this 

process, this section describes various reliability and validity tests for scales.  

Following this, the available scales will be examined and selected for use in this 

research.   

 

Scale Reliability 

 

Scale reliability refers to the extent to which a scale produces consistent results if 

repeated measurements are made (Malhotra, Hall, Shaw and Oppenheim 2002).  

Reliability is the degree of consistency between multiple measurements of the same 

variable (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson and Tatham 2006).  Reliability is an important 

assessment of a scale‟s usefulness because, if the same results are not achieved 

repeatedly in a single context, little confidence can be had in the value of the scale.  

There are several techniques used to assess scale reliability, including the coefficient 

or Cronbach alpha, test-retest and the split-half.  While other measures are sometimes 

used, most previous studies have only made use of Cronbach alphas.   
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Test-Retest Reliability 

 

Test-retest measures reliability by administering the same scale to the same 

respondents at two different times or to two different samples of respondents under 

similar conditions (Hair, Lukas, Miller, Bush and Ortinau. 2008).  Consistency 

between the two samples is examined to validate the reliability of the scale (Hair et al 

2006).   

 

Split-Half Reliability   

 

Split-half measures the internal consistency of scales (Malhotra et al 2002).  The 

items on the scales are divided into two halves, and the resulting halves are then 

correlated.  High correlation between the halves indicates a stronger reliability (Hair 

et al 2008).  The scale items may be separated via odd/even items or randomly; 

however, the results may be affected by the method used to split the items (Malhotra 

et al 2002).  This is considered a major downfall of split-half reliability, which is the 

reason for its lack of popularity among researchers.   

 

Coefficient or Cronbach Alpha Reliability 

 

This final reliability measure is known by three nomenclatures: coefficient alpha, 

Cronbach alpha and the reliability coefficient.  The coefficient alpha is the average of 

all split-half measures that result from all the different ways of splitting the scale 

items (Hair et al 2008).  According to Hair et al (2006), this is the most commonly 

used measure of scale reliability.  Cronbach alphas are measured between zero and 

one (Hair et al 2008) and, as stated by Hair et al (2006), generally need to be over 0.6 

in exploratory research.  

 

Scale Validity 

 

In addition to reliability, for scales to be considered robust they must also be valid.  

Validity is the ability of a scale or set of measures to represent the construct of interest 

(Hair et al 2006).  Validity in a statistical sense represents systematic error and it 
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occurs when there are no significant differences between observed and true scale 

scores (Malhotra et al 2002).  There are several different measures of validity which 

are used in scale development, including content and construct validity.   

 

Content or Face Validity 

 

Content validity is a subjective but systematic evaluation of how a scale represents the 

measurement of the concept to be tested (Malhotra et al 2002).  It is an assessment of 

the correspondence between the scale and its conceptual definition (Hair et al 2006).  

The objective is to ensure that the scales and items measure the defined concept (Hair 

et al 2006).   This is generally done through interviews or expert review.     

 

Construct Validity 

 

For scale development, two main measures of construct validity are used.  These are 

convergent and discriminant validity.   

 

Convergent Validity 

 

Convergent validity assesses the degree to which two measures of the same construct 

are correlated (Hair et al 2006).  High correlations between the two measures suggest   

convergent validity.   

 

Discriminant Validity 

 

This type of construct validity involves examining the correlation of constructs with 

other unintended constructs (Malhotra et al 2002).  For discriminant validity to exist, 

researchers must ensure that the key constructs under investigation are not 

significantly correlated with other constructs included in the analysis (Hair et al 

2008).  Basically, separate constructs under investigation must be distinct (Hair et al 

2006).  Therefore, there should be no significant correlation between constructs, 

unless intended by the researcher.   
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3.3.2:  Scale Selection Summary 

 

This research will use scales which have been previously developed for other projects.  

In selecting these scales, both reliability and validity will be assessed to determine the 

most appropriate scales.  In addition to reliability and validity, the context in which 

the existing scales are used will be examined to help identify the most appropriate 

scales.  This includes whether the scales have been used in a similar disciplinary 

context, and whether they have been applied in a similar methodology (i.e. structural 

equation modelling).  The scale selection criteria, which will be used to select the 

most appropriate scales, are summarised in Table‟s 3.3 and 3.4.  For ease of 

discussion, the analysis will be broken into two groups.  Firstly, the validity of each 

scale will be assessed, as shown in Table 3.4.  Secondly, the context and reliability of 

each scale will be examined, as illustrated in Table 3.3.  Thirdly, the context which 

the scales were developed and used in originally will be analysed.   

 

Before commencing this evaluation, a few general observations can be made.  Firstly, 

as noted above, an assessment of reliability in most studies seldom involves more than 

a Cronbach alpha; this is possibly a result of discipline norms as well as the ability to 

easily measure Cronbach alpha in most statistical programs.  Rotter‟s (1967) 

interpersonal trust scale is the only paper used in this section to have published test-

retest and split half reliability results.  Similarly, with regard to validity, some 

measures are also seldom found in the literature.  Content and construct validity are 

rarely examined and reported.  However, content validity may be assumed in many of 

the experiments as pre-testing and interviewing were carried out (e.g. Ganesan 1994).   

 

Table 3.3:  Scale Selection Criteria:  Reliability and Context 

 

Scale Context Test-retest Split-half 
Cronbach 

Alpha 

Author(s) 

who 

developed 

the scale.   

The context 

of the 

original 

research 

Whether or not 

test-retest has 

been completed.   

Whether this test 

has been 

completed.   

Score if 

given.  Over 

0.80 is 

desirable 
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Table 3.4:  Scale Selection Criteria:  Validity 

 

Scale Content/face Construct 

Author(s) who 

developed scale.   

If tested and quality of 

testing procedures  

Discriminant and convergent 

validity  

 

3.4:  Scale Selection Discussion 

 

The purpose of this section is to identify the most appropriate set of scales for the 

research.  First the scales to be used for the various elements of trust (competence, 

contractual, goodwill, faith and feeling) will be described and evaluated, followed by 

scales for measuring commitment, communication and liking, which are all covariates 

in the model.  Finally, potential scales for measuring the dependent variable, 

relationship performance, will be evaluated.   

 

3.4.1:  Competence Trust 

 

Competency trust is trust placed in a partner‟s ability to complete tasks.  This type of 

trust is cognitively based, where the person makes a decision to trust based on rational 

reasons associated with competency.  While several scholars have used the construct 

in qualitative or conceptual research, it has rarely been used in quantitative studies.  

However, scales measuring this element of trust have been developed and used in 

quantitative analysis by Ganesan (1994), Sirdeshmukh, Singh and Sabol (2002) and 

Smith and Barclay (1997). 

 

The first issue with selecting competency trust scale relates to what the items included 

in each scale are actually measuring.  Ganesan (1994) included items which pertained 

directly to the „expertise‟ of the partner.  This is not included in Sirdesmukh‟s et al 

(2002) conceptualisation and items.  Siredesmukh et al‟s (2002) items refer to a 

partner‟s knowledge and dependability.  Smith and Barclay‟s (1997) items also do not 

fully explain the competence trust construct to be measured within this research.  
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Thus each researcher has a different conceptualisation of competency trust and has 

developed unique measures for that construct.   

 

While these three main competency trust scales are available and have been 

previously used in quantitative analysis, it is important to note that two other scales 

have been developed but have not been empirically tested.  Sako (1992) provided a 

scale which many researchers have cited.  However, no quantitative analysis has been 

conducted using or testing this scale.  Also, Roy, Sivakumar and Wilkinson (2004) 

developed a basic scale from Joshi and Stump‟s (1999) general trust scale, but again 

did not empirically test or use the scale.  Only three scales measuring competency 

trust has been empirically tested, namely Ganesan (1994), Sirdeshmukh et al (2002) 

and Smith and Barclay (1997).  The choice of a competency trust scale for use in this 

research will therefore be made from these scales.  The three competency trust scales 

are included in Table 3.5, plus those by Sako (1992) and Roy et al (2004).   

 

Table 3.5:  Competency Trust 

Sako 1992 

The services provided are of high quality and quality is assured 

Services provided but not always to the highest quality 

Services provided to the correct standards only half the time 

Sirdeshmukh et al 2002 

I feel that the companies service person is very undependable / very dependable 

I feel that this service provider is very undependable / very dependable 

I feel that this service provider is very incompetent / very competent 

I feel that the companies service person is very incompetent / very competent 

Ganesan 1994 

The service provider is knowledgeable regarding his/her products or services 

The service provider has problems answering our questions  

The service provider is able to deal with issues such as shipment delays 

Smith and Barclay 1997 

Partner knows hardware 

Knows customers business 

Partner knows the industry 

Adapts to situations 

Roy et al 2004 

Quality, timeliness of supply of components, parts and service 

Extent of back-up arrangements to manage situations of failure to perform 
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In selecting a scale for use in testing the conceptual model, the validity of each of the 

scales must first be assessed, as noted in Section 3.3.1.  As discussed in that section, 

there are three main ways validity is typically assessed when testing scales for 

inclusion in SEM: by examination of discriminant, convergent and content validity.   

 

In terms of discriminant validity, different tests were applied across the three studies.  

Using confirmatory factor analysis, Ganesan (1994) loaded both types of trust 

measured (credibility and benevolence) into a single model and compared this with a 

two factor model.  Using a Chi-square test, he found that the two constructs are 

statistically different, indicating discriminant validity.  Smith and Barclay (1997) also 

used confirmatory factor analysis to establish discriminant validity.  It appears that the 

researchers modelled the constructs together in one measurement model and 

compared goodness of fit; however no Chi-square test results were reported.  Using a 

different method, Sirdeshmukh et al (2002) covaried all constructs, using 

intercorrelation.  The correlations between the constructs ranged from 0.54 to 0.89 

(0.9 is considered high by Hair et al 2006).  These correlations were constrained one 

at a time to equal one.  Sirdeshmukh et al (2002) then tested whether imposing these 

constraints improved the fit of the model.  Using this technique, they concluded that 

discriminant validity was present.  While discriminant validity was found in these 

studies, neither of these techniques are particularly strong indicators of discriminant 

validity.  Hair et al (2006) stated that fixing of correlations and Chi-square 

assessments do not provide the most robust measure of discriminant validity.  Instead, 

researchers should compare variance extracted with the square of the correlation 

between the constructs (Hair et al 2006).   

 

In addition to discriminant validity, the three studies also tested convergent validity.  

All three studies tested whether convergent validity was present through the use of 

measurement models and confirmatory factor analysis.  However, each study reported 

different measures of convergent validity.  Ganesan (1994) reported the goodness of 

fit for the models and t-values to demonstrate convergent validity.  Sirdeshmukh et al 

(2002) also reported various goodness of fit statistics as indicators of convergent 

validity, as did Smith and Barclay (1997).  Thus, there is evidence that varying 

degrees of convergent validity are present in all three studies.  However, there is no 
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evidence indicating that one of the scales may be more appropriate for selection based 

on convergent validity.   

 

In each of the studies, there was an attempt to establish content validity.  The use of 

pre-test interviews and exploratory factor analysis was used by the researchers to 

justify that the items measured the construct.  In all three studies, it was reported that 

items were removed from the final questionnaire.  Again, however, the attention given 

to content validity does not appear to be a point of differentiation between the studies.   

 

A summary of the discussion of these findings is presented in Table 3.6.  It would 

appear that after this analysis of validity, there is no clear choice, although, Ganesan 

(1994), overall, appears to be the best performing scale in terms of validity.  

Ganesan‟s (1994) scale has discriminant validity, when compared with benevolence, 

and is also a broad measure, which covers most aspects of competence trust.  

 

Table 3.6:  Competency Trust Validity  

 

Scale Content/face Construct Factor analysis 

Sirdeshmukh et al 2002 
Tested 

 

Convergent 

and 

discriminant 

EFA, CFA, 

Smith and Barclay 1997 
Tested 

 

Convergent 

and 

discriminant 

SEM 

Ganesan 1994 
Tested 

 

Convergent 

and 

discriminant 

EFA, CFA 

 

Reliability is the second aspect that must be examined to identify the most appropriate 

scale for use when testing the conceptual model.  If the scale is not reliable, then the 

ability to reuse the scale is diminished.  Reliability has been tested for each of these 

scales using Cronbach alphas.  The Cronbach alpha in Sirdesmukh et al‟s (2002) 

study is above Hair et al‟s (2006) recommended level (0.7).  However, in terms of the 

norms in the marketing literature, Sirdesmukh et al‟s (2002) Cronbach alpha of above 

0.7 may be considered low.  Smith and Barclay (1997) had reliability scores of over 

0.86 in both models reported.  This is higher than Sirdesmukh et al‟s (2002) and is 
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more consistent with the discipline‟s norms.  Ganesan (1994) had a much higher 

Cronbach alpha of 0.9.  This is the highest score from each of the three scales under 

investigation. Therefore, in terms of reliability, Ganesan (1994) is the most 

appropriate scale. The reliability of each study is summarised in form in Table 3.7.   

 

Table 3.7:  Competency Trust Reliability 

 

Scale Context Cronbach Alpha 

Sirdeshmukh et al 2002 
Retail clothing and 

airline travel, B2B 

Each factor over 

.70 

Ganesan 1994 Retail, B2B 
0.90, Mean: 5.76, 

SD: 0.91 

Smith and Barclay 1997 Tech, B2B 0.86 

 

Another area also relevant in the selection of scales is the context in which the scales 

were originally used.  As noted earlier, studies that are conducted in related areas to 

the current research will be considered more appropriate for inclusion under this 

criterion.  Sirdeshmukh et al‟s (2002) context is different from this research.  

Sirdeshmukh et al (2002) looked at how competency trust was placed with regards to 

employees of an organisation and in the managerial practices and policies of that 

organisation.  In addition, the industries investigated were clothes retailers and non-

business airlines.  More similar to the context of this study was Smith and Barclay 

(1997), who focused on technology firms in a business-to-business context.  Ganesan 

(1994), however, arguably had the context most similar to this study.  Ganesan (1994) 

examined trust in a sales relationship.  Specifically, Ganesan (1994) used retailers and 

their vendors in a business-to-business relationship dyad.   

 

As a result of this analysis, it appears that Ganesan (1994) is the most appropriate 

scale to measure competency trust.  The scale was carefully pre-tested.  Also, 

discriminant and convergent validity was present.  Of the three scales under 

investigation, Ganesan (1994) had stronger reliability and the scale was used in the 

most similar context.  Therefore, Ganesan‟s (1994) scale is selected.   
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3.4.2:  Contractual Trust 

 

Contractual trust relates to honesty and keeping verbal and non-verbal agreements. 

Contractual trust contains two distinct components.  They are integrity (e.g. Mayer 

David and Schoorman 1995) and adherence to written and verbal contract components 

(e.g. Sako 1992).  Similar to competency trust, scholars have developed the notion of 

contractual trust; however, few of these studies have conducted empirical research 

using the construct.   

 

Contractual trust scales have been developed in three different studies, all of which 

are applicable to this research.  These include Mayer and Davis (1999), Ganesan 

(1994) and Tseng, Chen and Chen (2005); from these three studies the most 

appropriate contractual trust scale for this research will be selected.  Both Tseng et al 

(2005) and Mayer and Davis (1999) included integrity as a factor of trustworthiness, 

together with benevolence and ability.  All of these „trustworthiness factors‟ (i.e. 

integrity, ability and benevolence) were included with and as part of a general trust 

measure.  In the third study, Ganesan‟s (1994) credibility scale was included in 

conjunction with a scale to measure the competency and contractual elements of trust, 

but no general trust measure was developed.  A summary of these scales is included in 

Table 3.8. 
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Table 3.8:  Contractual Trust 

 

Sako 1992 

This supplier never delivers until a written purchase order is received 

This supplier sometimes delivers before a written purchase order is received 

This supplier quite often delivers before a written purchase order is received 

Ganesan 1994 

This supplier‟s representative has been frank in dealing with us 

Promises made by this supplier are reliable 

This supplier‟s representative does not make false claims 

This supplier is not open in dealing with us 

Tseng et al 2005 

Staff consider that the superior is capable of adhering behaviour to principles 

advocated 

That the superior is fair and just 

Keeps commitments and tells the truth 

Mayer and Davis 1999 

Top management has a strong sense of justice 

I never have to wonder whether top management will stick to its word 

Top management tries to be fair in dealing with others 

Top management‟s actions and behaviours are not very consistent* 

I like top management‟s values 

Sound principles seem to guide top management‟s behaviour 

 

The first area of assessment for selecting the most appropriate scale for this research 

is discriminant validity.  The research conducted by Tseng et al (2005) does not report 

discriminant validity, despite SEM being used as the method of analysis.  While 

measurement models and associated confirmatory factor analysis were conducted, no 

testing of discriminant validity is reported.  Tseng et al (2005) did test whether 

integrity, ability and benevolent constructs loaded into an overall trust construct.  

Benevolence was excluded from the final model; however, there is no reported 

evidence of differences between integrity and ability trust.  Mayer and Davis (1999) 
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however tested discriminant validity, but they only used confirmatory factor analysis 

in doing so.  The items were first loaded into a single factor and then compared to a 

model allowing for single constructs.  It was found, via a Chi-square test and an 

assessment of goodness of fit, that the different elements of trust (ability, benevolence 

and integrity) performed better as individual constructs than as an overall trust 

construct, which had the items of all three trust elements.  Yet, this is not the most 

statistically effective way of testing discriminant validity (Hair et al 2006).  For the 

third scale by Ganesan (1994), discriminant validity was assessed as discussed in 

Section 3.5.2; however, again, discriminant validity was not tested using Hair‟s et al 

(2006) recommended method.  Thus, discriminant validity has not proven to be a 

point of differentiation between Ganesan (1994) and Mayer and Davis (1999); 

however, both studies provide more evidence of discriminant validity than Tseng et al 

(2005), who did not report any testing in this area.  Overall, Ganesan (1994) appears 

to have slightly stronger discriminant validity than Mayer and Davis (1999).   

 

The next form of validity discussed to determine which scale will be used is 

convergent validity.  All three studies, Ganesan (1994), Mayer and Davis (1999) and 

Tseng et al (2005), used confirmatory factor analysis to establish that the items were 

correlated and fitted acceptability in a measurement model.  However, Tseng et al 

(2005) initially conducted exploratory factor analysis as part of the process of 

establishing convergent validity, which was then followed by confirmatory factor 

analysis.  Given that all three studies produced similar convergent validity results, no 

conclusions can be made with respect to the differences in convergent validity and the 

appropriateness of each of the three scales for this research according to this criterion.   

 

The final type of validity assessed to determine the most appropriate scale is content 

validity.  Each of the three studies used different methods to test content validity.  

Mayer and Davis (1999) do not report any procedures used to establish content 

validity.  They only report that all scales were altered to reflect the new context and 

some scales were shortened to reduce the size of the questionnaire.  Mayer and Davis 

(1999) used a scale that they originally developed in 1996 but has not been published 

in the literature.  It is possible that it was in this earlier research that they tested the 

content validity of this scale, although this was not possible to determine as their 1996 
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study is in the grey literature and could not be obtained
1
.  In contrast to Mayer and 

Davis (1999), Ganesan (1994) provided concrete evidence of content validity.  

Ganesan (1994) conducted a pre-test which provides more conclusive evidence of 

convergent validity.  Tseng et al (2005) also extensively tested their items, which 

were specifically designed for their research.  In pre-testing, 73 nurses were asked to 

give descriptions of trust in supervisors.  Following the item generation, nine 

specialists were then invited to review the 250 items to help with reduction and ensure 

content validity.  Finally, principle component analysis was then conducted to develop 

the constructs.  On the basis of this evidence, it appears that Tseng et al (2005) has 

conducted the most comprehensive testing of content validity.   

 

After reviewing discriminant, convergent and content validity, it would appear that 

there is again no clear choice of scale for this research.  Tseng et al (2005) did not 

conduct discriminant validity tests; however, they conducted in-depth content and 

convergent validity testing.  In contrast, Mayer and Davis (1999) reported 

discriminant validity, albeit via a weaker form of testing, but failed to adequately 

demonstrate content validity.  Of the three research papers assessed, Ganesan (1994) 

demonstrated acceptable findings in each area, and overall Ganesan (1994) is 

marginally the best study in terms of validity.  A summary of the validity findings is 

included in Table 3.9.   

 

Table 3.9:  Contract Trust Validity Summary 

 

Scale Content/face Construct 
Factor 

analysis 

Ganesan 1994 Tested  
Convergent and 

discriminant 
EFA, CFA 

Tseng et al 2005 Tested Convergent CFA 

Mayer and Davis 

1999 
Assumed 

Convergent and 

discriminant 
CFA 

 

Reliability is analysed in conjunction with validity to identify the most appropriate 

scale for reuse.  Hence, the reliability of Mayer and Davis (1999), Tseng et al (2005) 

and Ganesan (1994) will be compared in an attempt to identify the most appropriate 

                                                 
1
 An attempt was made to contact the authors and obtain the paper; however, no return correspondence 

was forthcoming. 
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scale to use in this research.  Tseng et al (2005), Mayer and Davis (1999) and 

Ganesan (1994) all used Cronbach alpha to test the reliability of their scale.  In 

addition to using Cronbach alpha, Tseng et al (2005) conducted a test-retest.  Mayer 

and Davis‟ (1999) integrity trust had a Cronbach alpha of 0.96.  The Cronbach alpha 

in Tseng et al (2005) was also fairly high at 0.89, and the test-retest performed during 

the pre-testing phase also produced evidence of reliability.  Finally, Ganesan (1994) 

produced an alpha score of 0.90, lower than Mayer and Davis (1999), but marginally 

higher than Tseng et al (2005).  Considering the results, Mayer and Davis (1999) has 

the highest Cronbach and, therefore, can be argued to have the highest level of 

reliability, although all studies provide relatively strong evidence of reliability.  The 

findings of the reliability analysis of the three studies can be found in Table 3.10. 

 

Table 3.10:  Summary of Reliability and Context for the Contractual 

Trust Scales 

 

Scale Context Cronbach Alpha 

Ganesan 1994 Retail, B2B 0.90  

Mayer and Davis 1999 Management manufacturing  0.96 

Tseng et al 2005 Nursing 0.89 

 

The context where the research was conducted is another point of potential 

differentiation between the scales.  Ganesan (1994) examined retail and vendor 

relationships, while Mayer and Davis (1999) used a manufacturing context and Tseng 

et al (2005) used a nursing context.  More specifically, Ganesan (1994) focused on the 

sales relationship between the two parties, while Mayer and Davis (1999) examined 

the relationship between employees and management within organisations.  As a 

result of the analysis conducted in this section, the most appropriate scale is Ganesan 

(1994).  Based on the assessment of validity, reliability and context, this scale appears 

to have performed best overall. Therefore, Ganesan (1994) will be used for this 

research. 

 

Also relevant to the context is the research purpose for which the scales were 

developed.  All three studies used SEM as the main research method, where their 
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conceptual models contained three elements of trust.  However, different dependent 

variables were used.  Mayer and Davis (1999) examined how integrity as a factor of 

trustworthiness mediated the relationship between trust and the organisation‟s 

appraisal systems.  This is conceptually different to what this research is trying to 

measure.  Also different from this research is Tseng et al (2005), who measured the 

effects on the three trust elements of identification with an organisation, which is very 

different to performance.  Finally, Ganesan (1994) measured the effect of creditability 

trust on long-term orientation.  Long-term orientation is one area of relationship 

performance.  Hence, in terms of research purpose, Ganesan‟s (1994) previous use is 

again more similar to this research than Mayer and Davis (1999).  Therefore, with 

respect to context, Ganesan (1994) is the most applicable scale to this research. 

 

3.4.3:  Goodwill Trust 

 

Goodwill trust is trust based on the belief that a person is positively disposed or 

orientated towards you and will go beyond what one might normally expect within the 

business relationship.  Within this definition goodwill trust has two distinct 

components. The first is the notion of benevolence.  Benevolence pertains to a 

person‟s belief that another has a positive orientation and will do no harm towards 

them.  Secondly, goodwill occurs when it is believed that a person will do more than 

they are expected or have been contracted to do.  Goodwill trust is often referred to as 

benevolence trust, and the two are synonymous.   

 

There are several goodwill trust scales that could be used in this research.  Again, 

Ganesan (1994), Tseng et al (2005) and Mayer and Davis (1999) included a goodwill 

trust scale.  In addition, Sirdeshmukh et al (2002) used a goodwill trust scale.  Each of 

these four studies used the construct in conjunction with other elements of trust.  The 

items within these scales are listed in Table 3.11.  The analysis will now move to 

assess the validity and reliability of the scales.   
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Table 3.11:  Goodwill Scales 

 

Sako 1992 

Low transactional dependence (less than 20%) combined with multiple sourcing 

Low transactional dependence with single sourcing, or high transactional 

dependence with multiple sourcing 

High transactional dependence combined with single sourcing 

Ganesan 1994 

This supplier has made sacrifices for us in the past 

This supplier cares for us 

In times of shortages, this supplier‟s representative has gone out on a limb for us 

This supplier‟s person is like a friend to us 

We feel like the supplier‟s representative is our friend 

Sirdeshmukh et al 2002 

Has practices/policies that indicate respect for the customer 

Favours the customer‟s best interests 

Acts as if the customer is always right 

Mayer and Davis 1999 

Top management is very concerned about my welfare 

My needs and desires are very important to top management 

Top management would not knowingly do anything to hurt me 

Top management really looks out for what is important to me 

Top management will go out of its way to help me 

Tseng et al 2005 

Staff consider that the superior is aware of and willing to consider their needs and 

benefits 

The superior is capable of providing support and does not sacrifice staff‟s rights 

for personal gains 

 

The methods used to establish validity and reliability in each of these studies have 

been discussed in previous sections of this document.  Therefore, in this section the 

focus will be on the main results of this testing and not on the methods used.   

 

Discriminant validity was tested by each of the researchers, except for Tseng et al 

(2005), who did not report the use of any discriminant testing procedures or results.   

 

As previously noted, convergent validity was tested in each of these studies.  In each 

of the studies, it was found that the intercorrelations were high enough to support the 
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validity of the construct.  However, because of the robust findings found by each of 

the researchers, convergent validity is not an area that can be used to discern the most 

appropriate scale for use in this research.   

 

Similar to convergent validity, an assessment of content validity does not assist in 

differentiating between the scales.  As previously noted, each of the researchers 

attempted to establish content validity using similar methods.  Pre-tests were used to 

ensure that the items from each of the scales measured the intended construct.  

Sirdeshmukh et al (2002) used exploratory factor analysis to establish a three factor 

solution, indicating three factors of trustworthiness.  Sirdeshmukh et al (2002) 

reported no significant cross loadings, and that all items loaded onto their 

hypothesised constructs.  Mayer and Davis (1999) do not report tests of content 

validity.  Ganesan (1994) used pre-test interviews and initial testing of the 

questionnaire to examine content validity. 

 

Table 3.12:  Goodwill Trust Validity 

 

Scale Content/face Construct 

Ganesan 1994 Tested 
Convergent and 

discriminant 

Tseng et al 2005 Tested Convergent 

Mayer and Davis 1999 Not reported 
Convergent and 

discriminant 

Sirdeshmukh et al 2002 Tested 
Convergent and 

discriminant 

 

The next area to be examined is the reliability reported by the researchers.  In all four 

of the studies, Cronbach alphas were used to measure scale reliability.  The reliability 

scores for each of the studies were consistent with marketing literature norms and 

Hair et al‟s (2006) guidelines.  Mayer and Davis (1999) reported the highest Cronbach 

score of 0.96.  Ganesan (1994) reported an alpha of 0.90, while Tseng et al (2005) 

reported a slightly lower score of 0.89.  The lowest disclosed score was Sirdeshmukh 

et al (2002) with 0.70.  The Cronbach scores and other details are included in Table 

3.13. 
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Table 3.13:  Goodwill Trust Reliability 

 

Scale Context Cronbach Alpha 

Ganesan 1994 Retail, B2B 0.90,  

Mayer and Davis 1999 Management manufacturing  0.96 

Sirdeshmukh et al 2002 
Retail clothing and airline travel, 

B2B 
over 0.70 

Tseng et al 2005 Nursing 0.89 

 

 

In addition to the reliability and the validity of scales, the issue of context also 

impacts upon suitability of the scales for use in this research.  As previously noted, 

Ganesan (1994) conducted research on wholesale-retailer relationships and this is the 

most similar context to this research.  Therefore, it is the most appropriate scale when 

context is used as a selection criterion. 

 

 

Having reviewed reliability, validity and the context in which the studies were 

conducted, Ganesan (1994) has been chosen.  This decision is based around reliability 

and the previous usage of the scale.  Across these three criteria, Ganesan (1994) 

performed best overall.  For each of three measures of validity, it performed to an 

acceptable level, even if other scales may have performed better in some instances 

(e.g. Tseng et al (2005) for content validity).  Similarly, it performed well in terms of 

reliability even if other studies may have performed better (e.g. Mayer and Davis 

1999).  However, Ganesan (1994) had the context most similar to this research, and 

given the scale performed acceptably in terms of validity and reliability it has been 

selected for use in this research.   
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3.4.4:  Emotional Trust 

 

The final trust scale to select is for emotional trust.  As discussed in Chapter 2, 

emotional trust is a concept not widely examined in the relationship marketing 

literature.  Emotional trust refers to trust that is not based on sound reason.  Emotional 

trust is a construct that is frequently ignored in business research (Young and Albaum 

2002).  Therefore, the search for an appropriate scale was expanded to include the 

psychology and management literatures.   

 

There are three emotional trust scales that will be examined for use in this research.  

Each of the three studies evaluated emotional trust, together with a cognitive measure.  

Johnson-George and Swap (1982) included emotional trust, measuring emotional trust 

for males and females (separate scales) alongside a general cognitive trust measure to 

identify differences between the two bases of trust.  McAllister (1995) also measured 

affective trust, together with cognition based trust.  Thirdly, Morrow Hansen and 

Pearson (2004) assessed how both emotional and cognitive trust influenced general 

trust.  The items which constitute each of the three scales are listed in Table 3.14. 
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Table 3.14:  Emotional Trust Scales 

 

Johnson-George and Swap 1982:  Emotional Trust Factor 1 (male) 

If X unexpectedly laughed at something I did or said I would wonder if he/she was 

being critical and unkind ® 

I could talk freely to X and know that X would want to listen 

X would never intentionally misrepresent my point of view to others 

If X knew what kinds of things hurt my feelings, I would never worry that he/she 

would use them against me, even if our relationship changed 

I would be able to confide in X and know that he/she would listen 

If X didn‟t think that I had handled a situation very well, he/she would not criticize 

me in front of other people 

If I told X what things I worry about, he/she would not think my concerns were 

silly 

Johnson-George and Swap 1982:  Emotional Trust Factor 2 (Female) 

If X couldn‟t get together with me as we had planned, I would believe his/her 

excuse that something important had come up 

I could freely talk to X and know he/she would want to listen 

X would never intentionally misrepresent my point of view to others 

If X knew what kinds of things hurt my feelings, I would never worry that he/she 

would use them against me, even if our relationship changed 

I would be able to confide in X and know that he/she would not discuss my 

concerns with others 

I could expect X to tell me the truth 

McAllister 1995:  Affect Based Trust 

We have a sharing relationship.  We can both freely share our ideas, feelings and 

hopes 

I can freely talk to this individual about difficulties I am having at work and know 

that he/she will want to listen 

We would both feel a sense of loss if one of us was transferred and we could no 

longer work together 

If I share my problems with this person, I know he/she would respond 

constructively and caringly 

I would have to say that we have both made considerable emotional investments in 

our working relationship 

Morrow et al 2004:  Affective Reactions 

My  sense of intuition tells me that management can be trusted 

I have a hunch that I can trust management 

My instincts tell me that I can trust management 

I have a “gut feeling” that management is trustworthy 
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As with previous sections, the assessment of which emotional trust scale to use in this 

research will begin by considering discriminant validity.  Both Johnson-George and 

Swap (1982) and McAllister (1995) tested for discriminant validity; however, Morrow 

et al (2004) did not report any testing of discriminant validity.  This is somewhat 

surprising as Morrow et al (2004) used SEM for their analysis, and the testing of 

discriminant validity, using this approach, is relatively straightforward.  Johnson-

George and Swap (1982), however, did test discriminant validity, though not through 

confirmatory factor analysis via an SEM program, as these were not available for 

testing discriminant validity in 1982.  The researchers, instead, loaded their trust scale 

items with other researcher‟s love and liking items.  Subsequent factor analysis found 

that the loving and liking items did not load onto either the emotional or cognitive 

trust factors, providing evidence of discriminant validity.  Finally, McAllister (1995) 

used confirmatory factor analysis to demonstrate discriminant validity.  Initially, all 

latent constructs were correlated and the correlations between the constructs were 

individually assessed.  The correlations did not suggest that there were problems with 

discriminant validity.  In addition, the covariances between pairs of constructs were 

constrained and Chi-square tests used to test discriminant validity. 

 

Convergent validity is the next form of validity to be reviewed with respect to 

selecting an emotional trust scale.  In each of the studies, exploratory or confirmatory 

factor analysis was used.  However, none of the three researchers explicitly reported 

testing convergent validity.  Nonetheless, in each case factor scores and other 

statistics were reported that may provide some evidence of the presence of convergent 

validity.  Johnson-George and Swap (1982) reported factor loadings but again, the age 

of the study prohibited the reporting and testing of confirmatory factor analysis via 

software, which provides overall fit scores of the scale.  Therefore, we may conclude 

that they have not established convergent validity according to current standards.  In 

contrast, Morrow et al (2004) used confirmatory factor analysis and an adequate fit 

was reported, implying convergent validity.  The final study, McAllister (1995), also, 

used confirmatory factor analysis.  The lambdas reported indicated that convergent 

validity was present and model fits were indicative of convergent validity.   
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The final form of validity to be reviewed is content validity.  Johnson-George and 

Swap (1982) generated their own items to measure trust.  They developed 50 items, 

which measured trust situations and used 15 experts to cull the number of items.  

After this analysis, the scales were subjected to further pre-testing to further establish 

content and other forms of validity.  In developing their scale, McAllister (1995) first 

collected several existing measures of emotional trust, including the scale developed 

by Johnson-George and Swap (1982).  Eleven organisational behaviour scholars were 

then asked to classify the items into affect and cognition based items or to leave them 

out.  The pool of items was then tested using MBA students to enable further 

reduction of the set of items.  The third study by Morrow et al (2004) also developed 

further items for their scale.  They developed a list of terms synonymous with 

affective trust and added these items to a list developed from the literature.  They then 

used a panel of organisational theorists to refine the set of items.  Following this 

initial scale development, further pre-testing was conducted.  

 

Table 3.15:  Reliability and Validity 

 

Scale 
Sample and 

Response 
Content/face Construct 

Factor 

analysis 

Morrow et al 

2004 

2819, 683 

returned, 24% 

Similar to character 

emotional trust  

Convergent 

and 

discriminant 

CFA, 

EFA 

McAllister 

1995 

197, 80 returned 

41% of MBA. 

240, 194 

returned 81% of 

peers. 

Similar to faith and 

reciprocity principles 

Use of SEM 

suggests 

presence 

CFA, 

EFA 

Johnson-

George and 

Swap 1982 

180 male, 255 

female 

undergrad 

psychology 

students 

Broad coverage of 

various emotional 

trust notions 

Discriminant EFA 

 

Following this analysis of validity, the reliability of each of the emotional trust scales 

in now examined.  All three researchers used Cronbach alphas to test the reliability of 

their scales.  Johnson-George and Swap (1982) did not indicate the actual scores for 

their emotional trust scales for either males or females.  However, they did state that 

all factors achieved alphas of between 0.71 and 0.83.  This is somewhat lower than 
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other scales included in this research; however, it is within Hair‟s et al (2006) 

guidelines.  In contrast, McAllister‟s (1995) scale had an alpha of 0.89, while Morrow 

et al (2004) reported a higher Cronbach score again of 0.91.  Therefore, based on 

reliability of the scales, both Morrow et al (2004) and McAllister (1995) are 

appropriate scales for use in this research.  A summary of reliability scores is included 

in Table 3.16. 

 

Table 3.16:  Emotional Trust Reliability 

 

Scale Context Cronbach Alpha 

Morrow et al 2004 
Internal  

organisations   
0.91  

McAllister 1995 
Internal  

organisations   
0.89 

Johnson-George and 

Swap 1982 
Personal relationships From 0.71 to 0.83 

 

The context which the research was conducted in is also relevant to helping determine 

which scales are more appropriate.  McAllister (1995) looked at managers enrolled in 

an Electronic Masters of Business Management (EMBA) and asked them do nominate 

a business partner to form the unit of analysis.  The eventual unit of analysis was a 

triad, with the participant and two peers they had nominated used in the sample.  

Morrow et al (2004) looked at trust between members in agricultural cooperatives.  

Different again, was Johnson-George and Swap (1982), who examined trust with an 

undergraduate student sample.  Therefore, none of the studies under examination are 

paralleled with this research.  Hence, selecting an appropriate scale base on previous 

usage is not possible.  Related to context is how the scales have been previously used.  

With regards to previous usage, McAllister (1995) and Morrow et al (2004) used 

structural equation modelling as part of their analysis.  Johnson-George and Swap 

(1982), however, used different techniques, which are not relevant to this research.   

 

As noted earlier, the emotional trust construct includes the reciprocal and faith 

elements, both of which need to be measured.  However, none of the scales measure 

both faith and reciprocity.  Therefore, it is necessary to include two scales to fully 

measure emotional trust.  Overall, McAllister (1995) proved to be the most valid 

scale; it was the only scale that tested for discriminant validity using SEM, and a 
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strong case was made for content validity.  However, the scale only covers the 

reciprocal components of emotional trust.  To measure the faith component of 

emotional trust, Morrow et al (2004) is selected.  In selecting this scale, it is 

recognised that validity testing is limited.  Specifically, no evidence of discriminant 

validity was reported, but there is evidence of content and convergent validity.  In 

addition, as previously noted, Morrow et al (2004) was the most reliable of the scales, 

having the highest Cronbach score.  Moreover, there are no other more suitable scales 

available for measuring this construct.  Thus, both McAllister (1995) and Morrow et 

al (2004) will be used for this research.   

 

3.4.5:  Commitment 

 

Commitment is one of three constructs apart from trust included in the conceptual 

model that will be tested in this research.  It is a key component in relationship 

marketing, and measures of commitment have been used in many studies from both 

marketing and other disciplines.  In an attempt to minimise the number of 

commitment scales that could be reviewed in this section, only those from the 

relationship marketing field will be examined.   

 

Within the relationship marketing field, there are three scales that most studies either 

cite or use scales from.  Morgan and Hunt (1994) and Anderson and Weitz (1992) are 

two of the more commonly sited scales within the marketing literature.  An example 

of an extension is Smith (1998), who developed his scale from Anderson and Weitz 

(1992).  Morgan and Hunt (1994) and Smith (1998) used their commitment scales as 

part of a larger study, looking at many constructs within a relationship marketing 

setting; whereas, the study by Anderson and Weitz (1992) used commitment as the 

primary construct.   
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Table 3.17:  Commitment Scales 

 

Anderson and Weitz 1992 

This supplier defends us when others criticize us 

This suppliers has a strong sense of loyalty to us 

This supplier is continually on the lookout for a distributor to replace us 

This supplier expects us to be distributing their products for a long time 

If another distributor offered better sales effort, this supplier would certainly take 

them on, even if it meant dropping us 

This supplier is not very committed to us 

This supplier is quite willing to make a long-term investment in helping us 

This supplier sees our relationship as a long-term alliance 

This supplier is patient with us when we make mistakes that cause them trouble 

This supplier is willing to dedicate whatever people and resources it takes to grow 

our sales 

Morgan and Hunt 1994 

The relationship my firm has with my major supplier is something we are very 

committed to 

The relationship my firm has with my major supplier is something my firm intends 

to keep indefinitely 

The relationship my firm has with my major supplier deserves our firm‟s maximum 

effort to maintain 

Smith 1998 

I believe that we are both committed to this relationship 

I have a strong sense of loyalty to this supplier 

This rep is prepared to make short-term sacrifices to maintain our relationship 

I believe we both view our relationship as a long-term partnership 
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As with previous sections, discriminant validity is the first criterion to be examined to 

determine the most appropriate scale for this research.  The first two studies, 

Anderson and Weitz (1992) and Morgan and Hunt (1994), do not report any testing of 

discriminant validity.  This is despite using structural equation modelling.  Morgan 

and Hunt (1994) noted that they tested all measures for reliability and validity, but do 

not report on methods used to examine discriminant validity.  Anderson and Weitz 

(1992) „purify‟ the scales they used, but make no mention of discriminant validity 

testing.  In contrast to the other two studies, Smith (1998) used partial least squares to 

test discriminant validity.  This may not be the method recommended by Hair et al 

(2006), but is the only discriminant validity test reported in the three studies.  

Therefore, based on this assessment of discriminant validity, Smith (1998) is the more 

appropriate scale.   

 

The next area of analysis is convergent validity.  Convergent validity was again only 

explicitly tested by Anderson and Weitz (1992) and Smith (1998).  Both studies tested 

convergent validity through using exploratory factor analysis, which is less robust 

than confirmatory factor analysis as a method of testing convergent validity.  To test 

convergent validity Anderson and Weitz (1992) began by using exploratory factor 

analysis, where items that cross loaded or were ambiguous were removed.  Following 

this, principle components analysis was used and items with loadings of less than 0.4, 

or could be misinterpreted, were removed.  Smith (1998) also demonstrated 

convergent validity in a similar manner.  Convergent validity in Smith‟s (1998) 

research was demonstrated through examining average variance explained.  In all 

cases, the average variance explained was above the variance that was unexplained 

(0.50).  While Morgan and Hunt (1994) did not formally address convergent validity, 

the measurement models reported in their study do indicate that convergent validity 

has been found.  Hence, there is evidence that convergent validity is present in all 

three studies, although, again the evidence in support of convergent validity is only 

moderate.   
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Content is the final form of validity to be assessed, with respect to the commitment 

trust scales.  Anderson and Weitz (1992) developed their scales specifically for their 

research.  Concrete terms were given by key informants, and then field interviews 

were used to pre-test and refine the items.  In contrast, Morgan and Hunt (1994) 

developed pre-existing scales for their own research.  Similarly, Smith (1998) used 

Anderson and Weitz (1992) scale and developed it further to suit the context that was 

being used to test the conceptual model.   

 

The next area of assessment is the reliability of the scales.  In all three studies 

Cronbach scores are reported.  Anderson and Weitz‟s (1992) Cronbach alpha was 

over 0.92. This is higher, but similar in magnitude, to the alpha of Morgan and Hunt 

(1994), which was 0.89.  Smith (1998) attained a much lower, yet still acceptable, 

score of 0.72.  Therefore, with respect to reliability, it would appear that Anderson 

and Weitz (1992) and Morgan and Hunt (1994) are the most appropriate scales.   

 

The final area of analysis pertains to the previous use of the scale and the research 

context.  Morgan and Hunt (1994) used SEM and relationship marketing variables, 

such as trust.  Therefore, their previous usage is similar to this research context.  

Smith (1998) also used a number of relationship marketing constructs, which are 

again, similar to this research.  The focus of Anderson and Weitz (1992) was more 

based on commitment and its outcomes than the other two studies examined here, 

making it less comparative to this research.  Hence, Morgan and Hunt (1994) and 

Smith (1998) are the most similar to this research.   

 

Commitment was the first of the non-trust variables in the conceptual model to be 

analysed for scale selection.  In terms of validity, it is, again, difficult to distinguish 

between the scales.  Smith (1998) was the only researcher to test discriminant validity.  

However, the assessment of convergent and content validity was of little help in 

distinguishing between the scales.  In terms of reliability, Anderson and Weitz (1992) 

was the most reliable scale, with Morgan and Hunt (1994) having a marginally lower 

and Smith (1998) reporting a substantially lower reliability score.  Morgan and Hunt 

(1994) and Smith (1998) had the contexts most similar to this study.  After this 
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analysis, it would appear that Morgan and Hunt (1994) is the most appropriate scale 

for this research.   

 

3.4.6: Liking 

 

There are two main scales used to measure liking within the relationship marketing 

literature.  Doney and Cannon (1997) developed their own scale for measuring liking 

without reference to any previous scales, while Nicholsen, Compeau and Sethi (2001) 

developed theirs from existing scales.  Both studies have been used in relationship 

marketing studies, and both show high levels of reliability and validity.  Both scales 

have been included in structural equation models, where liking was one of several 

constructs used to predict relationship marketing outcomes.  The scale items for the 

two scales are included in Table 3.18.   

 

Table 3.18:  Liking Scales 

 

Nicholsen et al 2001 

Even without business ties I would choose to be around this supplier‟s rep 

I like my supplier‟s rep as much as other people that I know 

I enjoy being around this supplier‟s sales rep 

Doney and Cannon 1997 

This salesperson is friendly 

This salesperson is always nice to us 

This salesperson is someone we like to have around 

 

Discriminant validity is the first area of assessment in determining which scales to 

use.  Doney and Cannon (1997) were thorough in their testing of discriminant 

validity, but did not use the method recommended by Hair et al (2006).  They used 

three methods to test discriminant validity.  Firstly, they used exploratory factor 

analysis to ensure high loadings and low cross loadings; secondly, a 95% confidence 

interval was constructed around the estimates of correlations between the latent 

constructs; and, finally, confirmatory factor models were estimated, with correlations 

between the latent variables constrained to 1.0, and the models compared, using Chi-
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square tests, for significant differences.  This testing did produce evidence of 

discriminant validity, but, as noted, Doney and Cannon (1997), did not use the method 

recommended by Hair et al (2006) for testing discriminant validity
2
  In contrast to 

Doney and Cannon (1997), Nicholsen et al (2001) did use the method recommended 

by Hair et al (2006) for discriminant validity.  The CFA scores were compared to 

covariance structures to ensure that discriminant validity existed.  Thus, based on the 

methods used, Nicholsen et al (2001) have demonstrated a stronger case for the 

discriminant validity of their scale.  Although Doney and Cannon (1997) used three 

different methods of attaining discriminant validity, collectively, the methods were 

not as robust as the single method used by Nicholsen et al (2001).   

 

Convergent validity was also examined in the two studies.  Both tested convergent 

validity using CFA, showing that individual items loaded onto their hypothesised 

constructs.  Doney and Cannon (1997) also noted that EFA was used to demonstrate 

convergent validity.  The results from the exploratory factor analysis indicated that 

individual items loaded highly on their respective factors, with no high cross loadings.  

Hence, for the scales of both studies, there is evidence of convergent validity.   

 

Content validity is the final area of validity to be discussed.  Doney and Cannon 

(1997) developed their measures based on theory, and through interviews with 

practitioners.  Nicholsen et al (2001) also based their scale on pre-existing scale items, 

but included additional items and modified existing items to suit the research context.  

The items included in their scales were subjected to two pre-tests, in-depth interviews 

and review by several researchers.  Given this testing, it can be assumed that both 

researchers have provided evidence of content validity.  It is likely that the pre-testing 

and in-depth interviews would have ensured that face validity would have been tested.  

Thus, like convergent validity, content validity does not assist in distinguishing 

between the scales.   

 

The next area assessed to determine which scale is most appropriate is scale 

reliability.  Both researchers tested reliability, however they used different methods.  

Doney and Cannon (1997) used Cronbach alphas, while Nicholsen et al (2001) used a 

                                                 
2
Doney and Cannon (1997) also indicated that they had issues with discriminant validity, although, the 

liking construct was not involved. 
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method recommended by Fornell (1981).  The results from both studies indicate 

reliability in their liking scales.  The Cronbach alphas which Doney and Cannon‟s 

(1997) used are more widely reported throughout the literature.  However, 

Nicholsen‟s et al (2001) method is also recommended.  Therefore, an assessment of 

reliability also does not provide grounds to choose between the scales.   

 

The final area of examination relates to the research context.  Both studies used 

structural equation modelling.  Both studies also examined supplier relationships.  

Doney and Cannon (1997) focused on buyer-seller relationships and Nicholsen et al 

(2001) examined channel relationships.  Hence, there are, again, little grounds to 

differentiate between the two scales based on the research context.   

 

Thus, overall, there is little to differentiate between the scales in terms of validity, 

reliability or research context.  Nicholsen et al (2001) is marginally better in terms of 

discriminant validity.  Therefore, Nicholsen et al (2001) is selected to be used in this 

research based on superior testing of discriminant validity.   

 

3.4.7:  Effective Communication 

  

Effective communication is the final relationship marketing construct to be discussed.  

Effective communication involves assessing the interpersonal communications 

between the two individuals in a relationship.  There are several scales available to 

measure effective communication.  Three prominent relationship marketing studies 

that have developed communication scales are Morgan and Hunt (1994), Anderson 

and Weitz (1992) and Jonsson and Zineldin (2003).  These three scales will now be 

assessed to find the most appropriate scale for use in this research.  The items for each 

of the three scales have been included in Table 3.19.   

 

  



 133 

Table 3.19:  Communication Scales 

 

Morgan and Hunt 1994 

In our relationship my service provider keeps us informed of new developments 

In our relationship my service provider communicates well his/her expectations for 

our firm‟s performance 

Anderson and Weitz 1992 

We keep this distributor well informed about our products and what is going on in 

our company 

Our company and this distributor make it a point to keep each other well informed 

We hesitate to give this distributor too much information 

We are quite involved in the marketing and planning efforts of this distributor 

This distributor seeks our advice and counsel concerning their marketing effort 

This distributor is willing to let us see their weaknesses as well as their strengths 

Jonsson and Zineldin 2003 

The service provider keeps us advised of new developments 

The service provider advises us of delivery problems as soon as they arrive 

The service provider‟s people frequently visit our place of work  

The service provider devotes a lot of time getting to know our staff 

The service provider frequently discusses new opportunities with us 

The service provider gives us opportunities to participate in goal setting to enhance 

performance 

 

In assessing these scales, the first criterion examined to determine which scale will be 

used in this research is, again, discriminant validity.  As noted in Section 3.5.7 on 

commitment, neither Morgan and Hunt (1994) nor Anderson and Weitz (1992) 

described how they formally tested discriminant validity.  In contrast, Jonsson and 

Zineldin (2003) do articulate how they demonstrated discriminant validity.  While not 

using the nomenclature discriminant validity, they do argue that, through the use of 

factor analysis, construct validity was present.  Specifically, because the factor 

loadings were all above 0.50, Jonsson and Zineldin (2003) argued that homogeneous 

constructs were present.  However, exploratory factor analysis is not a robust method 

for testing discriminant validity, as noted by Hair et al (2006).  Therefore, it can be 

concluded that none of the researchers have conducted a comprehensive assessment of 

discriminant validity; though there is more evidence of discriminant validity in the 

study of Jonsson and Zineldin (2003) than in the other studies.   
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Convergent validity was, however, assessed by each of the three researchers.  Each of 

the researchers used factor analysis to test convergent validity.  Both Jonsson and 

Zineldin (2003) and Morgan and Hunt (1994) used confirmatory factor analysis, while 

Anderson and Weitz (1992) used a less robust exploratory factor analysis approach.  

As previously noted, Morgan and Hunt (1994) did not explicitly test for convergent 

validity.  However, implicit in the use of SEM is confirmatory factor analysis.  Hence, 

we can assume that Morgan and Hunt (1994) have demonstrated some level of 

convergent validity.  Jonsson and Zineldin (2003) also used exploratory factor 

analysis to demonstrate convergent validity.  Their exploratory factor analysis allowed 

them to ensure items were higher than 0.50, indicating that the items of each of the 

scales were closely related.  In terms of convergent validity, it appears that Jonsson 

and Zineldin (2003) is the most robust study.  While Morgan and Hunt (1994) used 

confirmatory factor analysis, their loadings are not reported, so it is hard to determine 

if they are better than Jonsson and Zineldin (2003).   

 

Content validity is the final area of validity to be examined.  The first scale to be 

discussed is Jonsson and Zineldin (2003).  Jonsson and Zineldin (2003) drew upon a 

communication scale used and developed by Anderson, Lodish and Weitz (1987).  

Jonsson and Zineldin (2003) translated the scale items to Swedish, but they did not 

conduct interviews or focus groups to check the face validity of the items in this scale.  

Morgan and Hunt (1994) also drew upon Anderson et al‟s (1987) previously used 

scale to develop the items for their scale.  Similar to Jonsson and Zineldin (2003), 

they did not conduct extensive pre-testing of the scale.  Basically, none of the three 

researchers conducted extensive content validity analysis.  Therefore, we can 

conclude that content validity has not been demonstrated by any of the three 

researchers examined here, which is a significant weakness of each of the three 

studies.  This may cause issues with the chosen scale for this research, when the 

statistical analysis is undertaken.   

 

Reliability is the next area examined to determine which scale will be selected for use 

in the conceptual model.  All three of the researchers reported results from reliability 

testing using Cronbach alpha.  Anderson and Weitz (1992) reported a Cronbach alpha 

score of 0.80 and Jonsson and Zineldin (2003) reported 0.86. Morgan and Hunt 

(1994) have reported Cronbach scores for some of the scales they used, but not all.  
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One that they have not reported is communication.  Therefore, based on this lack of 

reporting for the Morgan and Hunt (1994) scale and because it has the highest alpha, 

the weight of evidence suggests that Jonsson and Zineldin (2003) is the most reliable 

of the three scales examined.   

 

The criteria of previous usage or context also helps to distinguish between the scales 

for this research.  Jonsson and Zineldin (2003) and Morgan and Hunt (1994) used 

communication in conjunction with trust, while Anderson and Weitz (1992) did not.  

With respect to previously used methodologies, Morgan and Hunt (1994) used a 

SEM, while Jonsson and Zineldin (2003) used t-tests.  So it would appear that Morgan 

and Hunt (1994) and to a lesser extent Jonsson and Zineldin (2003) are both 

appropriate for inclusion in this research based on this criterion.   

 

In summary, the assessment of the three scales indicates that the scale developed by 

Jonsson and Zineldin (2003) performed better than the scales from the other two 

studies in terms of discriminant validity, and much better in terms of reliability.  

Regarding the other criteria, there is little to differentiate between the studies.  

Therefore, this makes Jonsson and Zineldin (2003) the most appropriate scale for this 

research.  However, it should be noted that the lack of effective testing of content 

validity for each of these scales is a concern, and is a limitation with using this scale.  

To a lesser degree, the lack of rigorous testing for discriminant and convergent 

validity is also a concern and limitation.   

 

3.4.8:  Dependent Variable 

 

In Chapter 2, a number of potential dependent variables that represent positive 

outcomes for firms from changes to the various constructs were discussed.  These 

outcomes include long-term orientation, financial gains via revenue and sales, conflict 

resolution as well as satisfaction.  It is apparent that there are several different 

outcomes from improved relationships.  Ideally, for this study, a scale will be 

identified that measures several of these outcomes.   
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Relationship Performance Outcomes 

 

One study that did develop and test a generalised performance scale was Morrow et al 

(2004).  The items in Morrow‟s et al (2004) scale are included in Table 3.  The items 

include two financial items and two items measuring general satisfaction with the 

partner.  There is evidence that the scale is reliable and valid.  The scale was tested for 

convergent, discriminant and content validity, as well as reliability.   

 

In addition to reliability and validity, Morrow‟s et al (2004) scale has been used in 

contexts similar to this research.  Specifically, performance was used as a dependent 

variable and the independent variables included cognitive and emotional trust.  

Therefore, the use of this scale can also be argued on grounds of previous use.  

However, it must be noted that the relationships examined by Morrow et al (2004) 

were conducted in a management environment rather than a relationship marketing 

environment, such as for this research.  Consequently, the scale items will need to be 

modified for use in a relationship marketing context. 

 

Table 3.20:  Performance Scale Items 

 

Morrow et al 2004 

My membership has resulted in increased profits 

My membership has resulted in increased sales revenue 

Overall, I am satisfied with the results of my membership 

Overall, I am getting what I bargained for when I joined this organisation 

 

3.5:  Survey Method 

 

There are different methods available, including mail, telephone, face-to-face, drop-

off pick-up, the internet and several hybrids such as phone-mail questionnaires.  Each 

has benefits and flaws and is preferable in different situations (Dillman and Christian 

2005).  The advantages and disadvantages of the survey administration techniques are 

listed in Table 3.21.   
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Table 3.21:  Comparison of Survey Techniques 

 

Criteria 

Drop-off 

and Pick-

up 

Mail 
Personal 

Administered 
Telephone Internet 

Cost High Low High Moderate Low 

Speed of data 

collection 
Medium Slow Medium Fast Fast 

Ability to 

reach 

respondents 

Low High Very low Medium Very high 

Length of 

questionnaire 
Long Long Long Medium Long 

Question 

complexity 

Simple to 

complex 

Simple to 

moderate 

Simple to 

complex 
Simple only 

Simple to 

moderate 

Respondent 

anonymity 

Not 

possible 
Possible Not possible Not possible Possible 

Interviewer 

bias 
None None High Medium None 

Need for 

interviewer 

supervision 

Yes No Yes Yes No 

Response 

rate 

Very 

high 
Low Very high Moderate moderate 

Adopted from:  Malhotra et al 2002 

 

One of the key criteria in determining which survey method to use is the context of 

the research.  The respondents in this research are business people from regional 

areas.  The ability to reach these people via telephone, email or mail is questionable.  

Obtaining sample frames is also an issue with these three approaches.  Therefore, an 

alternative approach is required to reach businesses in regional areas that are targeted. 

 

The length and complexity of the questionnaire also affects which survey method 

should be selected.  The length of the questionnaire in this research is around 16 

pages, which is relatively lengthy, and many of the questions are complex.  This 

suggests that a telephone survey should not be used.  Given the complexity of some of 

the questions, use of personal interviews, or the drop-off and pick-up approach, would 

be most appropriate, as indicated in Table 3.21.   

 

A final consideration, when selecting a survey approach, is the issue of response rates.  

In this research, it is important that a relatively high response rate is achieved so that 
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the relationship between constructs in the conceptual model can be accurately defined.  

A low response rate caused by self selection in the survey may result in a more 

homogenous sample, making the identification of these relationships more difficult.   

 

In summary, the most appropriate method of survey delivery is using in person 

interviews or drop-off and pick-up.  The length and complexity of the survey context 

and response rate requirements all indicate that one of these approach methods is the 

most suitable for this research.  Two other issues relevant to choosing between 

personal interviews and drop-off and pick-up are time and cost.  A relatively large 

sample is required for use in SEM, which would be both costly and time consuming to 

collect.  Therefore, given the resources available for this project, a drop-off and pick-

up method of delivery will be adopted.   

 

3.6:  Questionnaire Pre-testing 

 

The questionnaire was constructed to present the scales described earlier in this 

chapter.  Each of the scale items was included in a likert scale format to minimise 

respondents‟ cognitive burden. The questionnaire was developed using the principles 

of questionnaire design outlined by Dillman (1978).  A copy of the questionnaire is 

included in Appendix G   

 

Pre-testing is a necessary component of any research.  Pre-testing refers to testing the 

questionnaire being administered with a small sample of respondents to identify and 

eliminate potential problems (Malhotra et al 2002).  There are eight common reasons 

a questionnaire pre-test is conducted.  These include: determining whether there is 

variation within the target population, determining whether the meaning of the 

questions is clear, assessing task difficulty, gauging respondent interest with regards 

to the questions, checking the flow of the questionnaire, determining whether 

respondents skip specific questions, checking that the length of the questionnaire is 

appropriate and checking respondent‟s ability to maintain attention (Aaker, Kumar, 

Day and Lawley 2006).   

 

Interviews are generally conducted as the key investigative component of the 

questionnaire pre-test (Malhotra et al 2002).  Two common approaches used for pre 
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test interviews are verbal protocols and debriefing (Malhotra et al 2002).  Verbal 

protocols involve the respondent being asked to think aloud while undertaking the 

questionnaire.  Debriefing is where the respondent completes the questionnaire and 

explanations are then given by the respondent regarding how they answered each 

question.  Following this, the questionnaire is edited to address any issues raised 

(Malhotra et al 2002).  Both approaches give insights into the survey instrument.  The 

outcomes of interviews can also help with issues of content validity.   

 

In addition to qualitative interviews, pre-testing often involves collecting a small pilot 

test data set.  With this data set, a number of statistical applications are undertaken to 

check the validity and reliability of the data.  The initial conceptual model can be 

tested, and produce preliminary results.  One key outcome of pre-testing with SEM is 

factor analysis.  Both exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis can 

be run to ensure questionnaire design problems (e.g. critical scales not working) are 

not present.  Issues such as convergent validity can be addressed within the pre-test 

framework.   

 

3.6.1:  Questionnaire Pre-test 

 

The questionnaire pre-test involved two phases of testing.  Firstly, the questionnaire 

was presented to a panel of seven academics and post-graduate students who 

examined and discussed the instrument. Secondly, the questionnaire was the subject 

of respondent interviews.  Six respondents were given the questionnaire and asked to 

provide commentary as they answered the questions, thus making use of verbal 

protocols.   

 

The pre-testing of the questionnaire provided some insight regarding several errors 

with the questionnaire instrument.  Some items were not fully comprehendible, so 

minor amendments where made.  The interviewees were asked to classify what each 

item was measuring, and, although not perfect, the respondent‟s answers did indicate 

that most items were measuring the construct to which they were intended.   
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3.6.2:  Pilot Test 

 

The questionnaire was pilot tested in Bathurst during May 2006.  The items used to 

measure the constructs were also tested to ensure reliability and validity, and to 

identify whether these constructs were able to explain changes in the dependent 

variable.  A total of 182 businesses were surveyed to examine various issues that 

impact on the success of the research.  One aim was to test the effectiveness of the 

drop-off and pick-up administration technique.  The readability and format of the 

questionnaire were also assessed to enable the making of necessary changes before 

undertaking the data collection.   

3.7:  Sampling 

 

Having discussed the delivery method of the survey, and pretesting the next area to be 

examined is sampling.  The approach that will be used is stratified sampling method, 

which is a probability based sampling approach.   

 

3.7.1:  Approaches for Sampling 

 

There are two main approaches to sampling: probability and non-probability 

sampling.  In a probability sample, each element in the population has an equal 

chance of being selected.  Probability sampling is used when the goal of the research 

is empirical generalisation with the support of quantitative analysis (Tabachnick and 

Fidell 2007).  Therefore, due to the nature of the research, which involves 

quantitatively testing a conceptual model, a probability sample is required.  The main 

probability sampling methods are described in Table 3.22.  For this study stratified 

sampling has been chosen because of its ability to ensure that different strata are 

proportionately sampled.   
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Table 3.22:  Sampling Techniques Available 

 

Probability Sampling 

Simple random 

sampling (SRS) 

Every element is selected independently of every other 

element and the sample is drawn by a random 

procedure from a sampling frame 

Stratified sampling 

A multi-step process that involves partitioning the 

population into subpopulations, or strata elements.  

The sample size for each of the strata is then 

determined according to whether proportionate or 

disproportionate sampling is being used.  Respondents 

are then selected from each of the strata using a 

probabilistic approach. 

Systematic sampling 

Chosen by selecting a random starting point and then 

picking every ith element in succession from the 

sampling frame 

Cluster sampling 

Two step process: first the target population is divided 

into mutually exclusive groups called clusters, second, 

a random sample of clusters is selected based on 

probability sampling technique such as (SRS).  A fixed 

number of respondents is then selected from each 

cluster 

Adopted from: Malhotra et al. 2002; Aaker et al. 2006   

 

3.7.2:  Steps in Selecting the Sample 

 

In selecting a sample, there are a number of sub processes or phases that need to be 

followed to ensure that a representative sample is collected.  Aaker et al (2006) 

detailed a seven step approach, while Malhotra et al (2002) proposed a five step 

approach.  Both approaches effectively contain the same steps, so Malhotra et al‟s 

(2002) is listed below.  Given the relatively complicated nature of applying these 

steps in this research context, each is described in detail below.   
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Define the target population 

Determine the sampling frame 

Select sampling techniques 

Execute the sampling process 

Determine sample size 

Figure 3.2:  Sample Design Process 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Malhotra et al 2002 

 

Target Population Definition 

 

The sampling process is followed to gain information about a population.  Therefore, 

the first stage of sampling is to identify the population accurately (Aaker et al 2006).  

The target population is the collective group of elements (respondents) or objects that 

the researcher seeks information on (Malhotra et al 2002)  

 

The research objective in this thesis is to understand the changing role of trust in 

business-to-business relationships in a regional context.  More specifically, the 

research is geographically focused on New South Wales regional centres.  Therefore, 

businesses conducting a relationship with another organisation will be targeted, and 

these will be sought from regional areas in New South Wales.   
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Determining the Sample Frame 

 

A sampling frame is a representation of the elements of the target population 

(Malhotra et al 2002).  Usually, the sampling frame is a list of population members 

used to obtain a sample (Aaker et al 2006).  Examples of sampling frames include 

mailing lists, phone books, commercially purchased lists, subscribers and college 

students (Aaker et al 2006; Malhotra et al 2002).   

 

One issue when selecting a sample is being able to find a list to match the target 

population (Malhotra et al 2002).  For many specialised research projects, no suitable 

list may exist (Aaker et al 2006).  For small businesses in regional areas, lists from 

Chambers of Commerce and council directories are often incomplete and, often, they 

are not up to date.  Furthermore, council directories may not be available because of 

confidentiality issues.  For these reasons, the use of pre-existing lists is considered to 

be unsuitable for this research.  Instead, a sampling procedure which does not require 

the use of pre-existing lists will be utilised, that is the drop-off and pick-up method. 

 

Sampling Procedure:  Stratified Random Sampling 

 

As noted above, the sampling procedure to be used is stratified random sampling.  

Stratified sampling is a probability sampling technique that divides the population into 

subpopulations and then selects each element at random (Malhotra et al 2002).  There 

are four types of stratified sampling including: proportional, directly proportional, 

inversely proportional and disproportional (Aaker et al 2006).  A key aspect of 

stratified sampling is that the sample elements are sampled probabilistically, 

differentiating it from quota sampling (Malhotra et al 2002).  The aim of stratified 

sampling is to increase or maintain accuracy, while keeping costs under control.   

 

Various elements can be used to break up a population into subgroups (Aaker et al 

2006).  Natural subgroups can be used: these are subgroups which present themselves 

within the population (Aaker et al 2006).   



 144 

 

After the breakdown of population into subgroups, the next step is to select 

proportionate or disproportionate sampling (Malhotra et al 2002).  Proportional 

stratified sampling is where the number of sampling units is proportionate to the 

number in the population (Aaker et al 2006).  This approach will be used in the study.  

Disproportionate sampling is used if particular strata are small and additional 

sampling is required to make accurate estimates for those strata, or certain strata are 

much more heterogeneous.   

 

3.7.2.1:  Strata One:  Small Businesses 

 

The target population for this study is small businesses in regional NSW.  The 

definition of small businesses used in this research follows from the NSW State 

Government‟s definition of a small business.  The main determinants of a small 

business are the number of employees and ownership structure.  The small business 

guidelines from the NSW Government website are as follows:  

 

Small businesses are businesses in the private sector which employ 

less than 20 people.  Nearly half do not employ other people.  They 

are in all industries, but agricultural businesses are not normally 

included in small business statistics. 

Small businesses are generally considered to have the following 

characteristics: 

 they are independently owned and operated; 

 they are closely controlled by owners/managers; 

 decision-making is principally done by the owners/managers; 

 the owners/managers contribute most if not all of the operating capital. 

(Source:  

http://www.smallbiz.nsw.gov.au/smallbusiness/Resources/Small+Business+Statistics, 

accessed 01 March 2005).   

 

http://www.smallbiz.nsw.gov.au/smallbusiness/Resources/Small+Business+Statistics
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The primary requirement according to this definition is the employment of fewer than 

20 people.  This requirement is used to select small businesses for this research.   

 

3.7.2.2:  Strata Two:  Regional Town Population 

 

The second strata involves selecting towns in regional NSW according to population.  

The 2001 Census data (most current at the time of sampling) was used.  Using these 

figures, five population categories was developed.  Centres were divided into 

categories of less than 10,000 people, 10,000 to 20,000, 20,000 to 30,000, 30,000 to 

40,000 and 40,000 plus.  To achieve proportionate representation, towns from each of 

these categories were sampled.  The number of small businesses to be sampled from 

towns in each strata will be proportionate to the size of the population in the strata.   

 

Table 3.23 shows the second strata based on population..  The percentage of the total 

population is calculated which will determine the proportion of the sample that needs 

to be collected from a town of this size.  Thus, the larger towns represent a higher 

proportion of the regional NSW population, so a higher number of respondents will be 

sampled in this strata.   

 

Table 3.23:  Town Populations 

 

Town Size Total People Percentage of Total 

Less than 10,000 44921 5.65 

10,000 to 20,000 151643 19.08 

20,000 to 30,000 139428 17.55 

30,000 to 40,000 169414 21.32 

40,000 plus 289179 36.39 

 794585 100 
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3.7.2.3:  Strata Three:  Regional NSW 

 

Having determined the type of businesses to be targeted through the NSW 

Government guidelines, regional maps (which include zoning areas) will be used to 

identify trade areas.  These maps will identify business and residential areas within 

towns.  From here the rural businesses can be identified and approached.   

 

The target population can be broken down into geographical sampling units.  Within 

the regional centres identified, certain areas will be targeted.  The CBD areas, as well 

as industrial areas, will be the focus of this study.  Regional council zoning areas will 

be used to help identify the areas to be sampled.   

 

3.7.3:  Structural Equation Modelling Sampling 

 

SEM generally requires large sample sizes relative to other multivariate techniques 

(Hair et al 2006; Tabachnick and Fidell 2007).  Both parameter estimates and Chi-

square tests are sensitive to small samples (Tabachnick and Fidell 2007).  Hence, 

SEM, like factor analysis, requires a large sample size, as the sample size provides the 

basis for estimation of sampling error (Hair et al 2006).  Therefore, the size of the 

sample is critical to gaining robust results.   

 

Hair et al (2006) states five key considerations when estimating a sample size for a 

SEM.  They are: multivariate distribution of the data, estimation technique, model 

complexity, amount of missing data and the amount of average error variance among 

the reflective indicators.  Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) however, consider the number 

of people per estimate a more meaningful indicator of sample size required.  They 

suggest that around 10 responses for every parameter estimated is an acceptable 

number.   
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3.8: Analysis:  Structural Equation Modelling 

 

The main method of data analysis to be used is Structural Equation Modelling (SEM).  

SEM is a statistical approach that tests hypotheses about relations among observed 

and latent variables (Hoyle 1995).  There are two main components of SEM: 

confirmatory factor analysis which is the initial tool used in SEM, followed by causal 

path analysis.  The methods are combined to test the model proposed in Chapter 2.  

Confirmatory factor analysis is generally described as the measurement model; while 

the path analysis is considered to be the structural model.  The discussion of SEM will 

outline the measurement model and the procedures that are conducted within the 

measurement model phase.  Then, the discussion will move to focus on the structural 

model.  Following this, the final SEM procedure of multigroup analysis that is used to 

compare SEM models will be outlined.  However, first a brief introduction of the 

technique is provided.   

 

3.8.1:  SEM Background   

 

SEM is a family of statistical models that try to explain relationships among multiple 

variables (Hair et al 2006).  SEM uses diagrams to hypothesise relationships and then 

tests those hypothesis using specific data analysis techniques (Kline 2005).  As noted 

above, the core SEM analysis techniques are confirmatory factor analysis and path 

analysis (Kline 2005).  This analysis demonstrates the relationships between all of the 

latent and measured constructs (Hair et al 2006).  SEM has three characteristics: (1) 

estimation of multiple and interrelated dependence relationships, (2) an ability to 

represent unobserved constructs in these relationships with a calculated error, and (3) 

defining of the model to explain the relationships between the covariates and 

dependent variables (Hair et al 2006).   

 

Model specification is a starting point for SEM.  Specification is the exercise of 

formally stating the model that will be estimated (Hoyle 1995).  The researcher draws 

on experience, existing theory and the research objectives to determine which 

independent variables will predict each dependent variable (Hoyle 1995).  The model 
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states the relationship between independent and dependent variables, some of which 

may change in status from one to the other across different relationships within the 

model (Hair et al 2006).   

 

SEM contains two components, the measurement and structural model.  The 

measurement model or confirmatory factor analysis is estimated prior to the structural 

model.  The two different models are highlighted in Diagram 3.3, where the shaded 

part represents the structural model.  The measurement models included are trust, 

commitment and performance (as examples only).    

 

Figure 3.3:  Measurement and Structural Models 

 

 

 

 

3.8.2:  Measurement Model 

 

The measurement model is the part of the overall model where latent variables are 

specified (Hoyle 1995).  Latent or unobserved variables are implied by their 

correlation with two or more indicators, which they are uniquely associated with 

(Hoyle 1995).  This is where the correspondence between measured and latent 

variables is established (Hair et al 2006).  The measurement model allows a 

researcher the ability to use any number of indicators for a dependent or independent 

construct and determine their reliability (Hair et al 2006).   

 

Measurement models are made up of latent (or unobserved) variables, as well as 

measured variables (also known as manifest, indicator or observed variables).  A 
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latent construct is a variable that cannot be measured directly; however, the construct 

can be measured by indicators (Hair et al 2006).  Latent variables generally represent 

abstract or theoretical constructs (Rossiter 2002).  The benefit of using latent 

constructs is that theoretical constructs can be accurately represented and measured 

(Hair et al 2006).   

 

In contrast, measured variables are the values for a specific scale item or question.  

These can be attained from respondents via a questionnaire or through observation 

(Hair et al 2006).  Measured variables are used as indicators of latent constructs (Hair 

et al 2006), and, more specifically, are the scale items which are used to measure a 

latent variable. 

 

Confirmatory factor analysis is generally used to ensure the measurement model 

works, demonstrating that variables links with each of their items (Hair et al 2006: 

Hoyle 1995).  Confirmatory factor analysis is a way of testing how well measured 

variables (e.g. scale items) represent a smaller number of constructs (Hair et al 2006).  

confirmatory factor analysis is a confirmatory test of measurements, where the items 

which represent a construct are tested, to ensure accurate measurement of the 

construct (Hair et al 2006).   

 

There are two types of measurement models, the key factor model and the composite 

latent variable models (Jarvis, Mackenzie, Scott, Podsakoff and Phillip 2003).  They 

differ based on the indicators used, depending on whether reflective or formative 

indicters are used (Rossiter 2002; Hair et al 2006).  SEM allows researchers to 

distinguish between formative and reflective-based constructs (Hair et al 2006).   

 

The most commonly used latent variable measurement model is the principle 

component factor model, where covariation amongst the measures is caused by and 

reflects the underlying latent factor (Jarvis et al 2003).  Reflective indicators of the 

construct should be internally consistent, as they are all potentially equal and valid 

measures of the construct (Hair et al 2006; Jarvis et al 2003).  This type of 

measurement model is typically used for attitudes, personality, and behavioural 

intentions (Jarvis et al 2003).  Reflective indicators are more common in social 

science research (Hair et al 2006).   
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The second measurement model, the composite latent variable model, is used when 

changes in the measurement items can result in changes of the underlying construct 

(Jarvis et al 2003).  Hence, the models measures are referred to as causal or formative 

indicators.  In terms of composite latent models, the direction of causality flows from 

the indicators to the latent construct, where the indicators as a group determine the 

empirical and conceptual meaning of the construct (Jarvis et al 2003).  This means 

that the indicators cause the construct (Hair et al 2006).  As opposed to reflective 

indicators, formative indicators are not highly correlated and in some cases are even 

mutually exclusive; therefore, internal consistency is not a useful validation criterion 

(Hair et al 2006).  Formative items are generally used in areas where cause and effects 

are being tested, such as the relationship between smoking and cancer.   

 

Measurement Model Testing 

 

When testing the measurement model there are several statistical functions that need 

to be tested when developing measurement models.  Reliability analysis, convergent 

validity and discriminant validity are all performed during the measurement model 

phase.  The following section indicates how each of these statistical functions are to 

be tested.   

 

Reliability Analysis 

 

One of the underlying assumptions of SEM is that each of the variables in the model 

is reliable (Tabachnick and Fidell 2007).  In the measurement model, reliability is the 

degree to which a set of indicators of a latent construct are internally consistent in 

their measurement (Hair et al 2006).  The indicators of a highly reliable construct are 

highly interrelated, indicating that they all measure the same thing (Hair et al 2006).   

 

As noted in Section 3.3.1 scale selection and evaluation testing for reliability is 

generally conducted by testing a scale‟s Cronbach alpha.  That is, each construct used 

is tested to examine if the Cronbach alpha score indicates that the scale items all 

measure the same thing.  This is done in the measurement model phase, using the 
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SPSS data package.  Hair et al (2006) noted that reliability is a necessary, but not a 

sufficient, condition for validity, and that a Cronbach score should be over 0.70.   

 

Validity 

 

As noted in Section 3.3.1, construct validity has several distinct components, 

including discriminant, convergent and content validity (Hair et al 2006).  

Discriminant, convergent and content validity are all tested at the measurement model 

phase.  The next section briefly describes the ways these aspects of validity can be 

tested.   

 

Discriminant Validity 

 

As previously described, discriminant validity is the extent that a construct is truly 

distinct from other constructs (Hair et al 2006).  There are a few techniques available 

to measure discriminant validity.  In the scale selection section a few of the techniques 

were described, including Chi-square testing, measurement model comparisons and 

the use of the correlation between the constructs.   

 

Hair et al (2006) recommends two methods of testing discriminant validity and notes 

that one of these is more rigorous.  The first method of testing discriminant validity 

involves specifying (fixing) the correlation between any two constructs as equal to 

one (Hair et al 2006).  This is the Chi-square test referred to previously.  If the fit for 

the two construct model is not significantly better than for the one construct model, 

then discriminant validity is not demonstrated (Hair et al 2006).  The second and more 

robust method involves comparing the variance-extracted percentages for any two 

constructs with the square of the correlation estimate between the two constructs (Hair 

et al 2006).  The variance extracted estimates should be larger than the square 

correlation estimate, indicating that discriminant validity is present (Hair et al 2006).   
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Convergent Validity 

 

Convergent validity refers to the extent which indicators of a specific construct 

converge or share a high proportion of common value (Hair et al 2006).  Jarvis, et al 

(2003) summarise arguments about why convergent validity is essential, stating that it 

must be tested before the structural model is tested.  Within SEM, the measurement 

model amongst other things relies on the convergent validity of a construct.  The 

structural model also places importance on convergent validity as the constructs are 

linked together (Jarvis et al 2003).   

 

Again, two methods are available to measure convergent validity, with both utilising 

confirmatory factor analysis to test for convergence.  The first method uses the size of 

the factor loadings; larger factor loadings indicate convergent validity (Hair et al 

2006).  For the second method, the variance extracted is used.  The variance extracted 

amongst a set of construct items is an indicator of convergence (Hair et al 2006).   

 

Content Validity 

 

Content validity should be established prior to any confirmatory factor analysis or 

exploratory factor analysis applications and testing (Hair et al 2006).  When using 

previously developed scales, researchers must be careful to examine the items.  

Specifically, content validity is investigated to ensure that the context of some items 

does not overlap with items from other scales (Hair et al 2006).  When items are 

drawn from a number of studies, often face or content validity becomes an issue (Hair 

et al 2006).  The assessment of content validity is intended to ensure that the items 

within a scale match the conceptual definition of the scale (Hair et al 2006).   

 

Content validity is subjectively tested via expert judges, pre-tests with multiple sub-

populations and other means such as focus groups and respondent interviews (Hair et 

al 2006).  As discussed in Section 3.6 this research will use interviews with experts to 

ensure theoretical alignment.   
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3.8.3:  Structural Model 

 

The structural model is the component of the overall model that prescribes 

relationships between the latent and observed variables that are not indicators of other 

latent variables (Hoyle 1995).  The structural model uses significant correlations to 

estimate the relationships between variables (Kline 2005).  The researcher draws upon 

theory or experience to hypothesise if a relationship exists or not and draws the 

hypothesised relationship (Kline 2005; Hair et al 2006).  This type of modelling is 

also described as path analysis, where the relationships or paths between latent 

variables are specified (Kline 2005).  The structural model is the shaded component of 

Diagram 3.2.   

 

Within the measurement model, there are exogenous and endogenous constructs.  This 

is determined by the roll that the construct plays within the final structural model.  

Exogenous variables are the latent, multi-item equivalent of independent variables in 

regression analysis (Hair et al 2006).  They are determined by factors outside of the 

model, meaning they are not explained by other variables within the model (Hair et al 

2006).  In contrast, endogenous variables are the latent multi-item equivalent to 

dependent variables (Hair et al 2006).  These constructs are theoretically determined 

by other factors within the model.   

 

3.8.4:  Relationship Types 

 

There are three types of relationships between constructs in a SEM.  The three are: 

dependence relationships, correlation (covariance) relationships (Hair et al 2006) and 

mediating relationships (Wood, Goodman, Beckmann and Cook 2008).   

 

A dependence relationship is where one construct is dependent on another from 

within the model (Hair et al 2006).  This is depicted by a single headed arrow which 

flows from the antecedent, or independent variable, to the subsequent or dependent 

variable, as shown in Diagram 3.3 (Hair et al 2006).  Furthermore, the outcome 

determines if a variable is exogenous or endogenous.  The dependent variables, where 
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the arrow is pointed, are endogenous variables.  The arrows emanate from exogenous 

variables, assuming that they are not explained by other exogenous variables (Hair et 

al 2006).   

 

Correlation or covariance relationships differ as they only involve exogenous 

variables.  A covariant relationship occurs when the researcher believes that two 

exogenous constructs are related; however, one or both of the constructs are not 

dependent on the other (Hair et al 2006).  The relationship can only occur between 

exogenous variables, as any relationships with endogenous constructs are dependence 

relationships (Hair et al 2006).  

 

Figure 3.4:  Dependence and Correlational Relationships 

 

 

As demonstrated in Diagram 3.4, there are two different types of relationships.  The 

key determinant of whether a variable is endogenous or exogenous is existing theory 

(Hair et al 2006).  

The third relationship between variables is a mediated relationship.  A mediated 

relationship is where the effects of one variable on another can be explained by a third 

intervening variable (Wood et al 2008).  In general, mediating variables should be 

used when the covariate is a significant predictor of the mediator, and the mediator is 
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a significant predictor of the dependent variable (Baron and Kenny 1986).  This then 

allows analysis of the total effect of the covariate on the mediator and the dependent 

variable, rather than the direct effect of the covariate on the dependent variable (Wood 

et al 2008).  Hence, the combination provides a total effect of the covariate on the 

dependent variable, rather than a measure of two direct effects.  

 

When using total effects it is important to examine the significance of the total effect, 

not just the direct effect.  This is done by dividing the product of the coefficients by 

the standard error and computing a z-score (Goodman 1960).  This will indicate the 

significance of the effect of the covariate on the dependent variable.        

 

3.8.5:  Structural Equation Modelling Steps 

 

A Structural Equation Modelling process generally consists of five to six steps.  

Authors such as Kline (2005) offer six, while Schumacher and Lomax (2004) use five.  

Despite this disagreement, most of the stages are the same; the additional step is 

generally related to communication and reporting of the model.  The six steps of SEM 

are: (1) model specification, (2) model identification, (3) model estimation, (4) model 

testing, (5) model modification or respecifying and (6) reporting.  Each of these is 

now described. 

 

Model Specification 

 

Model specification involves using all relevant available information, theory and 

research to develop a theoretical model (Schumacker and Lomax 2004).  The model is 

generally a diagrammatic representation of what the researcher is trying to test (Kline 

2005).  Alternatively, the theoretical relationships may be described as a series of 

equations (Kline 2005).  Every relationship and parameter of interest to the researcher 

is identified for testing (Schumacker and Lomax 2004).  The parameters correspond to 

the proposed or presumed relationships among observed and latent variables (Kline 

2005).  
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Model Identification 

 

The second step in SEM is model identification.  Each parameter must be identified as 

a free, fixed or constrained parameter (Schumacker and Lomax 2004).  A model is 

then identified if based on the sample collected and the theoretical model; unique 

estimates can be derived for each parameter (Kline 2005; Schumacker and Lomax 

2004; Hoyle 1995).  

 

Model Estimation or Analysis 

 

This step typically involves the use of software to conduct analysis and derive 

estimates of each of the model‟s parameters (Klein 2004; Schumacker and Lomax 

2004).  Estimation and interpretation of relationships between variables is referred to 

as path analysis (Hair et al 2006).  Regression based techniques are used to conduct 

initial path analysis and check parameters (Kline 2005).  Several statistical packages 

are available for this estimation process, including AMOS, EQS and LISREL.  They 

are all effective and accepted estimation tools for SEM.  AMOS is used for this 

research. 

 

Testing Model Fit 

 

One of the most important steps in SEM is testing the fit of the model.  Once the 

parameter estimates are obtained for a specified model, the researcher should 

determine how well the data fits the model (Schumacker and Lomax 2004).    This 

step involves calculating an estimated covariance matrix and then assessing the degree 

of fit to the observed covariance model (Hair et al 2006).  In short, it involves 

examining whether the data collected supports the proposed theoretical model 

(Schumacker and Lomax 2004). More often than not, the researchers initial models 

are not supported by the data collected (Kline 2005).  Statistics used for testing model 

fit are described in detail in the next section.   
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Model Modification and Respecification 

 

After evaluating the model‟s fit, the researcher may have to alter the initial 

specifications of the model (Kline 2005).  Altering a model is a controversial aspect of 

SEM, whereby the researcher conducts modifications to create a model which the data 

will support (Hoyle 1995).  The new model is then tested to examine if it fits better 

than the initial model the researcher proposed (Schumacker and Lomax 2004).  The 

controversy arises because of the possibility of modifying the model in a way that is 

not consistent with theory.  The implication is that researchers should be careful to 

only make modifications that can be justified by or are consistent with theory.   

 

Model Communication 

 

The final step in SEM is reporting the model and the findings.  The model should be 

diagrammatically presented and it should illustrate latent and observed variables, 

paths, covariates and errors (Hoyle 1995).  Original and final models after 

modification should also be presented (Hoyle 1995).   

 

3.8.6:  Structural Equation Modelling Statistics 

 

A SEM is generally analysed using three different types of statistics: goodness of fit 

indices, incremental fit indices and indices of model parsimony (Hair et al 2006).  The 

various measures for each will now be discussed. 

 

Goodness of Fit (GOF) 

 

The goodness-of-fit statistics indicate how well the specified model reproduces the 

covariance matrix among the indicator items (Holmes-Smith, Coote and Cunningham 

2005).  That is, whether the observed and estimated covariance matrices are similar 

(Hair et al 2006).  A goodness of fit measure therefore identifies whether the model 

suits the data collected.   
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Table 3.24: Goodness of Fit Indices  

 

Name Abbreviation 
Acceptabl

e Level 
Comments 

Chi-square χ
2

 P>0.05 

A statistical test indicating 

whether there is a difference 

between the observed and 

estimated covariances 

Normed Chi-

square 
χ

2
/ df 

1.0< χ
2
/ 

df<3.0 
Values close to 1 indicate good fit  

Goodness-of-fit 

and adjusted 

goodness of fit 

GFI and 

AGFI 

GFI and 

AGFI>0.9

5  

GFI-this is an overall model fit 

statistic.  In smaller samples this 

indicator is less reliable. 

 

AGFI-adjusts the GFI, by a df 

ratio to allow for the model‟s 

complexity 

Root mean-

square residual 
RMR 

RMR<0.0

5 

The difference between the 

estimated and standard errors.   

Root means 

square error of 

approximation 

RMSEA 

RMSEA<

0.05 or 

0.10 

More accurate for populations than 

samples.  Appropriate for 

confirmatory testing.   

 

The goodness of fit is the key measure for assessing the value of a model (Hair et al 

2006).  A better goodness of fit suggests that the theory is consistent with reality (Hair 

et al 2006).  That is, the structural model has been developed in theoretically 

appropriate ways and after testing, the theoretical model is shown to work in practice.  

However, there are some issues with several of these indicators.  Hair et al (2006) 

noted that the AGFI does not reward model complexity, while Tabachnick and Fidell 

(2007) stated that issues with sample size and the insensitivity of the Chi-square 

statistic make it unreliable.  Both Hair et al (2006) and Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) 

believe that the RMSEA is a good indicator when the Chi-square statistic becomes 

problematic.  However, Hair et al (2006) also comments that the score is less reliable 

with samples of less than 500 respondents.  For smaller samples, the Chi-square 

statistic divided by the degrees of freedom provides a more accurate measure of 

overall model fit than the RMR (Hair et al 2006; Tabachnick and Fidell 2007).  
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Incremental fit indices 

 

Incremental fit indices assess how well a specified model fits relative to an alternative 

base model (Holmes-Smith et al 2005; Hair et al 2006).  The common base model is a 

null model, where it is assumed that there is no covariance between the observed 

variables (Hair et al 2006).  The most commonly used fit indices are the normative fit 

index (NFI) and the comparative fit index (CFI) (Hair et al 2006)  The CFI was 

derived from the NFI, and is a better indicator; however, it is insensitive to model 

complexity (Hair et al 2006).  The Tucker Lewis index (TLI) and CFI in practice 

generally provide similar outputs and are conceptually similar (Hair et al 2006).  A 

derivative of the NFI and CFI is the incremental fit index (IFI).  The IFI is similar to 

the NFI, but allows for the degrees of freedom and is more sensitive to sample size 

(Byrne 2001).  Similar to the IFI is the relative fit index, which also allows for the 

degrees of freedom in a model (Blunch 2008).  It is a derivative of the NFI (Blunch 

2008).  Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) do not give preference to any fit indices, rather 

suggesting that their use was a matter of personal preference.  The incremental fit 

indices are described in Table 3.26.   

 

 

Table 3.25:  Incremental Fit Indices 

 

Name Abbreviation 
Acceptable 

level 
Comments 

Normed Fit 

Index  
NFI 0.85<1 

Ratio of differences between the 

fitted and null model 

Comparative 

Fit Index 
CFI 0.90>CFI>1 

Improved version of the NFI.  Most 

desirable incremental index.  

Insensitive to model complexity.  

Tucker-Lewis 

Index 
TLI TLI>1 

Can indicate model over-

specification, i.e. too many 

parameters have been used 

Incremental 

fit index 
IFI 

Around 

0.95 

 Is less sensitive to sample size and 

model complexity 

 

Relative fit 

index 
RFI 

Around 

0.95 

Is more sensitive than the NFI as it 

allows for degrees of freedom 
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Parsimony Fit Indices 

 

The third group of indices is designed to provide information about which model 

amongst a competing set of models is best, with respect to its fit and overall 

complexity (Hair et al 2006).  Parsimony fit is improved by a better fit or by 

decreasing the complexity of the model (Hair et al 2006).  A parsimony fit score is 

conceptually similar to an adjusted R-squared score (Hair et al 2006).   

 

Table 3.26:  Parsimony Fit Indices 

 

Name Abbreviation 
Acceptable 

level 
Comments 

Constant 

Akaike 
CAIC >2 

Smallest CAIC is the model that 

best fits or is most parsimonious 

Parsimony 

Goodness-of-

fit 

PGFI 0<PGFI<1 
Adjusts the GFI using the 

parsimony ratio.   

Parsimony 

Normative Fit 

Index 

PNFI 0<PNFI.<1 
Scores closer to one represent a 

better fit 

 

There is relatively little consensus in the literature about which of these parsimony fit 

indices are best.  Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) stated that the CAIC was a useful 

measure when comparing models that are not nested.  However, no reason is provided 

as to why this measure is preferred.  Further, it must be noted that all incremental fit 

indices are somewhat controversial.  Hair et al (2006) argued that the incremental 

indices are the least respected model fit statistics.  Therefore, when evaluating the 

modelling results in Chapter 4, these indices should be interpreted cautiously.   

 

3.8.7:  Multigroup Analysis 

 

Multigroup analysis involves testing for equivalence amongst groups; that is, 

identifying if the groups are the same or different (Hair et al 2006).  It involves testing 

the equivalence of both measurement and structural models.  Multigroup analysis can 

involve examining invariance across particular groups within a sample or the same 

group over multiple time periods (Byrne 2001).  However, researchers should not 
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proceed with multigroup analysis unless there is theoretical evidence to suggest that 

the groups need to be tested for invariance (Vandenbueg and Lance 2000).  The case 

for multigroup analysis is made in Chapter 2, with hypotheses relating to a change 

over the course of the lifecycle.  In the case of this research, the latter form of testing 

is being undertaken as we are testing if there is equivalence between the early and 

mature relationships in terms of the effect of trust on firm performance.   

 

Conducting multigroup analysis involves firstly constructing a full structural model, 

including both the measurement models and the structural paths (Byrne 2001).  Once 

the model has been developed, the measurement and structural models are run for 

each of the groups, and tests for differences amongst the groups are conducted (Byrne 

2001).  Hair et al (2006), Byrne (2001) and Kline (2005) all recommend testing the 

equivalence of both the structural and measurement models.  Testing of the 

measurement model may involve testing for equivalence amongst groups with respect 

to factor loadings (Byrne 2001; Kline 2005; Hair et al 2006) as well as the 

equivalence of latent factor means (Byrne 2001; Hair et al 2006).  The covariances 

and error terms of a measurement construct may also be assessed, but these are 

considered to be of lesser importance (Byrne 2001).  Multigroup analysis of the 

structural model involves testing of the equivalence of the structural regression paths 

(Byrne 2001; Kline 2005; Hair et al 2006).  Vandenberg and Lance (2000) 

recommend that a sequential approach be taken to testing of invariance.  Researchers 

should test invariance of all areas of a model including covariances, scale items, latent 

means and the full structural model (Vandenburg and Lance 2000).   

 

3.8.7.1:  Multigroup Analysis of Measurement Models:  Latent Factor Means and 

Factor Loadings 

 

Byrne (2001) and Hair et al (2006) both recommend several strategies for testing 

invariance of the measurement models.  Of greatest interest in this research is 

understanding whether there are differences in factor loadings in the measurement 

model across groups, and also whether the latent mean values of the constructs are 

invariant across the groups.  This testing indicates whether the contribution of the 

scale items to a latent construct changes, and whether the value of the construct (e.g. 
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the amount of contractual trust) changes across the groups.  There is confusion in the 

literature about whether it is necessary to test for differences in both factor loadings 

and latent means.  Kline (2005) advocates solely constraining of factor loadings to test 

for differences in the latent factors.  Similarly, Hair et al (2006 p 821) stated that 

testing factor loading equivalence should be enough to indicate cross validation or 

equivalence across measurement models.  However, Byrne (2001) argued strongly for 

the use of latent mean testing in addition to factor loading multigroup analysis.  She 

argued that it is little used more because of software application limitations than 

because of statistical rigour.   

 

Various tests for equivalence are recommended by both Hair et al (2006) and Byrne 

(2001).  Hair et al (2006) suggests several less rigorous methods as well as more 

statistically robust methods which use Chi-square testing.  These more statistically 

sound methods are consistent with Byrne (2001) and Kline (2005), who also advocate 

the use of constraints and Chi-square testing to identify differences between groups.   

 

Factor Loading Testing  

 

Conducting constrained multigroup testing of factor loading equivalence involves 

firstly estimating confirmatory factor analysis models using the data from each of the 

groups (Byrne 2001; Kline 2005; Hair et al 2006).  Then a number of constraints are 

applied and a Chi-square test is conducted.  If the Chi-square score exceeds the 

critical value, then the constraints have altered the model, worsening the model fit.  

This suggests there is a difference in the factor loadings between the groups being 

tested.  An insignificant Chi-square test result indicates that cross-validation is 

present, meaning that the factor loadings of the two groups are similar as the 

constraints imposed on the model have not decreased the model fit (Kline 2005).   

 

 

 

Latent Means Testing 
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The latent mean is the unobserved mean (of a construct) which results from the 

ratings given to items used to derive the latent construct as well as the factor loadings 

(Byrne 2001).   

 

It is appropriate to test for differences in latent means because this indicates whether 

the ratings given to two different groups are different.  As Byrne (2001) noted, simply 

testing for the equivalence of factor loadings does not adequately test the equivalence 

of latent means.  To test the latent mean, factor loadings must firstly be constrained to 

be equal across the groups and the models run for each group.  Next the latent mean is 

constrained and is compared to a freely estimated group where the latent means are 

not constrained to be equal.  The factor loadings are still constrained to be equal and a 

Chi-square test is used to indicate if there is a significant difference (Byrne 2001; Hair 

et al 2006).   

 

3.8.7.2:  Multigroup Analysis of Structural Regression Paths 

 

After conducting multigroup analysis on the measurement models, differences 

between the structural models can be tested next.  This is an extension of the 

multigroup analysis of the measurement models (Hair et al 2006).  Multigroup 

analysis of the structural model focuses on the similarities and differences between 

the structural regression paths, indicating differences in relationships between the 

covariates, and between the covariates and the dependent variable (Hair et al 2006).  

That is, structural path multigroup testing involves determining whether or not model 

parameters vary across groups (Kline 2005).  Similar to the testing with measurement 

models, for multigroup analysis of the structural model separate models are estimated 

for independent groups and then a joint model is estimated to test for significant 

differences between the groups (Byrne 2001).   

 

Again, the use of constraints is the most robust way of testing for differences between 

the groups (Kline 2005; Hair et al 2006).  Constraints are applied to the parameters, 

which are tested against the free model.  This is done for each of the structural paths 

within the model: they are constrained and compared to a free model.  The fit 

statistics are compared after the constraints are applied.  If the fit is significantly 
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worse, as indicated by Chi-square test results, then there is a difference between the 

groups.  If the model fit statistics indicate that the model is the same or better, then the 

groups are invariant (Hair et al 2006).   

 

As recommended by Kline (2005) and Byrne (2001), the equivalence of the full 

models will first be tested in this research.  This will involve testing a fully 

constrained model against a free model.  Subsequently each of the structural paths 

will be individually constrained to test for equivalence between the early and mature 

groups.   

 

3.9:  Conclusion 

 

This chapter contains the justification for the research paradigm to be adopted as part 

of investigating the conceptual model outlined in Chapter 2.  Realism was chosen as 

the most appropriate research paradigm to conduct this type of research.  The 

paradigm was selected based on the methodological, ontological and epistemological 

appropriateness to this research.   

 

The subsequent section of Chapter 3 addressed measurement scales.  This research 

includes a number of constructs, comprising the covariates and dependent variable.  

With each of the variables it is appropriate to use multi-item scales to measure the 

construct.  Scales were then selected from the existing literature to measure the 

constructs based on their previous usage, reliability and validity.   

 

Following the scale selection, the survey method was discussed.  The various methods 

of questionnaire administration were reviewed.  From the analysis, a drop-off and 

pick-up method was adopted to collect the data.  Drop-off and pick-up was deemed to 

be the most appropriate data collection procedure based on time, research needs, 

expense and the nature of the sample.   

 

The next area of analysis was questionnaire design, pre-testing and the pilot testing of 

the research instruments.  After designing the questionnaire it was tested to examine if 

it was effective and could be used for the larger research needs.  The results indicated 
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that the questionnaire was adequate and could be used for a larger sample to satisfy 

the requirements of the research question.   

 

Once the research instrument was designed and tested the next analysis focused on the 

sampling procedure.  After reviewing the probability techniques available, it became 

apparent that a stratified sample procedure would be the most appropriate.  The nature 

of the research and the specific requirements of a regional study were best suited to a 

stratified sampling procedure.  After the adoption of this method, the strata were 

identified.  The size of the sample was also noted, with around 300 responses required 

for adequate statistical analysis.   

 

The next section of Chapter 3 included the method of analysis to be used in this 

research, structural equation modelling.  Structural equation modelling contains two 

major components, the measurement and structural models.  The measurement model 

involved the individual variables, whilst the structural model tested the relationships 

between the covariates and the dependent variable.  At the measurement model stage, 

a number of statistical procedures are conducted to examine the reliability and validity 

of the constructs.  Following this, the structural model is tested.  A number of 

statistics are used to judge the appropriateness of a structural model.  Hence, a 

summary of each of the statistics to be used in this research was given.  This research 

examined the variables in two distinct stages.  To accommodate the testing of the two 

stage model, multi-group analysis was used.  The use of multigroup was the final 

topic of discussion in this section.   

 

The results from this analysis are presented in Chapter 4.   

  



 166 

 

Chapter 4 
 

4.1:  Introduction 

 

The purpose of this chapter is to present the findings that enable the answering of the 

research questions.  In order to answer the research questions the results from several 

statistical analyses will be presented.  Before doing so, the results from the 

quantitative pre-test will be presented and the sample described.   

 

As discussed in Chapter 3, pre-testing was conducted.  Pre-testing had two aims: to 

check the questionnaire and to provide an early assessment of whether the data 

collected in the questionnaire would produce models that could be used to answer the 

research questions.  The pre-test also involved an assessment of the reliability and 

validity of the individual scales.  The pre-test results were encouraging, and indicated 

for the most part that the scales were valid and reliable, and that the SEM models 

were likely to be robust.   

 

As noted in Chapter 3, following pre-testing the data collection process was 

undertaken.  A stratified sampling plan with geographic location and the size of the 

town or city population as the strata was used when selecting the sample.  While a 

high response rate was achieved for a survey of businesses, there were some 

challenges in meeting the exact proportions required for each of the strata, as will be 

discussed in Section 4.3.   

 

Having collected the data, the next step in the research involved analysing the data 

set.  This involved estimating both measurement and structural models for the early 

and mature stages of business relationships.  As with most SEM applications, 

measurement models (i.e. confirmatory factor analysis) were estimated for each 

construct measured in the research.  After estimating the measurement models, results 

from the testing of validity and reliability for each scale were reported.  Most of the 

measurement models proved to be both valid and reliable.  However, the scale for 
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communication proved to be problematic; hence it was not used for any further 

analysis.  After reporting the measurement models, the structural model is discussed.   

 

Estimating a structural model involves testing the relationships between the various 

constructs included in the conceptual model.  The primary objective of this section is 

to provide information to enable the research questions to be answered.  Three 

structural models were proposed.  The first model (direct) tested the covariates by 

directly linking them with the dependent variable.  The second structural model 

(indirect) linked the elements of trust indirectly to the dependent variable using liking 

and commitment as mediating variables; with liking mediating the emotional elements 

of trust, and commitment mediating the cognitive elements.  In the third proposed 

structural model (direct and indirect), the elements of trust had both direct links to the 

dependent variable and indirect mediated relationships.  These three models – the 

direct, indirect and combined direct and indirect models – were estimated for the early 

and mature parts of the relationship lifecycle.  The indirect structural model was 

adopted as the final model, as it yielded the best fit and parsimony results.  The choice 

of this model was also consistent with Occum‟s Razor, where the least complicated 

model that is statistically acceptable is the most appropriate.   

 

Once the final model was selected, it was tested for differences across the two time 

frames.  The multi-group analysis provided evidence demonstrating the differences 

between the early and mature phases of a business-to-business marketing relationship.   

 

 4.2:  Pilot Testing 

 

The first aim of the quantitative pilot analysis was to test the effectiveness of the 

sampling procedures.  Obtaining samples from businesses can be an especially 

difficult task; hence, as a prelude to collecting the final sample it was important to 

investigate if the data collection process would work.  The second objective was to 

ensure that the survey instrument would produce data that would enable the research 

questions to be answered.  Various initial statistical analyses were conducted.  This 

included exploratory factor analysis as a test of each construct‟s validity.  This was 

followed by the development of measurement models for each construct, as well as 
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the testing of convergent and discriminant validity.  Following the development and 

testing of measurement models, initial structural models were estimated for both the 

early and late stages of the relationship.   

 

4.2.1:  Pilot Sampling and Pre-test Analysis 

 

Sampling 

 

The Bathurst Regional Council area was used for the pilot testing.  The area fitted 

within the 20,000 to 30,000 people strata.  Overall, 182 surveys were handed to small 

businesses and 90 completed questionnaires were collected.  From the 90 

questionnaires collected, 15 had to be discarded due to item non-response or not 

meeting the survey criteria (e.g. not a small business).  In addition, some businesses 

did not want to participate in the survey (nine businesses).  Hence, a pilot survey 

response rate of 39% was achieved, which is a very good response rate in comparison 

to other business surveys.   

 

Exploratory Factor Analysis  

 

For this pilot data set, factor analysis was used to identify items which were failing to 

load onto the construct they are associated with, which can then be removed from the 

final questionnaire.  Table 4.1 includes the findings from the factor analyses for both 

the early and mature relationships.   

 

The results suggest that most scales are performing reasonably well.  Though, for 

some of the scales, there are problematic items.  For example, for the early stage 

relationship, contractual trust and communication have items with low communalities 

and factor loadings.   
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Table 4.1:  Pilot Exploratory Factor Analysis 

 

Early Phase Factor Analysis 

Construct and Item Communality 
Factor 

Loading 
KMO 

Barlett’s 
p-value 

Cronbach 
alpha 

Liking 

      

Even without business ties I would choose to be around this person 0.869 0.932 0.752 0.000 0.92 

I like my supplier’s rep as much as other people I know 0.880 0.938       

I enjoy being around this supplier’s rep 0.825 0.908       

            

Commitment 

      

The relationship that we have is something we are very committed to 0.830 0.911 0.692 0.000 0.84 

The relationship that we have is something my firm intends to keep indefinitely 0.783 0.885       

The relationship that we have deserves our firms maximum efforts to maintain 0.669 0.818       

            

Communication 

      

We attempt to get all issues and concerns immediately into the open 0.382 0.618 0.657 0.000 0.72 

We tell them our ideas and ask them for theirs 0.719 0.848       

We attempt to immediately work through our differences 0.517 0.717       

We always share our thoughts on the problem so we can work it through 0.734 0.493       

We lean towards discussion of problems 0.243 0.857       

            

Contractual 

This supplier’s rep has been frank in dealing with us 0.349 0.591 0.723 0.000 0.79 

This supplier’s rep does not make false claims 0.706 0.840       

Based on past experience, I can rely on supplier’s rep to keep promises 0.776 0.881       

Promises made by this supplier’s rep are reliable 0.737 0.858       
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Early Phase Factor Analysis 

Construct and Item Communality 
Factor 

Loading 
KMO 

Barlett’s 
p-value 

Cronbach 
alpha 

Competence 

      

I feel the supplier’s rep is very competent 0.830 0.911 0.697 0.000 0.75 

I feel this supplier’s rep is very dependable 0.775 0.880       

This supplier’s rep is very knowledgeable about their product/services 0.597 0.773       

The supplier’s rep has problems answering our questions 0.457 0.676       

            

Goodwill 

      

This supplier’s rep has made sacrifices for us in the past 0.596 0.772 0.717 0.000 0.77 

This supplier’s rep cares for us 0.554 0.744       

In times of shortages, this supplier has gone out on limb for us 0.559 0.747       

We feel like this supplier is our friend 0.680 0.824       

            

Faith 

      

We have a sharing relationship, we can freely share ideas, feelings and hopes 0.644 0.802 0.734 0.000 0.89 

I can talk about difficulties and they will freely listen 0.809 0.899       

We would both feel a sense of loss if we could no longer work together 0.664 0.815       

If I shared problems with them, they would respond constructively and caringly 0.890 0.944       

            

Feeling 

      

My instincts tell me I can trust them 0.838 0.916 0.801 0.000 0.95 

My intuition tells me that I can trust this person 0.919 0.959       

I have a hunch I can trust this person 0.810 0.900       

I have a gut feeling I can trust this person 
 

0.904 0.951       
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Mature Phase Factor Analysis 

Construct and Item Communality 
Factor 

Loading 
KMO Bartlett’s Cronbach 

Liking 

            

Even without business ties I would choose to be around this person 0.851 0.922 0.753 0.000 0.92 

I like my supplier’s rep as much as other people I know 0.860 0.927       

I enjoy being around this supplier’s rep 0.893 0.945       

            

Commitment 

            

The relationship that we have is something we are very committed to 0.879 0.938 0.692 0.000 0.84 

The relationship that we have deserves our firms maximum efforts to maintain 0.597 0.938       

The relationship that we have is something my firm intends to keep indefinitely 0.780 0.883       

            

Communication 

      

We attempt to get all issues and concerns immediately into the open 0.800 0.799 0.691 0.000 0.78 

We attempt to immediately work through our differences 0.850 0.740       

We lean towards discussion of problems 0.593 0.765       

We tell them our ideas and ask them for theirs 0.831 0.559       

We always share our thoughts on the problem so we can work it through 0.781 0.826       

            

Contractual 

            

Promises made by this supplier’s rep are reliable 0.839 0.916 0.803 0.000 0.87 

This supplier’s rep does not make false claims 0.707 0.841       

This supplier’s rep has been frank in dealing with us 0.550 0.742       

Based on past experience, rely on supplier’s rep to keep promises 0.843 0.918       
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Mature Phase Factor Analysis 

Construct and Item Communality 
Factor 

Loading 
KMO Bartlett’s Cronbach 

Competence 

            

I feel this supplier’s rep is very dependable 0.816 0.903 0.769 0.000 0.71 

This supplier’s rep is very knowledgeable about their product/services 0.865 0.930       

I feel the supplier’s rep is very competent 0.854 0.924       

The supplier’s rep has problems answering our questions 0.208 0.456       

            

Goodwill 

            

This supplier’s rep has made sacrifices for us in the past 0.784 0.885 0.808 0.000 0.93 

This supplier’s rep cares for us 0.829 0.911       

In times of shortages, supplier has gone out on limb for us 0.873 0.934       

We feel like this supplier is our friend 0.860 0.927       

            

Faith 

            

We have a sharing relationship, we can freely share ideas, feelings and hopes 0.677 0.823 0.827 0.000 0.91 

I can talk about difficulties and they will freely listen 0.888 0.942       

We would both feel a sense of loss if we could no longer work together 0.762 0.873       

If I shared problems with them, they would respond constructively and caringly 0.839 0.916       

            

Feeling 

            

I have a hunch I can trust this person 0.712 0.844 0.846 0.000 0.95 

My intuition tells me that I can trust this person 0.957 0.978       

I have a gut feeling I can trust this person 0.952 0.976       

My instincts tell me I can trust them 0.925 0.962       
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A key finding from the factor analysis is with respect to emotional trust.  As discussed 

in Chapter 3, two separate emotional trust scales were included.  From the pilot factor 

analysis results, it is apparent that the two scales are producing two separate 

constructs (see Table 4.2).  The eigenvalues and scree plot provide evidence that there 

are two emotional factors.  In both the mature and early phase there are two 

eigenvalues above one, which suggests that a two factor solution is appropriate.   

 

Table 4.2:  Emotional Trust Component Matrix   

 

Scale Item Early Phase Mature Phase 

  Feeling Faith Feeling Faith 

My intuition tells me that I can trust 
this person 

0.94  0.94   

I have a gut feeling I can trust this 
person 

0.93  0.95   

My instincts tell me I can trust them 0.9  0.93   

I have a hunch I can trust this 
person 

0.9   0.81   

If I shared problems with them, they 
would respond constructively and 
caringly 

 0.93  0.9 

I can talk about difficulties and they 
will freely listen 

 0.89  0.89 

We would both feel a sense of loss 
if we could no longer work together 

 0.79  0.89 

We have a sharing relationship, we 
can freely share ideas, feelings and 
hopes 

  0.79   0.69 

 

 

The next step within the pilot testing was to examine the reliability of each of the 

scales using Cronbach alphas.  As seen in Table 4.2, most scales proved to be reliable, 

with alphas close to 0.80 or better.  The alphas for communication however were 

lower (0.754 and 0.772), but still acceptable.  The only other concern was the alpha 

for competency trust in the early relationship as, despite being acceptable in the 

mature relationship, the alpha for competency trust was low in the early relationship 

(α = 0.629).  This finding may have resulted for two different reasons.  Firstly, 

competency trust is not expected to be an important predictor in the early phase given 
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the difficulty of assessing competency in the early part of a relationship.  Secondly, 

the small size of the sample may have also influenced its reliability.  Thirdly, there 

may be the need to delete certain items as the study progresses; this may increase the 

Cronbach scores.     

 

Factor analysis was also completed on the dependent variable included in this 

research and the results are summarised in Table 4.3. Apart from the communality for 

the final item having a moderately low magnitude, there were no major issues with 

this scale.  The reliability of the scale for the early and mature phase was also tested, 

and the findings indicated that the variable had a moderate, yet acceptable Cronbach 

alpha in the early phase.  Thus, the results for both the early and mature phase indicate 

that this scale is suitable for further testing.   

 

Table 4.3:  Pilot Exploratory Factor Analysis Dependent Variable  

 

Early Phase Factor Analysis 

Construct and Item Communality Component KMO Bartlett’s 
Cronbach 

alpha 

My relationship has 
resulted in increased sales 
revenue 

0.89 0.81 0.509 0.000 0.735 

Overall I am satisfied with 
the results of my 
relationship 

0.85 0.77    

My relationship has 
increased my profits 

0.88 0.74    

I am getting what I 
bargained for when I joined 
this relationship 

0.86 0.67    

Mature Phase Factor Analysis 

My relationship has 
resulted in increased sales 
revenue 

0.63 0.91 0.694 0.000 0.904 

Overall I am satisfied with 
the results of my 
relationship 

0.80 0.89    

My relationship has 
increased my profits 

0.84 0.79    

I am getting what I 
bargained for when I joined 
this relationship 

0.50 0.71    
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4.2.2:  Pilot SEM  

 

An initial SEM was undertaken to test the covariates and their influence on the 

dependent variables.  First, measurement models were estimated for each of the 

scales.  This is done to ensure that each of the items loaded onto its construct to 

establish convergent validity.  The regression weights for each of the constructs are 

included in Table 4.4. Secondly, discriminant validity is tested for each of the 

constructs.  Thirdly, the structural models are estimated for both the early and mature 

relationship stages to ensure the constructs are performing as expected.   

 

 

As can be seen in Table 4.4, the coefficients for each of the items in the measurement 

models are significant for the early relationship.  However, contractual trust has one 

item which is highly significant, but has a much smaller loading than the other items.  

The items for communication are also all significant; however, there is much variation 

in their loadings and one item is only significant at the 5% level.  The third item for 

faith is also somewhat lower than the other items in this construct. 
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Table 4.4:  Pilot Measurement Models for the Independent Variables 

for the Early Relationship 

 

Item Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Contractual trust 

This supplier’s rep has been frank in dealing with 
us 

1    

This supplier’s rep does not make false claims 0.732 0.099 7.367 0.00 

Based on past experience, rely on supplier’s rep to 
keep promises 

0.852 0.129 6.588 0.00 

Promises made by this supplier’s rep are reliable 0.492 0.145 3.389 0.001 

Competency 

I feel the supplier’s rep is very competent 1    

I feel this supplier’s rep is very dependable 0.885 0.09 9.865 0.00 

This supplier’s rep is very knowledgeable about 
their product/services 

0.827 0.231 3.583 0.00 

The supplier’s rep has problems answering our 
questions 

0.689 0.107 6.462 0.00 

Goodwill 

This supplier’s rep has made sacrifices for us in 
the past 

1    

This supplier’s rep cares for us 0.853 0.154 5.541 0.00 

In times of shortages, supplier has gone out on 
limb for us 

0.802 0.147 5.466 0.00 

We feel like this supplier is our friend 1.051 0.188 5.597 0.00 

Faith 

We have a sharing relationship, we can freely 
share ideas, feelings and hopes 

1    

I can talk about difficulties and they will freely listen 0.923 0.095 9.753 0.00 

We would both feel a sense of loss if we could no 
longer work together 

0.959 0.087 10.991 0.00 

If I shared problems with them, they would respond 
constructively and caringly 

0.650 0.085 7.624 0.00 
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Item Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Feeling 

My instincts tell me I can trust them 1    

My intuition tells me that I can trust this person 0.963 0.079 12.220 0.00 

I have a hunch I can trust this person 1.019 0.085 11.964 0.00 

I have a gut feeling I can trust this person 1.109 0.071 15.524 0.00 

Commitment 

The relationship that we have is something we are 
very committed to 

0.736 0.117 6.266 0.00 

The relationship that we have is something my firm 
intends to keep indefinitely 

0.982 0.135 7.297 0.00 

The relationship that we have deserves our firms 
maximum efforts to maintain 

1    

Liking 

Even without business ties I would choose to be 
around this person 

0.872 0.084 10.332 0.00 

I like my supplier’s rep as much as other people I 
know 

0.966 0.079 12.206 0.00 

I enjoy being around this supplier’s rep 1    

Communication 

We attempt to get all issues and concerns 
immediately into the open 

1    

We tell them our ideas and ask them for theirs 0.277 0.406 2.614 0.054 

We attempt to immediately work through our 
differences 

0.310 0.865 3.105 0.005 

We always share our thoughts on the problem so 
we can work it through 

1.005 0.420 2.224 0.00 

We lean towards discussion of problems 0.357 0.785 3.100 0.013 

 

Table 4.5 presents the results from the measurement models for the mature phase of 

the relationship.  The mature section has slightly different findings.  In particular, the 

items for communication have a higher level of significance and have more consistent 

loadings than in the early relationship.  Also, the loadings for one of the contractual 

trust items and one of the faith items are larger.   
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Table 4.5:  Pilot Measurement Models for the Independent Variables 

for the Mature Relationship 

 

Item Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Contractual  

This supplier’s rep has been frank in dealing with 
us 

1    

This supplier’s rep does not make false claims 0.868 0.073 11.834 0.00 

Based on past experience, rely on supplier’s rep to 
keep promises 

0.708 0.082 8.595 0.00 

Promises made by this supplier’s rep are reliable 0.693 0.110 6.294 0.00 

Competency 

I feel the supplier’s rep is very competent 1    

I feel this supplier’s rep is very dependable 0.864 0.083 10.374 0.00 

This supplier’s rep is very knowledgeable about 
their product/services 

0.669 0.26 2.575 0.01 

The supplier’s rep has problems answering our 
questions 

0.834 0.075 11.149 0.00 

Goodwill 

This supplier’s rep has made sacrifices for us in 
the past 

1    

This supplier’s rep cares for us 0.911 0.088 10.406 0.00 

In times of shortages, supplier has gone out on 
limb for us 

0.928 0.094 9.893 0.00 

We feel like this supplier is our friend 0.789 0.093 8.502 0.00 

Faith 

We have a sharing relationship, we can freely 
share ideas, feelings and hopes 

1    

I can talk about difficulties and they will freely listen 1.045 0.114 9.155 0.00 

We would both feel a sense of loss if we could no 
longer work together 

1.121 0.092 12.164 0.00 

If I shared problems with them, they would respond 
constructively and caringly 

0.893 0.110 8.121 0.00 
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Item Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Feeling 

My instincts tell me I can trust them 1    

My intuition tells me that I can trust this person 1.003 0.091 11.037 0.00 

I have a hunch I can trust this person 0.876 0.118 7.455 0.00 

I have a gut feeling I can trust this person 1.031 0.087 11.862 0.00 

Liking 

Even without business ties I would choose to be 
around this person 

1    

I like my supplier’s rep as much as other people I 
know 

0.998 0.091 10.96 0.00 

I enjoy being around this supplier’s rep 0.948 0.094 10.035 0.00 

Commitment 

The relationship that we have is something we are 
very committed to 

1    

The relationship that we have is something my firm 
intends to keep indefinitely 

1.34 0.222 6.039 0.00 

The relationship that we have deserves our firms 
maximum efforts to maintain 

1.635 0.285 5.746 0.00 

Communication 

We attempt to get all issues and concerns 
immediately into the open 

1    

We tell them our ideas and ask them for theirs 0.829 0.214 3.293 0.00 

We attempt to immediately work through our 
differences 

0.797 0.163 7.12 0.00 

We always share our thoughts on the problem so 
we can work it through 

0.559 0.183 5.621 0.019 

We lean towards discussion of problems 0.877 0.195 6.109 0.00 

 

 

From the initial measurement models, one of the key findings from the pilot is that 

there is greater evidence for convergent validity for the construct communication in 

the mature stage of the relationship.  The next step is to examine the dependent 

variable in both phases of the relationship to assess it‟s validity.   
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The results in Table 4.6 suggest that there is evidence of convergent validity for the 

construct measuring the dependent variable.  All items are significantly related to the 

construct, although the items for the mature part of the relationship have a marginally 

higher level of significance.  There is also greater variability in the items in the early 

stage of the relationship, which is consistent with the lower alpha reported earlier.   

 

 

Table 4.6:  Pilot Dependent Variable Early and Mature Stage 

Measurement Models 

 

Item Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Performance Early 

My relationship has resulted in increased sales 
revenue 

1     

Overall I am satisfied with the results of my 
relationship 

1.396 0.393 3.553 0 

My relationship has increased my profits 0.859 0.298 2.882 0.004 

I am getting what I bargained for when I joined this 
relationship 

0.503 0.253 1.99 0.047 

Performance Mature 

My relationship has resulted in increased sales 
revenue 

1     

Overall I am satisfied with the results of my 
relationship 

1.421 0.383 3.714 0 

My relationship has increased my profits 1.902 0.498 3.817 0 

I am getting what I bargained for when I joined this 
relationship 

2.328 0.585 3.979 0 
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Discriminant Validity 

 

After testing convergent validity, the discriminant validity of each scale is now tested.  

Discriminant validity was measured by determining whether the average variance 

extracted for each factor is larger than the squared correlations associated with that 

factor (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson and Tatham 2006).  The results of the 

discriminant validity testing are presented in Table 4.7.  To interpret the results in 

Table 4.7, the average factor score must be compared to the squared correlation.  If 

the average factor score is higher than the squared correlation, then discriminant 

validity is present.   

 

For most constructs, there is evidence of discriminant validity at both stages of the 

relationship.  Yet there were problems with discriminant validity for some of the 

constructs, in particular contractual and competency trust in the early phase.  

However, as the pilot sample is only of a small size, these constructs will be kept, and 

further testing of discriminant validity will be left until the full data set is collected.   
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Table 4.7:  Pilot Discriminant Validity  

Variables 
Correlation  

Squared 
correlation  

Correlation 
Mature 

Squared 
correlation 

Mature 
Variable 

Squared 
estimate 
average Early phase  

Contract <--> Goodwill 0.66 0.44 0.86 0.74 Early Phase 

Contract <--> Competency 0.91 0.83 0.82 0.67 Contract 0.54 

Contract <--> Faith 0.26 0.07 0.63 0.40 Goodwill 0.47 

Contract <--> Feeling 0.76 0.58 0.76 0.57 Communication 0.40 

Contract <--> Commitment 0.84 0.70 0.91 0.82 Competence 0.58 

Contract <--> Like 0.52 0.27 0.74 0.55 Faith 0.68 

Contract <--> Communication 0.46 0.21 0.79 0.63 Feeling 0.82 

Goodwill <--> Competency 0.71 0.51 0.91 0.83 Commitment 0.65 

Goodwill <--> Faith 0.71 0.50 0.80 0.64 Liking 0.79 

Goodwill <--> Feeling 0.60 0.35 0.64 0.40 Mature Phase 

Goodwill <--> Commitment 0.65 0.43 0.88 0.78 Contract 0.66 

Goodwill <--> Like 0.77 0.59 0.88 0.78 Goodwill 0.78 

Goodwill <--> Communication 0.73 0.54 0.89 0.80 Communication 0.45 

Competency <--> Faith 0.33 0.11 0.67 0.44 Faith 0.73 

Competency <--> Feeling 0.87 0.76 0.85 0.72 Feeling 0.86 

Competency <--> Commitment 0.74 0.54 0.89 0.79 Liking 0.80 

Competency <--> Like 0.61 0.37 0.79 0.63 Commitment 0.67 

Competency <--> Communication 0.55 0.30 0.88 0.77 Competence 0.63 

Faith <--> Feeling 0.35 0.12 0.54 0.29     

Faith <--> Commitment 0.20 0.04 0.60 0.36     

Faith <--> Like 0.70 0.49 0.87 0.76     

Faith <--> Communication 0.67 0.44 0.62 0.39     

Feeling <--> Commitment 0.63 0.40 0.68 0.47     

Feeling <--> Like 0.57 0.32 0.56 0.32     

Feeling <--> Communication 0.54 0.30 0.84 0.71     

Commitment <--> Like 0.49 0.24 0.74 0.54     

Commitment <--> Communication 0.32 0.10 0.79 0.63     

Like <--> Communication 0.70 0.49 0.82 0.67     

 

Pilot Structural Model 

 

In this section structural models for both the early and mature phases are reported that 

were estimated using the pilot data; however limited weight should be placed on the 

results as the small sample means that the statistical power of the model is limited.  

Moreover, the overall fit indices are not sensitive enough, due to the small sample 
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size, to produce results that form the basis of a solid statistical argument.  First, a 

basic model is presented for each stage of the relationship with direct links between 

the covariates and the dependent variable.  This is followed by an indirect model, 

where the covariates are linked to the dependent variable via mediating variables.   

 

The direct model for the early phase produced few significant findings.  As can be 

seen in Table 4.8, the p-values indicate that none of the relationships are significant.  

In fact, even at the 0.10 significance level there are no relationships which are 

remotely near being significant.  

 

Table 4.8:  Pilot Direct Structural Model  

 

Covariate Dependent Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Direct Model Early  

Contractual Performance -0.204 0.286 -0.714 0.475 

Competence Performance 0.539 0.439 1.228 0.220 

Goodwill Performance -0.180 0.189 -0.952 0.341 

Commitment Performance 0.106 0.125 0.850 0.395 

Liking Performance -0.048 0.059 -0.813 0.416 

Faith Performance 0.089 0.087 1.027 0.304 

Feeling Performance -0.129 0.150 -0.862 0.389 

Communication Performance -0.010 0.149 -0.069 0.945 
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Covariate Dependent Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Direct  Mature Model 

Contractual Performance 0.308 0.335 0.920 0.358 

Competence Performance 0.630 0.650 0.970 0.332 

Goodwill Performance -0.543 0.448 -1.213 0.225 

Commitment Performance 0.423 0.359 1.178 0.239 

Liking Performance -0.041 0.237 -0.173 0.863 

Faith Performance 0.112 0.289 0.387 0.698 

Feeling Performance -0.375 0.392 -0.956 0.339 

Communication Performance 1.043 0.748 1.394 0.163 

 

In contrast, the indirect model for the early phase has a number of significant 

relationships.  As can be see in Table 4.8 and 4.9, the relationship between contractual 

trust and commitment, as well as faith and feeling with liking are all significant.  

However, the relationships between the mediating variables liking, commitment and 

performance are not significant.   

 

The direct structural model for the mature relationship produced similar findings to 

the early relationship.  Again, none of the covariates had a significant influence on the 

dependent variable.   

 

As with the indirect model for the early phase, there are a number of significant 

relationships.  In addition to the relationships that were significant in the early 

relationship, the relationship between goodwill and commitment are significant.  

However, the relationships between communication and liking, commitment and 

performance, faith and liking as well as feeling and liking are insignificant in the 

mature phase.  The results of the indirect structural models are presented in Table 4.9.   
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Table 4.9:  Pilot Indirect Structural Model  

 

Covariate Dependent Estimate S.E. C.R. P 
Total 

Effects 

Indirect Early Model 

Contractual Commitment 1.648 0.636 2.590 0.010 0.203 

Competence Commitment -0.484 0.521 -0.928 0.353 -0.060 

Goodwill Commitment 0.141 0.185 0.758 0.448 0.017 

Faith Liking 0.433 0.147 2.943 0.003 0.084 

Feeling Liking 0.383 0.166 2.306 0.021 0.080 

Communication Liking 0.881 0.624 1.412 0.158 0.170 

Commitment Performance 0.123 0.134 0.917 0.359   

Liking Performance 0.193 0.119 1.621 0.105   

Indirect Mature Model 

Contract Commitment 0.36 0.131 2.738 0.006 0.302 

Competence Commitment 0.214 0.165 1.293 0.196 0.180 

Goodwill Commitment 0.326 0.153 2.128 0.033 0.274 

Faith Liking 0.206 0.195 1.058 0.290 0.024 

Feeling Liking -0.046 0.131 -0.352 0.725 -0.005 

Communication Liking 1.326 0.425 3.119 0.002 0.154 

Commitment Performance 0.839 0.17 4.949 0.000   

Liking Performance 0.116 0.108 1.068 0.286   

 

The model fit statistics are reported next for both the direct and indirect models.  

Many of these values are well below accepted norms (for example the PGFI and the 

PNFI) suggesting that neither the indirect or direct models have produced an 

acceptable model fit.  The only acceptable fit is the Chi-square degrees of freedom 

which is below three for each of the models, in both phases.  However, as noted 

earlier, these findings are likely to have been affected by the small sample size.   

 



 186 

Table 4.10:  Structural Model Findings 

 

Class Fit Measures 
Desired 

level 

Early Mature Early Mature 

Indirect Model Direct Model 

Model Fit 

P 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Chi-square/DF <3 2.108 2.048 1.954 2.048 

RMSEA <.07 0.146 0.142 0.135 0.142 

RMR <0.10 0.29 0.19 0.258 0.191 

GFI >0.95 0.505 0.533 0.548 0.542 

Adjusted GFI 0<PGFI<1 0.419 0.452 0.457 0.449 

Incremental 
fit 

Normed fit index >0.95 0.516 0.621 0.564 0.630 

Relative fit index >0.95 0.464 0.58 0.505 0.580 

Incremental fit index >0.95 0.67 0.762 0.726 0.769 

Tucker-Lewis index >0.95 0.622 0.73 0.677 0.729 

Comparative fit index >0.95 0.815 0.848 0.687 0.731 

Parsimony 
Fit 

Constant AIC  1594.298 1561.833 1550.864 1600.138 

Parsimony ratio  0.903 0.903 0.881 0.881 

Parsimony-adjusted 
NFI 

 0.466 0.560 0.497 0.555 

Parsimony-adjusted 
CFI 

 0.595 0.682 0.63 0.671 

 
 

4.3:  Sampling Results 

 

After completing the pilot survey and associated analysis, the next phase of this 

research was to complete the data collection.  As outlined in Chapter 3, a stratified 

sampling procedure was to be used to produce a probabilistic sample.  Thus, a 

representative number of businesses were required from various sized towns.  The 

town sizes and the sample collected from towns of each size are summarised in Table 
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4.11.  As evident in Table 4.11, a few of the strata were over or under sampled, 

however the differences are not substantial.   

 

Table 4.11:  Town Populations and Survey Responses 

 

Population 
Strata 

 Population 
Size 

Number 
Needed 

Number 
Collected 

Difference 

0-10000 223,537 67 61 -6 

10000-20000 192,259 58 84 26 

20000-30000 168,967 51 76 25 

30000-40000 249,087 75 75 0 

40000+ 692,532 208 162 -46 

   
458 458 0 

 

As described in Chapter 3, regional NSW can be divided into north, south, east and 

west.  Within these areas there are 13 business regions.  The East or „adjacent to 

Sydney‟ region was not included in the sampling.  The Hunter and Illawarra in 

addition to Western Sydney (Penrith Valley) were not deemed suitable for this 

research which focused on regional businesses.  However, the west, south and north 

were all sampled.  From the west, the Central West and Orana were sampled.  The 

northern areas sampled include the Northern Rivers and Mid-North Coast.  Finally, 

from the south, the Capital Region and Riverina were sampled.  Within each of these 

areas, towns and cities of various sizes were sampled to produce a representative 

sample.  These towns and the response rates for each can be seen in Table 4.12.   

 

Table 4.12 also presents other information about the responses from each town, 

including the total number of rejections, the number of questionnaires dropped off at 

businesses in each town, the number of completed questionnaires that were collected, 

as well as reply paid envelopes that were received later.  Finally, the response rate for 

each town is shown.   
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Table 4.12:  Response Rate 

 

Date Town 
Total 

approaches 
Rejections 

Total 
Dropped 

off 

Pick-
ups 

Reply paid 
Received 

Total Pick-
up and 

reply Paid 

Response 
rate % 

17/07/2006 Blayney 21 1 20 16 1 17 80.95 

17/07/2006 Cowra 47 2 45 28 3 31 65.96 

18/07/2006 Lithgow 45 7 38 16 1 17 37.78 

18/07/2006 Oberon 14 0 14 10 0 10 71.43 

27/07/2006 Young 35 5 30 12 2 14 40.00 

28/07/2006 Goulbourn 52 5 47 33 4 37 71.15 

28/07/2006 Crookwell 16 1 15 13 0 13 81.25 

7/08/2006 Griffith 45 5 40 21 1 22 48.89 

9/08/2006 Leeton 26 2 24 16 0 16 61.54 

11/09/2006 Dubbo 98 5 93 43 8 51 52.04 

11/09/2006 Wellington 22 4 18 12 0 12 54.55 

11/09/2006 Narromine 18 5 13 9 0 9 50.00 

18/09/2006 
Coffs 
Harbour 

88 5 83 33 2 35 39.77 

18/09/2006 Dorrigo 19 0 19 18 0 18 94.74 

18/09/2006 Bellingen 26 3 23 15 0 15 57.69 

18/09/2006 Grafton 18 2 16 10 0 10 55.56 

19/09/2006 Urunga 6 0 5 6 0 6 100.00 

18/09/2006 Nambucca 15 4 11 8 0 8 53.33 

18/09/2006 Maxville 17 0 17 11 0 11 64.71 

01/06/2006 Bathurst 180 0 180 75 0 75 41.67 

25/09/2006 
Port 
Macquarie 

54 8 46 27 4 31 66.67 

 Total 862 65 797 432 26 458 53.13 

 

In total, 862 questionnaires were distributed.  Of this, 432 were collected from 

respondents by person after the respondent had completed the questionnaire.  In 

addition to these, 26 were received by mail.  Thus, the final sample was 458 

responses.  The final response rate was 53.13%, which is above average for business-

to-business data collection of this kind. 

 

The towns used in the sample were selected primarily based on the size of the 

population.  One large town was selected in each area and then several of the medium 

and smaller towns were selected.  The towns selected were then analysed for types of 

business activities.  The local councils were approached and areas of business activity 
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were approached.  For example, industrial areas, bulk goods areas and retail areas 

were all sourced from local councils and then approached.  Two out of every three 

businesses within these areas were then approached. 

 

The businesses were each approached in person by one of three interviewers.  The 

business was asked if they would like to participate and then were examined to see if 

they qualified.  Businesses that did not qualify included national chains and those with 

over 20 employees.  The organisation was also asked to identify the person who 

would be most often dealing with suppliers.  Businesses that did participate in the 

survey were given a lottery ticket as an incentive and were offered a set of the results, 

relevant to their area after analysis.         

 

Of the 458 questionnaires which were received back, nearly 80 were not used.  The 

primary reason for not using the survey was excess item non-responses.  Many 

businesses were not able to complete both sections of the survey (for both early and 

mature relationships), leading to the questionnaire being unusable.  For example, 

some established businesses were not able to recall the early phase of a relationship in 

the depth that the questionnaire required.  Other businesses simply did not answer 

substantial parts of the instrument.  In addition to these, it was evident that some 

respondents had not answered genuinely (e.g. always circling the same number) and 

there were some outliers which needed to be removed from the sample (seven outliers 

were removed).  The outliers were identified via the Mahalanobis distance in AMOS 

and removed accordingly.  The final sample used in the research after incomplete 

responses and outliers were removed was 380, representing a response rate of 

44.01%.   

 

4.3.1:  Demographics 

 

Information relating to a number of demographic variables was collected in the 

survey.   The demographic variables collected were gender, age, education level, 

income, length of time in the business and the position held within the business (see 

Table 4.13).  In this section the demographics of the sample are discussed.   
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Table 4.13:  Demographic Variable Summary 

 

Category Sample Population 

Gender (% female ) 54.78 50.7 

Mean weekly income  $740.91 $584 

Mean age  42.21 36.8 

Length of service (mean years) 8.73  

 Population statistics taken from 2006 Census, regional NSW income average used 

2000-2001 census 

 

Respondents were first asked to indicate their gender.  Marginally more females 

answered the questionnaire than males, however the percentage females is not 

statistically different to the population.   

For the next two variables, income and age, the sample means differ from the 

population means.  However, differences are expected as those completing the survey 

are a unique group within the population.  They are employed, and, for the most part 

are in a position of responsibility so it would be expected that they have a higher age 

and income than the population.   

 

In terms of length of service, it was found that the average length of service in their 

current position was 8.73 years.  Hence, most respondents were qualified to comment 

on mature as well as early parts of a business relationship.     

 

One of the requirements of participating in the survey was that the person who dealt 

with suppliers fill out the questionnaire.  Regarding position held, the most popular 

response was manager (137) while the next most popular response was supervisor 

(49).  Others responses included sales supervisor, salesperson and team leader.  

 

 

The final demographic reported relates to the type of customer that the business 

predominantly conducts business with.  Most of those who participated in the survey 
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conduct business primarily with consumers or a combination of businesses and 

consumers, as shown in Table 4.14. 

 

Table 4.14:  Customer Type 

 

Customer Type Frequency Percentage of sample 

Primarily consumers 185 48.68 

Primarily other businesses 13 3.42 

Both consumers and businesses 177 46.58 

 

In conclusion, this review of the sample has not identified any differences with the 

population that suggest that there is major sampling error sufficient to affect the 

legitimacy of this research.   

 

 

 

4.4:  Final and Alternate Model Development and Presentation 

 

In presenting the results for the final and alternative models, measurement models are 

first presented, followed by the structural models.  Two alternative models are 

presented and compared to the proposed final model.   

 

4.4.1:  Measurement Models Reliability, Convergent and 

Discriminant Validity  

 

The first analysis conducted was the confirmatory factor analysis.  This was 

conducted to assess convergent validity.  Convergent validity is examined by looking 

at the items and if they are significantly correlated with the overall construct and have 

moderate to high loadings.  The results of the CFA are presented in Table 4.15.   
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Table 4.15:  Measurement Models for Early and Mature Relationship Phases 

Early Relationship Phase Mature Relationship Phase 

Item Estimate S.E. C.R. P Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Contractual 

This supplier’s rep has been frank in dealing with 
us 1 

  
  1       

This supplier’s rep does not make false claims 0.86 0.039 21.937 0 0.891 0.038 23.682 0 
Based on past experience, rely on supplier’s rep 
to keep promises 0.898 0.042 21.322 0 0.909 0.039 23.441 0 

Promises made by this supplier’s rep are reliable 0.696 0.048 14.381 0 0.84 0.051 16.447 0 

Competency 

I feel the supplier’s rep is very competent 1 
  

  1       

I feel this supplier’s rep is very dependable 0.882 0.04 21.83 0 1.145 0.046 24.653 0 
This supplier’s rep is very knowledgeable about 
their product/services 0.825 0.097 8.504 0 0.813 0.104 7.838 0 
The supplier’s rep has problems answering our 
questions 0.764 0.042 18.265 0 0.84 0.84 20.814 0 

Goodwill 

This supplier’s rep has made sacrifices for us in 
the past 1 

  
  1       

This supplier’s rep cares for us 1 0.042 23.886 0 0.997 0.045 22.092 0 
In times of shortages, supplier has gone out on 
limb for us 0.903 0.04 22.809 0 0.981 0.041 23.986 0 

We feel like this supplier is our friend 0.978 0.044 22.094 0 0.988 0.045 21.743 0 

Faith 

We have a sharing relationship, we can freely 
share ideas, feelings and hopes 1 

  
  1       

I can talk about difficulties and they will freely 
listen 0.943 0.043 21.718 0 1.072 0.045 23.698 0 

We would both feel a sense of loss if we could no 
longer work together 1.044 0.038 27.316 0 1.128 0.039 29.152 0 

If I shared problems with them, they would 
respond constructively and caringly 0.872 0.038 23.126 0 0.955 0.038 25.147 0 
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Feeling 

My instincts tell me I can trust them 1 
  

  1       

My intuition tells me that I can trust this person 0.893 0.028 31.448 0 1.003 0.026 39.267 0 

I have a hunch I can trust this person 1.034 0.026 39.41 0 0.889 0.029 30.133 0 

I have a gut feeling I can trust this person 1.001 0.024 41.588 0 1.023 0.023 44.65 0 

Commitment 

The relationship that we have deserves our firm’s 
maximum efforts to maintain 1 

  
  1       

The relationship that we have is something my 
firm intends to keep indefinitely 1.149 0.062 18.535 0 0.944 0.051 18.632 0 

The relationship that we have is something we 
are very committed to 1.037 0.059 17.463 0 0.912 0.044 20.488 0 

Liking 

I enjoy being around this supplier’s rep 1 
  

  1       

I like my supplier’s rep as much as other people I 
know 1.005 0.045 22.351 0 0.98 0.041 24.191 0 

Even without business ties I would choose to be 
around this person 1.042 0.043 24.201 0 0.873 0.037 23.742 0 

Communication 

We attempt to get all issues and concerns 
immediately into the open 1 

  
  1       

We tell them our ideas and ask them for theirs 0.753 0.064 11.853 0 0.891 0.045 19.65 0 

We attempt to immediately work through our 
differences 0.886 0.047 18.746 0 0.85 0.042 20.345 0 

We lean towards discussion of problems 0.855 0.06 14.147 0 0.785 0.057 13.758 0 

We always share our thoughts on the problem so 
we can work it through 0.661 0.049 13.512 0 0.768 0.042 18.299 0 
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As can be seen in Table 4.15, all items have high loadings on their constructs.  

Moreover, they are all highly significant.  This indicates that convergent validity is 

present. 

 

The findings for the dependent variable are included in Table 4.16.  All of the items 

were significant at the 1% level, and load highly onto the construct indicating good 

measurement model fit.     

 

Table 4.16:  Performance Measurement Models 

 

Item Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Measurement Model Early 

I am getting what I bargained for when I joined this 
relationship 

1       

Overall I am satisfied with the results of my 
relationship 

1.196 0.091 13.159 0.00 

My relationship has resulted in increased sales 
revenue 

1.592 0.109 14.566 0.00 

My relationship has increased my profits 1.559 0.108 14.477 0.00 

Measurement Model Mature 

I am getting what I bargained for when I joined this 
relationship 

1       

Overall I am satisfied with the results of my 
relationship 

1.230 0.094 13.071 0.00 

My relationship has resulted in increased sales 
revenue 

1.521 0.107 14.202 0.00 

My relationship has increased my profits 1.481 0.104 14.273 0.00 

 

4.4.2:  Discriminant Validity 

 

Discriminant validity was tested using Hair et al‟s (2006) prescribed method.  As 

noted earlier, this involves comparing the variance extracted and the correlations 

between the constructs.  Generally the test results were positive, however in several 

instances there was evidence of problems with discriminant validity.  Table 4.18 

shows the squared estimates and the correlation coefficients between the constructs.  
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The correlations that have been shaded are where discriminant validity is not present.  

Competency trust and contractual trust, and competency trust and feeling trust, have 

been found not to have discriminant validity in both relationship phases.  However in 

most cases when discriminant validity was not found to be present the evidence 

against validity was not particularly strong with the difference between the squared 

estimates and the correlations ranging from 0.01 to 0.13.   

 

Eight of these cases involved the communication construct.  It is apparent that there is 

limited discriminant validity for this construct for the early phase of the relationship, 

which suggests this construct should not be included in the structural models.   

 

The lack of discriminant validity between competency trust and contractual trust, as 

well as competency trust and feeling in the early phase of the relationship, was further 

tested using the less robust Chi-square difference test.  Competency and contractual 

trust were found to be significantly different at the 0.10 level, while competency trust 

and feeling were found to be significantly different to the 0.001 level.  Thus, there is 

sufficient evidence that discriminant validity is present between each of the constructs 

in the final structural model.  This method was also used with communication; 

however the results were not suggestive of discriminant validity, adding to the weight 

of evidence to remove the construct.     
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Table 4.17:  Discriminant Validity  

Variables 
Squared 

correlation 
Early 

Squared correlation Mature Average Variance Extracted 

Competence Contract 0.79 0.84 Early Phase Score 

Competence Commitment 0.58 0.67 Contract 0.74 

Competence Goodwill 0.68 0.77 Goodwill 0.76 

Competence Faith 0.57 0.65 Communication 0.54 

Competence Feeling 0.89 0.85 Competence 0.74 

Competence Liking 0.54 0.64 Faith 0.76 

Competence Communication 0.61 0.64 Feeling 0.89 

Competence Performance 0.54 0.61 Commitment 0.72 

Contract Commitment 0.73 0.69 Liking 0.79 

Contract Goodwill 0.65 0.76 Performance 0.74 

Contract Faith 0.39 0.61 Mature Phase 
 

Contract Feeling 0.66 0.75 Contract 0.72 

Contract Liking 0.34 0.57 Goodwill 0.77 

Contract Communication 0.47 0.57 Communication 0.64 

Contract Performance 0.46 0.53 Competence 0.80 

Commitment Goodwill 0.59 0.61 Faith 0.8 

Commitment Faith 0.40 0.46 Feeling 0.88 

Commitment Feeling 0.54 0.52 Commitment 0.73 

Commitment Liking 0.32 0.41 Liking 0.80 

Commitment Communication 0.50 0.60 Performance 0.78 

Commitment Performance 0.42 0.57 
  

Goodwill Faith 0.64 0.77 
  

Goodwill Feeling 0.60 0.73 
  

Goodwill Liking 0.52 0.70 
  

Goodwill Communication 0.59 0.60 
  

Goodwill Performance 0.48 0.56 
  

Faith Feeling 0.54 0.66 
  

Faith Liking 0.63 0.75 
  

Faith Communication 0.67 0.75 
   

Faith Performance 0.45 0.51 
   

Feeling Liking 0.47 0.63 
   

Feeling Communication 0.58 0.57 
   

Feeling Performance 0.51 0.49 
   

Liking Communication 0.43 0.54 
   

Liking Performance 0.45 0.47 
   

Communication Performance 0.48 0.57 
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4.4.3:  Reliability of Scales 

 

Although scales were found to be reliable in their original studies, the new context 

requires further reliability testing.  Cronbach alphas were used to test the reliability of 

each of the scales, and are reported in Table 4.18.  All of the scores were acceptable, over 

Hair et al‟s (2006) recommended level of 0.70.  Excluding competence, all scales scored 

over 0.80, which is consistent with norms in the marketing literature.   

 

Table 4.18:  Scale Reliability Scores 

 

Early Relationship Mature Relationship 

Cronbach Alpha Number of Items Cronbach Alpha Number of Items 

Contractual 

0.88 4 0.90 4 

Competence 

0.76 4 0.76 4 

Goodwill 

0.92 4 0.93 4 

Faith 

0.92 4 0.94 4 

Feeling 

0.96 4 0.90 4 

Cronbach Alpha Number of Items Cronbach Alpha Number of Items 
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Early Relationship Mature Relationship 

Commitment 

0.88 3 0.88 3 

Liking 

0.92 3 0.92 3 

Communication 

0.84 5 0.89 5 

Performance 

0.89 4 0.89 4 

 

In addition to reporting the alphas for the full constructs, in the following Table 4.19 the 

Cronbach scores are reported when each item in the construct is deleted.  Only for one of 

the constructs (Competency) does the removal of an item increase the scale‟s reliability.   

 

Table 4.19:  Scale Reliability Scores  

 

Item Early Phase Mature Phase 

  
Score if 
deleted Score if deleted 

Contractual 

This supplier’s rep has been frank in dealing with 
us 0.89 0.86 

This supplier’s rep does not make false claims 0.83 0.86 

Based on past experience, rely on supplier’s rep 
to keep promises 0.81 0.91 
 
 
Promises made by this supplier’s rep are reliable 0.85 0.86 

Competency 

I feel the supplier’s rep is very competent 0.66 0.66 

I feel this supplier’s rep is very dependable 0.64 0.67 

This supplier’s rep is very knowledgeable about 
their product/services 0.66 0.62 

The supplier’s rep has problems answering our 
questions 

0.89 0.91 
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Item Early Phase Mature Phase 

Goodwill 

This supplier’s rep has made sacrifices for us in 
the past 0.91 0.91 

This supplier’s rep cares for us 0.9 0.9 

In times of shortages, supplier has gone out on 
limb for us 0.9 0.9 

We feel like this supplier is our friend 0.9 0.91 

Feeling 

We have a sharing relationship, we can freely 
share ideas, feelings and hopes 0.91 0.92 

I can talk about difficulties and they will freely 
listen 0.89 0.9 
We would both feel a sense of loss if we could no 
longer work together 0.92 0.93 

If I shared problems with them, they would 
respond constructively and caringly 0.89 0.91 

Faith 

My instincts tell me I can trust them 0.95 0.86 

My intuition tells me that I can trust this person 0.95 0.95 

I have a hunch I can trust this person 0.95 0.84 

I have a gut feeling I can trust this person 0.96 0.85 

Commitment 

The relationship that we have deserves our firm’s 
maximum efforts to maintain 0.84 0.79 

The relationship that we have is something my 
firm intends to keep indefinitely 0.8 0.84 

The relationship that we have is something we 
are very committed to 0.85 0.88 

Liking 

I enjoy being around this supplier’s rep 0.9 0.88 

I like my supplier’s rep as much as other people I 
know 0.85 0.88 

Even without business ties I would choose to be 
around this person 0.89 0.89 

Communication 

We attempt to get all issues and concerns 
immediately into the open 0.82 0.87 

We tell them our ideas and ask them for theirs 0.81 0.85 

We attempt to immediately work through our 
differences 0.78 0.9 

We lean towards discussion of problems 0.77 0.84 

We always share our thoughts on the problem so 
we can work it through 0.84 0.85 
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In summary, all of the scales are reliable, using Cronbach alpha scores.  However, the 

reliability analysis indicates that competency has a relatively low Cronbach alpha when 

compared to the other constructs.  This is primarily due to one of the four items, which 

significantly reduces that overall score, as seen in Table 4.19.  This item was deleted to 

help improve both reliability and discriminant validity and was not used in the final 

analysis.   

 

Prior to estimating the structural mode, it was necessary to test each of the constructs for 

validity and reliability.  Convergent validity was found with each of the constructs tested, 

with all items loading above 0.70.  The next test conducted examined discriminant 

validity using the variance extracted method.  In general, discriminant validity was found.  

However, with competency trust and contractual trust as well as feeling and competency 

trust there were issues.  Hence, the Chi-square method was also used as a further test of 

discriminant validity, which proved successful.  Further, there were several problems 

with the communication construct, particularly for the early relationship.  Therefore, 

communication will not be included in any of the structural models.  The final area 

examined in this section is reliability.  In each case it was found that the constructs were 

reliable and had acceptable Cronbach alpha scores.  One item was deleted from 

competency trust to improve the Cronbach alpha score, which also helped with 

discriminant validity.   

 

In summary, as a result of the validity and reliability, communication will be excluded 

from further analysis.  Nor will a single item from the competency trust scale.  The 

variables which will be included in the final model are competency, contractual and 

goodwill trust, faith and feeling trust, commitment and liking.  The dependent variable of 

performance will also be used.  These were all found to be reliable and demonstrated 

sufficient validity for their inclusion in further analysis.   
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4.5:  Structural Model 

 

Having developed the measurement models and tested validity and reliability, the next 

step is to present the structural models.  Here the hypothesised relationships between the 

independent variables and the effects of the independent variables on the dependent 

variable are measured.  Structural models from both the early and later relationship 

phases are presented.  Three alternative structural models are estimated for both the early 

and later relationship stages.
3
  These include the direct, indirect and direct plus indirect 

models.  The indirect model is found to have the best fit of the three structural models.  

This indirect structural model is then used for testing differences between the early and 

later stages of the relationship.  Each of the models have been developed with reference 

to theoretical considerations, and allow the testing of the conceptual model as discussed 

in Chapter 2.   

 

4.5.1:  Alternative Structural Models 

 

Three alternative structural models are proposed.  Firstly, a model is proposed which 

directly links the independent and dependent variables.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
3
   There was a fourth model estimated using second order factors.  While the estimates were acceptable the 

model fit statistics did not warrant further investigation.  The model fit statistics and model estimates are 

included in Appendix G.   



202 

 

Figure 4.1 Model One – Direct Model 

 

 

The second model has an indirect relationship between the independent variables 

(elements of trust) and the dependent variable, where commitment and liking are 

mediating variables.  In Figure 4.2 the indirect model is presented.   
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Figure 4.2:  Model Two – Indirect Model 

 

 

Finally in Figure 4.3 the third model is presented.  The third model proposed includes 

both the indirect and direct paths.  The third model tests the relationships between the 

trust variables and the dependent variable via the mediating variables as well as the direct 

paths to the dependent variable.  This model is a combination of models one and two.   
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Figure 4.3:  Model Three – Direct and Indirect Model  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

All three models were estimated in the early and mature phase of the relationship.  In 

presenting these three models the fit statistics are discussed first to provide evidence 

about which is the best model.  Then the model parameters and their significance are 

discussed. 
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Model Fit 

 

The fit statistics of each of the three models are presented in Table 4.20.  Statistics are 

presented that provide evidence regarding model fit, incremental fit and parsimony fit.  

The model fit statistics essentially provide evidence about the quality of a model 

(Tabachnick and Fidell 2007).  We will be assessing not only the quality of the models 

but also determining which is the most preferred model.  As described in Section 3.8.6, 

model fit or absolute fit is measured through the discrepancy divided by the degrees of 

freedom ratio (discrepancy/df), the GFI, AGFI, RMSEA and RMR.  The incremental fit 

compares the constructed model to a baseline model (where all variables are assumed to 

be uncorrelated) (Hair et al 2006).  The incremental fit indices include the NFI, CFI, TLI, 

RFI and IFI and all should be above 0.90 (Hair et al 2006).  Lastly, the parsimony fit 

indices are reported.  The parsimony fit indices are generally not used to differentiate 

between the models as they are designed to measure individual model fit with respect to 

complexity, with no set levels delineated for assessing model adequacy.  However, Hair 

et al (2006) indicated that models may be compared using model parsimony in certain 

circumstances.  Given that the same data are used and the same variables for all models, 

the results for the parsimony indices are also reviewed.   
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Table 4.20:  Structural Model Fit Statistics 

 

Class Fit Measures 
 

Desired 
level 

 

Early Mature Early Mature Early Mature 

Combined (Model 1) 
 

Indirect (Model 2) 
 

Direct (Model 3) 
 

Model Fit 

Chi-square/DF <3 2.429 2.613 2.745 2.418 3.062 3.907 

RMSEA <.07 0.061 0.065 0.068 0.061 0.074 0.088 

RMR <0.10 0.100 0.093 0.102 0.082 0.105 0.109 

GFI >0.90 0.881 0.874 0.866 0.884 0.833 0.797 

Adjusted GFI 
(AGFI) 

0<APGFI<1 0.849 0.84 0.831 0.854 0.794 0.749 

Incremental 
fit 

Normed fit index 
(NFI) 

>0.90 0.935 0.938 0.925 0.942 0.906 0.893 

Relative fit index 
(RFI) 

>0.90 0.923 0.926 0.913 0.932 0.892 0.876 

Incremental fit index 
(IFI) 

>0.95 0.961 0.961 0.951 0.965 0.935 0.918 

Comparative fit 
index (CFI) 

>0.95 0.96 0.96 0.951 0.965 0.935 0.917 

Tucker-Lewis index 
(TLI) 

>0.95 0.953 0.953 0.943 0.959 0.924 0.905 

Parsimony 
Fit 

Constant AIC 
(CAIC) 

 1190.942 1241.679 1265.429 1174.318 1765.059 2083.699 

Parsimony-adjusted 
NFI (PNFI) 

 0.794 0.796 0.794 0.808 0.785 0.774 

Parsimony ratio 
(PR) 

 0.849 0.849 0.858 0.858 0.867 0.867 

Parsimony-adjusted 
CFI (PCFI) 

 0.816 0.816 0.816 0.828 0.810 0.795 

 

Absolute Model Fit 

 

For the first measure of model fit, the Chi-square and degrees of freedom ratio 

(discrepancy/df), the indirect and the indirect and direct models have values of less than 

three.  This suggests that both of these models have an acceptable fit.  However, the value 

for the direct model is above the acceptable level. 
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The next measure of model fit is the RMSEA.  The RMSEA is used in combination with 

the CFI to indicate overall model fit.  Generally a CFI of above 0.92 is wanted, in 

combination with a RMSEA of 0.07 or below to indicate an acceptable model fit (Hair et 

al 2006).  The direct model does not have a CFI of above 0.92 in both phases, hence 

although its RMSEA is above 0.07 it is not deemed appropriate to use.  The RMSEA for 

the combined and indirect model is slightly low, although if rounded the indirect models 

early (0.07) and the combined models mature (0.07) RMSEA are equal to the desired 

level, indicating an acceptable fit.   

 

The result for the RMR are not quite as positive as for the RMSEA.  Only for the mature 

phase of the relationship for Model 1 and Model 2 is the RMR within the acceptable 

range.  However, for the early phase of the relationships for models 1 and 2, the RMR is 

only marginally outside the acceptable range.    

 

With respect to the GFI, Hair et al (2006) indicates that in many cases 0.90 is acceptable.  

Based on this latter figure the indirect and combined models are close to the minimum 

acceptable level.  However, the direct model does not meet the desired level.   

 

The final measure of model fit, the AGFI, is the GFI adjusted for model complexity 

where more complex models are penalised and simplicity rewarded (Hair et al 2006).  All 

of the models are within the acceptable range.   

 

Incremental Fit 

 

Arguably, the incremental fit indices should be no lower than the 0.95.  However, Hair et 

al (2006) indicated that above 0.92 for a model with 12 to 30 variables and a sample of 

over 250 was appropriate.  The IFI, RFI, TLI and CFI are all above this level and they 

exceed 0.95 about 60% of the time (for the indirect and the combined models).  However 

the incremental fit statistics perform poorly for the direct model.  Specifically, the direct 

model‟s NFI and RFI are below 0.92 for both the early and mature phases of the model.  
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Furthermore, the direct model‟s TLI and CFI are above the 0.92 level only in the early 

stage, but not in the mature phase.   

 

Parsimony Fit  

 

Model parsimony is often difficult to use to compare different models.  However, when 

the same data and variables are used, models can be compared via the parsimony fit 

measures.  The parsimony fits deal with the fit relative to complexity (Hair et al 2006).  

The CAIC, PNFI, parsimony ratio and the PCFI are all measures of model parsimony.   

 

For the first parsimony measure, the direct model has the highest CAIC for both the early 

and mature phase models.  This is consistent with the overall poor relative fit, rather than 

its complexity.  The indirect and combined models have similar and much lower CAIC‟s 

indicating better parsimony than the direct model.   

 

The PNFI‟s for each model follow a similar trend to the absolute and incremental fit 

indices.  The direct model has the lowest PNFI in both the early and mature stages.  The 

combined and the indirect models have the same PNFI in the early model for the early 

phase, while the indirect has a higher value in the mature phase.  Thus, the indirect model 

has a slightly better standing in this measure of parsimony, indicating a better fit.   

 

With the PCFI the direct model has the lowest value amongst the early models, with the 

indirect and combined models having the same value.  For the mature models the indirect 

model again has the highest PCFI and followed by the combined and then the direct 

model.  Again, this indicates that the indirect model is a better fit in the mature phase.   

 

While parsimony fit indices are not often used as a method of comparison between 

different models, due to the same data and the same variables being used, the parsimony 

fits have been compared.  The findings indicate that the indirect model has the best 

parsimony fit.  The indirect model has the highest PNFI and PCFI in the mature 
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relationship phase.  Also the indirect model has equal highest PNFI and PCFI in the early 

phase of the relationship, thus indicating that the indirect model has a slightly better fit.   

 

Model Summary  

 

The goodness of fit, incremental fit and parsimony fit of each model have been examined.  

The goodness of fit measures for the indirect and combined model were similarly 

acceptable.  However, the direct model‟s goodness of fit was not acceptable, with the 

discrepancy and degrees of freedom ratio above the acceptable level.  In terms of 

incremental fit there also proved to be little difference between the combined and indirect 

models, but again the direct model performed poorly.  The parsimony fit statistics 

indicated that the indirect model was marginally superior to the combined and direct 

model.  Therefore, the indirect model is the best model of the three presented.   

 

With regard to theory, the indirect model is the most consistent with the existing 

literature.  The relationship between trust and various relationship marketing outcomes 

was mediated through commitment in the model tested by Morgan and Hunt (1994) and 

Smith and Barclay (1997).  Other studies, such as Nicholsen, Compeau and Sethi (2001), 

found that liking and trust are related.  However, no previous studies have examined the 

multiple elements of trust, separating them into emotional and cognitive components, and 

examined their relation with the mediating variables liking and commitment as well as 

relationship performance.   

 

Having reviewed the model fits, the discussion will now move to examine the structural 

path estimates that each model provided.  Again, the structural paths of each of the three 

models were estimated.  The results are summarised in Tables 4.21 and 4.22.  The 

structural path estimates and the total effects are both presented.  The total effects are 

reported for models 2 and 3 and show the effect of each of the components of trust on 

relationship performance after being mediated by either commitment or liking.   
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Model One:  Direct 

 

In the direct model the covariates directly influenced the dependent variable, as shown in 

Figure 4.3.  Hence, no mediating relationships were estimated.   

 

Across the three models, the direct model has the fewest significant relationships and the 

effects of the independent constructs on relationship performance are smallest overall.  

Only competence was significant in both the early and mature relationships phases, while 

faith and commitment were significant in the mature relationship phase.   

 

Corresponding to the significance level was the increase in the magnitude of the 

coefficients.  The magnitude of the coefficients for faith and commitment rose 

substantially in the mature relationship phase.  Competence also increased in magnitude, 

however, not to the same extent that faith and commitment did.   

 

Thus, overall, the model that measured the covariates directly performed relatively 

poorly.  This is, however, not entirely unexpected as in many previous models of this 

kind trust, particularly, has not been found to be directly related to relationship 

performance. For example, trust was linked to mediating variables in the study by 

Morgan and Hunt (1994).  Given these findings and the findings relating to the fit indices 

reported earlier, it is apparent that this model has oversimplified the complex 

relationships between the constructs and as a result has not yielded robust findings.   
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Table 4.21:  Direct Model Estimates 

 

Early 

Independent Dependent Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Contractual Performance 0.160 0.126 1.273 0.203 

Competency Performance 0.496 0.186 2.667 0.008 

Goodwill Performance 0.031 0.060 0.509 0.611 

Faith Performance 0.015 0.051 0.296 0.767 

Feeling Performance 0.004 0.112 0.036 0.971 

Commitment Performance 0.075 0.075 0.994 0.320 

Liking Performance 0.056 0.046 1.208 0.227 

Mature 

Contractual Performance 0.072 0.087 0.828 0.407 

Competency Performance 0.598 0.115 5.192 0.000 

Goodwill Performance -0.094 0.076 -1.249 0.212 

Faith Performance 0.122 0.058 2.111 0.035 

Feeling Performance -0.092 0.070 -1.323 0.186 

Commitment Performance 0.216 0.069 3.129 0.002 

Liking Performance 0.046 0.051 0.904 0.366 

 

Model Two:  Indirect 

 

In the second model, liking and commitment mediate the relationship between the trust 

constructs and the dependent variable.  Morgan and Hunt (1994) and Smith and Barclay 

(1997) used commitment as a mediating variable.  Similarly, Nicholsen et al (2001) 

found the trust and liking were related.  Therefore the second indirect model has greater 
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consistency with theory as both commitment and trust and liking and trust are related.  

This model is shown in Figure 4.3.   

 

The major changes in the magnitude of the coefficient estimates are highlighted; some 

coefficients have increased in the mature phase while others have decreased.  The 

magnitude of the effect of competence on commitment has increased, while faith and 

feeling have also increased with respect to their effect on liking.  The effect of 

commitment on performance has also substantially increased in magnitude.  Conversely, 

the size of the effect of liking on performance, and the size of the effect of goodwill and 

contractual trust on commitment have all decreased.  The decreases for both contractual 

trust and liking are both particularly pronounced, with declines in magnitude by over 

half. 

 

Examination of the total effects
4
 demonstrates the changes in the effect of each of the 

trust constructs on relationship performance over time.  Goodwill, contractual, faith and 

feeling trust all decrease in magnitude in the mature relationship.  However, the largest 

change was with competency trust.  Contractual trust had the largest magnitude in the 

early relationship, but had a reduced effect in the mature relationship phase, such that it 

had it the second largest effect.  In the early relationship phase it was insignificant, 

however in the mature relationship it had the largest effect on performance.  Through 

examining the total effects, we can see that emotional trust (feeling and faith) reduced in 

influence in the mature phase.  The significance of faith is reduced to 0.10 while feeling 

trust is insignificant.  In summary, while the effects of some components of cognitive 

trust change, it is apparent that as relationships mature that cognitive components become 

more important in explaining performance, while the emotional components decline in 

importance.   

 

 

                                                 
4
For this model the total effect combines the effect of the covariate on the mediating variable and the effect 

of the mediating variable on the dependent variable.  Hence, it shows the total effect of the covariate on the 

dependent variable.  For the combined model (Model Three) the total effect of the covariate also includes 

the direct effect of the covariate on relationship performance. 
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Table 4.22:  Indirect Models 

 

Early 

Independent Dependent 
Direct 

Estimate 
S.E. C.R. 

Direct 
Effects P 

Total  
Effects 

Estimate 

Total 
Effects P 

Contractual Commitment 0.571 0.097 5.906 *** 0.374 0.01 
Competency Commitment 0.156 0.111 1.405 0.16 0.102 >0.15 
Goodwill Commitment 0.18 0.05 3.592 *** 0.118 0.10 
Faith Liking 0.627 0.06 10.471 *** 0.15 0.01 
Feeling Liking 0.232 0.061 3.793 *** 0.055 0.10 
Commitment Performance 0.655 0.061 10.824 *** 

  
Liking Performance 0.239 0.036 6.632 *** 

  
Mature 

Contractual Commitment 0.299 0.057 5.236 *** 0.268 0.01 
Competency Commitment 0.436 0.061 7.164 *** 0.391 0.01 
Goodwill Commitment 0.708 0.065 10.828 *** 0.121 0.05 
Faith Liking 0.297 0.063 4.725 *** 0.062 0.10 
Feeling Liking 0.134 0.053 2.521 0.012 0.026 0.15 
Commitment Performance 0.898 0.074 12.077 *** 

  
Liking Performance 0.087 0.031 2.844 0.004 

  
(Total effects measures the independent variables effect on relationship performance)  

Model Three:  Combined Direct and Indirect 

 

In the third model, both the direct and indirect effects of the five trust constructs on the 

dependent variable are modelled, as shown in Figure 4.4.  Similar to Model 2, this model 

contains the theoretically expected indirect (mediated) relationships between the 

cognitive elements of trust and commitment and emotional elements trust and liking and, 

in addition, the direct relationships between the covariates (all trust elements, liking and 

commitment) and the dependent variable.   

 

In terms of direct effects, competency and commitment, commitment and performance, 

faith and performance and liking and performance were all found to be insignificant in 

the early phase.  In the mature phase, the relationships between feeling and performance 

and liking and performance were also found to be insignificant.   
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There are a number of changes in the magnitudes between the early and mature phases.  

In the early phase contractual trust was the largest predictor of commitment, followed by 

goodwill.  In the mature relationship, contractual trust was marginally larger than 

competency in terms of its effect on commitment, which had a much larger magnitude 

than goodwill trust.  Goodwill and contractual trust both had a reduction in magnitude in 

the mature phase.  The effect of faith on liking was larger than feeling‟s effect on liking 

in both the early and mature phases of the relationship.  The magnitude of effect of both 

faith and feeling on liking increased in the mature phase.   

 

In addition to the direct effects of the covariates on their mediating variables, there were 

also changes in the magnitudes of the total effects in the model between the early and 

mature phases.  The total effect measures each covariates‟ effect on relationship 

performance, with contractual trust having the largest, followed by feeling, goodwill and 

feeling (with competency insignificant) in the early phase.  In the mature phase of the 

relationship, competency trust had the largest effect on performance.  Contractual trust 

had the second largest effect on performance and had increased in magnitude.  The total 

effect for faith also increased while feeling was much reduced and insignificant in the 

mature phase.  Goodwill had a reduced effect on relationship performance in the mature 

phase, but the coefficient for this path was insignificant.   

 

With regards to the significance of the total effects of the elements of trust, several are 

insignificant or marginally significant.  In the early phase competency trust is only 

significant at 10%, while faith is insignificant.  In the mature phase, goodwill and feeling 

are insignificant predictors of performance.      
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Table 4.23:  Combined Direct and Indirect Model Estimates 

 

Early 

Independent Dependent Estimate S.E. C.R. 
Direct 
Effect 

P-value 

Total effect on 
Performance 

Total 
Effect 

P-value 

Contractual Commitment 0.594 0.109 5.443 0 0.178 0.05 

Competency Commitment 0.072 0.126 0.57 0.569 0.289 0.10 

Goodwill Commitment 0.198 0.057 3.488 0 0.128 0.05 

Contractual Performance 0.215 0.111 1.941 0.052 

 

 Competency Performance 0.343 0.15 2.282 0.022 

 Goodwill Performance 0.132 0.062 2.122 0.034 

 Commitment Performance -0.041 0.069 -0.6 0.549 

 Faith Liking 0.618 0.059 10.526 0 0.046 >0.15 

Feeling Liking 0.238 0.06 3.94 0 0.219 0.01 

Faith Performance 0.001 0.052 0.015 0.988 

 

 Feeling Performance 0.161 0.067 2.413 0.016 

 Liking Performance 0.062 0.039 1.582 0.114 

 Mature 

Contractual Commitment 0.353 0.077 4.600 0.000 0.262 0.001 

Competency Commitment 0.327 0.077 4.227 0.000 0.109 0.001 

Goodwill Commitment 0.18 0.067 2.699 0.007 0.085 >0.15 

Contractual Performance 0.214 0.064 3.343 0.001 

 

 Competency Performance 0.416 0.065 6.398 0.000 

 Goodwill Performance -0.075 0.061 -1.224 0.221 

 Commitment Performance 0.178 0.058 3.069 0.002 

 Faith Liking 0.719 0.066 10.887 0.000 0.052 0.001 

Feeling Liking 0.285 0.063 4.489 0.000 0.068 >0.15 

Faith Performance 0.15 0.054 2.791 0.005 

 

 Feeling Performance 0.038 0.049 0.771 0.441 

 Liking Performance -0.01 0.041 -0.233 0.816 

 
 

Model Comparison 

 

 

In terms of the fit statistics, Model 2 performed marginally better that the combined 

direct and indirect model, based largely on model parsimony fit.  The indirect model also 

had better fit statistics than the direct model.  Hence, based on overall fit statistics model 
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2, the indirect model, provides the better fit.  Further, the indirect model is a simpler 

model, with less parameters than the combined model.  Therefore, the principle of Occam 

‟s Razor can be applied, suggesting the indirect model is the preferred model. 

 

Having selected Model 2, the indirect model, the following  Section contains some brief 

descriptive statistics.  The first table in this section shows the covariances between the 

covariates in the model.     

 

Table 4.24:  Covariances for the Indirect Model 

 

Variables 

Early Mature 

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Contract Competence 1.01 0.10 10.37 0.01 1.15 0.11 10.75 0.01 

Contract Goodwill 1.35 0.13 10.54 0.01 1.50 0.14 10.82 0.01 

Contract Faith 1.12 0.12 9.12 0.01 1.52 0.14 10.63 0.01 

Contract Feeling 1.32 0.12 11.29 0.01 1.62 0.14 11.50 0.01 

Competence Goodwill 1.03 0.11 9.43 0.01 1.08 0.11 10.19 0.01 

Competence Faith 1.02 0.11 9.17 0.01 1.10 0.11 10.02 0.01 

Competence Feeling 1.15 0.11 10.65 0.01 1.19 0.11 10.87 0.01 

Goodwill Faith 1.69 0.16 10.47 0.01 1.68 0.15 10.92 0.01 

Goodwill Feeling 1.43 0.14 10.42 0.01 1.58 0.14 11.02 0.01 

Faith Feeling 1.56 0.15 10.76 0.01 1.71 0.15 11.24 0.01 

   

The next table includes the correlations for the indirect model.   
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Table 4.25:  Correlations for the Indirect Model 

 

Variables Early Mature 

Contract Competence 0.885 0.828 

Contract Goodwill 0.801 0.855 

Contract Faith 0.604 0.765 

Contract Feeling 0.808 0.851 

Competence Goodwill 0.768 0.799 

Competence Faith 0.689 0.719 

Competence Feeling 0.882 0.81 

Goodwill Faith 0.777 0.863 

Goodwill Feeling 0.743 0.85 

Faith Feeling 0.736 0.81 

 

The final table in this section contains the variance estimates for each of the constructs 

included in the model.   

 

Table 4.26:  Latent Means for the Indirect Model 

 

Variable Early Mean Mature Mean 

Contract 1.64 1.67 

Competence 1.28 1.12 

Goodwill 2.07 2 

Faith 2.32 2.2 

Feeling 1.87 2.03 

Commitment 1.33 1.5 

Liking 2.2 2.71 

Performance 1.19 1.85 

 

The next two diagrams contain the beta weights for the early and for the mature 

relationships.  Diagram 4 is the early phase and Diagram 5 is the mature phase for the 

indirect model.     
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Figure 4.4:  Indirect Model Early Phase 

 

 

 

 

The following diagram is the indirect model for the mature phase of the relationship 

lifecycle.   
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Figure 4.5:  Indirect Model Mature Phase 
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4.6:  Multigroup Analysis 

 

Multigroup analysis is performed to examine the differences between groups which, for 

this thesis, are the early and late relationship stages.  Multigroup testing uses a Chi-square 

test to establish if there is a significant difference between the two groups under 

examination.  This research aims to investigate how the elements of trust influence 

relationship performance.  Moreover, how each elements of trust effect the other 

elements of trust, liking and commitment.  To test the differences between the early and 

mature relationships, several tests will be performed.  Firstly, the overall structural model 

is tested for difference.  This will indicate if the overall model is different between the 

early and mature relationships.  Then, the regression paths between the covariates will be 

individually tested, identifying if they change between the early and mature models.   

 

This testing will be conducted using the indirect model (Model 2) as it had the best fit 

statistics and is the most consistent with existing models in the literature.  After testing 

the structural model for equivalence, the next tests will be conducted on the measurement 

model.  The factor loadings will be constrained on each variable to test if the items which 

identify the latent variable change over time.  That is, whether the importance of the 

items that make up each of the constructs change over time.  Lastly, differences between 

the latent means for each of the constructs will be tested.  This will show if the overall 

construct has changed between the early and mature relationship.   

 

Multigroup Analysis of the Overall Structural Model 

 

The goal of the first test is to determine if there is an overall difference between the two 

models.  This involves fully constraining the two models to be equal and testing whether 

the fit is different to the unconstrained model.  The results will indicate if there is a 

difference between the early and mature structural models.  The results of the multigroup 

Chi-square testing of the entire model are presented in Table 4.24.   
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As can be seen from these results, there is a significant statistical difference between the 

early and mature models as indicated by the Chi-square test.  That is, there are 

differences in the effects that the elements of trust have on the mediating variables and 

the mediating variables have on performance over time.  The Chi-square test also 

indicates the structural weights are statistically different at the 1% level when the model 

unconstrained is assumed to be correct and different at the 5% level when model 

measurement weights are assumed to be correct.  However, this test does not indicate 

which structural paths are actually different, the Chi-square tests simply indicates that 

there is a difference overall.  The next set of Chi-square tests examine the individual 

regression paths, examining if they are invariant across time.   
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Table 4.27:  Multigroup Analysis, Early and Mature Models 

 

Nested Model Comparisons 

Assuming model Unconstrained to be correct: 

Model DF Chi-square  P 

Measurement weights 18 65.658 0.000 

Structural weights 25 81.235 0.000 

Structural covariances 40 140.654 0.000 

Structural residuals 43 146.453 0.000 

Measurement residuals 73 453.899 0.000 

Assuming model Measurement weights to be correct: 

Structural weights 7 15.577 0.029 

Assuming model Structural weights to be correct: 

Structural covariances 15 59.419 0.000 

Assuming model Structural covariances to be correct: 

Structural residuals 3 5.799 0.122 

Assuming model Structural residuals to be correct: 

Measurement residuals 30 307.446 0.000 

Assuming model Constrained to be correct: 

Measurement weights 18 65.658 0.000 
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Multigroup Analysis of the Structural Regression Paths 

 

Having identified that there is a difference between the early and late stage models, the 

next set of tests focus on examining whether there are differences in the regression paths 

between the trust variables and the mediating variables, and between the mediating 

variables and the dependent variable.  This multigroup analysis involves separately 

constraining to be equal the path relationships between the covariates, mediated variables 

and the dependent variable in the early and mature phases.  The Chi-square test indicates 

if the difference is significant.  Again, invariance between the groups tested by the Chi-

square test indicates that there is no difference between the mature and early groups.  A 

summary of the testing is found in Table 4.25. 

 

As shown by the p-values, developed from the Chi-square testing in Table 4.25, for a 

number of the paths there are significant differences between the early and mature 

models.  For the effect of the mediating variables on performance, the regression path 

between liking and performance is significantly different at the 1% level.  However, the 

path between commitment and performance is not significantly different, indicating that 

the path is invariant across the early and mature models.   

 

With regard to the trust constructs and their relationship with the mediating variables, 

there are two paths which are not equivalent between the early and mature relationship at 

the 5% significance level.  There is a significant difference in the effect that both 

competence and contractual trust have on commitment.  As noted in earlier findings, 

competence trust was not a significant predictor in the early part of the relationship.  

Secondly it was also found that the magnitude of the effect of contractual trust on 

commitment diminished.  However, the effect of goodwill on commitment was not found 

to be different.  These multigroup findings confirm that there are statistically significant 

changes between the early and mature parts of the relationship for two of the three 

cognitive trust variables.   
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The emotional trust elements faith and feeling both had stable relationships with liking, 

with both faith and feeling invariant over time.  However, the relationship between liking 

and performance was significantly different.   

 

When the elements of trust and their respective mediating variable were jointly 

constrained to be equal (e.g. the cognitive components of trust and commitment), there 

was also found to be significant differences.  The influence of all three cognitive 

elements of trust on commitment were found to be significantly different across the 

relationship stages.  Similarly the influence of the two emotional elements of trust on 

liking were different (at the 10% level) across the relationship stages.  Furthermore, when 

the link to performance was included for both groups, statistically significant differences 

were found.  Hence, for both the emotional and cognitive sides of the relationship, there 

are differences across the phases of the relationship.   

 

Table 4.28:  Multigroup Analysis, Structural Model Analysis 

 

Constraints DF 
Chi- 

square 
P 

Commitment to Performance 1 2.253 0.133 

Liking to Performance 1 13.379 0.000 

Contractual to Commitment 1 4.732 0.030 

Competence to Commitment 1 4.360 0.037 

Goodwill to Commitment 1 1.063 0.303 

Faith to Liking 1 1.155 0.282 

Feeling to Liking 1 0.278 0.598 

Contract to Commitment and Commitment to Performance 2 5.820 0.054 

Competence to Commitment and Commitment to Performance 2 6.409 0.041 

Goodwill to Commitment and Commitment to Performance 2 3.325 0.190 

Faith to Liking and Liking to Performance 2 14.097 0.001 

Feeling to Liking and Liking to Performance 2 13.742 0.001 

Contractual, Competence and Goodwill to Commitment 3 9.472 0.024 

Faith, and Feeling to Liking 2 4.648 0.098 

Contractual, Competence, Goodwill to Commitment and 
Commitment to Performance 

4 9.867 0.043 

Faith and Feeling to Liking and Liking to Performance 3 17.098 0.001 
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Multigroup Analysis of the Measurement Model 

 

Having shown the differences between the structural models and the paths within the 

models, the next part of the multigroup analysis focuses on testing differences in the 

measurement models.  Firstly, changes in the measurement model are examined through 

constraining each of the factor loadings to be equal and comparing the fit with 

unconstrained models and applying the Chi-square test.  This will indicate if the items are 

equivalent across the early and mature groups.  This testing will show if the contribution 

of each of the items to the latent variable change.  Following this, tests are conducted to 

determine whether there is more or less of each of the constructs across the two periods.  

This is done through examining the latent means of each of the constructs.   

 

Multigroup Analysis of the Factor Loadings 

 

As just noted, this Chi-square test indicates if the factor loadings (items) are equivalent 

between the two groups.  The factor loadings of each of the constructs across the two 

stages are constrained to be equal, and then the model is run.  A significant worsening of 

the model fit compared to separate estimation of the models indicates that there is 

variance between the two groups.  For this research, this indicates that the measurement 

models for the early and mature models are different.   

 

The Chi-square testing indicates that there are three constructs that are different between 

groups when the factor loadings are constrained.  Both elements of emotional trust, faith 

and feeling, are different in the early and mature groups, although faith is only 

significantly different at the 10% level (p=0.06).  None of the cognitive trust elements 

vary, however the mediating variable commitment varies across the two groups.  Table 

4.26 contains a summary of the multigroup testing for the factor loadings.   
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Table 4.29:  Measurement Model Multigroup Analysis Factor Loadings 

 

Model DF Chi-square  P 

Contractual 2 4.059 0.131 

Competence 2 2.394 0.302 

Goodwill 2 0.215 0.898 

Faith 3 7.415 0.06 

Feeling 3 29.782 0 

Liking 2 3.842 0.146 

Commitment 2 7.364 0.025 

 

Multigroup Analysis of the Latent Means 

 

Lastly, differences in the means of the individual variables were tested.  Constraints were 

applied to the latent mean of each variable, again to identify equivalence between the 

groups.  The previous multigroup testing of the measurement model looked solely at the 

factor loadings.  This multigroup testing examines the whole latent construct, which 

allows identification of whether there is more or less of a construct across the two time 

periods.  Again, a worsened fit (indicated through the Ch-square test), as a result of the 

placement of the constraint, means the construct differs between groups.  A summary of 

the findings is included in Table 4.27.   

 

With both the factor loadings and latent means constrained, as recommended by Byrne 

(2001), only three of the constructs were significantly different.  The results indicate that 

the amount of competency trust, liking and commitment present were not equivalent 

across the early and later stages of the relationship.  However, only for competency was 

this difference significant at the 5% level.  The difference for commitment (p=0.082) and 

liking (p=0.056) were significant at the 10% level.   
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Table 4.30:  Multigroup Analysis Measurement Models Latent Means 

 

Latent Mean Constraint DF Chi-square  P 

Contractual 1 1.257 0.262 

Competence 1 5.712 0.017 

Goodwill 1 0.086 0.769 

Faith 1 0.369 0.543 

Feeling 1 0.428 0.513 

Commitment 1 3.02 0.082 

Liking 1 3.659 0.056 

 

4.7:  Results from the Hypothesis Testing  

 

In Chapter 2 a number hypotheses were developed from the literature for empirical 

testing.  The hypotheses are now discussed in three groups.  The first group of hypotheses 

to be reported are included in Table 31.  These hypotheses relates to the effect of the 

elements of trust on commitment, liking and performance through the SEM analysis.  The 

next groups of hypotheses were tested through the multigroup analysis.  The multigroup 

analysis tests if the latent means of each variable changes significantly over the two 

phases of the relationship.  Then the results for the third group of hypotheses which 

examine if there is a change in effects are presented.  This group of hypotheses relates to 

the changes in effects that each variable has on liking, commitment and performance over 

the lifecycle.   
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Hypotheses Related to the Effect of the Elements of Trust on Commitment, Liking and 

Performance  

 

The first three hypotheses (H1 to H3) tested the effect of the three cognitive elements of 

trust on commitment.  In the first phase, competency trust was not found to have a 

significant influence on commitment.  In contrast, contractual and goodwill trust both had 

a significant influence on commitment.  In the mature phase, competency, contractual 

and goodwill trust all had a significant and positive effect on commitment.  Thus, H2 and 

H3 are accepted and H1 is accepted for the mature phase.   

 

The next hypothesis (H4) examined the relationship between commitment and 

relationship performance.  This was tested using SEM; the results indicate that 

commitment has a significant effect on relationship performance in the early and mature 

phase of the relationship lifecycle.  Thus hypothesis four is accepted in both relationship 

phases.  

 

The next three hypotheses (H5-H7) examined the effect of the cognitive elements of trust, 

competency, contractual and goodwill trust on relationship performance.  These 

hypotheses were tested through the total effects in the final (indirect) structural model.  

Competency trust was found not to have a significant influence on relationship 

performance in the early phase of the relationship lifecycle.  Also in the early phase, 

while the hypothesis is accepted, goodwill trust was only found to influence relationship 

performance at the 10% significance level.  Again in the early phase, contractual trust 

was found to have a significant relationship with relationship performance.  In the mature 

phase, competency, contractual and goodwill trust all had a significant relationship with 

relationship performance.  Thus H5, H6 and H7 are all accepted for the mature phase, and 

H6 is also accepted in the mature phase.  H5 is rejected and H6 is marginally accepted in 

the early phase.           
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The next two hypotheses (H8 and H9) examined the effect of the emotional elements of 

trust faith and feeling influence on liking.  In both the early and mature phases of the 

relationship lifecycle both faith and feeling were found to have a significant influence on 

liking.  Hence, the hypotheses are accepted for both phases.   

 

Liking‟s influence on relationship performance was the next hypothesis (H10) to be 

tested.  Again using SEM, it was found that liking had a positive significant influence on 

relationship performance in both phases.  Therefore, the hypothesis is supported.        

 

The next two hypotheses (H11 and H12) tested the relationship of faith and feeling on 

relationship performance.  This was tested via the total effects of faith and feeling on 

relationship performance.  In the early relationship phase H11 was accepted, while H12 

relating to feeling was accepted only at the 10% significance level.  In the mature phase, 

the influence of faith on performance was significant at the 10% level, while the effect of 

feeling was insignificant, hence H12 is rejected in the mature phase.   

 

A summary of these hypotheses findings is included in Table 31.   

 

Table 4.31:  Hypotheses Related to Testing the Conceptual Model  

Hypotheses Statement Outcome Early Outcome Mature 

H1 
Competency trust will have a positive influence 

on commitment. 
Rejected Accepted 

H2 
Contractual trust will have a positive influence 

on commitment. 
Accepted Accepted 

H3 
Goodwill trust will have a positive influence on 

commitment. 
Accepted Accepted 

H4 
Commitment has a positive influence on 

relationship performance. 
Accepted Accepted 

H5 Competency trust will have a positive influence 

on relationship performance. 
Rejected Accepted 

H6 
Contractual trust will have a positive influence 

relationship performance. 
Accepted Accepted 

H7 
Goodwill trust will have a positive influence on 

relationship performance. 
Accepted * Accepted 

H8 
Faith trust will have a positive influence on 

liking. 
Accepted Accepted 

H9 
Feeling trust will have a positive influence on 

liking. 
Accepted Accepted 

H10 
Liking will have a positive influence on 

relationship performance. 
Accepted Accepted 
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Hypotheses Statement Outcome Early Outcome Mature 

H11 
Faith trust will have a positive influence on 

relationship performance. 
Accepted Accepted * 

H12 
Feeling trust will have a positive influence on 

relationship performance. 
Accepted  * Rejected 

(HH1 to H12 based on Table 4.22; *indicates 10% significance)  

 

Hypotheses Related to Changes in Latent Means   

 

The next group of hypotheses examine the changes in the latent means of each variable 

present in the two phases of the relationship lifecycle.  That is, if more or less of a 

particular variable is present in the early or mature phase.  The results for the changes of 

means are included in Table 32.  To examine if the means of each variable change, 

multigroup analysis was conducted on the latent means.   

 

With regard to the cognitive elements of trust changing over time (H13-H15), 

competency trust (H13) and goodwill trust (H15) were supported, while contractual trust 

(H14) was rejected.  Competency trust was found to significantly increase over the two 

phases it was measured, with more competency trust present in the mature phase than in 

the early phase.  Hence, H13 is supported.  Contractual trust did not increase in the 

amount present from the early to the mature phase, thus, H14 was rejected.  Goodwill 

trust was found to be stable, with no significant difference between the two phases, 

meaning that H15 is supported.     

 

The next two hypotheses tested whether or not the amount of faith trust (H16) and feeling 

trust (H17) present altered from the early phase to the mature phase.  The hypotheses 

both anticipated that the amount of faith and feeling trust would not significantly differ 

between the phases.  The findings indicated that there was not a significant difference in 

the amount of faith and feeling trust present.  Therefore, there is evidence to support and 

accept both hypotheses. 

 

It was hypothesised that the amount of liking in the relationship would remain stable 

(H18).  However, in contrast it was found that the amount of liking present in each of the 
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two phases was significantly different.  There was significantly less liking present in the 

mature phase.  Thus the hypothesis is rejected on the basis that there are significant 

differences, indicating that liking is not similar in the early and mature phases.    

The amount of commitment in the relationship was anticipated to change, with the next 

hypothesis (H19) examining if the amount of commitment in the mature phase was 

higher than that present in the early phase.  The hypothesis is supported as there was 

significantly more commitment present in the mature phase than there was in the early 

phase of the relationship lifecycle.  

 

The hypotheses related to changes in the amount present are included in Table 32.      

 

Table 4.32:  Hypotheses Related to Changes in Latent Means   

    

Hypothesis Statement Outcome 

H13 
The amount of competency trust will increase over the 

relationship lifecycle. 
Accepted 

H14 
The amount of contractual trust will increase over the 

course of the relationship lifecycle. 
Rejected 

H15 
The amount of goodwill trust will not change over the 

course of the relationship lifecycle. 
Accepted 

H16 
The amount of faith trust will not change over the course of 

the relationship lifecycle. 
Accepted 

H17 
The amount of feeling trust will not change over the course 

of the relationship lifecycle. 
Accepted 

H18 
The amount of liking will remain stable over the course of 

the relationship lifecycle. 
Rejected 

H19 
The amount of commitment will increase over the course 

of the relationship lifecycle. 
Accepted* 

(H13 to H19 based on Table 4.27; *at the 10% level)  

 

Hypotheses Related to Changes in Effects 

 

Having reviewed the hypotheses related to the relationships and effects of the variables in 

the conceptual model (H1 to H12) and if the latent means of those variables changed 

(H13 to H19), we now move to the hypotheses related to the changes in effects of each 
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variable (H20 to H26).  These hypotheses examine if the effect of a particular variable on 

relationship performance is significantly different in the early and mature phases.  The 

total effects of the elements of trust, commitment and liking are compared for the early 

and mature relationship phase.  This was combined with the use of multigroup analysis, 

which enables testing of significant differences between the early and mature models for 

each of the total effects.    

 

The first hypothesis examines the relationship between competency trust and relationship 

performance (H20).  It was hypothesised that competency trust will have an increased 

effect on relationship performance in the mature phase of the relationship lifecycle.  In 

the early phase of the relationship lifecycle, competency trust was found to have an 

insignificant effect on relationship performance.  This contrasts with the mature phase of 

the lifecycle, where competency had the largest influence on relationship performance of 

all the variables.  The multigroup analysis indicates that the total effect of competency 

trust on relationship performance was significantly different across the early and mature 

phases, providing support for H20.   

 

The second hypothesis related to the expected decrease in effect that contractual trust 

would have on relationship performance over the relationship lifecycle (H21).  Consistant 

with the hypothesis, the magnitude of the total effect that contractual trust had on 

relationship performance was lower in the mature phase than it was in the early phase of 

the relationship lifecycle.  Further, the multigroup analysis of the total effect of 

contractual trust via commitment on relationship performance also demonstrated 

significant differences, indicating that the early and mature relationships are different.  

Therefore, the hypothesis is supported.   

 

The effect of goodwill trust on relationship performance was hypothesised to remain 

relatively unchanged (H22).  In both the early and mature phases goodwill trust has a 

relatively minor effect on relationship performance.  The multigroup testing indicated 

that there was no significant difference between the early and mature phases.  Hence, the 

hypothesis is accepted.   
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It was hypothesised that the effect of faith trust on relationship performance would be 

less in the mature phase than in the early phase of the relationship lifecycle (H23).  The 

total effect of faith trust in the mature phase on relationship performance was less than 

half what it was in the early phase of the relationship lifecycle.  Moreover, faith trust was 

only significant at the 10% level in the mature relationship phase.  Hence, the overall 

effect of faith trust appears to have decreased.  The multigroup testing confirmed that the 

total effect of faith trust on relationship performance was significantly different.  Based 

on the changes in magnitude and the results from the multigroup testing, the hypothesis 

that the effect of faith trust on relationship performance would decline over the lifecycle 

is supported. 

 

It was also hypothesised that the effect of feeling trust on relationship performance would 

decrease over the course of the relationship lifecycle (H24).  Firstly the magnitude of the 

total effect halved and the relationship between feeling trust and performance was 

insignificant in the mature phase of the relationship lifecycle.  Secondly, the multigroup 

analysis indicated significant differences, which means that the total effect of feeling trust 

on relationship performance is different in the two phases.  Thus, there is evidence to 

support the hypothesis, that the effect of feeling trust on relationship performance is 

reduced in the mature phase.   

 

The next hypothesis examined if the effect of commitment on relationship performance 

would be larger in the mature phase (H25).  As expected, the magnitude for this path was 

larger in the mature phase.  However, the multigroup analysis did not produce significant 

differences.  Hence, the hypothesis is rejected as the change in effect is insignificant.   

The final hypothesis to be reported related to a decrease in the effect liking would have 

on relationship performance over the two phases of the relationship lifecycle.  As 

expected, the magnitude of the effect of liking on performance was substantially lower in 

the mature phase than it was in the early phase.  The multigroup analysis demonstrated 

that the relationship in the early and mature phases was significantly different.  
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Therefore, the hypothesis that likings effect on relationship performance would be lower 

in the mature phase is supported.                                 

 

The findings of the hypotheses related to changes in effects are summarised in Table 33.   

 

Table 4.33:  Hypotheses Related to the Changes in Effects 

 

Hypothesis Statement Outcome 

H20 

The effects of competency trust on relationship 

performance will increase over the course of the 

relationship lifecycle. 

Accepted 

H21 
The effects of contractual trust on relationship performance 

will decrease over the course of the relationship lifecycle. 
Accepted 

H22 

The effects of goodwill trust on relationship performance 

will remain constant over the course of the relationship 

lifecycle. 

Accepted 

H23 
The effects of faith trust on relationship performance will 

decrease over the course of the relationship lifecycle. 
Accepted 

H24 
The effects of feeling trust on relationship performance 

will decrease over the course of the relationship lifecycle. 
Accepted 

H25 
The effect of commitment on relationship performance will 

increase over the course of the relationship lifecycle. 
Rejected 

H26 
The influence of liking on relationship performance will 

decrease over the course of the relationship lifecycle. 
Accepted 

(H20 to H26 based on Table 4.25) 

 

4.8:  Conclusion 

 

The results from the statistical analyses presented in this chapter have provided evidence 

for answering the research questions outlined in Chapter 2.  The questions related to the 

role and importance of trust in the early and mature phase of the relationship lifecycle.  

Specifically, the influence of trust on relationship performance and how this changes over 

the lifecycle was the object of examination.  The data collected indicated a complex 

relationship between trust, liking, commitment and performance.  The relationships were 

quantitatively analysed using structural equation modelling.   
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A pilot study was conducted to test the questionnaire and sampling approach.  Multiple 

item scales were used for each construct measured in the survey.  The pilot was 

conducted to test the constructs, specifically their validity and reliability.  While the 

results were limited by the small sample size, the validity and reliability of each construct 

was tested and the results indicated that the measures were likely to be sound.   

 

The sample was collected using a stratified sampling method.  The two strata used were 

geography and town size.  The sample was collected within regional NSW, specifically in 

the north, south and west of the state, while the east was excluded.  Sub-regions within 

the north, south and west were then identified for sampling.  The second strata related to 

the size of the towns within the selected subregions.  Larger towns of 30,000 plus, 

medium towns of 20,000-30,000 and smaller towns were sampled within each of the 

subregions.  The result of the sampling effort was that there were 458 returned 

questionnaires, with a response rate of 53%.   

 

Structural equation modelling has two main components, the measurement and structural 

models.  During the measurement phase reliability and validity were tested for each 

construct.  All of the variables had Cronbach alpha scores which indicated a high level of 

reliability.  On the other hand, one variable, communication did not have discriminant or 

strong convergent validity in the early phase.  Therefore, communication was not used in 

the structural model.  The other variables all displayed discriminant and convergent 

validity, hence were included in the final analysis.   

 

The structural model was the next part of the analysis.  The structural analysis consisted 

of the presentation of three models: the direct, indirect and combined direct and indirect 

model.  These three models postulated the relationships between the covariates in 

different ways.  The direct model linked the covariates directly to the dependent 

variables.  The indirect model used commitment as a mediating variable for the cognitive 

trust elements and liking as a mediating variable for the emotional elements of trust.  The 

combined model used the mediating relationships as well as direct paths from the 
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elements of trust to the covariates.  It was found that the best fitting model was the 

indirect model.   

 

The indirect model was then subjected to further analysis involving multigroup testing.  

The multigroup analysis was used to ascertain if the measurement models and the 

structural relationships were different in the early and mature phases.  It was found that 

overall the model was different across the two relationship phases.  In terms of structural 

paths, several causal paths between the variables had changed.  The emotional 

components of trust were more important in the early phase.  In contrast, the cognitive 

elements (apart from goodwill trust) were found to have a larger effect on relationship 

performance in the mature phase.  Lastly, it was found that the amount of competency 

trust was significantly different in each phase.  In summary, as a result of the multigroup 

analysis we were able to conclude that the early and mature models are different, that the 

relationships between many of the variables is different and that the amount of 

competency trust had changed.   

 

In Chapter 5 the contribution of these findings to the existing literature as well as to 

business practice will be discussed.   
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Chapter 5:  Conclusion 
 

5.1:  Introduction 

 

The primary purpose of this thesis is to increase our understanding of the evolution and 

importance of trust in a business-to-business marketing relationship.  To investigate this 

topic an extensive literature review was first conducted and following this, primary 

research involving a survey of 458 businesses.  The findings have important implications 

for practice and existing theory, relating to the effective implementation and maintenance 

of relationship marketing partnerships.  The main goal of this chapter is to revisit the 

main findings from this thesis, how they were developed, and demonstrate their 

contribution both to the literature and to practice.  In doing so, the findings from previous 

chapters are first summarised.  Following this, the contributions this thesis has made to 

theory are first explained the implications of the findings for practice are then described.  

Lastly, the limitations of this research are explained and the implications for further 

research are discussed. 

 

5.2:  Thesis Review 

 

The research question answered in this thesis is: „What are the key elements of trust and 

which elements are crucial in building relationships across the phases of relationship 

development?   

 

To address this question a comprehensive literature review was undertaken.  This review 

was focused primarily on the relationship marketing literature.  However, in some cases 

(such as trust) literature from several other disciplines was investigated.  Within the 

relationship marketing literature there are four main schools of thought: the North 

American (e.g. Morgan and Hunt 1994), Nordic (e.g. Gronroos 1994), Industrial 

Marketing and Purchasing (e.g. Ford, Gadde, Hakanson, Lundgren, Snehorta, Turnbull 

and Wilson 1998) and Anglo schools (Ballantyne 2000).  Importantly, each of these 
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schools of thought acknowledges the importance of trust to relationship marketing.  All 

four schools were therefore used as a source of information to develop the conceptual 

model in conjunction with literature from psychology, sociology, management and 

economics.   

 

The conceptual model seeks to summarise, from a relationship marketing perspective, the 

main relationship marketing variables that influence business performance.  According to 

the relationship marketing literature, as both economic and social exchange between 

business partners expand, collaborative exchanges become more common which suggests 

they are better understood from the perspective of relationship marketing, rather than 

traditional marketing (Day 2000).  The people involved in the exchange are the marketing 

focus, not just the product which is being exchanged.  As people‟s relationships become 

more important, there is an increasing reliance on constructs such as trust, commitment, 

liking, and communication which all impact on the success of the relationship.   

 

It is these constructs which are therefore included in the conceptual model.  The role of 

trust, which is the main construct of concern in this thesis, in explaining relationship 

performance has been considered in previous studies; but in most studies only the 

cognitive components of trust have been investigated.  However, as argued in Chapter 2, 

emotional trust constructs also exist and have therefore been included in the conceptual 

model.  Emotional trust is likely to be important in explaining relationship success, 

particularly in the early phases of the relationship, yet this emotional side of trust has 

largely been ignored within the relationship marketing literature.   

 

In addition, most previous relationship marketing studies have measured cognitive trust 

using a general trust construct.  Nonetheless several studies have divided the construct of 

trust into separate elements.  Within these studies, the cognitive elements of trust 

included contractual, competence and goodwill trust.  While there has been little 

emphasis on emotional trust within the marketing literature, a broader literature search 

that included other discipline areas revealed two further elements of trust, faith and 

feeling.  The five elements of trust are summarised in Table 5.1.   
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Table 5.1:  Elements of Trust, Bases and Definitions 

 

Trust Base 
Trust 
Element 

Description 

Cognitive 

Contract 
Trust based on assessment of a partners adherence to verbal 
or written agreements 

Competence 
Trust based on the ability of the partner to undertake and 
complete tasks 

Goodwill 
Trust based on a partners benevolence and willingness to go 
beyond specified tasks 

  

Emotional 

Faith 
Trust based on faith in the norm of reciprocity, not based on 
reason 

Feeling 
Trust based on feelings regarding another’s character  which 
are unsubstantiated 

 

The outcomes from successful relationship marketing were also discussed in the literature 

review.  Financial windfalls (Dwyer, Schurr and Oh 1987; Wilson 1995), long-term 

orientation (Ganesan 1994), satisfaction (Morgan and Hunt 1994) and conflict resolution 

(Sirdeshmukh, Singh and Sabol 2002) were identified as potential positive outcomes 

from a successful relationship.  These outcomes of successful relationships were 

examined with the goal of identifying potential dependent variables for testing the 

conceptual model.  The dependent variable, performance, was selected as it represented 

several of these outcomes.   

 

The final area of literature reviewed was the relationship lifecycle.  Having examined the 

literature it was clear that relationships evolve; however, there is a diversity of views 

regarding the number and nature of the stages in this evolution.  What is known about the 

lifecycle is that it lacks empirical testing in terms of the effects of the various relationship 

marketing variables on relationship outcomes, including little knowledge about the 

evolution of and changing effects of trust.  Despite a consensus within the literature that a 

lifecycle of some form exists, little more than a typology of traits likely to be found at 

each stage is available.   

 

In Chapter 3 the methodology to be used to test the conceptual model was justified, 

including the sampling approach, questionnaire design, scales and statistical techniques.   
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In terms of sampling, to complete the research a sample of approximately 300 to 400 

respondents was required.  Stratified sampling was selected as the most appropriate 

technique to ensure coverage of relevant groups within the population.  As part of the 

stratified sample, the state was separated into four major regions: North, South, East and 

West.  From these four areas the East (adjoining Sydney) was excluded.   The three 

remaining regions selected for the sample contain nine subregions, and six of these 

subregions were selected.  Large towns of over 30,000 people and medium towns of 

between 10,000 and 20,000 people as well as smaller towns of less than 10,000 people 

were sampled in each of the six regions.  A mix of business types was included in the 

sample.  To maximise the response rate, a drop-off and pick-up administration format 

was used and a 53% response rate, with 458 completed questionnaires, was achieved.       

 

Finding and selecting the most appropriate scales to measure the theoretical constructs 

was the next area considered in Chapter 3.  For each of the constructs the scale selection 

process included assessing the reliability and validity of the alternative scales found in 

the literature.  The scales used to measure commitment, communication and liking were 

all selected from the relationship marketing literature, while the scales for trust were 

scales for trust were selected from both the relationship marketing and psychology 

literatures.  Scales for each of the elements of trust proved difficult to not only find, but 

to rigorously evaluate as many researchers did not report the results from validity and 

reliability testing.   

 

The statistical method used to test the conceptual model was Structural Equation 

Modelling (SEM).  SEM has two main components: measurement models and the 

structural model.  The measurements models are used to estimate the individual 

constructs from their indicators.  The measurement models are developed using 

confirmatory factor analysis, where the items for each construct are used to form the 

measurement model.  Testing for construct validity and reliability occurred while 

developing the measurement models.  Following the development of the individual 

measurement models for each construct, the structural model was estimated to test the 
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relationships between constructs.  Structural equation modelling was deemed the most 

appropriate methodology primarily because the constructs are latent variables and 

because of the complex relationships between the covariates.   

 

Thus, having reviewed the literature and developed the conceptual model, a method of 

statistically testing the model was proposed. Next, in Chapter 4, the findings were 

reported.  Here the statistical methods were deployed to test the conceptual model and 

corresponding hypotheses, the results and their contribution to the literature are as 

follows.   

 

5.3:  Key Findings and Extensions to Existing Literature 

 

There are several key findings from this research.  The first relates to the establishment 

and testing of the emotional and cognitive elements of trust.  The second findings relates 

to the lifecycle and the impact of trust at the two different phases that were tested.  The 

third finding to be highlighted involves the use of liking and commitment as mediating 

variables.   

   

 

Emotional and Cognitive Bases of Trust   

 

Most previous studies in the marketing literature have considered trust to primarily 

involve a cognitive calculation based on outcomes sought (Young 2006).  Young (2006), 

in contrast, argued that trust is a two dimensional construct, having both an emotional and 

cognitive base.  Further, most studies have used unidimensional cognitive trust constructs 

and have not attempted to separately estimate the elements of trust (for example Morgan 

and Hunt (1994) had a single construct for trust).  The use of a singular constructs for 

trust is the most common form of trust measurement in the relationship marketing 

literature.  This study is different to the existing literature in two ways.  Firstly, both 
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emotional and cognitive bases were used.  Secondly, multiple elements of trust that stem 

from both of these bases of trust were also identified.   

 

The cognitive elements of trust have been the subject of some, but not extensive, testing 

in the relationship marketing literature (for example Ganesan 1994).  Further, the 

emotional elements of trust have been the subject of very limited testing in disciplines 

other than marketing.  Therefore, the joint testing of the influence of the two emotional 

and three cognitive elements of trust on relationship performance is a significant 

contribution to the literature.  While most of the trust elements have been linked to 

relationship outcomes in previous research, this has not previously occurred with each of 

the five elements present as was demonstrated in this thesis.   

 

Cognitive and Emotional Trust and the Relationship Lifecycle 

 

Despite the prominence of the relationship lifecycle literature, there has been little 

empirical work showing how relationships develop, and even less demonstrating the 

changing contribution of emotional and cognitive trust over time.  Young (2006) 

hypothesised that the nature of emotions changes over time, which suggests that the 

degree and potential effect of emotional trust may alter over time.  Most studies that have 

examined the lifecycle have suggested how variables such as trust are likely to change 

over time.  For example, Dwyer et al (1987) lists five stages of a relationship and 

explains the role of trust in each stage.  However, Dwyer et al (1987) did not 

quantitatively test how trust changes over time.  Secondly, Dwyer et al (1987) refer to 

general trust only, not cognitive or emotional trust and not the five elements of trust used 

in this research.  These two criticisms of Dwyer et al (1987) hold for other relationship 

lifecycles.  Where the evolution of trust has been considered, only a general trust measure 

which excludes the emotional base has been used (e.g. Fraizer 1983; Ford et al 1998).  

Moreover, many of these lifecycles remain empirically untested (e.g. Ford et al 1998).  

Where testing has been conducted, qualitative methods have been used (e.g. Larson 

1992). 
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This study has made a unique contribution to the literature by quantitatively assessing the 

development of trust, as well as several other relationship marketing variables, over two 

phases of a relationship.  No other empirical studies showing the link between the five 

elements of trust and relationship outcomes across multiple phases of the lifecycle are 

available within the current relationship marketing literature.   

 

It was anticipated that the importance of each element of trust may change over time, 

therefore, multigroup analysis was used in this thesis to see if any of the elements of trust 

and their influence on relationship performance change over two phases of the 

relationship lifecycle, which included the early and more mature phase.   

 

The elements of emotional trust were found to be most influential in the early phase and 

diminished in importance in the mature phase.  It was found that faith and feeling, 

mediated through liking, had a greater influence on performance in the early phase 

compared to the mature phase of the relationship lifecycle.   

 

In contrast to emotional trust, the cognitive elements of competency, contractual and 

goodwill trust, mediated through commitment, have a greater influence on performance 

in the mature phase than the early phase.  While two elements of cognitive trust 

(contractual and goodwill trust) were important in the early phase it was dominant in 

explaining relationship performance in the mature phase.   

 

The collective cognitive elements of trust had a larger influence of relationship 

performance in the mature phase. This growing importance of the cognitive constructs in 

the mature phase is particularly evident with competency trust.  Competency trust does 

not have a significant influence on relationship performance in the early phase, yet is the 

most influential trust construct in the mature phase in terms of its effect on performance.   

 

The importance of contractual trust also changes across the lifecycle, but in a different 

direction to competency trust.  In the early phase of the relationship, contractual trust is 

the most important variable in explaining relationship performance.  In the mature phase 
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of the relationship, while still substantive, its relative importance was reduced.  This 

indicates that as relationships develop honouring verbal and written contracts is still 

important in explaining relationship performance but not as important as in the early part 

of the relationship.   

 

The emotional elements of trust had a larger role in the early phase, and, while still 

significant were reduced in importance in the mature phase.  Faith was had the second 

largest influence on relationship in the early phase.  However, it was reduced to being the 

fourth largest predictor of performance in the mature phase.  Feeling had a significant 

impact on performance in both relationship phases measured, but in both phases, feeling 

was the smallest significant predictor of relationship performance.   

 

Finally, there were changes in liking and commitment across the early and mature phases 

of the lifecycle.  Both were found to be significantly different in magnitude between the 

early and mature phases.   Specifically, commitment grew in magnitude, while the 

influence of liking on relationship performance was reduced.  As both liking and 

commitment were mediating variables, this meant that the effect of the cognitive trust 

variables on relationship performance was increased, while the effect of the emotional 

trust variables was greatly reduced in the mature phase.   

 

 

Commitment and Liking as Mediating variables 

 

In the conceptual model liking and commitment were included as mediating variables.  

Commitment was used as a mediating variable between the cognitive elements of trust 

and relationship performance.  Similarly, liking was used as a mediator between the 

emotional elements of trust and relationship performance.  The use of commitment as the 

cognitive mediator and liking as the emotional mediator substantially improved the 

model fit.  Commitment has been used with trust as a mediating variable; however, it has 

not previously been used in conjunction with the three cognitive elements of trust.  For 

example, both Smith and Barclay (1997) Morgan and Hunt (1994) included commitment 
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as a mediating variable but this was influenced by several variables, which included only 

a general trust construct.   

 

The effect of liking on relationship performance has been examined in conjunction with 

trust and commitment in previous studies, however, it has not previously been found to 

be a mediating variable.  The link between liking and commitment has been tested in the 

relationship marketing literature (e.g. Doney and Cannon 1997).  Likewise, the 

relationship between liking and trust has been tested (e.g. Nicholsen et al 2001).  

However, the relationships between liking, commitment, trust and their influence on 

relationship performance have not been jointly examined in the relationship marketing 

literature.  In particular, unlike commitment, liking has not previously been modelled as a 

mediating variable.  In one of the few studies that quantitatively tested the importance of 

liking, Nicholsen et al (2001) used trust in conjunction with liking to predict relationships 

outcomes.  This differs to this research as it was found that liking is a mediating variable 

between the emotional trust elements and relationship performance.   

 

 

 

 

5.4:  Implications for Practice 

 

There are many implications for practitioners that arise from this research.  The findings 

highlight the changing importance of both the emotional and the cognitive trust elements 

across different stages of the relationship lifecycle.  There are several implications from 

the findings, for example, for sales staff and small businesses who are interested in 

improving supply relationships.  To gain maximum benefits from these findings, 

practitioners could look to implement the findings via developing emotional trust, liking, 

cognitive trust and commitment.  Firstly, we will look at the emotional part of the 

relationship, looking at the development of emotional trust and liking.  Secondly, 

building cognitive trust and commitment in business-to-business relationships will be 

considered.   
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Emotional Trust 

 

As noted in Chapter 2, emotional trust has rarely been examined in relationship 

marketing research.  Yet emotional trust was found to be of particularly importance in the 

early phase of the relationship lifecycle.  In the early phase of the relationship lifecycle, 

faith was the second largest predictor of performance, while feeling was also found to be 

important in predicting performance.  Both faith and feeling decreased in relative 

importance in the mature phase.  For management, this means that the formation of 

emotional trust in the early phase of a relationship is imperative.   

 

The literature remains underdeveloped regarding how to increase emotional trust (Jones 

and George 1998).  However, various emotionally based variables are believed to 

influence the development of emotional trust.  Some of these can be influenced to a 

degree by managers, but others are more difficult to control.  Using a largely emotional 

definition of trust, Jones and George (1998) stated that values, attitudes, moods, 

combined with other emotions which surround the interaction of two people, help to build 

emotional trust.  Therefore, by having similar values with partners and positive attitudes 

towards the other party emotional trust can be built.  However, the development of 

emotional trust is also subject to a person‟s moods and emotional expectations (Jones and 

George 1998).  More so than values and attitudes, moods are relatively unstable, and 

these fluctuations in moods will influence the emotional trust development between 

people (Jones and George 1998).  Overall, this implies that developing emotional trust 

will often not be a straightforward exercise.  There are other difficult areas to control 

emotions which are related to emotional trust. Specifically, the faith element of emotional 

trust was found to be correlated with other emotions (Rempel, Homes and Zanna 1985).   

 

In addition to attitudes and values, motivations have also been found to develop 

emotional trust (Rempel et al 1985; McAllister 1995).  Specifically, feeling that another 

person is more altruistic than self interested can influence the development of emotional 

trust (McAllister 1995).  Motivations directly influence the development of feeling trust.  
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This development, to some extent will be affected by the amount of contact between the 

parties which is subject to the discretion of managers (McAllister 1995).  McAllister 

(1995) argued that citizenship behaviour which was built around altruistic motivations 

and contacts is the ultimate driver of affective trust.  This sort of citizenship behaviour 

can also be encouraged by managers to develop emotional trust.   

 

In summary, values attitudes, moods, love, happiness and motivations will all influence 

the development emotional trust.  Several of these variables, including values, attitudes 

and motivations can be influenced by managers to encourage the development of 

emotional trust, however the development of emotional trust is also subject to variables 

such as moods, and emotions such as love and happiness, which are more difficult to 

control.   

 

Liking  

 

This research found liking to be a mediating variable between the emotional elements of 

trust and relationship performance.  It is its effect on performance and its mediating effect 

that make it important to practitioners.  For practitioners, developing liking is essential, as 

it helps explain performance early in a business-to-business relationship.  To develop 

liking in buyer-seller relationships practitioners should focus on frequent interaction and 

promotion of similar beliefs and approaches.   

 

Nicholsen et al (2001) found that similarity of business values as well as frequency of 

interaction were antecedents of liking.  Similarity of business values relates to one partner 

perceiving a similarity between the values of the other partner and their own values.  This 

includes fundamental beliefs and approaches to the market, which remain relatively 

stable (Nicholsen et al 2001).  Smith (1998) used a broader measure of similarity, 

viewing similarity as a second order factor of life stage, sex, culture, work attitude and 

personality.  These factors form attraction (or liking), which was argued to promote 

people to enter relationships and gain satisfaction from them (Smith 1998).   
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The second antecedent of liking, frequency of interaction involves more contact between 

partners leading to liking, trust, and information sharing (Nicholsen et al 2001).  Doney 

and Cannon (1997) added that frequency of interaction allowed parties to better 

understand and predict future behaviours.  Moreover, positive relationships have been 

found between the frequency of interaction and liking (Stang 1973).   

 

As we can see, there are two ways to develop liking: through similarity and contact 

between the two people.  Given that liking has most influence on relationship 

performance in the early phase of a relationship‟s development, it is recommended that 

practitioners look to promote frequent interactions and demonstrate similarity of values 

early in the relationship.   

 

Cognitive trust 

 

For practitioners this research shows that emotional trust is important in the early phase 

of a relationship, while cognitive trust is more important in the mature phase.  This is 

consistent with the perspective of Vangen and Huxham (2003) who found that before the 

building of cognitive trust could take place, a leap of faith was required; essentially the 

presence of emotional trust is needed.   

 

Once a relationship has commenced, various factors have been found to influence 

cognitive trust.  One of the key drivers of trust is communication, with both 

communication and information sharing having been tested and found to aid in the 

development of general trust.  Communication can help to develop general trust (Das and 

Teng 1998) and has also been linked with the development of emotional trust (McAllister 

1995).  Similarly, information sharing which is a product of communication, has also 

been linked with the development of trust.  Various studies have indicated that 

information sharing can lead to higher levels of cognitive trust (Moorman, Deshpande 

and Zaltman 1998; Das and Teng 1998; Vangen and Huxham 2003).   
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Similar to communication and information sharing are the conceptually similar notions of 

openness and interaction between parties.  It has been found that a party‟s openness with 

the other party can lead to the development of trust (Butler 1991).  That is, open 

interactions between the two people can aid with the development of trust between those 

people (Vangen and Huxham 2003).  Therefore, there are variables related to 

communication, including information sharing, interaction and openness between two 

people which have all been linked to the development of trust.  

 

In addition to the role of communication related drivers of trust is the function of 

adaptation in building trust between parties.  Das and Teng (1998) found that adaptations 

made by one party to better relate and operate with another party influenced the 

development of trust.  Similarly, Zaheer, McEvily and Perrone (1998) found that, the 

ability to adapt by certain organisations helped with the development of individual trust.  

Therefore, the ability of people to respond and adapt to others needs can be argued to be 

essential in the development of trust.   

 

Lastly, more personal variables were collected will potentially influence development of 

trust.  For example, cultural-ethnic similarity has been tested and shown to influence the 

level of trust in a relationship (McAllister 1995).  However, apart from choosing to 

develop relationships with business from a similar ethnic background, or choosing to 

employ staff from the same ethnic background as a current or perspective partner, this is 

a difficult variable for managers to influence.   

 

While much is known about the development of general cognitive trust, the literature is 

less developed with respect to the development of each element of cognitive trust.  This is 

partly because competency, contractual and goodwill trust have been subjected to less 

research than measures of general trust.  Nonetheless, there is some literature available 

about how to develop and implement these measures of trust.   

 

First, competency trust is developed through performance, expertise and communication 

(Dowell and Heffernan 2004).  Performance relates to a person fulfilling the expected 
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role within the relationship.  This is similar to role competency (McAllister 1995) and 

competence within the relationship (Butler 1991).  Expertise is similar, yet relates more 

to knowledge and qualifications rather than undertaking and completing the task (Dowell 

and Heffernan 2004).  This may be related to belonging to a professional group or result 

from the organisation a person works for.  Communication, as with general trust, has also 

been found to be influential in the development of competency trust.  Hence, managers 

can develop competency trust by ensuring that their staff members are competent, the 

organisation is respected, staff have suitable expertise, they are members of relevant 

societies and that staff actively undertake and complete tasks that are required as part of 

the relationship.   

 

Contractual trust has been found to be developed by integral actions, honesty and candid 

responses (Dowell and Heffernan 2004).  Predominantly, these are areas over which 

organisations have some control, through corporate culture and recruitment.  Honesty and 

candid responses refer to how a person responds to another request, whether they act 

truthfully and respond, for example, within an agreed timeframe (Dowell and Heffernan 

2004).  Integral actions are related to the actions of the other person within a relationship 

and whether they are deemed to display integrity (Butler 2001; Dowell and Heffernan 

2004).  To develop contractual trust, partners must deliver what is expected within the 

relationship, performing their share of the required duties (Newell and Swan 2000).  By 

developing contractual trust, managers can influence relationship performance in the 

early phase, where contractual trust is the single largest determinant of their relationships 

and in the mature phase where contractual trust is still very important.   

 

Goodwill was the third cognitive element of trust and can be developed in several ways.  

Dowell and Heffernan (2004) found that activities and attitudes were the key drivers of 

goodwill trust.  Similarly, Newell and Swan (2000) found that the good intentions of 

others, personal contact and positive behaviour should all help to develop goodwill trust.  

To develop goodwill trust, managers must ensure their staff have good intentions towards 

and an understanding of their partners and act in a manner that is sympathetic of these 

good intentions.   
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Hence, there are a number of factors which management can address to develop cognitive 

trust.  It is important to acknowledge that most of these factors are related to contact and 

communication between the two parties.   

 

Commitment 

 

The last variable to consider in terms of recommendations for practice is commitment.  

Commitment was found to be important in both phases of the relationship lifecycle.  

Further, commitment was found to be a mediating construct between the cognitive 

elements of trust and relationship performance.  This implies that one way to improve 

commitment is to develop the cognitive elements of trust.  However, various studies in 

the literature indicate that there are other methods for developing commitment.  

Commitment can be developed through relational norms, credibility of inputs (both effort 

and expense), and a lack of opportunistic behaviour (Gundlach, Achrol and Mentzer 

1995).  These are somewhat similar to the constructs which help to enhance trust.  In 

addition to these, shared values, relationship benefits and relationship termination costs 

have also been found to drive commitment (Morgan and Hunt 1994).  Several of these 

variables, including shared organisational values, ensuring credibility of inputs and 

reduced opportunistic behaviour can be influenced by managers to increase commitment 

and improve relationship performance.   

 

5.5:  Limitations 

 

The main limitation for this research relates to the possibility of sampling error and the 

inability to guarantee that all business types were sampled in proportion to their 

frequency in the population.  Sampling error is a possibility in any research which does 

not involve a census.   Differences between the population and the sample may occur in 

the research because of the way the sample was selected, or because of non-responses.  

However, the extensive measures taken to maintain sampling quality and maximise the 
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sample size and the response rate are hoped to have largely eliminated any sampling 

error.   

 

The second limitation is that the results may not be fully generalisabile to an urban 

setting as a result of the sample being drawn from regional NSW.  By not including urban 

participants, generalising the findings to non-regional settings will be subject to greater 

error. 

 

Another limitation is the failure of the communication variable, in the early relationship 

phase which was not used due to issues with validity.  The evidence from the literature 

was that this scale was reliable and valid.  However, empirical testing in this thesis 

demonstrated that it lacked convergent and discriminant validity.  Therefore, it was not 

included in the final analysis.     

 

 

The broad nature of trust is also a limitation to the research.  Trust is a complex construct.  

The definition of trust in this thesis including its decomposition into three cognitive and 

two emotional trust elements, is not argued to be completely exhaustive.  Therefore, any 

use of the term trust or total trust is only indicative of the combined elements of trust as 

delineated in Chapter 2.   

 

Structural equation modelling has many limitations that have been explored within 

several literature fields.  These limitations are acknowledged and careful implementation 

has been attempted to minimise any issues related to the use of structural equation 

modelling. 

 

5.6:  Implications for Further Research 

 

One area for further investigation relates to the development of emotional elements of 

trust identified in this thesis.  While there are studies related to the development of 

general trust and the cognitive elements of trust, little is known about the development of 
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faith and feeling.  Their emotional nature makes difficult to understand what actually 

drives these variables.  Hence, research is required to improve understanding of how to 

develop faith and feeling trust.  Without this, professional implementation may be 

limited.      

 

A second area for further research relates to expanding the sample which was used for 

this study.  This research was limited to regional New South Wales (NSW).  There is 

scope to test the findings from this research in both urban and even international contexts.  

This would provide the opportunity to test the generalisability of these findings.   

 

Thirdly, the communication variable was not used in the final model, due to issues with 

validity.  Another scale for this construct could be included in further research.   

 

In addition to communication, other variables could also be included to expand the final 

model presented in this research.  In Chapter 2 several variables were listed that were not 

included in the final testing.  Some examples of variables that could have been included 

are cooperation, mutual values, mutual goals and interdependence.  Some of these 

variables may be included in further testing of an expanded model. 

 

In additional to more covariates, other dependent variables could also be tested.  

Relationship performance was used in this research; however, other more specific 

variables could be used.  For example, conflict resolution, investment and satisfaction 

could all be tested as dependent variables.   The addition of these variables to the indirect 

model presented here may provide more insight into the nature of relationships between 

the various covariates and their outcomes.   

5.7:  Summary 

 

This research sought to investigate the components of successful relationship marketing 

and determine their influence on relational outcomes.  After an extensive literature 

review a conceptual model was proposed.  Through quantitative testing, it was found that 

the outcomes of business relationships are influenced by both emotional and cognitive 
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variables.  The emotional variables include the two emotional elements of trust, faith and 

feeling, which are mediated by liking in terms of their effect on relationship performance.  

The cognitive variables include goodwill, competence and contractual trust, which are 

mediated by commitment with respect to their influence on determining relationship 

performance.  The dependent variable, relationship performance, was influenced by these 

cognitive and emotional variables.  Emotional trust was found to have a larger effect on 

performance earlier in the relationship than in the mature relationship.  Cognitive trust 

was found to be more influential in the mature relationship, but still important in the early 

phase of the relationship.   

 

With respect to the individual variables, there was also a change in importance, with 

some variables growing in importance and other variables declining in importance in the 

latter stage of the relationship.  Competency was insignificant in the early phase of the 

relationship, yet was the most influential trust variable in the mature phase.  Contractual 

trust was the most important variable in the early phase, however, was the second most 

influential variable in the mature phase.  The third cognitive trust variable, goodwill, 

remained stable across the two phases.  Of the two emotional trust variables, faith was the 

second largest predictor of performance in the early phase; however, its importance fell 

substantially in relative and absolute terms in the mature phase.  Feeling also fell in 

magnitude in the mature phase.  Combined with the decline in the magnitude of the 

influence of liking on performance, the role of the emotional variables was reduced as a 

whole in the mature phase.  Conversely, helped by the substantial increase in the 

importance of competency, the cognitive variables became far more influential in the 

mature phase. 

 

It is these findings that extend the current literature and will help with professional 

practice.   
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Appendix A:  Exploratory Factor Analysis for Pilot Data Early 
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Factor Analysis:  Emotional Trust, Faith and Feeling 
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KMO and Bartlett's Test

.734

139.544

6

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .644

1.000 .809

1.000 .664

1.000 .890

Emott_1

Emott_2

Emott_3

Emott_4

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

3.007 75.177 75.177 3.007 75.177 75.177

.574 14.350 89.527

.302 7.562 97.089

.116 2.911 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Factor Analysis:  Feeling Trust 

 
 

 
 

Component Matrixa

.944

.899

.815

.802

Emott_4

Emott_2

Emott_3

Emott_1

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 

Rotated Component Matrixa

Only one component was extracted.

The solution cannot be rotated.

a. 

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .903 .705 .801

.903 1.000 .789 .874

.705 .789 1.000 .864

.801 .874 .864 1.000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

Emott_8

Emott_6

Emott_7

Emott_9

Emott_8

Emott_6

Emott_7

Emott_9

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Emott_8 Emott_6 Emott_7 Emott_9

KMO and Bartlett's Test

.801

226.080

6

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity
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Communalities

1.000 .838

1.000 .919

1.000 .810

1.000 .904

Emott_8

Emott_6

Emott_7

Emott_9

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

3.471 86.768 86.768 3.471 86.768 86.768

.333 8.327 95.095

.117 2.928 98.023

.079 1.977 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Component Matrixa

.959

.951

.916

.900

Emott_6

Emott_9

Emott_8

Emott_7

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 

Rotated Component Matrixa

Only one component was extracted.

The solution cannot be rotated.

a. 
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Factor Analysis:  Commitment 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .750 .616

.750 1.000 .551

.616 .551 1.000

.000 .000

.000 .000

.000 .000

Comm_1

Comm_2

Comm_3

Comm_1

Comm_2

Comm_3

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Comm_1 Comm_2 Comm_3

KMO and Bartlett's Test

.692

66.950

3

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .830

1.000 .783

1.000 .669

Comm_1

Comm_2

Comm_3

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

2.282 76.064 76.064 2.282 76.064 76.064

.475 15.846 91.910

.243 8.090 100.000

Component

1

2

3

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Factor Analysis:  Liking 

 

 
 

 
 

 

Component Matrixa

.911

.885

.818

Comm_1

Comm_2

Comm_3

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 

Rotated Component Matrixa

Only one component was extracted.

The solution cannot be rotated.

a. 

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .832 .757

.832 1.000 .773

.757 .773 1.000

.000 .000

.000 .000

.000 .000

DALike_1

DALike_2

DALike_3

DALike_1

DALike_2

DALike_3

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

DALike_1 DALike_2 DALike_3

KMO and Bartlett's Test

.752

110.155

3

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .869

1.000 .880

1.000 .825

DALike_1

DALike_2

DALike_3

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Factor Analysis:  Communication  

 
 

 
 

Total Variance Explained

2.574 85.814 85.814 2.574 85.814 85.814

.258 8.604 94.419

.167 5.581 100.000

Component

1

2

3

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Component Matrixa

.938

.932

.908

DALike_2

DALike_1

DALike_3

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 

Rotated Component Matrixa

Only one component was extracted.

The solution cannot be rotated.

a. 

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .280 .627 .155 .315

.280 1.000 .297 .288 .838

.627 .297 1.000 -.004 .372

.155 .288 -.004 1.000 .239

.315 .838 .372 .239 1.000

.021 .000 .134 .011

.021 .015 .018 .000

.000 .015 .487 .003

.134 .018 .487 .042

.011 .000 .003 .042

Talk_1

Talk_2

Talk_3

Talk_4

Talk_5

Talk_1

Talk_2

Talk_3

Talk_4

Talk_5

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Talk_1 Talk_2 Talk_3 Talk_4 Talk_5
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KMO and Bartlett's Test

.597

99.243

10

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .737

1.000 .835

1.000 .828

1.000 .432

1.000 .815

Talk_1

Talk_2

Talk_3

Talk_4

Talk_5

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

2.460 49.204 49.204 2.460 49.204 49.204 1.874 37.485 37.485

1.186 23.726 72.929 1.186 23.726 72.929 1.772 35.445 72.929

.851 17.013 89.942

.346 6.924 96.866

.157 3.134 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

5

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Component Matrixa

.853 .295

.830 .383

.673 -.612

.672 -.534

.373 .541

Talk_5

Talk_2

Talk_3

Talk_1

Talk_4

1 2

Component

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

2 components extracted.a. 
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Rotated Component Matrixa

.869 .281

.827 .362

.641 -.145

.080 .906

.131 .848

Talk_2

Talk_5

Talk_4

Talk_3

Talk_1

1 2

Component

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Rotation converged in 3 iterations.a. 

Component Transformation Matrix

.735 .678

.678 -.735

Component

1

2

1 2

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
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Appendix B:  Exploratory Factor Analysis Pilot Data Mature 

Relationship 

 

Factor Analysis:  Contractual Trust 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .479 .561 .567

.479 1.000 .693 .696

.561 .693 1.000 .845

.567 .696 .845 1.000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

Bcontt_1

Bcontt_2

Bcontt_3

Bcontt_4

Bcontt_1

Bcontt_2

Bcontt_3

Bcontt_4

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Bcontt_1 Bcontt_2 Bcontt_3 Bcontt_4

KMO and Bartlett's Test

.803

120.782

6

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .550

1.000 .707

1.000 .839

1.000 .843

Bcontt_1

Bcontt_2

Bcontt_3

Bcontt_4

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Factor Analysis:  Competency Trust 

 

 
 

Total Variance Explained

2.938 73.452 73.452 2.938 73.452 73.452

.560 13.993 87.445

.347 8.674 96.118

.155 3.882 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Component Matrixa

.918

.916

.841

.742

Bcontt_4

Bcontt_3

Bcontt_2

Bcontt_1

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 

Rotated Component Matrixa

Only one component was extracted.

The solution cannot be rotated.

a. 

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .352 .811 .788

.352 1.000 .292 .220

.811 .292 1.000 .802

.788 .220 .802 1.000

.005 .000 .000

.005 .017 .056

.000 .017 .000

.000 .056 .000

Bcompt_1

Bcompt_2R

Bcompt_3

Bcompt_4

Bcompt_1

Bcompt_2R

Bcompt_3

Bcompt_4

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Bcompt_1 Bcompt_2R Bcompt_3 Bcompt_4
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KMO and Bartlett's Test

.769

120.443

6

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .865

1.000 .208

1.000 .854

1.000 .816

Bcompt_1

Bcompt_2R

Bcompt_3

Bcompt_4

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

2.744 68.594 68.594 2.744 68.594 68.594

.869 21.729 90.323

.201 5.027 95.350

.186 4.650 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Component Matrixa

.930

.924

.903

.456

Bcompt_1

Bcompt_3

Bcompt_4

Bcompt_2R

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 

Rotated Component Matrixa

Only one component was extracted.

The solution cannot be rotated.

a. 
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Factor Analysis:  Goodwill Trust  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .704 .827 .716

.704 1.000 .771 .855

.827 .771 1.000 .818

.716 .855 .818 1.000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

Bgoodt_1

Bgoodt_2

Bgoodt_3

Bgoodt_4

Bgoodt_1

Bgoodt_2

Bgoodt_3

Bgoodt_4

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Bgoodt_1 Bgoodt_2 Bgoodt_3 Bgoodt_4

KMO and Bartlett's Test

.808

182.602

6

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .784

1.000 .829

1.000 .873

1.000 .860

Bgoodt_1

Bgoodt_2

Bgoodt_3

Bgoodt_4

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

3.347 83.665 83.665 3.347 83.665 83.665

.357 8.924 92.589

.171 4.276 96.864

.125 3.136 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Factor Analysis:  Emotional Trust, Faith and Feeling 

 

 
 

 
 

Component Matrixa

.934

.927

.911

.885

Bgoodt_3

Bgoodt_4

Bgoodt_2

Bgoodt_1

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 

Rotated Component Matrixa

Only one component was extracted.

The solution cannot be rotated.

a. 

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .721 .582 .649 .575 .506 .579 .588

.721 1.000 .771 .845 .514 .450 .505 .511

.582 .771 1.000 .748 .349 .288 .370 .332

.649 .845 .748 1.000 .427 .395 .390 .389

.575 .514 .349 .427 1.000 .750 .943 .975

.506 .450 .288 .395 .750 1.000 .720 .740

.579 .505 .370 .390 .943 .720 1.000 .943

.588 .511 .332 .389 .975 .740 .943 1.000

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .005 .018 .003 .008

.000 .000 .000 .001 .002 .002 .002

.000 .000 .005 .001 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .018 .002 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .003 .002 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .008 .002 .000 .000 .000

Bemott_1

Bemott_2

Bemott_3

Bemott_4

Bemott_6

Bemott_7

Bemott_8

Bemott_9

Bemott_1

Bemott_2

Bemott_3

Bemott_4

Bemott_6

Bemott_7

Bemott_8

Bemott_9

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Bemott_1 Bemott_2 Bemott_3 Bemott_4 Bemott_6 Bemott_7 Bemott_8 Bemott_9

KMO and Bartlett's Test

.862

474.601

28

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity
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Communalities

1.000 .700

1.000 .888

1.000 .806

1.000 .855

1.000 .952

1.000 .708

1.000 .922

1.000 .953

Bemott_1

Bemott_2

Bemott_3

Bemott_4

Bemott_6

Bemott_7

Bemott_8

Bemott_9

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

5.170 64.620 64.620 5.170 64.620 64.620 3.680 45.999 45.999

1.614 20.180 84.801 1.614 20.180 84.801 3.104 38.802 84.801

.374 4.681 89.482

.368 4.595 94.077

.247 3.087 97.164

.141 1.763 98.927

.064 .797 99.725

.022 .275 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Component Matrixa

.880 -.421

.872 -.438

.867 -.413

.815 .474

.806 .225

.764 -.353

.735 .561

.668 .600

Bemott_6

Bemott_9

Bemott_8

Bemott_2

Bemott_1

Bemott_7

Bemott_4

Bemott_3

1 2

Component

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

2 components extracted.a. 



290 

 

 
 

 
 
 

Factor Analysis:  Faith Trust 

 

 
 

Rotated Component Matrixa

.949 .231

.944 .249

.928 .246

.811 .226

.197 .903

.120 .890

.314 .889

.469 .693

Bemott_9

Bemott_6

Bemott_8

Bemott_7

Bemott_4

Bemott_3

Bemott_2

Bemott_1

1 2

Component

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Rotation converged in 3 iterations.a. 

Component Transformation Matrix

.762 .647

-.647 .762

Component

1

2

1 2

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .721 .582 .649

.721 1.000 .771 .845

.582 .771 1.000 .748

.649 .845 .748 1.000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

Bemott_1

Bemott_2

Bemott_3

Bemott_4

Bemott_1

Bemott_2

Bemott_3

Bemott_4

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Bemott_1 Bemott_2 Bemott_3 Bemott_4
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KMO and Bartlett's Test

.827

148.681

6

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .677

1.000 .888

1.000 .762

1.000 .839

Bemott_1

Bemott_2

Bemott_3

Bemott_4

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

3.165 79.126 79.126 3.165 79.126 79.126

.436 10.903 90.029

.255 6.378 96.407

.144 3.593 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Component Matrixa

.942

.916

.873

.823

Bemott_2

Bemott_4

Bemott_3

Bemott_1

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 
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Factor Analysis:  Feeling Trust 

 

 
 

 
 

Communalities

1.000 .677

1.000 .888

1.000 .762

1.000 .839

Bemott_1

Bemott_2

Bemott_3

Bemott_4

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotated Component Matrixa

Only one component was extracted.

The solution cannot be rotated.

a. 

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .750 .943 .975

.750 1.000 .720 .740

.943 .720 1.000 .943

.975 .740 .943 1.000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

Bemott_6

Bemott_7

Bemott_8

Bemott_9

Bemott_6

Bemott_7

Bemott_8

Bemott_9

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Bemott_6 Bemott_7 Bemott_8 Bemott_9

KMO and Bartlett's Test

.846

305.725

6

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity
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Communalities

1.000 .957

1.000 .712

1.000 .925

1.000 .952

Bemott_6

Bemott_7

Bemott_8

Bemott_9

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

3.547 88.664 88.664 3.547 88.664 88.664

.361 9.021 97.684

.068 1.690 99.374

.025 .626 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Component Matrixa

.978

.976

.962

.844

Bemott_6

Bemott_9

Bemott_8

Bemott_7

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 

Rotated Component Matrixa

Only one component was extracted.

The solution cannot be rotated.

a. 
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Factor Analysis:  Commitment 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .805 .604

.805 1.000 .459

.604 .459 1.000

.000 .000

.000 .000

.000 .000

Bcomm_1

Bcomm_2

Bcomm_3

Bcomm_1

Bcomm_2

Bcomm_3

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Bcomm_1 Bcomm_2 Bcomm_3

KMO and Bartlett's Test

.617

75.345

3

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .879

1.000 .780

1.000 .597

Bcomm_1

Bcomm_2

Bcomm_3

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

2.256 75.207 75.207 2.256 75.207 75.207

.571 19.029 94.236

.173 5.764 100.000

Component

1

2

3

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Factor Analysis:  Liking 

 

 
 

 
 

 

Component Matrixa

.938

.883

.773

Bcomm_1

Bcomm_2

Bcomm_3

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 

Rotated Component Matrixa

Only one component was extracted.

The solution cannot be rotated.

a. 

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .767 .813

.767 1.000 .826

.813 .826 1.000

.000 .000

.000 .000

.000 .000

Dblike_1

Dblike_2

Dblike_3

Dblike_1

Dblike_2

Dblike_3

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Dblike_1 Dblike_2 Dblike_3

KMO and Bartlett's Test

.756

116.158

3

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .851

1.000 .860

1.000 .893

Dblike_1

Dblike_2

Dblike_3

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Factor Analysis:  Communication  

 

 
 

Total Variance Explained

2.604 86.800 86.800 2.604 86.800 86.800

.234 7.798 94.598

.162 5.402 100.000

Component

1

2

3

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Component Matrixa

.945

.927

.922

Dblike_3

Dblike_2

Dblike_1

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 

Rotated Component Matrixa

Only one component was extracted.

The solution cannot be rotated.

a. 

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .213 .713 .425 .532

.213 1.000 .105 .358 .563

.713 .105 1.000 .466 .388

.425 .358 .466 1.000 .566

.532 .563 .388 .566 1.000

.062 .000 .001 .000

.062 .226 .004 .000

.000 .226 .000 .002

.001 .004 .000 .000

.000 .000 .002 .000

Btalk_1

Btalk_2

Btalk_3

Btalk_4

Btalk_5

Btalk_1

Btalk_2

Btalk_3

Btalk_4

Btalk_5

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Btalk_1 Btalk_2 Btalk_3 Btalk_4 Btalk_5
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KMO and Bartlett's Test

.691

97.015

10

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .800

1.000 .831

1.000 .850

1.000 .593

1.000 .781

Btalk_1

Btalk_2

Btalk_3

Btalk_4

Btalk_5

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

2.767 55.331 55.331 2.767 55.331 55.331 2.053 41.059 41.059

1.088 21.763 77.094 1.088 21.763 77.094 1.802 36.034 77.094

.548 10.953 88.046

.361 7.218 95.265

.237 4.735 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

5

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Component Matrixa

.826 .313

.799 -.402

.765 .088

.740 -.550

.559 .720

Btalk_5

Btalk_1

Btalk_4

Btalk_3

Btalk_2

1 2

Component

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

2 components extracted.a. 
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Rotated Component Matrixa

.919 .065

.868 .216

-.046 .910

.423 .776

.523 .565

Btalk_3

Btalk_1

Btalk_2

Btalk_5

Btalk_4

1 2

Component

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Rotation converged in 3 iterations.a. 

Component Transformation Matrix

.758 .652

-.652 .758

Component

1

2

1 2

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
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Appendix C:  Pilot Structural Models  

 

Pilot Indirect Model Early Relationship 

 

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Liking <--- Faith .433 .147 2.943 .003 

Liking <--- Feeling .383 .166 2.306 .021 

Commitment <--- Contract 1.648 .636 2.590 .010 

Commitment <--- Goodwill .141 .185 .758 .448 

Commitment <--- Competence -.484 .521 -.928 .353 

Liking <--- Talk .881 .624 1.412 .158 

Performance <--- Commitment .123 .134 .917 .359 

Performance <--- Liking .193 .119 1.621 .105 

Emott_4 <--- Faith 1.000    

Emott_3 <--- Faith .904 .117 7.718 .000 

Emott_2 <--- Faith 1.041 .110 9.500 .000 

Emott_1 <--- Faith .693 .103 6.737 .000 

Emott_9 <--- Feeling 1.000    

Emott_8 <--- Feeling 1.035 .093 11.099 .000 

Emott_7 <--- Feeling .950 .107 8.849 .000 

Emott_6 <--- Feeling 1.079 .079 13.658 .000 

Talk_5 <--- Talk 2.810 1.139 2.468 .014 

Talk_4 <--- Talk 1.000    

Talk_3 <--- Talk .939 .483 1.945 .052 

Talk_2 <--- Talk 2.926 1.189 2.461 .014 

Talk_1 <--- Talk 1.146 .604 1.897 .058 

Contt_4 <--- Contract 1.000    

Contt_3 <--- Contract .874 .118 7.397 .000 

Contt_2 <--- Contract .928 .148 6.272 .000 

Contt_1 <--- Contract .552 .195 2.835 .005 

Goodt_4 <--- Goodwill 1.000    

Goodt_3 <--- Goodwill .555 .145 3.824 .000 

Goodt_2 <--- Goodwill .620 .133 4.666 .000 

Goodt_1 <--- Goodwill .815 .157 5.190 .000 
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   Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Compt_4 <--- Competence 1.000    

Compt_3 <--- Competence .809 .079 10.216 .000 

Compt_2R <--- Competence .971 .266 3.648 .000 

Compt_1 <--- Competence .704 .125 5.630 .000 

Comm_1 <--- Commitment 1.000    

Comm_2 <--- Commitment .826 .113 7.322 .000 

Comm_3 <--- Commitment .655 .114 5.767 .000 

DAPerf_1 <--- Performance 1.000    

DAPerf_2 <--- Performance 1.288 .265 4.867 .000 

DAPerf_3 <--- Performance .452 .150 3.014 .003 

DAPerf_4 <--- Performance .275 .139 1.979 .048 

DALike_1 <--- Liking 1.000    

DALike_2 <--- Liking .948 .096 9.920 .000 

DALike_3 <--- Liking .861 .098 8.768 .000 

 

Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 93 1132.060 537 .000 2.108 

Saturated model 630 .000 0   

Independence model 35 2340.734 595 .000 3.934 

RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .290 .505 .419 .430 

Saturated model .000 1.000   

Independence model .732 .143 .093 .135 

Baseline Comparisons 

Model 
NFI 

Delta1 

RFI 

rho1 

IFI 

Delta2 

TLI 

rho2 
CFI 

Default model .516 .464 .670 .622 .659 

Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model .903 .466 .595 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
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Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 

NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 595.060 502.227 695.636 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1745.734 1600.740 1898.236 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 21.770 11.443 9.658 13.378 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 45.014 33.572 30.783 36.505 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .146 .134 .158 .000 

Independence model .238 .227 .248 .000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 1318.060 1736.560 1501.298 1594.298 

Saturated model 1260.000 4095.000 2501.284 3131.284 

Independence model 2410.734 2568.234 2479.694 2514.694 

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model 25.347 23.562 27.281 33.395 

Saturated model 24.231 24.231 24.231 78.750 

Independence model 46.360 43.572 49.293 49.389 

HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 

.05 

HOELTER 

.01 

Default model 28 29 

Independence model 15 16 

Minimization: .094 

Miscellaneous: .187 

Bootstrap: .000 

Total: .281 
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Pilot Indirect Model Mature Relationship 

 

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Liking <--- Faith .206 .195 1.058 .290 

Liking <--- Feeling -.046 .131 -.352 .725 

Liking <--- Talk 1.326 .425 3.119 .002 

Commitment <--- Contract .360 .131 2.738 .006 

Commitment <--- Goodwill .326 .153 2.128 .033 

Commitment <--- Competence .214 .165 1.293 .196 

Performance <--- Liking .116 .108 1.068 .286 

Performance <--- Commitment .839 .170 4.949 .000 

Bemott_4 <--- Faith 1.000    

Bemott_3 <--- Faith 1.059 .134 7.924 .000 

Bemott_2 <--- Faith 1.132 .105 10.771 .000 

Bemott_1 <--- Faith .938 .131 7.186 .000 

Bemott_9 <--- Feeling 1.000    

Bemott_7 <--- Feeling .855 .106 8.047 .000 

Bemott_8 <--- Feeling 1.021 .050 20.273 .000 

Bemott_6 <--- Feeling .980 .033 30.102 .000 

Btalk_5 <--- Talk 1.498 .282 5.305 .000 

Btalk_4 <--- Talk 1.000    

Btalk_3 <--- Talk .467 .178 2.623 .009 

Btalk_2 <--- Talk 1.151 .276 4.175 .000 

Btalk_1 <--- Talk .626 .184 3.398 .000 

Bcontt_4 <--- Contract 1.000    

Bcontt_3 <--- Contract .821 .075 11.005 .000 

Bcontt_2 <--- Contract .681 .091 7.450 .000 

Bcontt_1 <--- Contract .680 .126 5.387 .000 
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   Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Bgoodt_4 <--- Goodwill 1.000    

Bgoodt_3 <--- Goodwill .926 .089 10.360 .000 

Bgoodt_2 <--- Goodwill .923 .099 9.321 .000 

Bgoodt_1 <--- Goodwill .846 .089 9.482 .000 

Bcompt_4 <--- Competence 1.000    

Bcompt_3 <--- Competence .986 .094 10.504 .000 

Bcompt_2R <--- Competence .620 .296 2.097 .036 

Bcompt_1 <--- Competence .818 .079 10.341 .000 

Bcomm_1 <--- Commitment 1.000    

Bcomm_2 <--- Commitment 1.099 .113 9.698 .000 

Bcomm_3 <--- Commitment .542 .136 3.996 .000 

Bdperf_1 <--- Performance 1.000    

Bdperf_2 <--- Performance .773 .175 4.417 .000 

Bdperf_3 <--- Performance .982 .127 7.750 .000 

Dbperf_4 <--- Performance .736 .139 5.300 .000 

Dblike_1 <--- Liking 1.000    

Dblike_2 <--- Liking 1.032 .122 8.428 .000 

Dblike_3 <--- Liking 1.128 .111 10.176 .000 

 

Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 93 1099.596 537 .000 2.048 

Saturated model 630 .000 0   

Independence model 35 2900.240 595 .000 4.874 

RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .190 .533 .452 .454 

Saturated model .000 1.000   

Independence model 1.164 .089 .036 .084 

Baseline Comparisons 

Model 
NFI 

Delta1 

RFI 

rho1 

IFI 

Delta2 

TLI 

rho2 
CFI 

Default model .621 .580 .762 .730 .756 

Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
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Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model .903 .560 .682 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 

NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 562.596 471.604 661.345 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 2305.240 2141.073 2476.850 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 21.146 10.819 9.069 12.718 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 55.774 44.332 41.174 47.632 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .142 .130 .154 .000 

Independence model .273 .263 .283 .000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 1285.596 1704.096 1468.833 1561.833 

Saturated model 1260.000 4095.000 2501.284 3131.284 

Independence model 2970.240 3127.740 3039.200 3074.200 

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model 24.723 22.973 26.622 32.771 

Saturated model 24.231 24.231 24.231 78.750 

Independence model 57.120 53.963 60.420 60.149 

HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 

.05 

HOELTER 

.01 

Default model 28 30 

Independence model 12 13 

Minimization: .078 



305 

 

Miscellaneous: .062 

Bootstrap: .000 

Total: .140 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Pilot Direct Model Early Relationship  

 

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Performance <--- Goodwill -.077 .094 -.817 .414 

Performance <--- Commitment .117 .149 .781 .435 

Performance <--- Contract -.299 .407 -.736 .462 

Performance <--- Competence .496 .424 1.169 .243 

Performance <--- Faith .056 .059 .960 .337 

Performance <--- Feeling -.092 .111 -.827 .408 

Performance <--- Like -.069 .086 -.796 .426 

Performance <--- Talk .043 .191 .223 .823 

Goodt_4 <--- Goodwill 1.000    

Goodt_3 <--- Goodwill .508 .139 3.642 .000 

Goodt_2 <--- Goodwill .545 .129 4.214 .000 

Goodt_1 <--- Goodwill .774 .150 5.170 .000 

Contt_4 <--- Contract 1.000    

Contt_3 <--- Contract .819 .109 7.550 .000 

Contt_2 <--- Contract .913 .134 6.817 .000 

Contt_1 <--- Contract .542 .185 2.927 .003 

Compt_4 <--- Competence 1.000    

Compt_3 <--- Competence .829 .081 10.228 .000 
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   Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Compt_2R <--- Competence .900 .274 3.289 .001 

Compt_1 <--- Competence .754 .124 6.061 .000 

Bemott_4 <--- Faith 1.000    

Bemott_3 <--- Faith 1.044 .136 7.688 .000 

Bemott_2 <--- Faith 1.149 .108 10.683 .000 

Bemott_1 <--- Faith .911 .134 6.825 .000 

Bemott_9 <--- Feeling 1.000    

Bemott_8 <--- Feeling 1.018 .050 20.247 .000 

Bemott_7 <--- Feeling .855 .105 8.116 .000 

Bemott_6 <--- Feeling .977 .032 30.334 .000 

Talk_5 <--- Talk 3.098 1.368 2.264 .024 

Talk_4 <--- Talk 1.000    

Talk_3 <--- Talk 1.003 .549 1.828 .068 

Talk_2 <--- Talk 3.172 1.406 2.256 .024 

Talk_1 <--- Talk 1.196 .677 1.767 .077 

DAPerf_1 <--- Performance 1.000    

DAPerf_2 <--- Performance 1.934 1.471 1.315 .188 

DAPerf_3 <--- Performance 3.681 2.429 1.515 .130 

DAPerf_4 <--- Performance 2.872 1.913 1.501 .133 

DALike_1 <--- Like 1.000    

DALike_2 <--- Like .980 .102 9.648 .000 

DALike_3 <--- Like .898 .103 8.745 .000 

Comm_1 <--- Commitment 1.000    

Comm_2 <--- Commitment .808 .109 7.381 .000 

Comm_3 <--- Commitment .641 .111 5.785 .000 

 

Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 106 1024.013 524 .000 1.954 

Saturated model 630 .000 0   

Independence model 35 2350.890 595 .000 3.951 

RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .258 .548 .457 .456 

Saturated model .000 1.000   

Independence model .659 .179 .131 .169 
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Baseline Comparisons 

Model 
NFI 

Delta1 

RFI 

rho1 

IFI 

Delta2 

TLI 

rho2 
CFI 

Default model .564 .505 .726 .677 .715 

Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model .881 .497 .630 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 

NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 500.013 413.063 594.748 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1755.890 1610.524 1908.760 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 19.693 9.616 7.944 11.437 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 45.209 33.767 30.972 36.707 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .135 .123 .148 .000 

Independence model .238 .228 .248 .000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 1236.013 1713.013 1444.864 1550.864 

Saturated model 1260.000 4095.000 2501.284 3131.284 

Independence model 2420.890 2578.390 2489.850 2524.850 

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model 23.769 22.097 25.591 32.943 

Saturated model 24.231 24.231 24.231 78.750 

Independence model 46.556 43.760 49.495 49.584 
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HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 

.05 

HOELTER 

.01 

Default model 30 31 

Independence model 15 16 

Minimization: .109 

Miscellaneous: .063 

Bootstrap: .000 

Total: .172 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Pilot Direct Model Mature Relationship  

 

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Performance <--- Contract .316 .345 .917 .359 

Performance <--- Commitment .416 .362 1.149 .251 

Performance <--- Goodwill -.548 .453 -1.208 .227 

Performance <--- Competence .648 .674 .962 .336 

Performance <--- Faith .118 .297 .397 .691 

Performance <--- Feeling -.384 .405 -.948 .343 

Performance <--- Talk .762 .559 1.363 .173 

Performance <--- Liking -.047 .242 -.195 .846 

Bcontt_4 <--- Contract 1.000    

Bcontt_3 <--- Contract .828 .076 10.940 .000 

Bcontt_2 <--- Contract .689 .092 7.471 .000 
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   Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Bcontt_1 <--- Contract .689 .127 5.420 .000 

Bgoodt_4 <--- Goodwill 1.000    

Bgoodt_3 <--- Goodwill .911 .086 10.595 .000 

Bgoodt_2 <--- Goodwill .919 .094 9.769 .000 

Bgoodt_1 <--- Goodwill .825 .087 9.459 .000 

Bcompt_4 <--- Competence 1.000    

Bcompt_3 <--- Competence .991 .094 10.595 .000 

Bcompt_2R <--- Competence .626 .296 2.118 .034 

Bcompt_1 <--- Competence .815 .080 10.130 .000 

Bemott_4 <--- Faith 1.000    

Bemott_3 <--- Faith 1.063 .135 7.896 .000 

Bemott_2 <--- Faith 1.136 .106 10.690 .000 

Bemott_1 <--- Faith .941 .131 7.163 .000 

Bemott_9 <--- Feeling 1.000    

Bemott_8 <--- Feeling 1.021 .050 20.376 .000 

Bemott_7 <--- Feeling .855 .106 8.064 .000 

Bemott_6 <--- Feeling .979 .033 30.072 .000 

Btalk_5 <--- Talk 1.684 .325 5.188 .000 

Btalk_4 <--- Talk 1.000    

Btalk_3 <--- Talk .561 .194 2.898 .004 

Btalk_2 <--- Talk 1.171 .300 3.901 .000 

Btalk_1 <--- Talk .740 .203 3.638 .000 

Dblike_1 <--- Liking 1.000    

Dblike_2 <--- Liking 1.039 .123 8.455 .000 

Dblike_3 <--- Liking 1.133 .112 10.147 .000 

Bdperf_1 <--- Performance 1.000    

Bdperf_2 <--- Performance .773 .179 4.325 .000 

Bdperf_3 <--- Performance 1.002 .130 7.688 .000 

Dbperf_4 <--- Performance .755 .142 5.314 .000 

Bcomm_1 <--- Commitment 1.000    

Bcomm_2 <--- Commitment 1.088 .106 10.271 .000 

Bcomm_3 <--- Commitment .542 .132 4.109 .000 

 

Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 106 1073.288 524 .000 2.048 

Saturated model 630 .000 0   

Independence model 35 2900.240 595 .000 4.874 
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RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .191 .542 .449 .451 

Saturated model .000 1.000   

Independence model 1.164 .089 .036 .084 

Baseline Comparisons 

Model 
NFI 

Delta1 

RFI 

rho1 

IFI 

Delta2 

TLI 

rho2 
CFI 

Default model .630 .580 .769 .729 .762 

Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model .881 .555 .671 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 

NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 549.288 459.435 646.899 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 2305.240 2141.073 2476.850 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 20.640 10.563 8.835 12.440 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 55.774 44.332 41.174 47.632 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .142 .130 .154 .000 

Independence model .273 .263 .283 .000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 1285.288 1762.288 1494.138 1600.138 

Saturated model 1260.000 4095.000 2501.284 3131.284 

Independence model 2970.240 3127.740 3039.200 3074.200 



311 

 

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model 24.717 22.989 26.594 33.890 

Saturated model 24.231 24.231 24.231 78.750 

Independence model 57.120 53.963 60.420 60.149 

HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 

.05 

HOELTER 

.01 

Default model 29 30 

Independence model 12 13 

Minimization: .078 

Miscellaneous: .078 

Bootstrap: .000 

Total: .156 
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Appendix D:  Final Exploratory Factor Analysis 

 

Factor Analysis Early Relationship 

 

Factor Analysis:  Contractual Trust 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .615 .552 .492

.615 1.000 .744 .646

.552 .744 1.000 .794

.492 .646 .794 1.000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

Contt_1

Contt_2

Contt_4

Contt_3

Contt_1

Contt_2

Contt_4

Contt_3

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Contt_1 Contt_2 Contt_4 Contt_3

KMO and Bartlett's Test

.784

1013.276

6

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .579

1.000 .778

1.000 .831

1.000 .745

Contt_1

Contt_2

Contt_4

Contt_3

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Total Variance Explained

2.933 73.330 73.330 2.933 73.330 73.330

.565 14.118 87.448

.319 7.974 95.422

.183 4.578 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Component Matrixa

.912

.882

.863

.761

Contt_4

Contt_2

Contt_3

Contt_1

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 

Reproduced Correlations

.579b .671 .694 .657

.671 .778b .804 .761

.694 .804 .831b .787

.657 .761 .787 .745b

-.056 -.141 -.165

-.056 -.060 -.115

-.141 -.060 .007

-.165 -.115 .007

Contt_1

Contt_2

Contt_4

Contt_3

Contt_1

Contt_2

Contt_4

Contt_3

Reproduced Correlation

Residual a

Contt_1 Contt_2 Contt_4 Contt_3

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Residuals are computed between observed and reproduced correlations. There

are 5 (83.0%) nonredundant residuals with absolute values greater than 0.05.

a. 

Reproduced communalitiesb. 

Rotated Component Matrixa

Only one component was extracted.

The solution cannot be rotated.

a. 
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Reliability 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Component Score Coefficient Matrix

.259

.301

.311

.294

Contt_1

Contt_2

Contt_4

Contt_3

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Component Score Covariance Matrix

1.000

Component

1

1

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Case Processing Summary

437 100.0

0 .0

437 100.0

Valid

Excludeda

Total

Cases

N %

Listwise deletion based on all

variables in the procedure.

a. 

Reliability Statistics

.876 4

Cronbach's

Alpha N of Items

Item-Total Statistics

16.08 12.793 .613 .889

16.05 11.523 .777 .824

16.17 11.562 .817 .808

16.04 12.424 .738 .840

Contt_1

Contt_2

Contt_4

Contt_3

Scale Mean if

Item Deleted

Scale

Variance if

Item Deleted

Corrected

Item-Total

Correlation

Cronbach's

Alpha if Item

Deleted
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Factor Analysis:  Competency Trust 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .780 .679 .298

.780 1.000 .670 .308

.679 .670 1.000 .355

.298 .308 .355 1.000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

Compt_3

Compt_4

Compt_1

Compt_2R

Compt_3

Compt_4

Compt_1

Compt_2R

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Compt_3 Compt_4 Compt_1 Compt_2R

KMO and Bartlett's Test

.759

779.956

6

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .796

1.000 .794

1.000 .744

1.000 .276

Compt_3

Compt_4

Compt_1

Compt_2R

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

2.610 65.262 65.262 2.610 65.262 65.262

.816 20.399 85.661

.354 8.841 94.502

.220 5.498 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.



316 

 

 
 

Reliability 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

Factor Analysis:  Goodwill Trust 

 

Component Matrixa

.892

.891

.863

.525

Compt_3

Compt_4

Compt_1

Compt_2R

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 

Case Processing Summary

437 100.0

0 .0

437 100.0

Valid

Excludeda

Total

Cases

N %

Listwise deletion based on all

variables in the procedure.

a. 

Reliability Statistics

.780 4

Cronbach's

Alpha N of Items

Item-Total Statistics

16.20 12.131 .710 .674

16.05 12.307 .690 .684

16.57 12.306 .356 .879

16.59 11.255 .701 .666

Compt_3

Compt_1

Compt_2R

Compt_4

Scale Mean if

Item Deleted

Scale

Variance if

Item Deleted

Corrected

Item-Total

Correlation

Cronbach's

Alpha if Item

Deleted
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Correlation Matrix

1.000 .775 .792 .692

.775 1.000 .757 .816

.792 .757 1.000 .722

.692 .816 .722 1.000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

Bgoodt_1

Bgoodt_2

Bgoodt_3

Bgoodt_4

Bgoodt_1

Bgoodt_2

Bgoodt_3

Bgoodt_4

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Bgoodt_1 Bgoodt_2 Bgoodt_3 Bgoodt_4

KMO and Bartlett's Test

.825

1401.356

6

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .810

1.000 .857

1.000 .816

1.000 .795

Bgoodt_1

Bgoodt_2

Bgoodt_3

Bgoodt_4

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

3.278 81.941 81.941 3.278 81.941 81.941

.343 8.576 90.516

.218 5.449 95.965

.161 4.035 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Reliability 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Component Matrixa

.926

.903

.900

.892

Bgoodt_2

Bgoodt_3

Bgoodt_1

Bgoodt_4

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 

Case Processing Summary

437 100.0

0 .0

437 100.0

Valid

Excludeda

Total

Cases

N %

Listwise deletion based on all

variables in the procedure.

a. 

Reliability Statistics

.926 4

Cronbach's

Alpha N of Items

Item-Total Statistics

15.31 16.699 .819 .906

15.21 17.058 .863 .893

15.34 16.718 .826 .904

15.36 16.673 .805 .911

Bgoodt_1

Bgoodt_2

Bgoodt_3

Bgoodt_4

Scale Mean if

Item Deleted

Scale

Variance if

Item Deleted

Corrected

Item-Total

Correlation

Cronbach's

Alpha if Item

Deleted
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Factor Analysis:  Emotional Trust Combined 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .603 .578 .516 .583 .426 .848 .812 .816

.603 1.000 .787 .660 .711 .597 .575 .577 .598

.578 .787 1.000 .707 .808 .639 .577 .586 .608

.516 .660 .707 1.000 .779 .733 .550 .513 .535

.583 .711 .808 .779 1.000 .684 .652 .621 .621

.426 .597 .639 .733 .684 1.000 .489 .496 .506

.848 .575 .577 .550 .652 .489 1.000 .864 .867

.812 .577 .586 .513 .621 .496 .864 1.000 .886

.816 .598 .608 .535 .621 .506 .867 .886 1.000

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

Emott_8

Emott_1

Emott_2

Emott_3

Emott_4

Emott_5

Emott_6

Emott_7

Emott_9

Emott_8

Emott_1

Emott_2

Emott_3

Emott_4

Emott_5

Emott_6

Emott_7

Emott_9

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Emott_8 Emott_1 Emott_2 Emott_3 Emott_4 Emott_5 Emott_6 Emott_7 Emott_9

KMO and Bartlett's Test

.913

3989.339

36

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .854

1.000 .722

1.000 .800

1.000 .802

1.000 .828

1.000 .723

1.000 .900

1.000 .892

1.000 .894

Emott_8

Emott_1

Emott_2

Emott_3

Emott_4

Emott_5

Emott_6

Emott_7

Emott_9

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Total Variance Explained

6.215 69.051 69.051 6.215 69.051 69.051 3.742 41.576 41.576

1.200 13.334 82.385 1.200 13.334 82.385 3.673 40.808 82.385

.465 5.163 87.548

.296 3.289 90.838

.254 2.819 93.657

.179 1.989 95.646

.168 1.863 97.509

.118 1.308 98.816

.107 1.184 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Component Matrixa

.867 -.379

.865 -.389

.863 .288

.856 -.399

.840 .307

.832 -.402

.815 .239

.796 .410

.736 .426

Emott_9

Emott_6

Emott_4

Emott_7

Emott_2

Emott_8

Emott_1

Emott_3

Emott_5

1 2

Component

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

2 components extracted.a. 

Reproduced Correlations

.854b .582 .576 .498 .603 .442 .876 .873 .873

.582 .722b .758 .747 .772 .702 .612 .602 .616

.576 .758 .800b .795 .813 .749 .607 .596 .612

.498 .747 .795 .802b .805 .761 .529 .517 .534

.603 .772 .813 .805 .828b .758 .634 .624 .639

.442 .702 .749 .761 .758 .723b .471 .460 .477

.876 .612 .607 .529 .634 .471 .900b .896 .897

.873 .602 .596 .517 .624 .460 .896 .892b .893

.873 .616 .612 .534 .639 .477 .897 .893 .894b

.021 .002 .018 -.020 -.015 -.029 -.061 -.058

.021 .028 -.087 -.062 -.105 -.037 -.025 -.018

.002 .028 -.088 -.005 -.110 -.030 -.010 -.004

.018 -.087 -.088 -.027 -.028 .021 -.005 .001

-.020 -.062 -.005 -.027 -.073 .018 -.002 -.018

-.015 -.105 -.110 -.028 -.073 .018 .036 .030

-.029 -.037 -.030 .021 .018 .018 -.032 -.030

-.061 -.025 -.010 -.005 -.002 .036 -.032 -.007

-.058 -.018 -.004 .001 -.018 .030 -.030 -.007

Emott_8

Emott_1

Emott_2

Emott_3

Emott_4

Emott_5

Emott_6

Emott_7

Emott_9

Emott_8

Emott_1

Emott_2

Emott_3

Emott_4

Emott_5

Emott_6

Emott_7

Emott_9

Reproduced Correlation

Residual a

Emott_8 Emott_1 Emott_2 Emott_3 Emott_4 Emott_5 Emott_6 Emott_7 Emott_9

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Residuals are computed between observed and reproduced correlations. There are 8 (22.0%) nonredundant residuals with absolute values

greater than 0.05.

a. 

Reproduced communalitiesb. 
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Rotated Component Matrixa

.855 .267

.823 .214

.816 .401

.814 .371

.748 .402

.329 .885

.342 .885

.351 .878

.310 .871

Emott_3

Emott_5

Emott_4

Emott_2

Emott_1

Emott_7

Emott_6

Emott_9

Emott_8

1 2

Component

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Rotation converged in 3 iterations.a. 

Component Transformation Matrix

.712 .702

.702 -.712

Component

1

2

1 2

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Component Score Coefficient Matrix

-.140 .332

.233 -.050

.276 -.087

.331 -.154

.267 -.073

.333 -.169

-.129 .329

-.136 .334

-.122 .323

Emott_8

Emott_1

Emott_2

Emott_3

Emott_4

Emott_5

Emott_6

Emott_7

Emott_9

1 2

Component

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
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Factor Analysis:  Faith  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .787 .660 .711

.787 1.000 .707 .808

.660 .707 1.000 .779

.711 .808 .779 1.000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

Emott_1

Emott_2

Emott_3

Emott_4

Emott_1

Emott_2

Emott_3

Emott_4

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Emott_1 Emott_2 Emott_3 Emott_4

KMO and Bartlett's Test

.823

1332.019

6

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .770

1.000 .848

1.000 .764

1.000 .846

Emott_1

Emott_2

Emott_3

Emott_4

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

3.228 80.691 80.691 3.228 80.691 80.691

.370 9.255 89.946

.241 6.026 95.972

.161 4.028 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Reliability 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Component Matrixa

.921

.920

.878

.874

Emott_2

Emott_4

Emott_1

Emott_3

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 

Case Processing Summary

437 100.0

0 .0

437 100.0

Valid

Excludeda

Total

Cases

N %

Listwise deletion based on all

variables in the procedure.

a. 

Reliability Statistics

.919 4

Cronbach's

Alpha N of Items

Item-Total Statistics

12.68 22.037 .783 .906

12.97 19.888 .850 .883

13.63 20.489 .779 .909

13.14 20.370 .852 .882

Emott_1

Emott_2

Emott_3

Emott_4

Scale Mean if

Item Deleted

Scale

Variance if

Item Deleted

Corrected

Item-Total

Correlation

Cronbach's

Alpha if Item

Deleted
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Factor Analysis:  Feeling 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .848 .812 .816

.848 1.000 .864 .867

.812 .864 1.000 .886

.816 .867 .886 1.000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

Emott_8

Emott_6

Emott_7

Emott_9

Emott_8

Emott_6

Emott_7

Emott_9

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Emott_8 Emott_6 Emott_7 Emott_9

KMO and Bartlett's Test

.866

1955.876

6

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .849

1.000 .903

1.000 .895

1.000 .898

Emott_8

Emott_6

Emott_7

Emott_9

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

3.546 88.656 88.656 3.546 88.656 88.656

.210 5.252 93.908

.129 3.232 97.141

.114 2.859 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Component Matrixa

.950

.948

.946

.922

Emott_6

Emott_9

Emott_7

Emott_8

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 

Reproduced Correlations

.849b .876 .872 .874

.876 .903b .899 .901

.872 .899 .895b .897

.874 .901 .897 .898b

-.028 -.060 -.058

-.028 -.035 -.034

-.060 -.035 -.011

-.058 -.034 -.011

Emott_8

Emott_6

Emott_7

Emott_9

Emott_8

Emott_6

Emott_7

Emott_9

Reproduced Correlation

Residual a

Emott_8 Emott_6 Emott_7 Emott_9

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Residuals are computed between observed and reproduced correlations. There

are 2 (33.0%) nonredundant residuals with absolute values greater than 0.05.

a. 

Reproduced communalitiesb. 

Rotated Component Matrixa

Only one component was extracted.

The solution cannot be rotated.

a. 

Component Score Coefficient Matrix

.260

.268

.267

.267

Emott_8

Emott_6

Emott_7

Emott_9

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
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Reliability 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Component Score Covariance Matrix

1.000

Component

1

1

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Case Processing Summary

437 100.0

0 .0

437 100.0

Valid

Excludeda

Total

Cases

N %

Listwise deletion based on all

variables in the procedure.

a. 

Reliability Statistics

.957 4

Cronbach's

Alpha N of Items

Item-Total Statistics

15.45 17.751 .863 .953

15.63 16.692 .910 .939

15.71 16.445 .903 .942

15.60 16.885 .906 .940

Emott_8

Emott_6

Emott_7

Emott_9

Scale Mean if

Item Deleted

Scale

Variance if

Item Deleted

Corrected

Item-Total

Correlation

Cronbach's

Alpha if Item

Deleted
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Factor Analysis:  Commitment  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

KMO and Bartlett's Test

.738

684.014

3

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .799

1.000 .830

1.000 .780

Comm_1

Comm_2

Comm_3

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

2.409 80.289 80.289 2.409 80.289 80.289

.335 11.152 91.441

.257 8.559 100.000

Component

1

2

3

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Component Matrixa

.911

.894

.883

Comm_2

Comm_1

Comm_3

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 
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Reliability 
 

Reproduced Correlations

.799b .814 .789

.814 .830b .804

.789 .804 .780b

-.080 -.121

-.080 -.095

-.121 -.095

Comm_1

Comm_2

Comm_3

Comm_1

Comm_2

Comm_3

Reproduced Correlation

Residual a

Comm_1 Comm_2 Comm_3

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Residuals are computed between observed and reproduced

correlations. There are 3 (100.0%) nonredundant residuals with

absolute values greater than 0.05.

a. 

Reproduced communalitiesb. 

Rotated Component Matrixa

Only one component was extracted.

The solution cannot be rotated.

a. 

Component Score Coefficient Matrix

.371

.378

.367

Comm_1

Comm_2

Comm_3

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Component Score Covariance Matrix

1.000

Component

1

1

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
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Factor Analysis:  Liking 

 

 
 

Case Processing Summary

437 100.0

0 .0

437 100.0

Valid

Excludeda

Total

Cases

N %

Listwise deletion based on all

variables in the procedure.

a. 

Reliability Statistics

.877 3

Cronbach's

Alpha N of Items

Item-Total Statistics

10.57 7.082 .759 .830

10.75 6.460 .790 .800

10.70 6.738 .740 .846

Comm_1

Comm_2

Comm_3

Scale Mean if

Item Deleted

Scale

Variance if

Item Deleted

Corrected

Item-Total

Correlation

Cronbach's

Alpha if Item

Deleted

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .738 .776

.738 1.000 .801

.776 .801 1.000

.000 .000

.000 .000

.000 .000

DALike_1

DALike_2

DALike_3

DALike_1

DALike_2

DALike_3

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

DALike_1 DALike_2 DALike_3
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KMO and Bartlett's Test

.751

888.921

3

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .826

1.000 .845

1.000 .872

DALike_1

DALike_2

DALike_3

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

2.543 84.783 84.783 2.543 84.783 84.783

.265 8.836 93.619

.191 6.381 100.000

Component

1

2

3

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Component Matrixa

.934

.919

.909

DALike_3

DALike_2

DALike_1

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 
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Reliability 
 

Reproduced Correlations

.826b .835 .849

.835 .845b .859

.849 .859 .872b

-.098 -.073

-.098 -.058

-.073 -.058

DALike_1

DALike_2

DALike_3

DALike_1

DALike_2

DALike_3

Reproduced Correlation

Residual a

DALike_1 DALike_2 DALike_3

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Residuals are computed between observed and reproduced

correlations. There are 3 (100.0%) nonredundant residuals with

absolute values greater than 0.05.

a. 

Reproduced communalitiesb. 

Rotated Component Matrixa

Only one component was extracted.

The solution cannot be rotated.

a. 

Component Score Coefficient Matrix

.357

.361

.367

DALike_1

DALike_2

DALike_3

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Component Score Covariance Matrix

1.000

Component

1

1

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
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Factor Analysis:  Communication  

 

 
 

Case Processing Summary

437 100.0

0 .0

437 100.0

Valid

Excludeda

Total

Cases

N %

Listwise deletion based on all

variables in the procedure.

a. 

Reliability Statistics

.909 3

Cronbach's

Alpha N of Items

Item-Total Statistics

8.68 9.721 .797 .889

8.29 9.711 .815 .873

8.14 10.020 .846 .849

DALike_1

DALike_2

DALike_3

Scale Mean if

Item Deleted

Scale

Variance if

Item Deleted

Corrected

Item-Total

Correlation

Cronbach's

Alpha if Item

Deleted

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .419 .640 .347 .504

.419 1.000 .513 .456 .590

.640 .513 1.000 .432 .732

.347 .456 .432 1.000 .513

.504 .590 .732 .513 1.000

.000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000

Talk1

Talk_2

Talk_3

Talk_4

Talk_5

Talk1

Talk_2

Talk_3

Talk_4

Talk_5

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Talk1 Talk_2 Talk_3 Talk_4 Talk_5
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KMO and Bartlett's Test

.803

922.229

10

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .549

1.000 .573

1.000 .742

1.000 .465

1.000 .750

Talk1

Talk_2

Talk_3

Talk_4

Talk_5

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

3.079 61.587 61.587 3.079 61.587 61.587

.715 14.296 75.884

.535 10.694 86.578

.442 8.843 95.421

.229 4.579 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

5

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Component Matrixa

.866

.861

.757

.741

.682

Talk_5

Talk_3

Talk_2

Talk1

Talk_4

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 
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Reliability 
 

Reproduced Correlations

.549b .561 .638 .506 .642

.561 .573b .652 .516 .655

.638 .652 .742b .588 .746

.506 .516 .588 .465b .591

.642 .655 .746 .591 .750b

-.142 .001 -.158 -.138

-.142 -.139 -.061 -.065

.001 -.139 -.156 -.014

-.158 -.061 -.156 -.078

-.138 -.065 -.014 -.078

Talk1

Talk_2

Talk_3

Talk_4

Talk_5

Talk1

Talk_2

Talk_3

Talk_4

Talk_5

Reproduced Correlation

Residual a

Talk1 Talk_2 Talk_3 Talk_4 Talk_5

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Residuals are computed between observed and reproduced correlations. There are 8 (80.

0%) nonredundant residuals with absolute values greater than 0.05.

a. 

Reproduced communalitiesb. 

Rotated Component Matrixa

Only one component was extracted.

The solution cannot be rotated.

a. 

Component Score Coefficient Matrix

.241

.246

.280

.222

.281

Talk1

Talk_2

Talk_3

Talk_4

Talk_5

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Component Score Covariance Matrix

1.000

Component

1

1

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
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Factor Analysis:  Performance  

 

 
 

Case Processing Summary

437 100.0

0 .0

437 100.0

Valid

Excludeda

Total

Cases

N %

Listwise deletion based on all

variables in the procedure.

a. 

Reliability Statistics

.835 5

Cronbach's

Alpha N of Items

Item-Total Statistics

20.35 21.447 .580 .817

20.93 18.910 .618 .809

20.62 19.838 .733 .778

21.46 19.702 .537 .834

20.82 18.718 .752 .769

Talk1

Talk_2

Talk_3

Talk_4

Talk_5

Scale Mean if

Item Deleted

Scale

Variance if

Item Deleted

Corrected

Item-Total

Correlation

Cronbach's

Alpha if Item

Deleted

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .376 .497 .340

.376 1.000 .638 .727

.497 .638 1.000 .515

.340 .727 .515 1.000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

DAPerf_2

DAPerf_3

DAPerf_1

DAPerf_4

DAPerf_2

DAPerf_3

DAPerf_1

DAPerf_4

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

DAPerf_2 DAPerf_3 DAPerf_1 DAPerf_4
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KMO and Bartlett's Test

.720

686.518

6

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .427

1.000 .770

1.000 .696

1.000 .676

DAPerf_2

DAPerf_3

DAPerf_1

DAPerf_4

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

2.568 64.208 64.208 2.568 64.208 64.208

.753 18.816 83.024

.434 10.857 93.881

.245 6.119 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Component Matrixa

.877

.834

.822

.653

DAPerf_3

DAPerf_1

DAPerf_4

DAPerf_2

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 
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Reproduced Correlations

.427b .573 .545 .537

.573 .770b .732 .721

.545 .732 .696b .686

.537 .721 .686 .676b

-.197 -.048 -.197

-.197 -.094 .006

-.048 -.094 -.171

-.197 .006 -.171

DAPerf_2

DAPerf_3

DAPerf_1

DAPerf_4

DAPerf_2

DAPerf_3

DAPerf_1

DAPerf_4

Reproduced Correlation

Residual a

DAPerf_2 DAPerf_3 DAPerf_1 DAPerf_4

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Residuals are computed between observed and reproduced correlations. There

are 4 (66.0%) nonredundant residuals with absolute values greater than 0.05.

a. 

Reproduced communalitiesb. 

Rotated Component Matrixa

Only one component was extracted.

The solution cannot be rotated.

a. 

Component Score Coefficient Matrix

.254

.342

.325

.320

DAPerf_2

DAPerf_3

DAPerf_1

DAPerf_4

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Component Score Covariance Matrix

1.000

Component

1

1

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
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Reliability 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

Final Factor Analysis Mature Relationship 

 
 

Factor Analysis:  Contractual Trust  

 

Case Processing Summary

437 100.0

0 .0

437 100.0

Valid

Excludeda

Total

Cases

N %

Listwise deletion based on all

variables in the procedure.

a. 

Reliability Statistics

.757 4

Cronbach's

Alpha N of Items

Item-Total Statistics

15.31 12.745 .473 .829

14.89 17.640 .671 .663

15.44 16.373 .672 .646

14.81 18.513 .596 .697

DAPerf_2

DAPerf_3

DAPerf_1

DAPerf_4

Scale Mean if

Item Deleted

Scale

Variance if

Item Deleted

Corrected

Item-Total

Correlation

Cronbach's

Alpha if Item

Deleted
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Correlation Matrix

1.000 .793 .590 .777

.793 1.000 .633 .749

.590 .633 1.000 .627

.777 .749 .627 1.000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

Bcontt_3

Bcontt_2

Bcontt_1

Bcontt_4

Bcontt_3

Bcontt_2

Bcontt_1

Bcontt_4

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Bcontt_3 Bcontt_2 Bcontt_1 Bcontt_4

KMO and Bartlett's Test

.830

1150.991

6

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .818

1.000 .823

1.000 .639

1.000 .811

Bcontt_3

Bcontt_2

Bcontt_1

Bcontt_4

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

3.091 77.284 77.284 3.091 77.284 77.284

.460 11.496 88.779

.253 6.323 95.102

.196 4.898 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Component Matrixa

.907

.904

.901

.800

Bcontt_2

Bcontt_3

Bcontt_4

Bcontt_1

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 

Reproduced Correlations

.818b .820 .723 .814

.820 .823b .726 .817

.723 .726 .639b .720

.814 .817 .720 .811b

-.027 -.133 -.037

-.027 -.093 -.068

-.133 -.093 -.093

-.037 -.068 -.093

Bcontt_3

Bcontt_2

Bcontt_1

Bcontt_4

Bcontt_3

Bcontt_2

Bcontt_1

Bcontt_4

Reproduced Correlation

Residual a

Bcontt_3 Bcontt_2 Bcontt_1 Bcontt_4

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Residuals are computed between observed and reproduced correlations. There

are 4 (66.0%) nonredundant residuals with absolute values greater than 0.05.

a. 

Reproduced communalitiesb. 

Rotated Component Matrixa

Only one component was extracted.

The solution cannot be rotated.

a. 

Component Score Coefficient Matrix

.293

.293

.259

.291

Bcontt_3

Bcontt_2

Bcontt_1

Bcontt_4

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
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Reliability 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Component Score Covariance Matrix

1.000

Component

1

1

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Case Processing Summary

437 100.0

0 .0

437 100.0

Valid

Excludeda

Total

Cases

N %

Listwise deletion based on all

variables in the procedure.

a. 

Reliability Statistics

.898 4

Cronbach's

Alpha N of Items

Item-Total Statistics

16.07 13.656 .812 .856

16.03 13.380 .819 .853

16.20 13.517 .670 .909

16.23 12.680 .809 .855

Bcontt_3

Bcontt_2

Bcontt_1

Bcontt_4

Scale Mean if

Item Deleted

Scale

Variance if

Item Deleted

Corrected

Item-Total

Correlation

Cronbach's

Alpha if Item

Deleted
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Factor Analysis:  Competency Trust 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .690 .825 .262

.690 1.000 .835 .275

.825 .835 1.000 .328

.262 .275 .328 1.000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

Bcompt_3

Bcompt_1

Bcompt_4

Bcompt_2R

Bcompt_3

Bcompt_1

Bcompt_4

Bcompt_2R

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Bcompt_3 Bcompt_1 Bcompt_4 Bcompt_2R

KMO and Bartlett's Test

.720

1062.998

6

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .791

1.000 .803

1.000 .908

1.000 .213

Bcompt_3

Bcompt_1

Bcompt_4

Bcompt_2R

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

2.715 67.869 67.869 2.715 67.869 67.869

.855 21.387 89.256

.310 7.747 97.003

.120 2.997 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Reliability 
 

 
 

 
 

Component Matrixa

.953

.896

.889

.462

Bcompt_4

Bcompt_1

Bcompt_3

Bcompt_2R

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 

Case Processing Summary

437 100.0

0 .0

437 100.0

Valid

Excludeda

Total

Cases

N %

Listwise deletion based on all

variables in the procedure.

a. 

Reliability Statistics

.791 4

Cronbach's

Alpha N of Items
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Factor Analysis:  Goodwill  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Item-Total Statistics

16.95 11.083 .700 .690

16.51 12.243 .720 .698

16.68 10.637 .815 .634

16.98 12.655 .312 .913

Bcompt_3

Bcompt_1

Bcompt_4

Bcompt_2R

Scale Mean if

Item Deleted

Scale

Variance if

Item Deleted

Corrected

Item-Total

Correlation

Cronbach's

Alpha if Item

Deleted

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .775 .792 .692

.775 1.000 .757 .816

.792 .757 1.000 .722

.692 .816 .722 1.000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

Bgoodt_1

Bgoodt_2

Bgoodt_3

Bgoodt_4

Bgoodt_1

Bgoodt_2

Bgoodt_3

Bgoodt_4

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Bgoodt_1 Bgoodt_2 Bgoodt_3 Bgoodt_4

KMO and Bartlett's Test

.825

1401.356

6

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .810

1.000 .857

1.000 .816

1.000 .795

Bgoodt_1

Bgoodt_2

Bgoodt_3

Bgoodt_4

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Reliability 
 

 
 

Total Variance Explained

3.278 81.941 81.941 3.278 81.941 81.941

.343 8.576 90.516

.218 5.449 95.965

.161 4.035 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Component Matrixa

.926

.903

.900

.892

Bgoodt_2

Bgoodt_3

Bgoodt_1

Bgoodt_4

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 

Case Processing Summary

437 100.0

0 .0

437 100.0

Valid

Excludeda

Total

Cases

N %

Listwise deletion based on all

variables in the procedure.

a. 
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Factor Analysis:  Emotional Trust 

 

 
 

 
 

Reliability Statistics

.926 4

Cronbach's

Alpha N of Items

Item-Total Statistics

15.31 16.699 .819 .906

15.21 17.058 .863 .893

15.34 16.718 .826 .904

15.36 16.673 .805 .911

Bgoodt_1

Bgoodt_2

Bgoodt_3

Bgoodt_4

Scale Mean if

Item Deleted

Scale

Variance if

Item Deleted

Corrected

Item-Total

Correlation

Cronbach's

Alpha if Item

Deleted

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .695 .641 .558 .639 .539 .856 .826 .832

.695 1.000 .799 .718 .763 .691 .734 .710 .718

.641 .799 1.000 .783 .825 .750 .682 .635 .632

.558 .718 .783 1.000 .776 .793 .619 .574 .593

.639 .763 .825 .776 1.000 .725 .708 .651 .660

.539 .691 .750 .793 .725 1.000 .597 .560 .543

.856 .734 .682 .619 .708 .597 1.000 .915 .926

.826 .710 .635 .574 .651 .560 .915 1.000 .893

.832 .718 .632 .593 .660 .543 .926 .893 1.000

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

Bemott_7

Bemott_1

Bemott_2

Bemott_3

Bemott_4

Bemott_5

Bemott_6

Bemott_9

Bemott_8

Bemott_7

Bemott_1

Bemott_2

Bemott_3

Bemott_4

Bemott_5

Bemott_6

Bemott_9

Bemott_8

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Bemott_7 Bemott_1 Bemott_2 Bemott_3 Bemott_4 Bemott_5 Bemott_6 Bemott_9 Bemott_8

KMO and Bartlett's Test

.934

4648.325

36

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity
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Communalities

1.000 .848

1.000 .788

1.000 .848

1.000 .845

1.000 .822

1.000 .809

1.000 .940

1.000 .909

1.000 .919

Bemott_7

Bemott_1

Bemott_2

Bemott_3

Bemott_4

Bemott_5

Bemott_6

Bemott_9

Bemott_8

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

6.689 74.318 74.318 6.689 74.318 74.318 3.899 43.328 43.328

1.040 11.552 85.870 1.040 11.552 85.870 3.829 42.543 85.870

.310 3.440 89.310

.238 2.639 91.949

.207 2.303 94.252

.191 2.124 96.376

.158 1.753 98.130

.105 1.162 99.292

.064 .708 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Component Matrixa

.911 -.331

.881 .111

.880 -.380

.876 -.377

.869 .259

.868 .308

.852 -.349

.823 .410

.793 .424

Bemott_6

Bemott_1

Bemott_8

Bemott_9

Bemott_4

Bemott_2

Bemott_7

Bemott_3

Bemott_5

1 2

Component

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

2 components extracted.a. 
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Factor Analysis:  Faith  

 

 
 

Rotated Component Matrixa

.893 .348

.888 .348

.881 .404

.851 .350

.297 .870

.266 .859

.402 .829

.436 .795

.549 .698

Bemott_8

Bemott_9

Bemott_6

Bemott_7

Bemott_3

Bemott_5

Bemott_2

Bemott_4

Bemott_1

1 2

Component

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Rotation converged in 3 iterations.a. 

Component Score Covariance Matrix

1.000 .000

.000 1.000

Component

1

2

1 2

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .799 .718 .763

.799 1.000 .783 .825

.718 .783 1.000 .776

.763 .825 .776 1.000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

Bemott_1

Bemott_2

Bemott_3

Bemott_4

Bemott_1

Bemott_2

Bemott_3

Bemott_4

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Bemott_1 Bemott_2 Bemott_3 Bemott_4
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KMO and Bartlett's Test

.860

1464.949

6

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .806

1.000 .873

1.000 .804

1.000 .851

Bemott_1

Bemott_2

Bemott_3

Bemott_4

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

3.333 83.322 83.322 3.333 83.322 83.322

.285 7.113 90.435

.215 5.381 95.816

.167 4.184 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Component Matrixa

.934

.922

.898

.896

Bemott_2

Bemott_4

Bemott_1

Bemott_3

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 
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Reliability 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

Factor Analysis:  Feeling 

 

Case Processing Summary

437 100.0

0 .0

437 100.0

Valid

Excludeda

Total

Cases

N %

Listwise deletion based on all

variables in the procedure.

a. 

Reliability Statistics

.932 4

Cronbach's

Alpha N of Items

Item-Total Statistics

13.81 21.823 .818 .919

13.99 19.684 .877 .899

14.45 19.872 .817 .921

14.06 21.092 .858 .906

Bemott_1

Bemott_2

Bemott_3

Bemott_4

Scale Mean if

Item Deleted

Scale

Variance if

Item Deleted

Corrected

Item-Total

Correlation

Cronbach's

Alpha if Item

Deleted
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Correlation Matrix

1.000 .856 .826 .832

.856 1.000 .915 .926

.826 .915 1.000 .893

.832 .926 .893 1.000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

Bemott_7

Bemott_6

Bemott_9

Bemott_8

Bemott_7

Bemott_6

Bemott_9

Bemott_8

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Bemott_7 Bemott_6 Bemott_9 Bemott_8

KMO and Bartlett's Test

.872

2272.633

6

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .849

1.000 .944

1.000 .912

1.000 .920

Bemott_7

Bemott_6

Bemott_9

Bemott_8

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

3.625 90.626 90.626 3.625 90.626 90.626

.199 4.964 95.590

.108 2.707 98.297

.068 1.703 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Component Matrixa

.972

.959

.955

.921

Bemott_6

Bemott_8

Bemott_9

Bemott_7

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 

Reproduced Correlations

.849b .895 .880 .884

.895 .944b .928 .932

.880 .928 .912b .916

.884 .932 .916 .920b

-.039 -.053 -.052

-.039 -.013 -.006

-.053 -.013 -.023

-.052 -.006 -.023

Bemott_7

Bemott_6

Bemott_9

Bemott_8

Bemott_7

Bemott_6

Bemott_9

Bemott_8

Reproduced Correlation

Residual a

Bemott_7 Bemott_6 Bemott_9 Bemott_8

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Residuals are computed between observed and reproduced correlations. There

are 2 (33.0%) nonredundant residuals with absolute values greater than 0.05.

a. 

Reproduced communalitiesb. 

Rotated Component Matrixa

Only one component was extracted.

The solution cannot be rotated.

a. 

Component Score Coefficient Matrix

.254

.268

.263

.265

Bemott_7

Bemott_6

Bemott_9

Bemott_8

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
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Reliability 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Component Score Covariance Matrix

1.000

Component

1

1

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Case Processing Summary

437 100.0

0 .0

437 100.0

Valid

Excludeda

Total

Cases

N %

Listwise deletion based on all

variables in the procedure.

a. 

Reliability Statistics

.965 4

Cronbach's

Alpha N of Items

Item-Total Statistics

16.09 17.162 .864 .968

16.19 16.018 .948 .945

16.14 16.052 .919 .953

16.15 16.100 .926 .951

Bemott_7

Bemott_6

Bemott_9

Bemott_8

Scale Mean if

Item Deleted

Scale

Variance if

Item Deleted

Corrected

Item-Total

Correlation

Cronbach's

Alpha if Item

Deleted
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Factor Analysis:  Commitment  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .772 .717

.772 1.000 .648

.717 .648 1.000

.000 .000

.000 .000

.000 .000

Bcomm_1

Bcomm_3

Bcomm_2

Bcomm_1

Bcomm_3

Bcomm_2

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Bcomm_1 Bcomm_3 Bcomm_2

KMO and Bartlett's Test

.725

728.004

3

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .857

1.000 .807

1.000 .763

Bcomm_1

Bcomm_3

Bcomm_2

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

2.426 80.882 80.882 2.426 80.882 80.882

.359 11.958 92.840

.215 7.160 100.000

Component

1

2

3

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Component Matrixa

.926

.898

.874

Bcomm_1

Bcomm_3

Bcomm_2

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 

Reproduced Correlations

.857b .831 .809

.831 .807b .785

.809 .785 .763b

-.059 -.091

-.059 -.136

-.091 -.136

Bcomm_1

Bcomm_3

Bcomm_2

Bcomm_1

Bcomm_3

Bcomm_2

Reproduced Correlation

Residual a

Bcomm_1 Bcomm_3 Bcomm_2

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Residuals are computed between observed and reproduced

correlations. There are 3 (100.0%) nonredundant residuals with

absolute values greater than 0.05.

a. 

Reproduced communalitiesb. 

Rotated Component Matrixa

Only one component was extracted.

The solution cannot be rotated.

a. 

Component Score Coefficient Matrix

.381

.370

.360

Bcomm_1

Bcomm_3

Bcomm_2

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
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Reliability 
 

 
 

 
 

Factor Analysis:  Liking 

 

[  

 

 

Component Score Covariance Matrix

1.000

Component

1

1

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Reliability Statistics

.879 3

Cronbach's

Alpha N of Items

Item-Total Statistics

11.05 5.932 .819 .784

11.13 6.110 .762 .832

11.08 5.618 .725 .872

Bcomm_1

Bcomm_3

Bcomm_2

Scale Mean if

Item Deleted

Scale

Variance if

Item Deleted

Corrected

Item-Total

Correlation

Cronbach's

Alpha if Item

Deleted

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .791 .777

.791 1.000 .785

.777 .785 1.000

.000 .000

.000 .000

.000 .000

Dblike_1

Dblike_2

Dblike_3

Dblike_1

Dblike_2

Dblike_3

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Dblike_1 Dblike_2 Dblike_3

KMO and Bartlett's Test

.761

922.913

3

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity
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Communalities

1.000 .856

1.000 .861

1.000 .852

Dblike_1

Dblike_2

Dblike_3

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

2.569 85.620 85.620 2.569 85.620 85.620

.223 7.448 93.068

.208 6.932 100.000

Component

1

2

3

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Component Matrixa

.928

.925

.923

Dblike_2

Dblike_1

Dblike_3

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 

Reproduced Correlations

.856b .858 .854

.858 .861b .856

.854 .856 .852b

-.068 -.076

-.068 -.071

-.076 -.071

Dblike_1

Dblike_2

Dblike_3

Dblike_1

Dblike_2

Dblike_3

Reproduced Correlation

Residual a

Dblike_1 Dblike_2 Dblike_3

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Residuals are computed between observed and reproduced

correlations. There are 3 (100.0%) nonredundant residuals with

absolute values greater than 0.05.

a. 

Reproduced communalitiesb. 
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Reliability 
 

 
 

 
 

Rotated Component Matrixa

Only one component was extracted.

The solution cannot be rotated.

a. 

Component Score Coefficient Matrix

.360

.361

.359

Dblike_1

Dblike_2

Dblike_3

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Component Score Covariance Matrix

1.000

Component

1

1

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Case Processing Summary

437 100.0

0 .0

437 100.0

Valid

Excludeda

Total

Cases

N %

Listwise deletion based on all

variables in the procedure.

a. 

Reliability Statistics

.914 3

Cronbach's

Alpha N of Items
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Factor Analysis:  Communication  

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Reliability 
 

Item-Total Statistics

9.36 9.526 .830 .877

9.04 9.762 .836 .870

8.69 10.903 .826 .883

Dblike_1

Dblike_2

Dblike_3

Scale Mean if

Item Deleted

Scale

Variance if

Item Deleted

Corrected

Item-Total

Correlation

Cronbach's

Alpha if Item

Deleted

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .773 .603 .384 .629

.773 1.000 .653 .422 .700

.603 .653 1.000 .538 .719

.384 .422 .538 1.000 .647

.629 .700 .719 .647 1.000

.000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000 .000

Btalk_1

Btalk_3

Btalk_4

Btalk_2

Btalk_5

Btalk_1

Btalk_3

Btalk_4

Btalk_2

Btalk_5

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Btalk_1 Btalk_3 Btalk_4 Btalk_2 Btalk_5

KMO and Bartlett's Test

.826

1314.970

10

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity
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Factor Analysis:  Performance 

 

 
 

Case Processing Summary

437 100.0

0 .0

437 100.0

Valid

Excludeda

Total

Cases

N %

Listwise deletion based on all

variables in the procedure.

a. 

Reliability Statistics

.882 5

Cronbach's

Alpha N of Items

Item-Total Statistics

20.77 21.364 .699 .861

20.95 20.524 .756 .848

21.25 20.011 .754 .847

21.57 20.551 .578 .893

21.33 18.662 .825 .829

Btalk_1

Btalk_3

Btalk_4

Btalk_2

Btalk_5

Scale Mean if

Item Deleted

Scale

Variance if

Item Deleted

Corrected

Item-Total

Correlation

Cronbach's

Alpha if Item

Deleted

Correlation Matrix

1.000 .713 .842 .505

.713 1.000 .707 .717

.842 .707 1.000 .549

.505 .717 .549 1.000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .000

Bdperf_2

Bdperf_3

Bdperf_1

Dbperf_4

Bdperf_2

Bdperf_3

Bdperf_1

Dbperf_4

Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

Bdperf_2 Bdperf_3 Bdperf_1 Dbperf_4
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KMO and Bartlett's Test

.751

1199.756

6

.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

Adequacy.

Approx. Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Bartlett's Test of

Sphericity

Communalities

1.000 .787

1.000 .816

1.000 .805

1.000 .616

Bdperf_2

Bdperf_3

Bdperf_1

Dbperf_4

Initial Extraction

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Total Variance Explained

3.025 75.613 75.613 3.025 75.613 75.613

.592 14.812 90.425

.231 5.771 96.196

.152 3.804 100.000

Component

1

2

3

4

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Component Matrixa

.904

.897

.887

.785

Bdperf_3

Bdperf_1

Bdperf_2

Dbperf_4

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

1 components extracted.a. 
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Reproduced Correlations

.787b .802 .796 .696

.802 .816b .811 .709

.796 .811 .805b .704

.696 .709 .704 .616b

-.089 .046 -.191

-.089 -.104 .008

.046 -.104 -.155

-.191 .008 -.155

Bdperf_2

Bdperf_3

Bdperf_1

Dbperf_4

Bdperf_2

Bdperf_3

Bdperf_1

Dbperf_4

Reproduced Correlation

Residual a

Bdperf_2 Bdperf_3 Bdperf_1 Dbperf_4

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Residuals are computed between observed and reproduced correlations. There

are 4 (66.0%) nonredundant residuals with absolute values greater than 0.05.

a. 

Reproduced communalitiesb. 

Rotated Component Matrixa

Only one component was extracted.

The solution cannot be rotated.

a. 

Component Score Coefficient Matrix

.293

.299

.297

.259

Bdperf_2

Bdperf_3

Bdperf_1

Dbperf_4

1

Compone

nt

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Component Score Covariance Matrix

1.000

Component

1

1

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
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Reliability 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Case Processing Summary

437 100.0

0 .0

437 100.0

Valid

Excludeda

Total

Cases

N %

Listwise deletion based on all

variables in the procedure.

a. 

Reliability Statistics

.891 4

Cronbach's

Alpha N of Items

Item-Total Statistics

15.80 12.900 .784 .851

15.38 13.460 .818 .839

15.79 13.048 .805 .843

15.57 14.669 .642 .902

Bdperf_2

Bdperf_3

Bdperf_1

Dbperf_4

Scale Mean if

Item Deleted

Scale

Variance if

Item Deleted

Corrected

Item-Total

Correlation

Cronbach's

Alpha if Item

Deleted
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Appendix D:  Direct, Indirect and Combined Structural Models  

 

Indirect Model Fit Summary Early Relationship Phase 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 72 765.737 279 .000 2.745 

Saturated model 351 .000 0   

Independence model 26 10265.233 325 .000 31.585 

RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .102 .866 .831 .688 

Saturated model .000 1.000   

Independence model 1.264 .111 .040 .103 

Baseline Comparisons 

Model 
NFI 

Delta1 

RFI 

rho1 

IFI 

Delta2 

TLI 

rho2 
CFI 

Default model .925 .913 .951 .943 .951 

Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model .858 .794 .816 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 

NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 486.737 408.201 572.920 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 9940.233 9612.758 10274.054 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 2.020 1.284 1.077 1.512 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 
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Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Independence model 27.085 26.228 25.363 27.108 

 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .068 .062 .074 .000 

Independence model .284 .279 .289 .000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 909.737 920.782 1193.429 1265.429 

Saturated model 702.000 755.847 2085.000 2436.000 

Independence model 10317.233 10321.222 10419.677 10445.677 

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model 2.400 2.193 2.628 2.430 

Saturated model 1.852 1.852 1.852 1.994 

Independence model 27.222 26.358 28.103 27.233 

HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 

.05 

HOELTER 

.01 

Default model 158 167 

Independence model 14 15 

Minimization: .031 

Miscellaneous: .141 

Bootstrap: .000 

Total: .172 

 

Indirect Model Estimates Early Relationship Phase 

 

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
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   Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Commitment <--- Contract .606 .110 5.493 .000 

Commitment <--- Competence .158 .110 1.444 .149 

Commitment <--- Goodwill .208 .056 3.709 .000 

Like <--- Faith .610 .058 10.517 .000 

Like <--- Feeling .251 .060 4.197 .000 

Performance <--- Commitment .658 .061 10.823 .000 

Performance <--- Like .237 .036 6.568 .000 

CONTT_3 <--- Contract 1.067 .055 19.540 .000 

CONTT_2 <--- Contract 1.000    

COMPT_3 <--- Competence 1.219 .068 17.902 .000 

CONTT_4 <--- Contract 1.115 .056 19.901 .000 

COMPT_2R <--- Competence 1.092 .138 7.897 .000 

COMPT_1 <--- Competence 1.000    

GOODT_3 <--- Goodwill .994 .046 21.578 .000 

GOODT_2 <--- Goodwill 1.003 .049 20.283 .000 

GOODT_1 <--- Goodwill 1.000    

EMOTT_4 <--- Faith 1.000    

EMOTT_3 <--- Faith .950 .042 22.492 .000 

EMOTT_2 <--- Faith 1.022 .037 27.335 .000 

EMOTT_1 <--- Faith .879 .036 24.299 .000 

EMOTT_9 <--- Feeling 1.000    

EMOTT_8 <--- Feeling .923 .028 33.100 .000 

EMOTT_7 <--- Feeling 1.036 .026 39.980 .000 

EMOTT_6 <--- Feeling 1.012 .024 42.127 .000 

DALIKE_1 <--- Like 1.000    

DALIKE_2 <--- Like .988 .044 22.231 .000 

DALIKE_3 <--- Like 1.024 .041 25.161 .000 

COMM_1 <--- Commitment 1.000    

COMM_2 <--- Commitment 1.093 .058 18.976 .000 

COMM_3 <--- Commitment 1.029 .056 18.469 .000 

DAPERF_1 <--- Performance 1.000    

DAPERF_2 <--- Performance 1.014 .045 22.615 .000 

DAPERF_3 <--- Performance 1.110 .069 16.161 .000 
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Indirect Model Fit Summary Mature Relationship Phase   

 

Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 72 674.625 279 .000 2.418 

Saturated model 351 .000 0   

Independence model 26 11549.981 325 .000 35.538 

 

RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .082 .884 .854 .702 

Saturated model .000 1.000   

Independence model 1.409 .094 .022 .087 

Baseline Comparisons 

Model 
NFI 

Delta1 

RFI 

rho1 

IFI 

Delta2 

TLI 

rho2 
CFI 

Default model .942 .932 .965 .959 .965 

Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model .858 .808 .828 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 

NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 395.625 323.339 475.608 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
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Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Independence model 11224.981 10877.107 11579.194 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 1.780 1.044 .853 1.255 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 30.475 29.617 28.699 30.552 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .061 .055 .067 .001 

Independence model .302 .297 .307 .000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 818.625 829.671 1102.318 1174.318 

Saturated model 702.000 755.847 2085.000 2436.000 

Independence model 11601.981 11605.970 11704.426 11730.426 

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model 2.160 1.969 2.371 2.189 

Saturated model 1.852 1.852 1.852 1.994 

Independence model 30.612 29.694 31.547 30.623 

HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 

.05 

HOELTER 

.01 

Default model 180 190 

Independence model 13 13 

Minimization: .141 

Miscellaneous: .765 

Bootstrap: .000 

Total: .906 
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Indirect Model Estimates Mature relationship Phase 

 

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Commitment <--- Contract .345 .066 5.195 .000 

Commitment <--- Competence .440 .059 7.421 .000 

Commitment <--- Goodwill .130 .053 2.445 .015 

Like <--- Faith .721 .066 10.961 .000 

Like <--- Feeling .284 .063 4.504 .000 

Performance <--- Commitment .919 .074 12.380 .000 

Performance <--- Like .082 .029 2.772 .006 

BCONTT_2 <--- Contract 1.013 .043 23.425 .000 

BCONTT_3 <--- Contract 1.000    

BCOMPT_3 <--- Competence 1.317 .049 26.983 .000 

BCOMPT_2 <--- Competence .969 .122 7.953 .000 

BCOMPT_1 <--- Competence 1.000    

BGOODT_3 <--- Goodwill 1.015 .041 24.866 .000 

BGOODT_2 <--- Goodwill 1.032 .045 22.812 .000 

BGOODT_1 <--- Goodwill 1.000    

BEMOTT_4 <--- Faith 1.000    

BEMOTT_3 <--- Faith 1.063 .044 24.097 .000 

BEMOTT_2 <--- Faith 1.110 .039 28.646 .000 

BEMOTT_1 <--- Faith .972 .037 26.454 .000 

BEMOTT_9 <--- Feeling 1.000    

BEMOTT_8 <--- Feeling 1.009 .026 38.080 .000 

BEMOTT_7 <--- Feeling .899 .029 30.747 .000 

BEMOTT_6 <--- Feeling 1.028 .024 43.119 .000 

DBLIKE_1 <--- Like 1.000    

DBLIKE_2 <--- Like .980 .042 23.375 .000 

DBLIKE_3 <--- Like .931 .037 25.426 .000 

BCOMM_1 <--- Commitment 1.000    

BCOMM_2 <--- Commitment 1.240 .068 18.313 .000 

BCOMM_3 <--- Commitment .923 .044 21.086 .000 

BDPERF_1 <--- Performance 1.000    
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   Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

BDPERF_2 <--- Performance 1.018 .040 25.517 .000 

BDPERF_3 <--- Performance 1.230 .065 18.974 .000 

BCONTT_4 <--- Contract 1.167 .046 25.269 .000 

 

Combined Direct and Indirect Model Early Relationship Phase 

Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 75 670.429 276 .000 2.429 

Saturated model 351 .000 0   

Independence model 26 10265.233 325 .000 31.585 

RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .100 .881 .849 .693 

Saturated model .000 1.000   

Independence model 1.264 .111 .040 .103 

 

 

 

Baseline Comparisons 

Model 
NFI 

Delta1 

RFI 

rho1 

IFI 

Delta2 

TLI 

rho2 
CFI 

Default model .935 .923 .961 .953 .960 

Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model .849 .794 .816 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 

NCP 
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Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 394.429 322.332 474.219 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 9940.233 9612.758 10274.054 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 1.769 1.041 .850 1.251 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 27.085 26.228 25.363 27.108 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .061 .056 .067 .001 

Independence model .284 .279 .289 .000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 820.429 831.935 1115.942 1190.942 

Saturated model 702.000 755.847 2085.000 2436.000 

Independence model 10317.233 10321.222 10419.677 10445.677 

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model 2.165 1.974 2.375 2.195 

Saturated model 1.852 1.852 1.852 1.994 

Independence model 27.222 26.358 28.103 27.233 

 

 

HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 

.05 

HOELTER 

.01 

Default model 179 189 

Independence model 14 15 

Minimization: .047 

Miscellaneous: .203 

Bootstrap: .000 

Total: .250 
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Combined Direct and Indirect Model Estimates Early Relationship Phase 

 

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Commitment <--- Contract .594 .109 5.443 .000 

Commitment <--- Competence .072 .126 .570 .569 

Commitment <--- Goodwill .198 .057 3.488 .000 

Liking <--- Faith .618 .059 10.526 .000 

Liking <--- Feeling .238 .060 3.940 .000 

Performance <--- Liking .062 .039 1.582 .114 

Performance <--- Commitment -.041 .069 -.600 .549 

Performance <--- Contract .215 .111 1.941 .052 

Performance <--- Competence .343 .150 2.282 .022 

Performance <--- Goodwill .132 .062 2.122 .034 

Performance <--- Faith .001 .052 .015 .988 

Performance <--- Feeling .161 .067 2.413 .016 

CONTT_4 <--- Contract 1.000    

CONTT_3 <--- Contract .959 .038 25.412 .000 

CONTT_2 <--- Contract .896 .045 19.859 .000 

COMPT_3 <--- Competence 1.207 .067 18.094 .000 

COMPT_2R <--- Competence 1.091 .137 7.964 .000 

COMPT_1 <--- Competence 1.000    

GOODT_3 <--- Goodwill .992 .048 20.845 .000 

GOODT_2 <--- Goodwill .951 .044 21.798 .000 

GOODT_1 <--- Goodwill 1.000    

EMOTT_4 <--- Faith 1.000    

EMOTT_3 <--- Faith .951 .042 22.454 .000 

EMOTT_2 <--- Faith 1.023 .037 27.329 .000 

EMOTT_1 <--- Faith .880 .036 24.316 .000 

EMOTT_9 <--- Feeling 1.000    

EMOTT_8 <--- Feeling .924 .028 33.141 .000 

EMOTT_7 <--- Feeling 1.035 .026 39.975 .000 

EMOTT_6 <--- Feeling 1.012 .024 42.148 .000 

DALIKE_1 <--- Liking 1.000    

DALIKE_2 <--- Liking .988 .044 22.423 .000 
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   Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

DALIKE_3 <--- Liking 1.021 .041 25.185 .000 

COMM_1 <--- Commitment 1.000    

COMM_2 <--- Commitment 1.091 .052 21.023 .000 

COMM_3 <--- Commitment 1.019 .053 19.131 .000 

DAPERF_1 <--- Performance 1.000    

DAPERF_2 <--- Performance 1.029 .046 22.244 .000 

DAPERF_3 <--- Performance 1.208 .076 15.953 .000 

 

 

Combined Direct and Indirect Model Fit Statistics Mature Phase 

Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 75 721.166 276 .000 2.613 

Saturated model 351 .000 0   

Independence model 26 11549.981 325 .000 35.538 

RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .093 .874 .840 .688 

Saturated model .000 1.000   

Independence model 1.409 .094 .022 .087 

Baseline Comparisons 

Model 
NFI 

Delta1 

RFI 

rho1 

IFI 

Delta2 

TLI 

rho2 
CFI 

Default model .938 .926 .961 .953 .960 

Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

 

 

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model .849 .796 .816 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
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Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 

NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 445.166 369.520 528.477 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 11224.981 10877.107 11579.194 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 1.903 1.175 .975 1.394 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 30.475 29.617 28.699 30.552 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .065 .059 .071 .000 

Independence model .302 .297 .307 .000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 871.166 882.672 1166.679 1241.679 

Saturated model 702.000 755.847 2085.000 2436.000 

Independence model 11601.981 11605.970 11704.426 11730.426 

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model 2.299 2.099 2.518 2.329 

Saturated model 1.852 1.852 1.852 1.994 

Independence model 30.612 29.694 31.547 30.623 

HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 

.05 

HOELTER 

.01 

Default model 166 176 

Independence model 13 13 

Minimization: .031 

Miscellaneous: .063 

Bootstrap: .000 

Total: .094 
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Combined Direct and Indirect Model estimates Mature Phase 

 

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Commitment <--- Contract .353 .077 4.600 .000 

Commitment <--- Competence .327 .077 4.227 .000 

Commitment <--- Goodwill .180 .067 2.699 .007 

Like <--- Faith .719 .066 10.887 .000 

Like <--- Feeling .285 .063 4.489 .000 

Performance <--- Commitment .178 .058 3.069 .002 

Performance <--- Feeling .038 .049 .771 .441 

Performance <--- Faith .150 .054 2.791 .005 

Performance <--- Goodwill -.075 .061 -1.224 .221 

Performance <--- Competence .416 .065 6.398 .000 

Performance <--- Contract .214 .064 3.343 .000 

Performance <--- Like -.010 .041 -.233 .816 

BCONTT_4 <--- Contract 1.000    

BCONTT_3 <--- Contract .860 .034 25.298 .000 

BCONTT_2 <--- Contract .870 .036 24.489 .000 

BCOMPT_3 <--- Competence 1.324 .049 26.953 .000 

Bcompt_2R <--- Competence .965 .122 7.905 .000 

BCOMPT_1 <--- Competence 1.000    

BGOODT_3 <--- Goodwill 1.011 .044 23.203 .000 

BGOODT_2 <--- Goodwill .979 .040 24.660 .000 

BGOODT_1 <--- Goodwill 1.000    

BEMOTT_4 <--- Faith 1.000    

BEMOTT_3 <--- Faith 1.061 .044 24.063 .000 

BEMOTT_2 <--- Faith 1.109 .039 28.716 .000 

BEMOTT_1 <--- Faith .972 .037 26.531 .000 

BEMOTT_9 <--- Feeling 1.000    

BEMOTT_8 <--- Feeling 1.009 .027 38.041 .000 

BEMOTT_7 <--- Feeling .899 .029 30.730 .000 

BEMOTT_6 <--- Feeling 1.028 .024 43.126 .000 

DBLIKE_1 <--- Like 1.000    

DBLIKE_2 <--- Like .981 .042 23.495 .000 
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   Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

DBLIKE_3 <--- Like .930 .037 25.407 .000 

BCOMM_1 <--- Commitment 1.000    

BCOMM_2 <--- Commitment 1.096 .050 21.949 .000 

BCOMM_3 <--- Commitment .942 .046 20.348 .000 

BDPERF_1 <--- Performance 1.000    

BDPERF_2 <--- Performance 1.026 .040 25.490 .000 

BDPERF_3 <--- Performance 1.261 .067 18.686 .000 

 

Direct Model Fit Statistics Model Early Relationship Phase 

Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 88 1154.324 377 .000 3.062 

Saturated model 465 .000 0   

Independence model 30 12305.110 435 .000 28.288 

RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .105 .833 .794 .675 

Saturated model .000 1.000   

Independence model 1.267 .095 .033 .089 

Baseline Comparisons 

Model 
NFI 

Delta1 

RFI 

rho1 

IFI 

Delta2 

TLI 

rho2 
CFI 

Default model .906 .892 .935 .924 .935 

Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model .867 .785 .810 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 
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NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 777.324 678.855 883.398 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 11870.110 11511.612 12234.962 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 3.046 2.051 1.791 2.331 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 32.467 31.320 30.374 32.282 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .074 .069 .079 .000 

Independence model .268 .264 .272 .000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 1330.324 1346.002 1677.059 1765.059 

Saturated model 930.000 1012.845 2762.180 3227.180 

Independence model 12365.110 12370.455 12483.315 12513.315 

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model 3.510 3.250 3.790 3.551 

Saturated model 2.454 2.454 2.454 2.672 

Independence model 32.626 31.680 33.588 32.640 

HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 

.05 

HOELTER 

.01 

Default model 139 146 

Independence model 15 16 

Minimization: .234 

Miscellaneous: .922 
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Bootstrap: .000 

Total: 1.156 

 

Direct Model Estimates Early Relationship Phase 

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Performance <--- Faith .015 .051 .296 .767 

Performance <--- Contract .160 .126 1.273 .203 

Performance <--- Competence .496 .186 2.667 .008 

Performance <--- Goodwill .031 .060 .509 .611 

Performance <--- Feeling .004 .112 .036 .971 

Performance <--- Commitment .075 .075 .994 .320 

Performance <--- Liking .056 .046 1.208 .227 

CONTT_4 <--- Contract 1.000    

CONTT_3 <--- Contract .950 .037 25.393 .000 

CONTT_2 <--- Contract .906 .044 20.540 .000 

CONTT_1 <--- Contract .724 .050 14.347 .000 

COMPT_4 <--- Competence 1.000    

COMPT_3 <--- Competence .823 .030 27.598 .000 

COMPT_2R <--- Competence .741 .090 8.217 .000 

COMPT_1 <--- Competence .684 .036 18.768 .000 

GOODT_4 <--- Goodwill 1.000    

GOODT_3 <--- Goodwill .959 .039 24.281 .000 

GOODT_2 <--- Goodwill .905 .036 24.963 .000 

GOODT_1 <--- Goodwill .950 .042 22.532 .000 

EMOTT_4 <--- Faith 1.000    

EMOTT_3 <--- Faith .952 .043 22.336 .000 

EMOTT_2 <--- Faith 1.028 .038 27.369 .000 

EMOTT_1 <--- Faith .884 .036 24.376 .000 

EMOTT_9 <--- Feeling 1.000    

EMOTT_8 <--- Feeling .921 .028 33.412 .000 

EMOTT_7 <--- Feeling 1.032 .026 40.411 .000 

EMOTT_6 <--- Feeling 1.007 .024 42.406 .000 
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   Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

COMM_3 <--- Commitment 1.020 .053 19.189 .000 

COMM_2 <--- Commitment 1.089 .052 20.990 .000 

COMM_1 <--- Commitment 1.000    

DALIKE_3 <--- Liking 1.030 .041 25.288 .000 

DALIKE_2 <--- Liking .989 .045 22.195 .000 

DALIKE_1 <--- Liking 1.000    

DAPERF_1 <--- Performance 1.000    

DAPERF_2 <--- Performance 1.010 .071 14.143 .000 

DAPERF_3 <--- Performance 1.101 .061 18.000 .000 

DAPERF_4 <--- Performance .977 .061 16.079 .000 

 

 

Direct Model Fit Statistics Model Mature Relationship Phase 

 

Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 88 1472.964 377 .000 3.907 

Saturated model 465 .000 0   

Independence model 30 13715.228 435 .000 31.529 

RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .109 .797 .749 .646 

Saturated model .000 1.000   

Independence model 1.425 .081 .017 .076 

Baseline Comparisons 

Model 
NFI 

Delta1 

RFI 

rho1 

IFI 

Delta2 

TLI 

rho2 
CFI 

Default model .893 .876 .918 .905 .917 

Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 
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Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model .867 .774 .795 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 

NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 1095.964 981.794 1217.672 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 13280.228 12901.211 13665.591 

 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 3.886 2.892 2.590 3.213 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 36.188 35.040 34.040 36.057 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .088 .083 .092 .000 

Independence model .284 .280 .288 .000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 1648.964 1664.642 1995.699 2083.699 

Saturated model 930.000 1012.845 2762.180 3227.180 

Independence model 13775.228 13780.572 13893.433 13923.433 

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model 4.351 4.050 4.672 4.392 

Saturated model 2.454 2.454 2.454 2.672 

Independence model 36.346 35.346 37.363 36.360 

HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 

.05 

HOELTER 

.01 

Default model 109 115 

Independence model 14 14 
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Minimization: .062 

Miscellaneous: .079 

Bootstrap: .000 

Total: .141 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Direct Model Estimates Model Mature Relationship Phase 

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Performance <--- Contract .072 .087 .828 .407 

Performance <--- Competence .598 .115 5.192 .000 

Performance <--- Goodwill -.094 .076 -1.249 .212 

Performance <--- Faith .122 .058 2.111 .035 

Performance <--- Feeling -.092 .070 -1.323 .186 

Performance <--- Commitment .216 .069 3.129 .002 

Performance <--- Liking .046 .051 .904 .366 

BCONTT_4 <--- Contract 1.000    

BCONTT_3 <--- Contract .850 .035 24.440 .000 

BCONTT_2 <--- Contract .871 .036 24.336 .000 

BCONTT_1 <--- Contract .859 .047 18.306 .000 

BCOMPT_4 <--- Competence 1.000    

BCOMPT_3 <--- Competence .945 .031 30.744 .000 

Bcompt_2R <--- Competence .702 .093 7.525 .000 

BCOMPT_1 <--- Competence .731 .032 22.711 .000 

BGOODT_4 <--- Goodwill 1.000    

BGOODT_3 <--- Goodwill .955 .041 23.289 .000 

BGOODT_2 <--- Goodwill .957 .036 26.884 .000 

BGOODT_1 <--- Goodwill .935 .042 22.332 .000 

BEMOTT_4 <--- Faith 1.000    
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   Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

BEMOTT_3 <--- Faith 1.062 .044 24.131 .000 

BEMOTT_2 <--- Faith 1.108 .039 28.731 .000 

BEMOTT_1 <--- Faith .972 .037 26.555 .000 

BEMOTT_9 <--- Feeling 1.000    

BEMOTT_8 <--- Feeling 1.013 .026 38.404 .000 

BEMOTT_7 <--- Feeling .900 .029 30.639 .000 

BEMOTT_6 <--- Feeling 1.027 .024 42.549 .000 

BCOMM_3 <--- Commitment .944 .047 20.289 .000 

BCOMM_2 <--- Commitment 1.102 .050 21.984 .000 

BCOMM_1 <--- Commitment 1.000    

DBLIKE_3 <--- Liking 1.000    

DBLIKE_2 <--- Liking 1.043 .040 26.197 .000 

DBLIKE_1 <--- Liking 1.066 .042 25.570 .000 

BDPERF_1 <--- Performance 1.000    

BDPERF_2 <--- Performance 1.009 .063 15.931 .000 

BDPERF_3 <--- Performance 1.150 .055 21.105 .000 

DBPERF_4 <--- Performance .974 .059 16.479 .000 
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Appendix F:  Key  

 

Item 
Early Relationship 

Phase 
Mature Relationship 

Phase 

Contractual 

This supplier’s rep has been frank in 
dealing with us 

Contt_1 Bcontt_1 

This supplier’s rep does not make false 
claims 

Contt_2 Bcontt_2 

Based on past experience, rely on 
supplier’s rep to keep promises 

Contt_3 Bcontt_3 

Promises made by this supplier’s rep 
are reliable 

Contt_4 Bcontt_4 

Competency 

I feel the supplier’s rep is very 
competent 

Compt_1 Bcompt_1 

I feel this supplier’s rep is very 
dependable 

Compt_3 Bcompt_3 

This supplier’s rep is very 
knowledgeable about their 
product/services 

Compt_4 Bcompt_4 

The supplier’s rep has problems 
answering our questions 

Compt_2R Bcompt_2R 

Goodwill 

This supplier’s rep has made sacrifices 
for us in the past 

Goodt_1 Bgoodt_1 

This supplier’s rep cares for us 
Goodt_2 Bgoodt_2 

In times of shortages, supplier has gone 
out on limb for us 

Goodt_3 Bgoodt_3 

We feel like this supplier is our friend 
Goodt_4 Bgoodt_4 

Faith 

We have a sharing relationship, we can 
freely share ideas, feelings and hopes 

Emott_1 BEmott_1 

I can talk about difficulties and they will 
freely listen 

Emott_2 BEmott_2 

We would both feel a sense of loss if we 
could no longer work together 

Emott_3 BEmott_3 

If I shared problems with them, they 
would respond constructively and 
caringly 

Emott_4 BEmott_4 
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Feeling 

My instincts tell me I can trust them 
Emott_1 BEmott_6 

My intuition tells me that I can trust this 
person 

Emott_2 BEmott_7 

I have a hunch I can trust this person 
Emott_3 BEmott_8 

I have a gut feeling I can trust this 
person 

Emott_4 BEmott_9 

Liking 

Even without business ties I would 
choose to be around this person 

DALike_1 BDLike_1 

I like my supplier’s rep as much as other 
people I know 

DALike_2 BDLike_2 

I enjoy being around this supplier’s rep 
DALike_3 BDLike_3 

Commitment 

The relationship that we have is 
something we are very committed to 

Comm_1 Bcomm_1 

The relationship that we have is 
something my firm intends to keep 
indefinitely 

Comm_2 Bcomm_2 

The relationship that we have deserves 
our firms maximum efforts to maintain 

Comm_3 Bcomm_3 

Communication 

We attempt to get all issues and 
concerns immediately into the open 

Talk_1 BTalk_1 

We tell them our ideas and ask them for 
theirs 

Talk_2 BTalk_2 

We attempt to immediately work through 
our differences 

Talk_3 BTalk_3 

We always share our thoughts on the 
problem so we can work it through 

Talk_4 BTalk_4 

We lean towards discussion of problems 
Talk_5 BTalk_5 

Performance 

My relationship has resulted in 
increased sales revenue 

DAPERF_1 BDPERF_1 

Overall I am satisfied with the results of 
my relationship 

DAPERF_2 BDPERF_2 

My relationship has increased my profits DAPERF_3 BDPERF_3 

I am getting what I bargained for when I 
joined this relationship 

DAPERF_4 BDPERF_4 
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Appendix G;  Second Order Models 

The following are the results for the second order models. As can be seen the fit indices 

do not indicate a good fit, nor do they warrant extra testing.    

Second Order Model Early Phase Relationship Lifecycle  

Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 49 2101.406 251 .000 8.372 

Saturated model 300 .000 0 
  

Independence model 24 9922.539 276 .000 35.951 

RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .830 .722 .668 .604 

Saturated model .000 1.000 
  

Independence model 1.272 .108 .031 .100 

Baseline Comparisons 

Model 
NFI 

Delta1 

RFI 

rho1 

IFI 

Delta2 

TLI 

rho2 
CFI 

Default model .788 .767 .809 .789 .808 

Saturated model 1.000 
 

1.000 
 

1.000 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model .909 .717 .735 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 

NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 1850.406 1707.836 2000.392 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 
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Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Independence model 9646.539 9324.309 9975.106 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 5.619 4.948 4.566 5.349 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 26.531 25.793 24.931 26.671 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .140 .135 .146 .000 

Independence model .306 .301 .311 .000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 2199.406 2206.426 2391.826 2440.826 

Saturated model 600.000 642.980 1778.078 2078.078 

Independence model 9970.539 9973.977 10064.785 10088.785 

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model 5.881 5.500 6.282 5.900 

Saturated model 1.604 1.604 1.604 1.719 

Independence model 26.659 25.798 27.538 26.668 

HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 

.05 

HOELTER 

.01 

Default model 52 55 

Independence model 12 13 

Minimization: .016 

Miscellaneous: .047 

Bootstrap: .000 

Total: .063 

 

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

Competence <--- Cognitive Trust 1.162 .077 14.996 *** 
 



387 

 

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

Contract <--- Cognitive Trust 1.067 .074 14.388 *** 
 

Goodwill <--- Cognitive Trust 1.270 .084 15.138 *** 
 

Faith <--- Emotional Trust 1.260 .086 14.657 *** 
 

Feeling <--- Emotional Trust 1.089 .076 14.413 *** 
 

Performance <--- Cognitive Trust .784 .076 10.259 *** 
 

Performance <--- Emotional Trust .540 .076 7.134 *** 
 

Compt_4 <--- Competence 1.000 
    

Compt_3 <--- Competence .804 .029 27.970 *** 
 

Compt_2R <--- Competence .730 .081 9.060 *** 
 

Compt_1 <--- Competence .701 .032 21.629 *** 
 

Contt_4 <--- Contract 1.000 
    

Contt_3 <--- Contract .825 .030 27.054 *** 
 

Contt_2 <--- Contract .839 .033 25.190 *** 
 

Contt_1 <--- Contract .659 .040 16.307 *** 
 

Goodt_4 <--- Goodwill 1.000 
    

Goodt_3 <--- Goodwill .914 .034 27.080 *** 
 

Goodt_2 <--- Goodwill .856 .031 27.309 *** 
 

Goodt_1 <--- Goodwill .910 .036 24.985 *** 
 

Emott_4 <--- Faith 1.000 
    

Emott_3 <--- Faith .918 .040 22.689 *** 
 

Emott_2 <--- Faith 1.016 .035 29.058 *** 
 

Emott_1 <--- Faith .847 .034 24.833 *** 
 

Emott_9 <--- Feeling 1.000 
    

Emott_8 <--- Feeling .899 .025 35.889 *** 
 

Emott_7 <--- Feeling 1.009 .022 45.301 *** 
 

Emott_6 <--- Feeling .977 .021 46.490 *** 
 

DAPerf_1 <--- Performance 1.000 
    

DAPerf_2 <--- Performance .904 .043 21.028 *** 
 

DAPerf_3 <--- Performance .795 .037 21.511 *** 
 

DAPerf_4 <--- Performance .687 .041 16.878 *** 
 

 

Second Order Model Mature Phase Relationship Lifecycle  

Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 59 1832.620 292 .000 6.276 

Saturated model 351 .000 0 
  

Independence model 26 11614.411 325 .000 35.737 
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RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .929 .764 .717 .636 

Saturated model .000 1.000 
  

Independence model 1.421 .093 .020 .086 

Baseline Comparisons 

Model 
NFI 

Delta1 

RFI 

rho1 

IFI 

Delta2 

TLI 

rho2 
CFI 

Default model .842 .824 .864 .848 .864 

Saturated model 1.000 
 

1.000 
 

1.000 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model .898 .757 .776 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 

NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 1540.620 1409.202 1679.493 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 11289.411 10940.544 11644.615 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 4.900 4.119 3.768 4.491 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 31.055 30.186 29.253 31.135 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .119 .114 .124 .000 

Independence model .305 .300 .310 .000 

AIC 
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Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 1950.620 1959.801 2182.308 2241.308 

Saturated model 702.000 756.622 2080.351 2431.351 

Independence model 11666.411 11670.457 11768.511 11794.511 

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model 5.216 4.864 5.587 5.240 

Saturated model 1.877 1.877 1.877 2.023 

Independence model 31.194 30.261 32.143 31.204 

HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 

.05 

HOELTER 

.01 

Default model 68 72 

Independence model 12 13 

Minimization: .047 

Miscellaneous: .062 

Bootstrap: .000 

Total: .109 

 

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

Liking <--- ET 1.631 .080 20.278 *** 
 

Commitment <--- CT 1.047 .057 18.230 *** 
 

Competence <--- CT 2.035 .207 9.819 *** 
 

Contract <--- CT 1.096 .072 15.327 *** 
 

Goodwill <--- CT 1.940 .187 10.353 *** 
 

Faith <--- ET 1.339 .080 16.688 *** 
 

Feeling <--- ET 1.146 .073 15.702 *** 
 

Performance <--- Liking .263 .032 8.284 *** 
 

Performance <--- Commitment .676 .049 13.763 *** 
 

Bcompt_3 <--- Competence .602 .050 12.029 *** 
 

Bcompt_2R <--- Competence .449 .063 7.126 *** 
 

Bcompt_1 <--- Competence .455 .036 12.474 *** 
 

Bcontt_4 <--- Contract 1.000 
    

Bcontt_3 <--- Contract .890 .026 34.202 *** 
 

Bcontt_2 <--- Contract 1.000 
    

Bgoodt_3 <--- Goodwill .632 .049 12.829 *** 
 

Bgoodt_2 <--- Goodwill .600 .046 12.908 *** 
 

Bgoodt_1 <--- Goodwill .638 .049 12.902 *** 
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Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

Bemott_4 <--- Faith 1.000 
    

Bemott_3 <--- Faith 1.015 .037 27.636 *** 
 

Bemott_2 <--- Faith 1.007 .035 29.069 *** 
 

Bemott_1 <--- Faith .870 .033 26.009 *** 
 

Bemott_9 <--- Feeling 1.000 
    

Bemott_8 <--- Feeling .981 .023 42.335 *** 
 

Bemott_7 <--- Feeling .868 .027 32.575 *** 
 

Bemott_6 <--- Feeling .999 .020 48.897 *** 
 

Bdperf_1 <--- Performance 1.000 
    

Bdperf_2 <--- Performance 1.021 .044 23.161 *** 
 

Bdperf_3 <--- Performance .850 .045 19.060 *** 
 

Dblike_1 <--- Liking 1.000 
    

Dblike_2 <--- Liking .984 .042 23.606 *** 
 

Dblike_3 <--- Liking .922 .036 25.705 *** 
 

Bcomm_1 <--- Commitment 1.000 
    

Bcomm_2 <--- Commitment 1.098 .050 21.826 *** 
 

Bcomm_3 <--- Commitment .940 .047 19.991 *** 
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Appendix H:  Questionnaire  


