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ABSTRACT 

By incorporating a psychological contract perspective into the relationship 

marketing literature, this study intends to capture the resource exchange process between 

consumers and their organizations and contribute to the theory construction of 

relationship marketing, especially in the business-to-consumer context. A model of 

consumers’ psychological contract in a consumer-service firm context was established. In 

this model, consumers’ perceptions of different marketing strategies offered by a firm as 

well as their individual characteristics were proposed to determine their formation of 

types of psychological contracts with the firm, which may then bind consumers to present 

certain relational behaviors.   

Data of this study were collected via a web-based self-administered survey. Three 

variations of a questionnaire were used to elicit consumers’ responses from various 

service categories. 775 general U.S. consumers in a well-maintained consumer panel 

completed the survey. Direct hypotheses were tested through simple structural equation 

modeling. Comparative hypotheses were tested through nested model comparisons. And 

moderating hypotheses were tested through moderated regression analysis and structural 

models of latent interactions.  

The results of this study provided general support to the model and found that 

marketing strategies, representing an organization’s resources and offerings to consumers 

in a market, can activate certain types of consumers’ psychological contracts. 

Furthermore, a certain type of psychological contract may only be activated when a 

certain marketing strategy offered by an organization falls into the same mental resource 
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category with this type of psychological contract. In addition, this study found that 

although consumers who form any type of psychological contract may intend to remain 

in the relationship with a service firm, only consumers with relational or communal 

contracts may coproduce in service firms’ service delivery process. Finally, the findings 

of this study revealed that consumers’ certain individual traits such as consumers’ 

existence needs in services and consumers’ creditor ideology may shape their relationship 

formation process with service firms 



14 
 

  

CHAPTER 1  

INTRODUCTION 

In the past decade, as a focus of academic research, relationship marketing has 

attracted enormous research attention across various business contexts (Srinivasan and 

Moorman, 2005), ranging from institutional markets to consumer markets (Sheth, 1994). 

Defined as “all marketing activities directed towards establishing, developing, and 

maintaining successful relational exchanges” (Morgan and Hunt, 1994), relationship 

marketing has been researched in numerous forms such as channel partnerships between 

retailers and their suppliers (e.g., Ganesan, 1994), strategic alliances between firms and 

their competitors (e.g., Heide and John, 1990), interpersonal exchanges between 

consumers and their service providers (e.g., Crosby, Evans, and Cowles, 1990) and so on.  

Across all of this research in different contexts of relationship marketing, theory 

construction is always a major task for researchers (Henning-thurau, Gwinner, and 

Gremler, 2002) and consequently, significant contributions have been made to our 

current knowledge of relationship marketing. We now have a better understanding of the 

key drivers of relationship outcomes that are significant for firms as well as of the 

relationship process between these drivers and outcomes.   

Despite its explosive growth, relationship marketing research is still subject to 

several limitations. First of all, in contrast to the enormous amount of relationship 

marketing research in business markets, systematic research in a consumer environment 

is relatively lacking, especially research concerning relational exchanges between 

individual consumers and their organizations (Iacobucci and Hibbard, 1999). Research in 
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the business market takes on an economic perspective, emphasizing a transaction’s 

efficiency and effectiveness.  Economic theories such as transaction cost theory and 

power/dependence theory are widely used to examine interorganizational relationships. In 

the consumer market, research in relationship marketing has greatly benefited from the 

development of services marketing and sales management literature, wherein 

interpersonal relations (e.g., between a customer and a salesperson) are the research focus. 

Stressing social closeness and relational interactions, this stream of literature has adopted 

social and psychological theories such as communication and persuasion theory to 

understand the relational aspect of interpersonal exchanges.  Despite prolific research in 

business market and interpersonal exchanges, research concerning relations between 

individual consumers and their organizations is growing slowly, and theoretical 

development is still in its primary stage for this exchange context.  

Second, an exchange view of relationship marketing is lacking in previous 

research and the exchange process between relational parties has yet been examined. 

Marketing scholars agree that the fundamental phenomenon in marketing is exchange 

(Bagozzi, 1975; Kotler, 1972), and that the purpose of an exchange is to “connect a 

customer’s need with a supplier’s resources and offering” (Johnson and Selnes, 2004).  In 

the current relationship marketing literature, global mental constructs such as satisfaction, 

commitment and trust are commonly used to characterize the relational exchange 

(Johnson and Selnes, 2004). However, these constructs only elaborate the psychological 

outcome of an exchange from a consumer’s side, and do not capture the exchange 

process between the two relational parties.  As a result, how economic, social and 
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psychological resources are actually exchanged between customers and their supplier is 

left unknown. In fact, Palmatier et al.’s (2006) meta-analysis of factors affecting 

relationship marketing effectiveness indicated there are additional direct effects from 

relationship antecedents to relationship outcomes beyond the current mediating effects, 

implying that the currently studied relational mediators may not fully capture the process 

of relational exchange. 

Last but not least, few empirical efforts have been made to assess the impact of 

variables concerning buyers’ or consumers’ individual traits, capabilities and motivations 

on relationship marketing effectiveness (Gwinner, Gremler, and Bitner, 1998; Sheth and 

Parvatiyar, 1995).  Most relationship marketing antecedents or drivers are either variables 

concerning a seller’s characteristics, attitude and behaviors (e.g., seller expertise, seller’s 

relationship investment) or variables concerning the relationship dyad’s structure and 

interactions (e.g., similarity, interaction frequency).  However, as recognized in the new 

service-dominant logic by Vargo and Lusch (2004), consumers are not passive resource 

receivers but active value creators. Their resources and capabilities may have a great 

impact on which relationship marketing strategies are more effective and what kind of 

relationship they may form with their suppliers. 

Purpose of the Study 

In order to fill in these aforementioned gaps, this study attempts to introduce a 

psychological contract construct from organizational behavior literature to capture the 

exchange process between consumers and their service organizations. Psychological 

contract is defined as an individual’s belief regarding the terms and conditions of a 
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reciprocal exchange between the person and his or her organization (Rousseau, 1989). 

There are two unique features characterizing this construct. First of all, a psychological 

contract is formed based on social cognition. A psychological contract itself is a 

relational schema or a mental model, representing structured and organized knowledge 

about patterns of relationships (Baldwin, 1992; Rousseau, 1995). Depending on cues in 

the social environment, consumers’ different relational schemata, representing various 

types of psychological contract, may be activated (Fiske, 1991, 1992). Second, a 

psychological contract is associated with social exchange. In a psychological contract, 

how an organization’s promised entitlements are exchanged with an individual’s 

obligations is specified (Rousseau and McLean Parks, 1993). As such, a psychological 

contract serves as a perceived exchange mechanism in individuals’ minds, regulating how 

resources between two parties are exchanged.  Furthermore, in a psychological contract, 

these exchanged resources include not only economic resources (e.g, goods, services, 

money), but also social and psychological resources (e.g., love, social status) (McLean 

Parks and Smith, 1998).  In summary, by connecting individuals’ cognition with ongoing 

social exchanges, a psychological contract brings up both micro and macro perspectives 

of an exchange process in a relationship. As such, this study argues that, by incorporating 

a psychological contract perspective into the relationship marketing field, the relationship 

between consumers and their organizations may be better understood. 

Towards this end, this study intends to build an integrative theoretical framework 

of consumers’ psychological contract in a consumer-service firm context to understand 

how consumers’ perceptions of different marketing strategies offered by a firm as well as 
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their individual characteristics may determine their formation of types of psychological 

contracts with the firm, which will then bind consumers to present certain relational 

behaviors.  Specifically, this study aims to address the following research questions: 

1) From the consumers’ perspective, what are the different types of consumers’ 

psychological contracts in the context of consumer-to-service business 

relationships? How can various types of psychological contracts (e.g., 

consumers’ transactional contract and relational contract) be measured? 

2) Under what conditions do consumers in services relationships develop 

different types of psychological contracts? Specifically, how do service 

organizations’ relationship marketing tactics as well as their consumers’ 

individual characteristics determine the type of consumers’ psychological 

contracts? 

3) How are consumers’ patronage and coproduction behaviors bound by 

different types of psychological contracts that consumers form with their 

service organizations? 

Significance of the Study 

By proposing a model of consumers’ psychological contracts in services 

relationships, this study intends to contribute to two streams of literature: relationship 

marketing and psychological contract. For relationship marketing, first of all, this study 

may help build a theoretical foundation to explain the relationship between consumer-

service organization relationships (B-to-C).  As noted previously, most theoretical 

developments in relationship marketing focus on either interorganizational or 
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interpersonal relationships, both of which are distinct from customer-to-organization 

relationships.  This distinction is because customers’ relationships with their 

organizations almost always involve both economic and social exchange and are a mix of 

personal and impersonal exchange. Merely emphasizing transaction efficiency as 

interorganizational research does, or social closeness as interpersonal relationships 

research does, may not be appropriate. In contrast, psychological contract theory, 

introduced from organizational behavior literature, may actually have an advantage in 

explaining and understanding customers-to-organizations relationships, given the 

similarity of the relationship structure in both contexts. Organizational behavior literature 

also focuses on relationships between individuals and organizations (i.e., employees and 

employers), which is similar to customers-to-service organizations.  

Second, this study may contribute to a better understanding of the process of how 

relationship marketing variables influence relational behaviors (Bhattacharya and Bolton, 

2000, Palmatier et al., 2006) as well as how customers characterize the status or strength 

of the exchange process in their minds (Czepiel, 1990).  As noted previously, in the 

current relationship marketing literature, psychological constructs such as satisfaction, 

commitment and trust are commonly used to characterize the exchange (Johnson and 

Selnes, 2004). They are also commonly agreed mediators in the previous relationship 

model which carry through the effect of relationship driving factors on relational 

behavior outcomes (Palmatier et al., 2006). As global psychological evaluations of an 

exchange, these constructs only capture exchange outcome, rather than exchange process. 

Take the construct of satisfaction as an example: it signals consumers’ psychological 
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state after an exchange, but does not tell what type of resource is exchanged and how 

resources, including economic, social and psychological resources, are exchanged 

between two parties during an exchange process.  Psychological contracts, defined as 

perceived terms and conditions of reciprocal exchange, help consumers map out what the 

organization owes to them as well as what they are obligated to reciprocate to the 

organization  in an exchange process (Rousseau and McLean Parks, 1993). With the 

activation of certain types of psychological contracts, the norms and rules regulating their 

respective resources exchange process become salient to consumers. These activated 

norms and rules help consumers mentally frame the exchange process of the relationship 

and direct their behaviors accordingly. 

In addition to its contribution to relationship marketing literature, this study also 

has its theoretical significance to psychological contract literature. First, in order to avoid 

the inconsistencies and confusions by measuring psychological contracts with expected 

obligations from another party, this study hopes to develop new instruments to measure 

and classify one’s psychological contracts. Instead of measuring one’s expectations of 

what is exchanged, this study would like to measure and categorize various types of 

psychological contracts by perceived relational norms or general rules, regulating how 

exchanges are carried out.   In other words, various types of psychological contracts are 

differentiated by the exchange process rather than by the exchange content.  As a result, 

even though one’s expected resources/obligations exchanged in each type of 

psychological contract may vary across individuals, situations and contexts, one’s 

perceived relational norms or general rules regulating the exchange process in each type 
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of psychological contract may not. As such, measuring a psychological contract by the 

exchange process is relatively stable across contexts and special adaptations of 

psychological contract measures to each specific research context may not be necessary.  

In addition, by integrating resource exchange theory and categorical thinking 

perspective from social cognition theory, this study aims to strengthen psychological 

contract theories and contribute to the research stream on the nature of psychological 

contract.  The majority of psychological contract research has focused on contract 

violation and its consequences (Dabos and Rousseau, 2004). Little attention has been 

paid to how individual, organizational and contextual factors impact the formation of 

different types of psychological contracts. Theoretical explanations are lacking. With a 

particular focus on consumers’ services context, this study will test a model of how 

certain marketing strategy as well as its interaction with consumers’ individual traits, 

activates certain types of consumers’ psychological contracts, which, in turn, compel 

consumers to behave in a certain way.  Marketing strategies that represent an 

organization’s resources and offerings to consumers in a market and psychological 

contract are relational schemata in nature. By integrating resource exchange theory and 

categorical thinking based on social cognition theory, this study argues that a certain type 

of psychological contract will only be activated when a certain marketing strategy offered 

by an organization falls into the same mental resource category with this type of 

psychological contract.  

Besides its theoretical contribution to both relationship marketing and 

psychological contract literature, this study may also provide managerial insights to 
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practitioners. If the hypotheses proposed in this study are supported, this study will help 

practitioners understand why and how consumers develop different types of relationships 

with their service organizations. Furthermore, the results may inform practitioners of how 

to design marketing strategies and manage marketing resources to activate their 

customers’ certain type of relational schema so as to elicit the desired behaviors of their 

customers. In addition, the moderating effects of individual traits on consumers’ 

psychological contracts will help practitioners understand how certain consumers’ 

individual differences may weaken or strengthen the effectiveness of marketing strategies 

in shaping the relationship formation with their service firms.  

Organization of the Study 

This chapter contains the introduction of the present study. It begins with 

discussing the gaps in the current literature, then presents the research objective, and 

finally indicates the significance of this study.  The next two chapters are dedicated to 

reviewing the relevant literature. Chapter two focuses on reviewing the psychological 

contract literature, while chapter three focuses on reviewing the relationship marketing 

literature. Chapter four is composed of two sections. By connecting the two parts of 

literature review in previous two chapters, the first section is devoted to explaining why 

psychological contract literature might be applied to understanding relationships between 

consumers and their service firms. The second section lays out the theoretical framework 

of the current study and provides logical and theoretical support for the hypotheses to be 

tested in the study. Chapter five outlines the research methodology, including the sample 

of the study, data collection, measures development and data analysis. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Psychological Contract in OB Literature: The Construct 

What is a Psychological Contract?  

It is Argyris (1960) who coined the term psychological contract and first utilized 

this concept in the workplace to capture the relationship between employees and their 

employer.  To him, a psychological contract is an implicit agreement between employees 

and their employer that allows the expression and gratification of each other’s needs.  

However, while Argyris proposed the concept, he did not clearly define it.  Levinson et al. 

(1962) further developed the concept and defined it as a series of implicit and unspoken 

mutual expectations that govern the employment relationship.  The next key work was 

done by Schein (1965), who viewed the psychological contract as the correspondence 

between employees’ and their organization’s expectations and emphasized that a 

psychological contract should be understood from both the individual and organizational 

perspective.  

In spite of this earlier interest in the psychological contract, the application and 

empirical investigation of this construct in organization behavior did not fully blossom 

until Rousseau (1989, 1990) reconceptualized and narrowed down the construct to an 

individual level.  In Rousseau’s (1989) definition, a psychological contract consists of an 

individual’s belief regarding the terms and conditions of a reciprocal exchange between 

the individual and his or her organization. A psychological contract emerges when an 

employee comes to believe that an employer has made a promise of future returns and the 
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employee offers consideration in exchange for the promise (Rousseau 1989).  In other 

words, through a psychological contract, the employee learns about what one owes to the 

employer as well as what the employer is obligated to reciprocate (Rousseau and McLean 

Parks, 1993).     

While sharing a similar rationale with previous work that a psychological contract 

is a way of representing the employment relationship, Rousseau and his colleagues’ 

conceptualization of the psychological contract has three distinct features that depart 

from previous work.  First, a psychological contract is held at the individual level.  This 

focus on the employee’s perspective distinguishes the current concept from the previous 

definition involving the perspectives of two parties (Rousseau and McLean Parks, 1993).  

Such a conceptualization allows a psychological contract to have implications for an 

individual’s feelings, attitudes, and behavior (Conway and Briner, 2005) and immediately 

infuses vigor to the development of psychological contract theories.  Second, the 

psychological contract is subjective and perceptual in nature.  Although each party shares 

the beliefs of agreement and mutuality on contract terms, they do not necessarily share 

the same understanding of all contract terms (Robinson and Rousseau, 1994).   This is not 

only because of an individual’s cognitive or perceptual limits in processing information 

related to the contract, but is also due to the multiple information sources that may shape 

the development of the contract (Shore and Tetrick, 1994).  Given this cognitive feature 

of psychological contract, information search and processing theories can be easily drawn 

upon to understand the underlying process of psychological contract development, which 

opens a new research direction for psychological contract theorists.   Third, a 
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psychological contract is one type of promissory contract, which consists of three 

elements, including promise, payment, and acceptance (Rousseau and McLean Parks, 

1993).   A psychological contract is based on perceived promise, that is, the commitment 

made by the organization to a future course of action such as training, promotion 

opportunities, and salary raise.  Payment occurs when employees offer contributions such 

as their hard work and loyalty in exchange for the promise.  Acceptance simply implies 

that both parties are voluntarily engaged in and are accountable for the terms of the 

psychological contract.  Thus, the promissory contract binds both parties to reciprocal 

obligations and employees know the actions that are expected from them and the 

responses they expect in return from the employer (Rousseau and Greller, 1994).  

Because of the promissory feature of the psychological contract, social exchange theory 

concerning reciprocity of social transactions becomes useful to understand the outcomes 

following the success or failure of contract fulfillment.  

Theoretical Underpinnings of Psychological Contract 

From the above discussion of unique features of psychological contract, it can be 

noticed that Rousseau’s new definition integrates both individual cognition and social 

exchange in the conceptualization of psychological contract.  Therefore, psychological 

thinking, which is about individuals’ information processing, is connected with 

contractual thinking, which is about ongoing social exchanges. Rousseau and McLean 

Parks (1993) contended that through the psychological contract, a link between micro and 

macro model was created.  In the following sections, first, by applying theories from 

information processing, the psychological contract as a mental model is discussed. Then, 
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by applying social exchange theory, contractual thinking about the psychological contract 

is explained.  

Psychological Thinking- Psychological Contract as a Mental Model 

A contract is a mental model that helps people interpret events and generate 

appropriate behaviors (Rousseau, 1995).  According to social psychologists, information 

enters our mind not as raw data but in an interpreted structural way (Foa and Foa, 1974).  

As experience accumulates with one particular decision task, mental models with 

structured and organized knowledge are formed.  Thereupon, automatic information 

processing using established schemas and scripts will substitute for systematic processing 

characterized by controlled and rational decision making (Fiske and Taylor, 1984).  Since 

a psychological contract is one type of schema developed through experience, similar to 

schema, a psychological contract is relatively robust and resistant to change unless new 

discrepant information becomes salient (Fiske and Taylor, 1984).    People rely on these 

fairly stable mental models to infer what is expected to occur and how they should 

interpret it (Rousseau, 1995).  As a consequence, the psychological contract plays a role 

in reducing employees’ uncertainty and helps them to deal with ambiguous situations 

(Shore and Tetrick, 1994).   

In an organizational environment, a psychological contract begins to develop at 

the early stage of pre-employment (Shore and Tetrick, 1994).  Employees start actively 

searching for information during recruitment and selection.  After joining the 

organization, newcomers may keep looking for contract-related information during their 
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interaction with the organization to further refine the contract until a pattern or schema is 

established.   

Contractual Thinking- Psychological Contract as an Ongoing Social Exchange 

Because of its common use in microeconomics, for example, in agency theory, a 

contract is usually considered in the context of a one-shot transaction.  This simplistic 

view of contract impedes the pursuit of psychological and social underpinnings of 

contractual thinking in social science (Rousseau and Greller, 1994).  In fact, a contract 

usually involves repeated transactions between two parties and contractual thinking has 

enormous implications for ongoing exchanges and enduring relationships.   

Contract is about exchange, while a psychological contract is about employees’ 

perceived complete set of possible exchanges that could happen between themselves and 

their employer (Conway and Briner, 2005).  A psychological contract starts emerging 

when the employee believes that the employer makes a promise about future benefits in 

exchange for his/her contributions in return.  In the formation process of a psychological 

contract, there are actually two social elements that feature contractual thinking: delayed 

repayment and reliance (Rousseau and McLean Parks, 1993).   

The employer’s promise is a commitment of future intent contingent on the 

employee’s performance (Rousseau, 1995).  It means that the employee has to behave in 

a certain way corresponding to the terms of the contract in expectation of the employer’s 

course of actions for benefits provision at a later time, that is, employer’s repayment is 

delayed.   At the same time, reliance is derived from delayed repayment (Rousseau and 

McLean Parks, 1993).  When people place faith in the future fulfillment of a paid-for-
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promise and expose themselves to the risk of forgoing other opportunities, reliance is 

created.   Because of the uncertainty that delayed repayment generates and risks that 

reliance incurs, trust and reciprocity become necessary between the two parties, which 

signals ongoing exchanges and long-term relationships.  This is because the equivalence 

involved in reciprocity is not immediate but emerges only after an appropriate interval of 

time.  

Comparing the Psychological Contract to Other Related Constructs 

Psychological Contracts and Other Contract Types 

Implied Contract.   Implied contract is external interpretation of the paid-for-

promise made by a third party (Rousseau, 1995).  Similar to a psychological contract, an 

implied contract is individual-oriented. However, different from a psychological contract, 

which is an insider’s view, an implied contract is from an outsider’s perspective (Lusch 

and Brown, 1996). Rousseau (1995) suggest that, in implied contracts, third parties often 

rely on external standards such as comparisons with similar companies to evaluate the 

nature of contracts in employment. Furthermore, third parties often focus on explicit 

commitments such as policies and procedures in employee handbooks to form a basis for 

an implied contract. In contrast, within a psychological contract, individuals will rely on 

additional information readily available to them such as their past experiences rather than 

merely explicit promises to interpret the exchange relationship.  

Normative Contract.   Normative contract is created when several people (e.g., 

coworkers or collegues) agree among themselves on the terms of their individual 

psychological contract with their employer (Rousseau, 1995). Compared with a 
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psychological contract, which is individualized and idiosyncratic, a normative contract is 

group-oriented (Lusch and Brown, 1996).  As stated by Rousseau (1995), “Normative 

contracts reflect a social consensus and reinforcement of specific behaviors and exchange 

patterns.” As a result, the development of a normative contract is greatly influenced by 

social cues and social information processing. Individual characteristics, which play an 

important role in creating individuals’ psychological contracts, may not affect the 

creation of normative contracts as much as social factors do.  

Social Contract.   Social contracts are collective beliefs of appropriate behaviors 

in a society such as fairness and reciprocity (Rousseau, 1995). They derive from the 

values of the society, inherited at birth or acquired by membership. Different from 

psychological contracts, which are promise-based, social contracts are culture-based.  

However, social contracts provide the normative background where psychological 

contracts are developed and maintained (Rousseau and Mclean Parks, 1993). Thus, social 

contracts may influence one’s interpretation of a promise, the degree of mutuality, and 

the scope of obligation in a psychological contract (Mclean Parks and Smith 1998).  

Psychological Contracts and Other Constructs Related to Social Exchange 

Expectation   The promissory focus and reciprocal nature of psychological 

contracts distinguishes such contracts from such other constructs as expectations.  

Through a psychological contract, the employee forms expectations about what one is 

entitled to receive rather than general expectations about what one is going to receive 

(Robinson, 1996) or what one should receive (Rousseau and Mclean Parks, 1993).   First 

of all, sources of psychological contracts and expectations are different. Stemming from 
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personal experiences or normative beliefs, expectations refer to what an employee 

expects to receive from his or her employer (Wanous, 1977). A psychological contract, 

on the other hand, arises from promise, which is about an individual’s belief about what 

his or her employer is obligated to provide or what he or she is entitled to receive based 

on perceptions of conveyed promise by the employer (Robinson, 1996).  For example, 

employees may form an expectation based on their past experience or observations of 

others’ experience that if they perform well, they will get promoted after a while. In 

contrast, employees may form a psychological contract because their supervisors have 

told them that they will get promoted in one year if they perform well. Second, because 

of the reciprocal nature of a psychological contract, it entails mutual obligations between 

employees and their employers and involves both sides of a social exchange, while 

expectations are simply assumed in employees based on their past experience or 

normative beliefs. In terms of the psychological contract, employees’ acquirement of 

promised future inducement is contingent on employees’ certain behaviors or 

performance (Rousseau and Mclean Parks, 1993). In other words, by forming a 

psychological contract, employees are also aware that they are obligated to reciprocate 

the promised payment made by their employers. In contrast, expectations are only about 

what employers may provide based on probabilistic or normative beliefs and have 

nothing to do with what employees should contribute in order to receive the rewards or 

payments offered by their employers. Third, due to the source difference, expectations 

usually concern general beliefs about whether things will or should occur and what will 

or should occur, whereas a psychological contract goes beyond that, involving specific 
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beliefs about when and why things will occur. Finally, expectations and psychological 

contracts are related. Promise can create expectations and reduce uncertainty by creating 

expectations, but expectations can exist without promise (Rousseau and McLean Parks, 

1993).  

Equity.  Equity and psychological contracts are similar to the extent that they are 

both concerned with the fairness of the exchange between two parties. Equity is the 

allocation norm that regulates the certain distribution to be fair (Leventhal, 1976).  

Homans (1961) noted that individuals come to an exchange with a normative expectation 

that the profits of each person will be proportional to his or her investments.  Fairness 

exists once this expectation is met.   The primary difference between equity and a 

psychological contract lies in the time frame (Rousseau and McLean Parks, 1993). Equity 

research may look at a short time frame and is restricted to a set of outcomes and inputs. 

Yet, in a psychological contract, an organization’s repayment to individuals is delayed 

and contingent on individuals’ contributions to the organization. Individuals therefore 

view output as something received over time and may have a distinct perception of equity 

and distinct views of their own input as well (Rousseau and McLean Parks, 1993).  

Commitment.  Psychological contracts and organizational commitment have 

some similarity in terms of their association with different types of exchange.  

Commitment can be classified in two types: calculative and affective commitment 

(Argyle, 1989). As suggested by Millward and Hopkins (1998), calculative commitment 

corresponds to utitilitarian exchange, signaling an instrumental attachment to an 

organization, while affective commitment corresponds to social exchange, signaling a 
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noninstrumental, emotional attachment to the organization. This conceptualization of 

commitment is in line with the classification of a transactional (i.e., calculative) versus 

relational (i.e., affective) contract in psychological contract literature. Usually, a 

transactional psychological contract, characterized by short-term relationship duration 

and specified performance requirements, is related to economic exchange, whereas a 

relational psychological contract, characterized by open-ended relationship duration and 

loosely defined performance requirements, is related to social exchange.  Despite this 

similarity, the major distinction of these two constructs lies in the different aspects of the 

exchange they focus on explaining.  The psychological contract focuses on explaining the 

process of the exchange, specifically, what type of resource is exchanged and how 

resources are exchanged between two parties. In contrast, relationship commitment, 

indicating one’s desire of relationship continuation, is more concerned with the outcome 

of the exchange, that is, whether the exchange will be continued. 
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Research of Psychological Contracts in OB Literature 

There have been two major streams of research on the psychological contract. 

One direction focuses on the nature of psychological contracts, specifically, the contents 

and structure of psychological contracts and how they are developed, while the other 

direction focuses on psychological contract violation, specifically how psychological 

contract violation is incurred and in what attitudinal and behavioral outcomes that 

psychological contract violation may result (Turnley at al., 2003; Conway and Briner 

2005). The vast majority of psychological contract research has focused on contract 

violation and its consequences (Dabos and Rousseau 2004). Little attention has been paid 

to psychological contract formation (Rousseau 2001). This section will review only the 

first stream of psychological contract literature because of its immediate relevance to the 

research focus of our current study. Specifically, the contents, types, and antecedents of 

psychological contracts in OB literature will be reviewed and discussed.  

The Contents of Psychological Contracts 

The contents of psychological contracts are concerned with employees’ 

perception of the contributions they owe to the organization as well as the inducements 

the organization promises them in return (Rousseau, 1990; McLean Parks, Kidder, and 

Gallagher, 1998).  There are a number of studies attempting to understand the contents of 

psychological contracts.  Based on interviews of personnel and human resources 

managers across 13 firms, Rousseau (1990) presented a manager’s view of what is 

promised and what is sought from the employee during the recruiting process.  This 

measure of psychological contract content covers seven aspects of an employer’s 
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obligations to recruits including promotion, high pay, pay based on performance, training, 

long-term job security, career development, and support with personal problems. It also 

covers eight aspects of employees’ obligations to the organization including working 

extra hours, loyalty, volunteering to do non-required tasks, willingness to accept a 

transfer etc. (see Table 2.1 for details).  

By investigating the critical incidents where one party has fallen short of or 

exceeded expectations of the other party, Herriot, Manning and Kidd (1997) offered both 

an employee and an organization’s view of what obligations are expected from the other 

party in exchange.  Twelve categories of organization obligation and seven of employee 

obligation were concluded after content analysis (see Table 1 for a full list of categories). 

After comparing the frequency of each category mentioned by both the employer and 

employee, Herriot et al. (1997) found that the employee and organization have very 

different views of one’s obligation to the other. For example, from the employee’s 

perspective, the most frequently mentioned obligations of the organization are to provide 

a safe and congenial environment, and equitable pay and fairness in selection, appraisal 

and promotion.  In contrast, from the organization’s perspective, the most frequently 

mentioned obligations of the organization are to provide benefits, humanity, fairness and 

recognition.   

Millward and Hopkin’s (1998) study is the only published study attempting to 

give an exchange view of the contents of psychological contracts and to show the linkage 

between the organization’s inducements and the employee’s contributions. Some items in 

this study explicitly tap the exchange by specifying how the organization’s certain 
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rewards are contingent on the employee’s certain contributions. For example, one item 

states that: “I expect to gain promotion in this company with length of service and effort 

to achieve goals.” Table 1 presents a detailed list of the content items of psychological 

contracts in each study.  

Types of Psychological Contracts 

Although formed on an individual level, the terms of psychological contracts have 

some general patterns concerning what employees and their employers owe to each other 

and how they behave toward each other (Rousseau, 1995).  One way to find a general 

pattern is to categorize the content items to reflect the various types of psychological 

contracts.  Based on the two key features of time frame and specification of performance 

requirements, Rousseau (1995) categorized psychological contracts into four types: 

transactional, transitional, relational and balanced contract. Time frame refers to the 

duration of the employment relationship, while specification of performance 

requirements refers to whether future employment continuance is contingent upon well-

specified job performance requirements.  

Transactional contract refers to contracts with limited or short-term duration and 

well-specified or narrow performance requirements. Within a transactional contract, 

employees tend to work to the extent that is adherent to specified requirements and 

consistent with what they are paid for (Rousseau, 2004). Employers usually receive a 

definite amount of employees’ contribution while having few obligations to employees in 

the future. As a result, a transactional contract is characterized by employees’ low 

organizational commitment and narrow involvement in the organization (Dabos and 
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Rousseau 2004). Both employees and their employers have the freedom to terminate the 

contract if either side fails to fulfill their obligations to the other (Rousseau, 2004).  

Relational contract refers to contracts characterized by an open-ended relationship 

duration and incomplete or loosely specified performance requirements.  Within a 

relational contract, employees are willing to contribute to and support the organization in 

terms of working extra hours, helping coworkers, and so on (Rousseau, 2004). At the 

same time, employers reciprocate employees’ efforts by providing employees 

opportunities for career development and absorbing more risk from economic 

uncertainties (Rousseau, 2004). In summary, a relational contract implies employees’ 

high affective commitment, strong member-organization integration and long-term 

relationship stability and entails mutual obligations and support between employees and 

their employers (Dabos and Rousseau, 2004). Relational terms often take the form of job 

security (Rousseau, 2000).  

Balanced contract refers to contracts characterized by open-ended relationship 

duration but well-specified performance requirements. This type of contract is a hybrid 

form of psychological contract, combining the mutual support of the relational contract 

with the renegotiation possibility of the transactional contract (Rousseau, 2004).  Within 

such contracts, employers are committed to the individual development of employees 

while expecting their employees to be willing to adjust to the changes of economic 

conditions. Balanced terms often include a dynamic job performance requirement and 

career development (Dabos and Rousseau, 2004) 
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Transitional contract refers to contracts characterized by short-term relationship 

duration as well as little or no explicit performance requirements. This type of contract 

usually occurs when an organization experiences transformations following a merger or 

acquisition. Within a transitional contract, there is lack of commitment of future 

employment continuity and few explicit performance requirements specified for 

employees.  

Among the four types of psychological contracts, transactional and relational 

contracts are the basic forms that characterize most employment relationships. A 

balanced contract is a hybrid form of psychological contract combining elements from 

both transactional and relational contracts. Rousseau (1990) found some empirical 

support for the distinction between transactional and relational psychological contracts. 

Factor analysis on the items measuring employee and organization’s obligations showed 

that there were two separate factors reflecting two different types of psychological 

contract.  Rousseau (2000) added new items to the existing elements measuring 

transactional and relational contracts in order to capture a third type of psychological 

contract, that is, the balanced contract.  Hui, Lee and Rousseau (2004) further confirmed 

the three dimensions of psychological contract based on the data collected in Singapore, 

China, and Latin America.  

Antecedents of the Formation of Psychological Contracts 

Although it is fundamental to understand how the psychological contract forms, 

surprisingly, there are very few articles addressing this issue. Particularly, empirical 

pieces are scarce and most of the extant conceptual articles discuss this issue only in a 
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very general manner rather than proposing specific factors that impact the formation of a 

psychological contract type.  Based on the current limited literature, there are three 

groups of factors that may affect the formation of a psychological contract type: 

individual, organizational, and contextual factors.   

Individual Factors 

One’s pre-employment work experience (Cavanaugh and Noe 1999; Rousseau 

2001), self-identity concepts (Herriot and Pemberton 1996), occupation and exchange 

ideology (Bunderson 2001; Colyle-Shapiro and Neuman 2004), and personality (Raja, 

Johns, and Ntalianis 2004) have been proposed as possible influences on the nature of the 

psychological contracts held by individuals.  Only several aforementioned relationships 

have been subject to empirical tests and have received empirical support.  

Bunderson (2001) noted that holding administrative versus professional 

ideologies influenced the nature of psychological contracts one formed with the 

organization. Individuals with an administrative ideology view organizations as economic 

entities and themselves as productive resources hired to perform work, while individuals 

with a professional ideology consider organizations as professional groups and 

themselves as highly trained experts with valuable knowledge and skills.  Within an 

administrative ideology, the organization creates monetary incentives as well as provides 

administrative support to employees. In return, the individual employee offers continued 

employment and performs formally specified role obligations (Bunderson, 2001).  In 

contrast, within a professional ideology, the organization defends professional autonomy 

and standards and helps fulfill a profession's ethical obligation to the larger community. 
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In exchange, the individual employee offers loyalty, identification, and a willingness to 

fulfill general role obligations such as excellent client service and productive effort 

(Bunderson, 2001).  As such, administrative ideology is premised on transactional 

exchange with a focus on self-interest and economic rationality, whereas professional 

ideology is premised on relational exchange with a focus on personal loyalty and 

organizational identification.  It is therefore inferred that individuals holding an 

administrative ideology may be more likely to form a transactional contract, whereas 

individual holding a professional ideology may be more likely to form a relational 

contract.  

Colyle-Shapiro and Neuman (2004) examined the relationship between employees’ 

exchange and creditor ideologies and their perceptions of their obligations to the 

organization and the organization’s fulfillment of obligations to employees.  Exchange 

ideology refers to the extent to which employees believe that the way they are treated by 

the organization should reflect their job efforts.  Creditor ideology is defined as one’s 

individual orientation to give out more than one is given in an exchange. The results of 

Colyle-Shapiro and Neuman’s (2004) study indicated that, compared with those with a 

lower level of exchange ideology, individuals with a high level of exchange ideology are 

more likely to feel weaker obligations to the organization and are less likely to fulfill 

those obligations. In contrast, individuals who score high in creditor ideology are more 

likely to invest in the relationship through increasing their obligations to the organization 

and fulfilling those obligations.  
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Raja, Johns, and Ntalianis (2004) studied how employees’ personality traits 

affected their psychological contract type with the organization. This connection is made 

because personality influences one’s choice of a job; how one interprets the terms of a 

contract; and how one implements contractual behaviors.  Among three (i.e., neuroticism, 

extraversion, and conscientiousness) of Big Five personality factors and several narrow 

and specific individual traits (i.e., self-esteem, locus of control, and equity sensitivity) 

proposed in their study, Raja et al. (2004) found that employees high in self-esteem and 

conscientiousness are more likely to have relational contracts, whereas employees with 

high neuroticism and equity sensitivity are more likely to have transactional contracts.  

Organizational Factors 

Organization’s strategies and structure (Herriot and Pemberton, 1996; Shore and 

Tetrick, 1994), human resource practices (Rousseau, 1995; Guest and Conway, 2000) and 

organizational agents’ attitudes and behaviors (Shore and Tetrick, 1994; Conway and 

Briner, 2005) have been proposed in the OB literature to shape what kind of 

psychological contract individuals may form.  

The goal of the organization determines the business and marketing strategies it is 

going to pursue, which in turn shape the development of the psychological contract. For 

example, Shore and Tetrick (1994) noted that if an organization’s goal is to be flexible 

and responsive to a competitive and changing environment, it will attempt to develop 

transactional contracts with its employees. In contrast, if building customer relationships 

is in the business agenda of an organization, it will seek relational contracts with its 

employees (Shore and Tetrick, 1994).   
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Rousseau (1995) proposed that human resource practices, including recruitment, 

performance review, compensation, training, personnel manuals and benefits, may 

communicate to employees about an organization’s promises to them and their obligation 

to the organization, which will impact the formation of employees’ psychological 

contract.  

Organizational agents, such as a recruiter, coworker, and immediate supervisor, 

with whom an individual has interactions before and after employment, will play a role in 

shaping the formation of an individual’s psychological contract (Shore and Tetrick, 1994).  

For example, organizational support and leadership behaviors may influence the type of 

psychological contract an individual forms with the organization (Conway and Briner, 

2005). In addition to supervisors, coworkers are usually important information sources 

for employees to reassess and revise their psychological contract with the organization. 

For example, through the interactions with and observations of coworkers, an individual 

may begin to reconsider the fairness of the contract and the trustworthiness of the 

organization and revise the contents of the psychological contract he or she has with the 

organization (Shore and Tetrick,1994). 

Contextual Factors 

In addition to individual and organizational factors, economic, political, and legal 

changes may also shape one’s perceptions of the psychological contract (Conway and 

Briner, 2005).  For example, intensified competition may force organizations to 

restructure and to demand a higher level of performance from individuals, which will in 

turn affect individuals’ perception of their mutual obligations to the organization and 
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therefore their psychological contract with the organization (Herriot, Manning, and Kidd, 

1997). In addition, changes to employment law, such as work hours or worker 

representation, will also affect individuals’ psychological contracts (Conway and Briner, 

2005).  

Research Gaps in Psychological Contract Research 

Although there is empirical evidence for the three types of psychological 

contracts, the current conceptualization of psychological contract type has some major 

issues. First of all, in the existing literature, the various types of psychological contracts 

are differentiated from each other by what kinds of resources are exchanged.  The type of 

psychological contract is categorized based on the content difference of psychological 

contracts, which are more concerned with what kind of resources is actually exchanged in 

the relationship between the employee and the organization rather than how the resource 

is exchanged (Conway and Briner 2005). In other words, the current distinction among 

different types of psychological contracts only reflects what is made up of the resources 

offered from both the employee and employer side for exchange. For example, according 

to Rousseau (1990), in a relational contract, employees expect growth and job security to 

be exchanged while in a transactional contract, employees expect contract-specific pay 

and working hours. However, how exactly the employee’s offer links to the 

organization’s offer as well as how the contract is developed remains unclear.  

Second, the measurement for each type of psychological contract varies 

considerably across different research contexts. There are two main reasons for this.  First, 

the measurement of contents of a psychological contract can vary significantly across 
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research contexts. Second, the symbolic meanings of different kinds of resources may 

vary across individuals, situations and contexts (Brinberg and Ganesan,1993). The 

contract terms of training, career development, and working extra hours may be 

interpreted as transactional contract in one situation, but relational contract in another 

(Sels, Janssens, Van den Brande, 2004). Inconsistencies and confusion are very common 

when using resource characteristics to categorize individuals’ psychological contracts. 

Third, whether the items measuring each type of psychological contract are 

derived from expectations or contractual obligations is unclear. In spite of the popularity 

of using the psychological contract as a framework to understand the employment 

relationship, the conceptualization and operationalization of the construct has suffered 

some problems. First, although the psychological contract has been defined as capturing 

the exchange agreement between employees and their organization, when it comes to 

construct operationalization, the two sets of items separately measuring the obligations 

that employees expect their organization to fulfill, and the obligations that employees 

believe they owe their organization, were developed (e.g., Rousseau 1990; Guzzo, 

Noonan, and Elron 1994; Herriot, Manning, Kidd 1997).  As a result, a psychological 

contract is, at most, about one party’s expectations of the other party in the exchange. The 

promissory nature and the exchange view of a psychological contract have not been 

reflected in the current manner of construct operationalization.  

Fourth, how individual, organizational and contextual factors impact the 

formation of different types of psychological contracts perceived by individuals are 

seriously under-researched.  Among all three groups of factors, individual factors have 
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received most research attention, while research on other factors is, at most, at a 

conceptual level and lacks empirical support.   
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Research of Relationship Marketing 

What is Relationship Marketing? 

In the past decade, marketing research has been giving enormous attention to 

relationship marketing, crossing various exchange contexts (Palmatier et al. 2006).  

Defined as “all marketing activities directed towards establishing, developing, and 

maintaining successful relational exchanges” (Morgan and Hunt, 1994), relationship 

marketing is not only applicable in institutional markets, but is also prevalent in 

consumer markets (Sheth, 1994).  As recognized by Morgan and Hunt (1994), 

relationship marketing can take many different forms across various markets, ranging 

from the partnering between manufacturers and their goods’ suppliers in “just-in-time” 

procurement, strategic alliances between firms and their competitors, to long-term 

exchange between consumers and their service firms.  

Although all the relationship marketing literature focuses on enhancing long-term 

relationships so as to achieve positive outcomes, the key constructs studied in different 

research settings vary to some extent, due to the norms of following their own existent 

theories in their respective fields.  Thus, by only examining the research efforts in one 

type of exchange or one research setting, the understanding of relationship marketing 

theory would be insufficient. However, if the sets of constructs and interrelationships 

among the constructs are compared, we may have a better idea toward a general 

understanding of relationship marketing theory. Especially, it will help us identify the 

current research gaps in relationship marketing and point out future research directions.  
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Hennig-thurau, Gwinner, and Gremler (2002) argued that a major task of theory 

construction in relationship marketing is to identify the key drivers of relationship 

outcomes that are significant for firms as well as to understand the relationship process 

between these drivers and outcomes. Therefore, this chapter begins by comparing and 

contrasting the antecedents, mediators and consequents in relationship marketing across 

different research settings, and further identifying the research gaps for relationship 

marketing theory.  

Categorization of Relationship Marketing Research 

This literature review employs the categorization of relationship marketing done 

by Iacobucci and Hibbard (1999), who, based on the difference of relationship form, 

classified relationship marketing literature into three categories: Business Marketing 

Relationships (BMR), Interpersonal Commercial Relationships (ICR), and Business-to-

Consumer Relationships (B-to-C). Research in BMR has its heritage from 

interorganizational research, and examines interorganizational interactions such as 

relationships between distribution channel members (e.g., Anderson and Weitz 1992; 

Ganesan 1994).  In contrast, research in ICR has been strongly impacted by service 

marketing literature and sales literature, and studies interpersonal interactions between 

service providers and consumers (e.g., Hennig-thurau, Gwinner, and Gremler 2002 ) or 

interactions between salespersons and consumers (e.g, Crosby, Evans, and Cowless 1990). 

Finally, the emergence of research in the B-to-C category, concerning interactions 

between an organization and an individual consumer, has been greatly benefited from the 

development of information technology. Internet and database technology makes it 
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possible for firms to customize their marketing strategies for individual consumers and 

build relationships with them.  However, research in this category is still in its primary 

stage and systematic research is scarce (De Wulf, Odekerken-Schröder, and Iacobucci, 

2001).  

Iacobucci and Ostrom (1996) compared these three forms of relationships along 

four relationship dimensions: (1) valence: the two parties are trusting and cooperative 

(positive valence) versus hostile and competitive (negative valence); (2) intensity: the 

interactions between the parties are “closer” (more interdependent, committed, higher 

frequency of interactions) versus more distant; (3) symmetry of the dyad: the parties are 

relatively equal versus unequal in their power; (4) formality of the dyad: the relationship 

is primarily social versus work-related.  

They argued that, compared with ICR and B-to-C, BMR tend to be more 

interdependent and intense. This may be due to the idiosyncratic investment made to a 

single relationship and the high switching cost to replace a current relationship (Gruen 

1995). Furthermore, BMR is not necessarily positive in valence since relationship 

partners in business market could be competitors. They also found that, compared with 

BMR and B-to-C, ICR usually involves more social components and is more informal. 

This may be because this form of relationship takes place between two human beings, 

and social interactions are part of any interpersonal relationships. Finally, distinct from 

BMR and ICR, B-to-C relationships are inherently asymmetric probably due to the fact 

that firms are normally larger in size than individual consumer buyers (Gruen 1995). 
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Table 2.2 gives an overview of these three forms of relationship compared along four 

dimensions. 

It is because of the distinct nature of each form of relationship that research in 

BMR, ICR and B-to-C has brought unique theoretical contributions to relationship 

marketing theory respectively. Thus, next, the theories or theoretical justifications that 

have been applied in each form of relationship will be summarized and the antecedents, 

mediators, and consequents derived from each theoretical perspective in each relationship 

category will be discussed as well.  

Antecedents of Relationship Maintenance from theoretical Perspectives 

As presented in Table 2.3, in BMR context, transaction cost theory as well as 

power/dependence theory has provided their unique antecedents to relationship marketing. 

In ICR context, communication related theory also made some exclusive contributions to 

antecedents of relationship maintenance. In B-to-C context, it is organizational 

commitment theory that offered its unique drivers to relationship marketing. 

Transaction Cost Theory in BMR 

As one of the most important and popular theories in investigating 

interorganizational relationships, transaction cost theory has its roots in economics 

(Williamson, 1975). It focuses on two focal constructs of relationship-specific 

investments (RSIs) and opportunism to predict exchange parties’ relationship 

maintenance decisions (Heide and John, 1990).  

Broadly defined, RSIs refer to the time, effort, and resources that one party 

invests in building a relationship with another party (Palmatier et al., 2006). Transaction 
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cost theory argues that RSIs, which are sunk and unrecoverable assets put into a 

transaction, will prevent the party that holds RSIs from behaving opportunistically and 

thus lower the other party’s costs to monitor performance and safeguard assets. As a 

result, the existence of RSIs makes the exchange process more economically efficient and 

the expectation of relationship continuity from each party is enhanced.  In summary, one 

party’s idiosyncratic investments in a relationship exchange increase this party’s own 

commitment to a relationship because of the sunk cost engendered (Heide and John, 

1990), and at the same time enhance the other party’s proness of relationship continunity 

because of the reciprocation elicited (Smith and Barclay, 1997). Constructs similar to 

RSIs include relationship termination cost and sunk cost. Switching cost is also related to 

RSIs, only having a broader meaning, which not only embraces one party’s RSIs, but also 

comprises this party’s cost to seek for alternative relationship partners and set up the 

exchange with this new partner.  

Opportunism refers to the “deceit-oriented violation of implicit or explicit 

promise about one’s appropriate or required role behavior” (John, 1984). In transaction 

cost theory, opportunism is assumed in the fundamental axioms because in economic 

analysis, self-interest maximation is a part of human nature (Williamson, 1975).  

Perceptions of a partner’s opportunistic behaviors will decrease trust and then 

relationship commitment (Morgan and Hunt, 1994).  

Power/Dependence Theory in BMR 

In research of interorganizational relationships, power has been defined as “the 

ability of one channel member to induce another channel member to change its behavior 
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in favor of the objectives of the channel member exerting influence” (Wilemon, 1972).  

In power theory, power structure between exchange partners is a critical determinant of 

interorganizational relationship performance such as cooperation (Hibbard, Kumar, and 

Stern 2001). Power represents one’s ability to influence the other. Balanced and 

symmetric power structure induces mutual trust and thus long-lasting relationships 

(Buchanan, 1992), whereas power asymmetry negatively impacts relationship longevity 

by promoting the coercive use of power and decreasing one’s willingness to compromise 

(Gundlach and Cadotte, 1994).  

One related construct resembling power symmetry is interdependence. The more 

interdependent are two business partners, the more balance and symmetric power 

structure they have, and the greater level of both partners’ desire to maintain the 

relationship (Gundlach and Cadotte 1994). In addition, interdependence is a mutual state 

of dependence. Conversely, dependence is an asymmetric state of interdependence with 

one party greatly relying on the other (Kumar, Scheer, and Steenkamp 1995).  

Another focal construct in power theory is conflict. Conflict in marketing channel 

research refers to a situation where one party perceives the behavior of another party to 

be obstructive in its goal attainment, thus resulting in stress or tension between two 

partners (Gaski, 1984). With the increase of conflict, trust between two parties is 

decreased and so is relationship commitment (Anderson and Weitz, 1992).  

Persuasion Theory in ICR 

As one of the major topics in persuasion theory, the effect of a message source on 

the persuasion of a target audience has been of great interest to researchers in 
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communication, sales management, advertising, and consumer behavior (Wilson and 

Sherrell, 1993). A common agreement from all this literature is that a credible source 

which has such intrinsic attributes such as trustworthiness, expertness, and attractiveness 

can induce greater immediate agreement or attitude change from a target audience 

(Wiener and Mowen, 1985).   

Although the persuasion theory has been widely used in personal selling research 

to determine the relationship between salesperson attributes and sales effectiveness, 

Crosby, Evans, and Cowles (1990) took the first step to apply this theory in examining 

relational exchanges among interpersonal relationships, which opened a new theoretical 

avenue for research in relationship marketing.  They found that a salesperson’s attributes 

(i.e., expertise and similarity) had a significant influence on the relationship quality 

between the salesperson and the customer and further determined the probability of 

continued interchange between those parties.  

Expertise is the extent to which a message source possesses the knowledge, 

experience or skills related to a particular domain (Lagace, Dahlstrom, and Gassenheimer, 

1991). In persuasion research, people are more likely to be persuaded by a message from 

an expert source rather than a non-expert source (Sternthal, Phillips, and Dholakia, 1978). 

In sales literature, Busch and Wilson (1976) found that salespeople with higher levels of 

expertise and referent power were perceived to be more trustworthy, with expert power 

having a stronger effect than referent power. Crosby, Evans, and Cowles (1990) also 

found the positive effect of the salesperson’s expertise on relationship quality between 

customers and salesperson. 
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Similarity is related to the source attributes of attractiveness. In persuasion 

research, similarity between the source and message recipient in preferences and group 

membership is usually used as a manipulation for measuring attractiveness (Dholakia and 

Sternthal, 1977). Similarity can vary in appearance, lifestyle, socioeconomic status, 

personality etc. In persuasion literature, researchers found that the target audience may be 

more likely to identify with and hence be persuaded by a message source that possesses 

similarities with the audience themselves (Kelman, 1961). Sales research also showed the 

positive relationship between similarity and sales effectiveness (Busch and Wilson, 1976). 

In interpersonal consumer relationship, similarity is proposed to affect consumers’ 

receptivity to relationship maintenance (Crosby, Evans, and Cowless, 1990; Bendapudi 

and Berry, 1997).  

Organizational Commitment Theory in B-to-C 

In contrast to the numerous studies on interorganizational relationship, 

relationship research in B-to-C context is sparse (De Wulf, Odekerken-Schröder, and 

Iacobucci 2001). As a major article in the B-to-C category, Bansal, Irving and Taylor’s 

(2004) study utilized the theoretical framework of three-dimension organizational 

commitment to examine the relationship between consumers and their service firm in an 

auto-dealership context and hence introduced additional new antecedents to relationship 

marketing. As a matter of fact, the relationship between employees and their employer is, 

to some extent, analogous to the relationship between consumers and firms as they are 

both exchanges between individuals and organizations. Therefore, applying 

organizational commitment theory in B-to-C is a logical choice.  
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Perceived alternatives and subjective norms are the two new antecedents 

contributed by organizational commitment theory. Distinct from all other antecedents that 

are relevant to the relationship dyad itself, these two factors are more related to external 

relationship environment outside the interactions between two partners. The more 

alternatives in the market, the more future benefits consumers who choose to remain in 

the current relationship have to give up, the weaker the existing bonding force between 

consumers and the organization becomes. Reflecting perceived social pressure, subjective 

norms refer to a person's perceptions that people important to him or her desire the person 

to perform or not perform a behavior (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1980). Subjective norms 

favoring to remain in the current relationship pressure people to feel that they ought not 

to switch to another organization. As a result, the more one internalizes the subjective 

norms of remaining in an existent relationship, the more likely one feels obligated to stay 

in the current relationship. 

Relational Mediators  

It is believed that one’s decision making with respect to a relationship partner is 

guided by high order mental constructs such as satisfaction, trust, and commitment 

(Anderson, Fornell, and Lehmann, 1994; Morgan and Hunt, 1994; Garbarino and 

Johnson, 1999). These constructs summarize one’s global evaluations of knowledge and 

experiences with a particular partner and subsequently provide guidance for one’s actions 

with regard to relationship continuity (Garbarino and Johnson, 1999). As presented in 

Table 2.4, overall customer satisfaction, trust, and commitment are the common 

mediators used across BMR, ICR, and B-to-C contexts.  
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Overall Customer Satisfaction in ICR and B-to-C 

Before the paradigm shift to relationship marketing, overall customer satisfaction 

has been one of the key high order mental constructs predicting consumers’ intentions of 

future interactions with a company (Garbarino and Johnson, 1999). Overall satisfaction 

(or cumulative satisfaction) is “an overall evaluation based on the total purchase and 

consumption experience with a good or service over time” (Anderson, Fornell, and 

Lehmann 1994, p. 54). Distinct from transaction-specific customer satisfaction, which is 

an immediate evaluative judgment of or an affective reaction to the most recent 

transaction with the firm (Oliver, 1993), overall satisfaction is a cumulative construct, 

summarizing customers’ overall experience with various facets of a firm (Czepiel, 

Rosenberg, and Akerele, 1974).  

The role of satisfaction in predicting behavioral intentions is well established in 

consumer behavior literature and services literature (Anderson, Fornell, and Lehmann, 

1994; Cronin and Taylor, 1992; Zeithaml, Berry, and Parasuraman, 1996). Researchers 

all agree that customers’ successful previous purchase experience is the determinant of 

their future interaction intention. Furthermore, overall satisfaction is influenced by 

satisfaction with specific components such as the people and the products (Czepiel, 

Rosenberg, and Akerele 1974). For example, in the B-to-C relationship category, 

Westbrook (1981) demonstrates that satisfaction with a retail store is an accumulation of 

separate satisfaction evaluations with the salespersons, store environment, products, and 

other factors. In ICR, Cronin and Taylor (1992) showed that evaluation of service 

attributes and processes is an antecedent of overall customer satisfaction. 
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Trust and Commitment in BMR, ICR, and B-to-C 

As one of the milestones in relationship marketing, the key mediating variable 

(KMV) model proposed by Morgan and Hunt (1994) argues that commitment and trust 

are central to any form of relational exchange and are the key mediating variables 

between relationship antecedents and outcomes. Commitment is defined as “an enduring 

desire to maintain a valued relationship” (Moorman, Zaltman, and Deshpandé, 1992), and 

trust refers to one’s “confidence in an exchange partner’s reliability and integrity” 

(Morgan and Hunt, 1994). Usually, trust may affect relationship outcomes directly and 

indirectly via commitment (Morgan and Hunt, 1994). In studying social exchange, 

commitment and trust have long been considered as key variables in distinguishing 

relational from transactional exchanges (McDonald, 1981).   

In BMR, relationship commitment is found to be enhanced by the absence of 

conflict, the presence of sellers’ RSIs, symmetric power structure and quality 

communication (Anderson and Weizt, 1992; Mohr et al., 1996). Trust is found to be 

positively affected by sellers’ RSIs (Ganesan, 1994), parties’ interdependence (Kumar et 

al., 1995) and communication between partners (Mohr et al., 1996), but negatively 

affected by buyers’ RSIs (Gassenheimer and Manolis, 2001) and sellers’ opportunist 

behaviors (Williamson, 1975). In ICR, service providers’ RSIs and available alternatives 

in the market are found to have an impact on customers’ commitment to a service 

provider (Barksdale et al., 1997). In addition, there are empirical studies in B-to-C, 

supporting that the firm’s RSIs, available alternatives in the market, subjective norms, 

customers’ perceived support from the firm, and customers’ identification with the firm 
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significantly affect customers’ commitment to the firm (Bansal et al., 2004; Bettencourt, 

1997; Brown et al., 2005).  

Relationship Quality in BMR and ICR 

Another commonly used relational mediator is relationship quality. Different from 

the other mediating variables, this construct is treated as a high-order construct composed 

of several distinct but interrelated dimensions (Crosby et al., 1990; Kumar et al., 1995). 

There is no absolute consensus regarding the dimensional components of relationship 

quality. Relational mediators such as trust, satisfaction, and commitment as mentioned 

above have usually been conceptualized as key components of this higher-order construct 

(Crosby et al, 1990; Dwyer, Schurr, and Oh, 1987). The basic assumption of using 

relationship quality as a mediator is that customers’ decision of relationship continuity is 

determined by their evaluation of the relationship with this partner (Hennig-thurau, 

Gwinner, and Gremler, 2002).  

In BMR, relationship quality has been widely used to capture the relationship nature 

between business partners. Dwyer et al. (1987) found that buyer-seller relationship 

quality can be adversely affected by the bureaucratization of the relationship. 

Additionally, Kumar et al. (1995) noted that fairness can enhance buyer-seller 

relationships in highly asymmetrical relationships. Finally, Dorsch, Swanson, and Kelley 

(1998) found that perceived relationship quality was useful for businesses to distinguish 

qualified vendor groups and thus make their decision of relationship continuity. Similar 

to BMR literature, in ICR, relationship quality is also found to account for a significant 

amount of the success of relationships between consumers and service providers 
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(Hennig-thurau, Gwinner, and Gremler, 2002). For example, Crosby et al. (1990) 

concluded that relationship quality, affected by sales expertise and similarity, has a 

significant influence on the customer’s anticipation of future interaction with the 

salesperson.  

Relationship Outcomes 

Among all the outcomes of RM efforts, seller objective performance is possibly the 

most important one across all three forms of relationship (i.e., BMR, ICR, and B-to-C) 

(Palmatier et al., 2006).  This construct can be operationalized in various ways including 

sales growth, sales effectiveness, profit, share of wallet, number of purchases, etc. 

(Crosby et al., 1990; Reynolds and Beatty, 1999; Verhoef, Franses, and Hoekstra, 2002). 

Empirical support for the influence of relational mediators on seller objective outcomes 

has been shown in the past research of BMR (e.g., Siguaw, Simpson, and Baker, 1998), 

ICR (e.g., Reynolds and Beatty, 1999, and B-to-C (e.g., Verhoef et al., 2002). 

In consumer markets (including ICR and B-to-C), customer loyalty is one of the 

most common outcomes expected from RM efforts. However, the conceptualization and 

operationalization of loyalty vary among different studies. Groupings of indicators 

measuring intentions, attitudes, and seller performance have been used to operationalize 

customer loyalty. For example, expectation of continuity (i.e., customers’ intention to 

maintain the relationship), word of mouth (WOM) (i.e., the likelihood that a customer 

will refer a seller positively to another potential customer), and customers’ share of wallet 

may all be used as composite indicators of customer loyalty.  Nevertheless, it is noted 

that relational mediators positively influence global customer loyalty, just as they do its 
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individual components (De Wulf, Odekerken-Schröder, and Iacobucci, 2001; 

Sirdeshmukh, Singh, and Sabol, 2002). 

Cooperation captures “the level of coordinated and complementary actions between 

exchange partners in their efforts to achieve mutual goals” (Palmatier et al., 2006). Both 

theory and empirical evidence have shown that trust and commitment between exchange 

partners have a positive effect on cooperation (Anderson and Narus 1990; Morgan and 

Hunt 1994). Although commonly used in BMR, cooperation has recently begun to be 

used in ICR and B-to-C context, due to the coproducing role customers play in the 

current relational exchange (Bettencourt, 1997).  

Research Gaps in Relationship Marketing 

After reviewing the relationship marketing literature in three categories of 

relationship forms, several research gaps can be identified. First of all, in contrast to the 

enormous amount of relationship marketing research in business markets, systematic 

research in a consumer environment is relatively scarce, especially research in the B-to-C 

category. Research in BMR usually relies on economic theories such as transaction cost 

theory and power/dependence theory to examine interorganizational relationships. 

Research in ICR categories often employs social and psychological theories such as 

persuasion theory to understand interpersonal relationships. However, when it comes to 

research in the B-to-C category, which focuses on the relational exchanges between 

individual consumers and organizations, theories investigating interorganizational and 

interpersonal relationships may not apply.  Thus, theoretical developments are needed for 

relationship marketing in the B-to-C category. As presented in Table 3, organizational 
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commitment theory from organizational behavior (OB) literature has been applied to 

understand B-to-C relational exchanges. Given that the OB literature also focuses on 

relationships between individuals and organizations (i.e., employees and employers), 

similar to the B-to-C relationship category, theories in OB literature may actually have an 

advantage in explaining and understanding B-to-C relationships.   

Second, the antecedent table of relationship marketing shows that all the 

relationship marketing antecedents, except buyer’s RSIs, are either variables concerning 

seller’s characteristics, attitude and behaviors or variables concerning the relationship 

dyad’s structure and interactions.  Few empirical efforts have been made to assess the 

impact of variables concerning buyers’ or consumers’ characteristics, attitudes or 

behaviors on relationship marketing effectiveness (Sheth and Parvatiyar, 1995).  

Furthermore, little research has been done to understand how contextual factors such as 

industry characteristics and market environments may influence the relational exchange 

and hence relationship outcomes.  Therefore, examining the impact from the consumer's 

side is an important future research avenue for relationship marketing (Gwinner, Gremler, 

and Bitner, 1998; Sheth and Parvatiyar, 1995). 

Third, the mediator table of relationship marketing reveals that in the current 

relationship marketing literature, global mental constructs such as satisfaction, 

commitment and trust are commonly used to characterize the relational exchange 

(Johnson and Selnes, 2004). However, these constructs do not capture how resources are 

actually exchanged and the dyad view of the exchange has not been acknowledged. In 

fact, Palmatier et al.’s (2006) meta-analysis of factors affecting relationship marketing 
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effectiveness indicated there are direct effects of relationship antecedents on relationship 

outcomes, implying that the currently studied relational mediators may not fully capture 

the process of relational exchange. Hence, additional relational mediators need to be 

brought into relationship marketing literature to further complete the whole picture.  
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CHAPTER 3 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT 

The literature review of relationship marketing in the previous chapter reveals that 

consumer-service organization relationships (B-to-C) may not be identical to 

interpersonal relationships (ICRs) in all aspects. Relationships with organizations almost 

always involve some degree of monetary transaction and are a mix of personal and 

impersonal exchange. Therefore, using the social relationship metaphor is not always 

appropriate. By the same token, consumer-service organization relationships (B-to-C) are 

not identical to interorganizational relationships (BMRs).  B-to-C relationships always 

involve some exchange of social resources other than merely that of economic resources.  

Thus, in order to better understand consumer-service organization relationships, a 

construct is needed that can combine both social and economic perspectives of the 

exchange and integrate both personal and impersonal aspects of the exchange.  

It is argued that, psychological contract, defined as an individual’s belief 

regarding a reciprocal exchange between the person and the organization (Rousseau, 

1995), may be a better construct to capture the features of consumer-service organization 

relationships.  First of all, as discussed in the review of psychological contract construct, 

psychological contract connects psychological thinking (i.e., individual cognition) with 

contractual thinking (i.e., ongoing social exchange) and links a micro model to a macro 

model (Rousseau and McLean Parks, 1993).  Therefore, the psychological contract may 

be a more compatible construct to understand consumer-service organization 

relationships.  
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In addition, as indicated in the previous chapter, the current psychological 

constructs commonly used to characterize the exchange such as satisfaction, commitment 

and trust do not capture how resources are actually exchanged, and the dyad view of the 

exchange has not been acknowledged. With respect to these constructs, lower levels 

imply a discrete or transactional exchange, while higher levels imply a  relational 

exchange (Gruen, 1995). In contrast,  psychological contracts, concerning individuals’ 

perceptions of reciprocal exchange, help consumers to learn about what the organization 

owes to them as well as what they are obligated to reciprocate to the organization 

(Rousseau and McLean Parks, 1993). In other words, with the formation of psychological 

contracts, consumers frame the resources exchange process of the relationship from both 

sides and direct their behaviors according to their perceptions of the exchange. In 

summary, by employing the psychological contract as an explanatory framework, we can 

better understand the process of how relationship marketing variables influence relational 

behaviors (Bhattacharya and Bolton, 2000, Palmatier et al., 2006) and how customers 

characterize the status or strength of the exchange process (Czepiel, 1990).  

In the following sections, the reason why psychological contract theory in the 

organizational behavior literature can be applied to understand the exchanges between 

consumers and service firms is intensively discussed. Then, a theoretical model of 

consumers’ psychological contract in services relationship is developed and hypotheses 

proposed within the model are formulated and justified.   
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Applying Psychological Contracts to Consumer-Service Organization Relationships 

Why should we think the psychological contract theory that is used to capture the 

relationship between employees and their employers in the organizational behavior 

literature can be applied to understand the exchanges between consumers and service 

firms in a services context? This question may be answered by discussing the similarity 

between the employee-employer and consumer-service provider exchange from four 

perspectives.  First, why does the psychological contract exist in the first place? In other 

words, what are the functions of psychological contracts? Next, it is important to examine 

what is essentially exchanged within a psychological contract in both organizational and 

service relationship contexts. In addition, the participating parties regarding to a 

psychological contract in each exchange context must be discussed. Finally, the meanings 

of each of the three elements of psychological contract in service context will be 

explained.  

Why Do Psychological Contracts Exist in One’s Mind? 

Shore and Tetrick (1994) argued that one of the main reasons for employees to 

form psychological contracts is to reduce their uncertainty so as to increase their 

predictability of the work environment. Although an employment usually involves a 

formal contract, it is impossible to specify every aspect of it. The development of a 

psychological contract helps employees form an expectation of reciprocal obligations 

between organizations and themselves. In other words, by forming psychological 

contracts, they know what is expected of themselves in order to receive what is promised 

by their organizations. From the perspective of cognitive psychology, a psychological 
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contract functions as a schema, a highly structured, pre-existing, relatively robust 

knowledge system, and helps employees to interpret their organizational environment and 

perform appropriately (Shore and Tetrick, 1994).  

In a consumer services context, the intangibility and high level of experience or 

credence quality of services implies high perceptions of risk for consumers (Murray and 

Schlacter, 1990).  These uncertainties are heightened especially for services characterized 

by personal importance, customer involvement, heterogeneity and complexity (Berry, 

1995).  It is hard for consumers to evaluate a service before consuming it and some 

services remain hard to evaluate even after consumption (Berry, 1995). By the same 

token, it is hard for service providers to specify what consumers are going to get in each 

service delivery. Therefore, consumers are motivated to develop a variety of strategies to 

reduce perceived risk when purchasing services. Several empirical studies (e.g., Punj and 

Staelin, 1983) indicated that by engaging in a relationship, consumers could reduce their 

perceived risk. It is because ongoing interactions with a service provider help consumers 

learn about the service provider and how that provider can fulfill their needs (Sheth and 

Parvatiyar, 1995). In other words, after several transactions with the same service 

provider, consumers develop a psychological contract regarding what is expected from 

their service firms and what is expected of themselves.   

In addition, several information processing researchers of consumer behavior (e.g., 

Bettman, 1979; Jacoby, Speller, Kohn, 1974) argued that due to limited abilities to 

process information, consumers rely on a variety of heuristics to simplify their decision 

making task and manage their cognitive resources. Indeed, a psychological contract 
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functions as a heuristic that simplifies consumers’ future decision making about how to 

choose and deal with a service provider.  

What is exchanged in a Psychological Contract? 

Contracts are created to ensure fairness in transactions (Ouchi, 1980). McLean 

Parks and Smith (1998) argue that among the entitlements and obligations specified in a 

contract are the actual material and intangible resources exchanged between the two 

parties. As Figure 1 presents, within a general exchange of psychological contracts in an 

OB context, employers offer resources such as pay, training, respect, and promotion in 

exchange for employees’ resources such as effort, skills, flexibility, and creativity 

(Conway and Briner, 2005).   

  It is argued that in a consumer marketplace, resource exchange is also fundamental 

to a consumer service relationship. As is demonstrated in Figure 2, in a consumer service 

relationship, service organizations offer resources such as goods, services, social status 

and respect in exchange for consumers’ resources such as payment, loyalty and fidelity.  

It is worthwhile mentioning that due to the subjective nature of a psychological contract, 

the resource items making up the psychological contract may not be the actual resources 

that are exchanged in reality. Rather, they are a set of individuals’ beliefs regarding the 

resources exchanged with their organization (Conway and Briner, 2005).  

Who are the Parties in a Psychological Contract?  

In an organizational behavior context, the two contracting parties are employees 

and their employer, while in a consumer services context, the two contracting parties are 

consumers and their service firms. In both an organizational and consumer context, an 
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individual and his/her organization are the parties involved in a psychological contract. 

This similarity of relationship structure determines that the relationship interactions in 

both contexts are similar in terms of relationship valence, intensity, symmetry, and 

formality (De wulf et al., 2004). Recent marketing literature agrees that management of 

consumers is similar to management of employees (Bettencourt, 1997). This similarity 

occurs because many services such as banks, insurance, and health clubs, by their nature, 

require contractual relationships (Czepiel, 1990).  Consumers are members of these 

organizations and have some affiliation with the organization, which, to some extent, is 

similar to employees who are also members of their employer. In addition, the success of 

many services requires customers’ participation in service delivery. Customers are 

viewed as “partial employees” in those service contexts (Bowen, 1986).  

Three Elements of Psychological Contracts in a Service Context 

Rousseau and McLean Parks (1993) argued that a psychological contract is one 

type of promissory contract, consisting of three elements: promise, payment, and 

acceptance.   A psychological contract is based on perceived promise, that is, the 

commitment made by the organization to a future course of action such as training, 

promotion opportunities, and salary raise.  Payment occurs when employees offer 

contributions such as their hard work and loyalty in exchange for the promise.  

Acceptance simply implies that both parties are voluntarily engaged in and are 

accountable for the terms of the psychological contract. 

In examining services relationships, Grönroos (1990) held that the foundation of 

service relationship marketing is the fulfillment of a promise made to customers. He 
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argued that a mutual exchange and fulfillment of promises is the key to establish, 

maintain, and enhance relationships with customers. Bitner (1995) further suggested that 

a firm can achieve this goal through three essential activities in practice: making realistic 

promises in the first place, enabling those promises through employees and services 

system during service delivery, keeping those promises via interactions. Thus, promise as 

a relational theme is not new to customer-service provider relationships. But as service 

varies from context to context, so do service firms’ individual promises to customers. If a 

generalization is to be made across various service contexts, what do service firms 

implicitly promise to their customers in common during their relationship tenure? The 

answer is need gratification (Schneider and Bowen, 1999).  When discussing why 

consumers need relationships with firms, Malaviya and Spargo (2002) also indicated that 

relationship is a means of serving consumers’ ultimate needs. Furthermore, depending on 

the different types of relationships a firm may have with its customers, customers’ needs 

and wants that a service firm promises to fulfill may vary at differing levels.  For 

example, for utilitarian customers, a service firm may promise to fulfill their utility need 

such as lower price or convenience need such as extra service features, customization, 

extra information, etc. (Christy, Oliver, and Penn, 1996). In contrast, for relational 

customers, a service firm may promise to fulfill their personal recognition and self-

expression needs such as guidance, nurturance, assistance, and social support (Arnett, 

German, and Hunt, 2003).  

The second element of psychological contract is payment. It is better to first 

understand this element from the perspective of customers’ opportunity cost, that is, what 
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customers might give up when involved in a relationship. At a basic level, the payment is 

customers’ sacrifice of freedom of choice since they have to maintain loyalalty to a 

service provider. Sometimes, the payment may be of economic nature, that is, customers’ 

money since they may pay a higher price in certain situations when involved in a 

relationship with a service firm (Christy, Oliver, and Penn, 1996).  At an advanced level, 

the payment is customers’ time and effort since they may also participate in the service 

delivery and coproduce the service.  

In terms of the last element, acceptance, it is very easy to understand because if a 

customer forms a psychological contract, that customer must be voluntarily engaged in a 

relationship with any service provider, with the understanding of the terms of the contract.  

In summary, consumers’ psychological contract in a service relationship can be 

defined as consumers’ perception about reciprocal exchange and mutual obligations with 

the firm in ongoing service encounters. 

A Model of Consumers’ Psychological Contract in Services Relationships 

A Model Overview  

As demonstrated in Figure 3, with a focus on consumer-service firm relationships, 

this model attempts to explain how a firm’s marketing strategies as well as a consumer’s 

individual traits may influence consumers’ formation of different types of psychological 

contracts, which will therefore bind consumers to present certain behaviors.   

As discussed earlier in this chapter, psychological contracts in consumer services 

relationships are promissory contracts composed of three elements: promise, payment, 

and acceptance.   From this promissory contract perspective, consumers’ perceptions of 
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marketing strategies define consumers’ perceived inducement or promise fulfillment by 

an organization on various levels.  There are four kinds of promise fulfillments that will 

be discussed in our model: perceived service quality performance, perceived relationship 

investment, perceived organizational support and brand identification.  Perceived service 

quality performance represents a firm’s promise to deliver core service attributes to 

consumers.  Perceived relationship investment reflects a service firm’s promise to be 

devoted to strengthening a customer relationship. Next, perceived organizational support 

signifies a service firm’s promise to keep its commitment to provide financial, social and 

emotional support to their customers when needed. Finally, brand identification embodies 

a service firm’s promise to fulfill a customer’s needs for self-expression and self-

extension through unique brand connection. Contingent on consumers’ own capabilities 

and resources (i.e., individual traits), consumers will form certain types of psychological 

contracts, which thereby engender consumers’ consequent behaviors as a payment in 

return for the company’s fulfilled promise. These payments range from consumers’ 

sacrifice of a freedom of choice (i.e., consumers’ intentions to remain with the service 

firm) to consumers’ time and effort when participating in the service delivery and 

coproducing the service (i.e., consumers’ coproduction). 

This model can also be understood from a resource exchange perspective. As 

discussed in the previous chapter, in a consumer service relationship, service 

organizations offer resources such as goods, services, social status and respect in 

exchange for consumers’ resources such as payment, loyalty and fidelity. From this 

resource exchange perspective, various marketing strategies (e.g., improving service 
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quality and offering a loyalty program) represent an organization’s resources and 

offerings to consumers in a market. Depending on the quantity and quality of consumers’ 

own resources and capabilities, they would engage in different types of psychological 

contracts to exchange certain kinds of resources with the organization. As argued by 

Johnson and Selnes (2004), in the center of any exchange relationship is the exchange 

process or mechanism, regulating how a consumer’s needs are connected to a supplier’s 

marketing offerings.  A consumer’s needs, determined by a person’s life projects and 

goals, are greatly shaped by the configuration of resources and capabilities stocked by 

that person (Sewell, 1992), while the adoption of certain marketing strategies is a 

reflection of an organization’s capabilities and how its marketing resources are allocated. 

This study argues that the psychological contract, a mental model capturing how the 

exchange process is carried out, is such a mechanism in consumers’ minds, connecting an 

organization’s resources and offerings with consumers’ own resources and capabilities. 

Therefore, our model flows as such that: marketing, as an organization’s investment or 

resource allocation (Srivastava, Shervani, and Fahey, 1998), leads to consumers’ 

formation of certain types of psychological contracts, which bind consumers to behave in 

a certain way. All the hypotheses in the model are summarized in Figure 4.  

Marketing Strategies in a Resource Exchange View 

An important decision faced by top managers in marketing is how to choose 

among strategic marketing initiatives and to allocate organizations’ marketing resources 

accordingly.  Rust, Zeithaml, and Lemon (2004) argued that for a top manager in 

marketing, there are usually three major strategic investment categories: (1) perceived 
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value (Parasuraman, 1997; Zeithaml, 1988), for example, investing in improving service 

quality (2) relationship management (Anderson and Narus, 1990; Gummeson, 1999), for 

example, investing in building up a loyalty program and (3) brand equity (Aaker and 

Keller, 1990), for example, increasing advertising expenditure. In the current research, 

four factors measuring consumers’ perceptions of marketing strategies across these three 

different investment categories are considered: perceived service quality, perceived 

relationship investment, perceived organizational support, and brand identification. 

Perceived service quality is related to the first strategic investment category (i.e., 

perceived value) proposed by Rust et al. (2004). Perceived relationship investment and 

perceived organizational support are both related to the second investment category (i.e., 

relationship management). And perceived brand identification falls into the third 

investment category (i.e., brand equity).  

As discussed earlier in this chapter, the nature of a promissory contract is resource 

exchange. In a consumer service relationship, service organizations offer resources such 

as goods, services, social status and respect in exchange for consumers’ resources such as 

monetary payment, loyalty and fidelity. Based on this resource exchange view, it is 

argued that these four marketing strategies examined in the current research represent an 

organization’s resources and offerings to consumers in a market. For firms, the adoption 

of certain marketing strategies is a reflection of an organization’s capabilities and how its 

marketing investments are allocated. For consumers, each marketing strategy has unique 

symbolic implications in terms of what kind of resource a service firm is offering to them.  
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Foa and Foa (1975) argued that most resources exchanged in a relationship could 

be classified into six basic categories: (1) money, or “any coin, currency or token that 

have some standard unit of exchange value”; (2) goods, which are “tangible products, 

objects or materials”; (3) services, which “involve activities that affect the body or 

belongings … and often constitute labor for another”; (4) information, including “advice, 

opinions, instructions, or enlightenment” as well as expertise or specific knowledge 

(McLean Parks and Smith, 1998); (5) status, which “indicates an evaluative judgment  

conveying prestige, regard or esteem”; (6) love, which is “affectionate regard, warmth, or 

comfort” as well as affiliation or fidelity (McLean Parks and Smith, 1998). 

According to this resource categorization, each of these four marketing strategies 

may signify one or two resources, that a service firm offers to their customers in an 

exchange.  It is apparent that service quality performance represents a resource of 

“services” in one of the six categories. Relationship investment, organizational support 

and brand identification, on the other hand, may convey “status” and/or “love” to its 

customers. Foa and Foa (1980) suggested that, all six resources can vary in terms of their 

degree of particularism/universalism as well as concreteness/symbolism. Particularism 

refers to the significance of the individual who provides the resource, while concreteness 

refers to the observability or tangibility of the resource exchanged.  According to Foa and 

Foa (1980), love and status are more particularistic whereas money is most universal. 

And services are more concrete whereas status and love are more symbolic.  McLean 

Parks and Smith (1998) argued that these characteristics of resources exchanged may 
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impact the type of relationship formed in an exchange, which will be discussed in detail 

in the following sections.  

Psychological Contracts as Relational Schemata 

As agreed in the previous literature, a psychological contract is a relational 

schema in nature, which is a cognitive structure “representing regularities in patterns of 

interpersonal relatedness" (Baldwin, 1992).  Due to one’s information-processing 

limitations, relational schema, functioning as a cognitive map, helps consumers 

streamline their perception process and navigate in a challenging social environment 

(Baldwin, 1992; Macrae and Bodenhausen, 2001).   Specifically, instead of perceiving 

individuals or objects in terms of their unique constellations of attributes and proclivities, 

consumers will activate categorical thinking, interpreting them on the basis of the social 

categories to which they belong (Allport, 1954; Fiske, 1998; Macrae and Bodenhausen, 

2000).   So the next question is, how many qualitative categories has a consumer 

developed in one’s memory in terms of psychological contracts? In other words, what is a 

consumer’s knowledge structure of that consumer’s social interactions with a service firm?  

In organizational behavior literature, psychological contracts appeared to have 

two major categories: transactional and relational contract (Rousseau, 1995). A 

transactional psychological contract is characterized by specified obligation and short-

term relationship duration. The resources such as money, goods, and well-specified 

services, which are substitutable and easily measured, are likely to be exchanged in a 

transactional contract (McLean Parks and Smith, 1998).  Within a transactional contract, 

due to short-term relationship duration, resource exchanges are governed by simultaneous 
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reciprocation. Because of the specificity of contract terms, resources exchanged should 

be of approximately equal value. The exchange focus of a transactional contract is 

economic resources or benefits and the exchange parties are motivated by pure self-

interest, that is, to maximize their own value.   

As compared to a transactional contract, within a relational psychological contract, 

obligations and performances are loosely defined and mutually understood, and the 

relationship term is open-ended. Unlike a transactional contract, a relational contract 

often involves a full range of resources exchange including tangible (e.g., money, product) 

and intangible resources (e.g., status, loyalty and affiliation) (McLean Parks and Smith, 

1998).  The exchange of these resources is often subject to subjective and mutual 

understanding and the exchange parties are willing to accept ambiguity in the contract 

terms. Thus, favors do not need to be returned in exact value. A relational contract is 

characterized by a willingness to honor the intent of the contract rather than the exact 

terms of the contract. Due to the long-term relationship duration, reciprocity can occur in 

a long-term time frame and favors do not need to be returned immediately.  Since non-

pecuniary rather than pecuniary benefits are often the focus of a relational contract, the 

parties often have each other’s interest in mind, attempting to achieve benefits 

collectively.   

In service relationships, these two types of psychological contracts 

aforementioned may also exist. The two different reasons (i.e., dependency and 

dedication) proposed by Bendapudi and Berry (1997) about why consumers maintain a 

relationship with service providers may provide some evidence. In a dependency-based 
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relationship, consumers continue the relationship with the service provider based on 

perceived costs of leaving as opposed to benefits of remaining. In other words, this type 

of relationship is calculation-based and entails exchanges of economic resources, which 

is similar to a transactional contract.  In contrast, in a dedication-based relationship, 

consumers continue the relationship with the service provider based on trust and 

attitudinal commitment. This type of relationship focuses on consumers’ affective 

responses and implies exchanges of socioemotional resources, which is similar to a 

relational contract.  

Additional evidence was provided by Gwinner, Gremler and Bitner (1998) when 

they discussed the relational benefits identified for consumers to engage in a strong 

relationship with their service providers. Special treatment benefits are more consistent 

with the nature of transactional contracts. They reflect both economic and customization 

aspects of relational benefits, including price discount, extra and faster services, etc. In 

contrast, confidence and social benefits are psychological or social in nature, including 

less anxiety, higher trust, recognition, etc. Hence, these two dimensions of relational 

benefits are more in line with the nature of a relational contract.  

In summary, if a transactional contract is formed, the service provider is obligated 

to provide special treatment benefits, in exchange for consumers’ behavioral loyalty. 

However, if a relational contract is formed, the service provider is obligated to provide 

psychological and social benefits, in exchange for consumers’ attitudinal loyalty. 

In addition to these two major categories in organizational behavior literature, 

relationship marketing literature (e.g., Goodwin, 1996; Aggarwal, 2004) suggests a third 
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category of psychological contract. It is called communal contract in this study. Goodwin 

(1996) argues that despite its commercial core, service relationships can resemble those 

in friendship and with family members and involve a communality dimension. Different 

from a relational contract which is governed by the norm of reciprocity, a communal 

contract is not contingent on what has been previously given or received in an exchange. 

In communal exchange, one party gives benefits to meet the needs of the other party due 

to concern for the welfare of the other party (Mills and Clark, 1994). For example, 

service providers and consumers may help each other beyond what is required for service 

delivery for the sake of the other’s enhanced benefits (Goodwin, 1996). Furthermore, 

what one party gets from the other does not create an obligation for this party to return 

anything (Coyle-Shapiro and Conway, 2004). In other words, a communal contract is 

governed by the norm of taking care of the needs of one another other than reciprocity 

(Clark and Mills, 1993).  

In summary, this study argues that there are three major qualitatively distinct 

categories in consumers’ relational schemata that consumers use to organize, evaluate, 

and coordinate most social interactions with their service firms. Each of these categories 

is one type of psychological contract, governed by distinguishable resource exchange 

norms.  

H1: In consumer-service firm relationships, consumers hold psychological 

contracts with service firms in three major categories: transactional, relational and 

communal contracts.  
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Marketing Strategies and Psychological Contract 

Consumers’ perceptions of different marketing strategies offered by a firm may 

determine their formation of types of psychological contracts with the firm.  Specifically, 

it is argued that firms’ various strategies for allocating marketing resources or firms’ 

different marketing offerings to consumers in exchange may activate consumers’ 

different relational schemata, representing various types of psychological contract that 

consumers may develop with service firms (Fiske, 1991, 1992). These schemata define 

the cognitive structure residing in consumers’ long-term memory, by which consumers 

organize, evaluate, and coordinate most of their social interactions with service firms 

(Fiske, 1991, 1992). Furthermore, it is argued that one marketing strategy related to one 

type of resource category can only activate the relational schema or the psychological 

contract that is congruent with the type of resource offered in that strategy.  For example, 

if the resource belonging to a socio-emotional category such as love is offered, a 

psychological contract capturing pure economic exchange such as a transactional contract 

may not be activated. As Smith, Bolton, and Wagner (1999) suggested, consumers may 

assign economic and social resources to different mental accounts.  As a result, certain 

types of resources are likely to be exchanged in certain types of contracts (Foa and Foa, 

1974, 1980).  As a relational schema, each type of psychological contract has a 

qualitatively distinct structure (Fiske, 1991) and will be activated by a congruent type of 

resources exchanged.  
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Next, four factors measuring consumers’ perceptions of marketing strategies, 

including perceived service quality, perceived relationship investment, perceived 

organizational support, and perceived brand identification, will be discussed respectively. 

Service Quality Performance 

Rather than assessing quality in a unidimensional way, customers judge quality 

based on their perceptions of multiple service attributes (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and 

Berry, 1985; 1988). As such, service quality is defined as customers’ evaluation of 

service attributes. Previous research by Parasuraman, Zeithmal, and Berry (1988, 1991) 

noted that customers consistently evaluate service on five dimensions: reliability, 

responsiveness, assurance, empathy, and tangibles.  These dimensions represent how 

customers organize information about service quality in their minds (Parasuraman, 

Zeithaml, and Berry, 1985; 1988).  Although service quality has been operationalized as a 

comparison between customers’ service expectation and their perceived service 

performance (e.g., Parasuraman et al. 1988), researchers (e.g., Cronin and Taylor, 1992; 

Parasuraman, Zeithmal, and Berry 1994) generally have agreed that the use of 

performance perceptions of services can be a better measure of service quality, especially 

for the purpose of explaining variance in dependent constructs. Thus, instead of 

conceptualizing service quality as performance-minus-expectation gap, service quality 

performance itself is adopted as the construct.  

Service quality is a focused evaluation reflecting customers’ perception of 

specific attributes of a service (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry, 1985; 1988). In terms 

of resource characteristics discussed by Foa and Foa (1975), service quality is very 
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specified and concrete rather than inclusive and symbolic. This characteristic of service 

quality is congruent with the characteristics of a transactional psychological contract, 

wherein exchange terms are specified. McLean Parks and Smith (1998) also argued that 

resources that are easily measured and less associated with one’s identity are likely to be 

exchanged in a transactional contract.  In this case, service quality delivered from the 

firm side may fall into “services” category, which is relatively universal and concrete 

among the six resource categories.  As a result, when consumers perceive a higher level 

of service quality performance, transactional contracts rather than other types of 

psychological contracts are more likely to be activated.  

In a transactional contract, customers pay the firm to get the promised service.  As 

long as a firm invests in maintaining its core service attributes such as delivering the 

promised service dependably and accurately, a customer will keep patronizing the firm.  

The exchange between customers and their firms is strictly an economic one.  Customers 

only care whether the service performance of the firm is worth the money they pay and 

will, therefore, carefully monitor and compare what they get, relative to what they pay.  

In summary, when specified and tangible resources are offered in an exchange, customers 

are more likely to form a transactional contract. However, it does not mean that when 

high service quality performance is perceived, it will not activate the other two types of 

contracts at all. Rather, it means transactional contract will be more salient in consumers’ 

mind when service is cognitively evaluated in multiple dimensions.  In other words, 

service quality performance may explain more variance in consumers’ transactional 

contract than in the other two types of contracts.  
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H2: Consumers’ perceptions of service firms’ service quality performance are 

positively related to transactional psychological contracts. 

H3: Consumers’ perceptions of service firms’ service quality performance are 

more strongly related to their transactional psychological contracts than to (a) 

relational and (b) communal psychological contracts.  

Perceived Relationship Investment 

Relationship investment refers to the resources, efforts, and attention that a firm 

devotes to maintaining or strengthening relationships with its customers (De Wulf et al., 

2001, Ganesan 1994).  Specifically, there are two broad categories that firms usually 

invest in to keep regular customers who shop with them. First is preferential treatment 

(Gwinner et al., 1998). A firm can treat and serve its regular customers better than its 

nonregular customers (De Wulf et al., 2001).  For example, a firm may offer special 

discounts or gift incentives to reward its regular customers. Also, a firm may provide 

faster or extra services for its regular customers. The second investment area is personal 

recognition (De Wulf et al., 2001).  A firm can interact with its regular customers in a 

warm and personal way in order to strengthen customer relationships (Odekerken-

Schröder, De Wulf, and Schumacher, 2003). For example, a firm may ask its employees 

to address regular customers by name (Howard, Gengler, and Jain, 1995) or engage in 

friendly and personal conversations with regular customers (Crosby et al., 1990).    

When a firm invests in offering preferential treatment to its regular customers, no 

matter whether the treatment is in the form of price discount, free gifts or faster service, 

in customers’ perception, all of them may communicate their special status as relational 
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customers to the firm (Gwinner et al., 1998). As a result, preferential treatment in 

relationship investment provided by the firm may fall into the resource category of 

“status,” conveying customers’ prestige and esteem in an exchange.  By contrast, when a 

firm invests in personal recognition, customers will perceive the warmth, comfort, and 

affect delivered in a friendly conversation or a personal greeting. As a result, by investing 

in personal recognition, a service firm offers “love” as a resource in an exchange.  

Among the six basic resource categories, “status” and “love” are relatively 

intangible, symbolic and particularly associated with providers’ identity. These resource 

characteristics are congruent with the characteristics of a relational psychological contract, 

wherein exchange terms are loosely defined and reciprocations are expected to occur in a 

longer timeframe and do not need to be in exact quality or quantity.  In other words, 

“status” and “love,” belonging to the social resources category, are less likely to activate 

a transactional contract in one’s mind, which is more congruent with economic resource 

exchanges.  McLean Parks and Smith (1998) also noted that resources that are highly 

particular and symbolic are likely to be exchanged in a more open-ended manner. 

Therefore, when a firm makes a specific investment (i.e., preferential treatment and 

personal recognition) in its relational customers, special status and love is perceived and 

received by customers, which may in turn activate a relational psychological contract in 

their relational schemata. As a result, customers are most likely to form a relational 

contract.  However, as is aforementioned in service quality section, it does not mean that 

perceptions of high relationship investments will not activate the other two types of 
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contracts at all. Rather, it means a relational contract will be more salient in consumers’ 

minds when relationship investments are perceived. 

H4: Consumers’ perceptions of service firms’ personal recognition are positively 

related to relational psychological contracts.  

H5: Consumers’ perceptions of personal recognition are more strongly related to 

their relational psychological contracts than to (a) transactional and (b) communal 

psychological contracts.  

H6: Consumers’ perceptions of service firms’ preferential treatment are positively 

related to relational psychological contracts.  

H7: Consumers’ perceptions of preferential treatment are more strongly related to 

their psychological relational contracts than to (a) transactional and (b) communal 

psychological contracts.  

Perceived Organizational Support 

Perceived organizational support (POS) refers to customers’ beliefs about the 

extent to which an organization values their contributions and cares for their well-being 

(Eisenberger et al., 1986).  This construct represents the degree of physical, social and 

emotional support that a customer expects from the organization in a variety of situations. 

For example, the construct considers to what extent a firm may help its customers when 

they encounter service problems or to what extent a firm may appreciate its customers’ 

efforts when they offer their suggestions in improving the firm’s service performance. It 

is worth mentioning that although the target of this construct is the organization (i.e., the 

firm) itself, to some extent, it is also a reflection of service employees’ attitudes and 
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behaviors toward customers. As noted by Levinson (1965), people tend to perceive 

actions by agents of the organization as actions of the organization itself.  

Customers’ perceptions of organizational support represent the organization’s 

caring, approval, respect and ultimately commitment to customers (Rhodes and 

Eisenberger, 2002). This means that among the six basic resource categories suggested by 

Foa and Foa (1975), the firm is offering “love,” the most particularistic resource, in the 

social exchange with the customer. Therefore, similar to perceived relationship 

investment, POS may activate customers’ relational psychological contract in their 

relational schemata and lead to the formation of a relational contract by customers.  

POS, however, does not merely fulfill customers’ socioemotional needs to feel 

respected and reassured by offering help and extra service when needed. More 

importantly, POS strengthens one’s beliefs that the firm recognizes and values one’s 

opinions and contributions to the service delivery process (Rhodes and Eisenberger, 

2002). Those beliefs lead customers to incorporate their organizational membership into 

their social identity (Rhodes and Eisenberger, 2002), which may fulfill customers’ higher 

level needs for growth and achievement.  Hence, it is likely that customers who perceive 

a higher level of organizational support will show care and concern for the other party’s 

welfare other than expectation of reciprocation, which is the motivation of a communal 

relationship. As such, it is argued that POS may also activate a communal contract in 

one’s mind.  

H8: Consumers’ perceived service firms’ organizational support (POS) is 

positively related to relational psychological contracts. 
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H9: Consumers’ perceived service firms’ organizational support (POS) is 

positively related to communal psychological contracts. 

H10: Consumers’ perceived service firms’ organizational support (POS) is more 

strongly related to (a) relational and (b) communal psychological contracts than to 

transactional psychological contracts. 

Brand Identification 

Brand identification refers to the extent to which consumers define themselves in 

terms of a particular brand (Mael and Ashforth, 1992; Kim, Han, and Park, 2001).  In 

their social identity research, Tajfel and Turner (1985) argued that, in addition to personal 

identity reflected by individuals’ abilities and interests, social identity, indicated by one’s 

salient group classification, is another important component of one’s self-concept.  This 

study argues that brand identification is a specific form of social identification where 

consumers define themselves in terms of their relationships with a particular brand. Using 

idiographic analysis, Fournier (1998) found that the brand delivers important identity 

concerns and helps to express a significant aspect of self.   

For consumers, through brand identification, the brand provides self expressive or 

symbolic benefits above the purely rational and economic level (Berry, 2000). Strong 

self-connections offered by brand identification cultivate one’s feelings of uniqueness 

and dependency (Drigotas and Rusbult, 1992) and satisfy one’s needs for self-definition 

and self-expression.  For organizations, through brand identification, a customer may 

perceive oneself as psychologically intertwined with the fate of the organization, 

experiencing its successes and failures as one’s own (Tolman, 1943). It is worth noting 
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that in services, the positive impacts of a service brand can be easily transferred to the 

organization because the company itself becomes the primary brand in services (Berry, 

2000). This is different from the context of products, where people can purchase Folger’s 

coffee, without knowing it is a division of Procter and Gamble (Berry, 2000).   

In summary, through brand identification, customers perceive their organization 

as an extension of the self and the oneness that customers feel with the organization 

makes them experience an organization's successes and failures as their own.  In other 

words, the strong emotional connections and self-extension engendered by brand 

identification varnishes one’s search for self-interest in a relationship.  Instead, watching 

out for the other party’s welfare and being responsive to the other party’s needs become 

the norm of the relationship. Based on these rationales, it is argued that brand 

identification may activate a communal psychological contract in one’s relational 

schemata, wherein each party feels responsible and responsive to the other’s needs and is 

willing to incur costs in order to meet the other’s needs (Clarks and Mills, 1993).  When 

identifying with a service brand, customers become more other-interest or benevolent. 

Returning favors of a service firm in a tit for tat approach may transform the relationship 

into an economic one, and the parties may strongly prefer a delayed reward rather than an 

immediate one.  

H11: Consumers’ brand identification with service firms is positively related to 

communal psychological contracts.  
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H12: Consumers’ brand identification with service firms is more strongly related 

to communal psychological contracts than to (a) transactional and (b) relational 

psychological contracts.  

Individual Traits as Moderators 

Psychological contracts are relational schemata, representing how customers 

perceive and categorize their various interactions with service firms. As discussed in the 

previous section, residing in consumers’ long-term memory, these relationship categories 

(i.e., psychological contract) may be activated when congruent types of exchange 

resources offered by service firms are present as stimuli.  This section will expand on 

how consumers’ individual traits may play a role in the regulation of category activation. 

According to Macrae and Bodenhausen (2001), category salience, chronic accessibility, 

and goal relevance appear to moderate the activation of categorical thinking. It is argued 

that consumers’ need variation in services, which represents their fundamental goal 

difference while entering into a service exchange, may eliminate or promote one’s 

categorical thinking in certain types of psychological contracts. Furthermore, it is posited 

that consumers’ chronic beliefs about exchange in relationship may also moderate the 

activation of a psychological contract in consumers’ minds.  

Consumer needs in services 

ERG theory by Alderfer (1972) categorized human needs into three broad 

categories: existence, relatedness, and growth. Existence needs are driven by the goal of 

obtaining a material substance and are concerned with all of the various physiological 

and material desires. For example, the classic drives of hunger and thirst as well as other 
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material needs like work-related pay, fringe benefits, and physical safety are all included.  

Relatedness needs are the desires people have for relationships with significant others. 

Different from existence needs, relatedness needs are characterized by a mutual sharing 

of thoughts and feelings and cannot be satisfied without mutuality. Growth needs include 

desires of people to have creative and productive effects upon themselves and upon their 

environment.  By utilizing and developing one’s skills and capabilities in solving 

problems, one’s growth needs can be satisfied.  Psychologically, fulfilling one’s growth 

needs makes one feel a greater wholeness or fullness as a human being. 

Consumers’ needs in services may vary due to their different life stages and 

socioeconomic statuses (Schmitt et al., 1978). For example, in a banking service, 

convenient and prompt services may be desired by some consumers, which represent 

their existence needs in the process of services consumption, while others may desire 

friendly and personalized services, which are a reflection of their relatedness needs (Chiu 

and Lin, 2004). Additionally, there are some other customers who prefer to learn about 

new services options and are willing to participate in services delivery and services 

improvement, which fall into the category of consumers’ growth needs (Chiu and Lin, 

2004).  

In terms of the relationship between consumers’ needs in services and their 

psychological contract, it is argued that consumers’ strength of need in different 

categories may moderate the activation of consumers’ psychological contracts. From a 

resource exchange perspective, the need variation among consumers is determined by the 

configuration of resources and capabilities they stock and accumulate in their life (Sewell, 
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1992).  Consumers in different life stages and socioeconomic status have different life 

projects and therefore have distinct goals when exchanging with service firms.  In the 

literature of categorical thinking, empirical evidence indicates that category activation 

does not occur under conditions in which the social meaning of a target is irrelevant to a 

perceiver’s current goal (Macrae et al., 1997).  Furthermore, individuals’ goal states may 

not only eliminate category activation, but may also promote categorical thinking 

(Macrae and Bodenhausen, 2000).  

Applying this logic to the current services contexts, even when consumers high in 

existence needs are offered preferential treatment by the service provider, a relational 

psychological contract may not be activated in these consumers’ minds. A relational 

contract category is irrelevant with consumers’ current goal to fulfill existence needs in 

services, and consumers high in existence needs are only interested in functional aspects 

rather than social benefits of a relationship with a service provider. On the contrary, 

consumers’ existence needs may promote their activation of a transactional contract when 

high service quality is offered in the exchange. By the same token, consumers high in 

relatedness needs seek for a sense of belonging and self-esteem when interacting with 

service firms.  Economical resources such as core service quality offered by a service 

provider are irrelevant to these consumers who are more interested in exchanging social 

resources with a service provider. As a result, consumers’ relatedness needs may prevent 

the activation of a transactional contract even when congruent resources are offered.  

Such needs may, however, promote their activation of a relational contract when 

congruent types of resources with a relational contract are offered in the exchange 
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because the social meaning of these resources is relevant to consumers’ current goal in 

services.  The same logic can apply to consumers high in growth needs.  

Although there are no empirical studies researching on relationships between 

consumers’ need strength and their perception of the type of psychological contract, in 

organizational behavior literature, Schmitt et al. (1978) found that employees’ level of 

needs in different categories influences how their job characteristics are perceived.  

Specifically, the results of their study indicated that individuals high in growth need are 

more likely to perceive their jobs as autonomous, while individuals high in relatedness 

need are more likely to perceive their jobs as requiring interpersonal interactions and 

having impacts on people. 

 H13: Consumers’ strength of existence needs (a) strengthens the positive 

relationship between service quality performances and transactional contract in 

H2, but (b) weakens the positive relationships between perceived relationship 

investment and relational contract in H4 and H6, (c) organizational support and 

relational contract in H8 as well as (d) that between brand identification and 

communal contract in H11. 

H14: Consumers’ strength of relatedness needs (a) strengthens the positive 

relationships between perceived relationship investment and relational contract in 

H4 and H6, and that (b) between organizational support and relational contract in 

H8, but (c) weakens the positive relationship between service quality 

performances and transactional contract in H2 and that (d) between brand 

identification and communal contract in H11.  
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 H15: Consumers’ strength of growth needs (a) strengthens the positive 

relationship between brand identification and communal contract in H11, but (b) 

weakens the positive relationship between service quality performances and 

transactional contract in H2 as well as (c) those between perceived relationship 

investment and relational contract in H4 and H6 and that (d) between 

organizational support and relational contract in H8.  

Individual traits related to exchange relationship 

Equity-sensitivity   Equity sensitivity is a personality variable, accounting for 

individual differences in reactions to inequity (O’Neil and Mone, 1998).  Sauley and 

Bedeian (2000) noted that people high in equity sensitivity pay more attention to outputs 

and expect more in return than others for a given level of inputs, while people low in 

equity sensitivity focus more on their own inputs and are, therefore, less sensitive to 

equity issues in exchange.  Furthermore, in organizational behavior literature, Miles, 

Hatfield, and Huseman (1994) suggested that people high in equity sensitivity place 

importance on tangible extrinsic benefits such as pay, status, and fringe benefits, whereas 

employees low in equity sensitivity place importance on intangible intrinsic benefits such 

as a sense of accomplishment and feelings of personal worth. As a result, Raja, Johns, 

and Ntalianis (2004) found that employees with high equity sensitivity are more likely to 

form transactional contracts with their organizations.  Based on the aforementioned 

evidence, it can be inferred that the relational category of transactional contracts is more 

salient and chronically accessible to consumers who are very sensitive to equity issues in 

exchange. Since Macrae and Bodenhausen (2001) indicate that category salience and 
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chronic accessibility play an important role in regulating one’s category activation, it is 

argued that a transactional contract is more likely to be activated in consumers high in 

equity sensitivity when a stimulus presents. In contrast, the relational category of 

relational and communal contracts is more likely to be activated for consumers low in 

equity sensitivity.  

H16: Consumers’ degree of equity sensitivity (a) strengthens the positive 

relationship between service quality performances and transactional contract in 

H2, but (b) weakens the positive relationships between perceived relationship 

investment and relational contract in H4 and H6, (c) the positive relationship 

between organizational support and relational contract in H8, as well as (d) the 

relationship between brand identification and communal contract in H11. 

Creditor ideology.   Creditor ideology represents one’s dispositional orientation 

towards the use of reciprocation for self-gain (Eisenberger, Cotterell, and Marvel, 1987). 

As noted by Eisenberger, Cotterell, and Marvel (1987, p. 743), “individuals may differ in 

their readiness to reciprocate benefits on the basis of ideologies concerning the most 

effective ways to strengthen exchange relationships.”  Creditors who score high on 

creditor ideology prefer to return greater favors than previously received and have others 

in their debt because they believe the norm of reciprocity will produce generous 

repayment (Greenberg and Westcott, 1983).  In the employment relationship, Coyle-

Shapiro and Neuman (2004) found that creditors are more likely to maintain the 

relationship with their employer through increased perception of their obligations to their 

employer and fulfilling those obligations to a greater extent.  In summary, individuals 
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high in creditor ideology have a stronger belief in the norm of reciprocity and, therefore, 

a higher readiness to reciprocate benefits. This means that other than the transactional 

contract category, the category of relational contract characterized by high reciprocity is 

more salient and chronically accessible to consumers who are creditors. As a result, a 

relational contract is more likely to be activated in consumers high in creditor ideology 

when a stimulus presents.  

H17: Consumers’ degree of creditor ideology (a) strengthens the positive 

relationships between perceived relationship investment in H4 and H6, as well as 

(b) that between organizational support and relational contract in H8, but (c) 

weakens the positive relationship between service quality performances and 

transactional contract in H2, as well as (d) that between brand identification and 

communal contract in H11. 

Psychological Contracts and Customers’ Behavior 

In this section, resource exchange theory will be employed to explain the 

relationship between different types of psychological contracts and the customer behavior 

they engender accordingly. Foa and Foa (1976, 1980) argued that resource proximity is 

one of the basic principles of resource exchange. They believe that similar rather than 

distinct resources are more likely to be exchanged between two parties. As discussed 

before, consumers’ various behavioral consequences represent consumers’ different types 

of resources and capabilities they want to exchange with a service provider. Bound by the 

proximity principle of resource exchange, a certain type of psychological contract, 

activated by a certain type of firms’ resource offering, will induce consumers to use only 
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certain types of resources proximal to a firm’s resource offering to complete the 

exchange. For example, consumers’ attitudinal loyalty will be engendered only by their 

relational or communal psychological contract which has been activated by firms’ 

offerings of social and emotional resources such as organizational support.  

Intention to Remain 

Intention to remain is the perceived likelihood that consumers will continue a 

relationship with the organization in the near future (Becker, Randall and Riegel, 1995).  

Consumers may intend to stay with the current organization for various reasons.  

Regardless of the nature of the psychological contract, all types of psychological 

contracts imply heightened binding of the individual to an organization. The communal 

contract is characterized by strong self-definition and emotional connection. The norms 

governing the communal contract are low equivalence, low immediacy, and other-interest.  

These norms imply that communal contract has a long-term relationship frame and 

consumers forming communal contracts desire to increase the welfare of the company by 

staying in the relationship. Therefore, it is expected that consumers forming a communal 

contract will be the least likely to leave their firm.  

Relational contracts are governed by reciprocity and mutual interest (Rousseau 

and Tijoriwala, 1998). In a relational contract, consumers desire to remain in the 

relationship due to the social and emotional benefits and reciprocal feelings engendered 

in their relational contracts. Customers may feel obligated to reciprocate a firm’s 

relationship investment and physical and emotional support by staying with the firm. 

Similar to communal contracts, relational contracts also have a long-term basis. The 
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relationship bond in a relational contract can be as strong as that in a communal contract, 

dependent on different situations. Therefore, consumers’ intention to remain between 

these two types of contracts are not compared.  

Finally, in a transactional contract, consumers want to stay with the current 

service provider merely due to the economic benefits. Thus, consumers forming a 

transactional contract may carefully monitor whether the service performance of the firm 

is worth the money they pay. They are most likely to leave the firm if better alternatives 

become available in the market or service performance does not live up to expectations.  

H18: Consumers’ intention to remain with a service firm is positively related to 

transactional psychological contracts.  

H19: Consumers’ intention to remain with a service firm is positively related to 

relational psychological contracts.  

H20: Consumers’ intention to remain with a service firm is positively related to 

communal psychological contracts.  

H21: Consumers’ intention to remain with a service firm is more strongly related 

to (a) relational and (b) communal psychological contracts than to transactional 

psychological contracts. 

Co-production 

 Coproduction refers to the extent to which consumers are involved in the 

development and marketing of organizations’ services (Bettencourt, 1997; Gruen, 

Summers, and Acito, 2000). Consumers’ coproduction behaviors are, to some extent, 

similar to employees’ organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs), which are extra-role 
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and promote organizational effectiveness (Organ, 1988).    Schein (1980) argues that a 

psychological contract can act as a powerful determinant of employees’ organizational 

behavior.  

Prior research has suggested that psychological contracts help to define the terms 

and obligations of the exchange between individuals and their organizations (Robinson 

and Morrison, 1995; Shore and Barksdale, 1998). In contrast to a transactional 

psychological contract based purely on economic exchanges, a relational psychological 

contract has the basis of social exchanges, which involve a general expectation of 

reciprocation (Blau, 1964). According to social exchange theory, in a relational contract, 

each party engages in voluntary actions with the belief that the other party will 

reciprocate these behaviors in the long run (Homans, 1961). In organizational behavior 

literature, when employees perceive that their employment relationship is based upon the 

foundation of a fair social exchange, they are motivated to engage in extra-role behaviors 

(Moorman, 1991; Organ, 1988).  Likewise, consumers who form a relational contract 

with their service organizations will engage in coproduction behaviors to reciprocate the 

positive actions of their organization. In contrast, consumers with a transactional contract, 

who are not bound by any obligations to reciprocate, will be less likely to engage in 

coproduction.  

As OCBs, consumers’ coproduction behaviors are beyond individuals’ own 

interests and may even occasionally incur personal cost (Podsakoff et al., 2000). The 

strength of communal contract is determined by the party’s willingness to incur costs in 

order to meet the other’s needs (Clarks and Mills, 1993).  Therefore, consumers forming 
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a communal contract may contribute to an organization’s effectiveness despite personal 

cost. In contrast, consumers with a relational contract are only bound by the obligations 

of reciprocation and may not support the organization to the extent of being responsive to 

the firm’s needs.  

H22: Consumers’ co-production with a service firm is positively related to 

relational psychological contracts. 

H23: Consumers’ co-production with a service firm is positively related to 

communal psychological contracts. 

H24: Consumers’ coproduction with a service firm is more strongly related to 

communal than to relational psychological contracts.  
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CHAPTER 4 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Data Collection and Sample 

In order to understand how a firm’s marketing strategies as well as its interactions 

with one’s individual traits may influence consumers’ consequent behaviors through the 

activation of different types of psychological contracts in services contexts, a cross-

sectional survey design was employed.  Data were collected via a web-based self-

administered survey.  The reason for using web-based survey is that it has great 

advantages in operational costs, responding speed, and convenience.  Compared with 

mail survey, it saves mailing costs and is able to collect data from a large number of 

geographically-dispersed respondents in a very short time period (Sue and Ritter, 2007).  

Furthermore, the sample was purchased from a well-maintained consumer panel, which 

closely represents the U.S. population in gender, age, income and ethnicity (Markettools, 

2006).  

In order to reduce the possible effect of service type on the generalizability of the 

results, this study sought to obtain responses from a wide variety of service firm types. 

Three variations of a questionnaire based on Bowen’s (1990) three service firm 

classifications were employed.  The reason for using Bowen’s taxonomy rather than other 

conceptual typologies proposed in the past literature (e.g., Lovelock, 1983) was due to its 

reliance on empirical tests (Gwinner et al. 1998). Bowen’s three service firm 

classification concluded from a cluster analysis of consumers’ perceptions of services and 

includes three distinct groups. Group 1 consisted of those services directed at people and 

characterized by high customer contact and high customization (e.g., financial consulting, 
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medical care, travel agency, and hair care services). Group 2 was composed of services 

directed at things, wherein moderate to low customer contact and low customization are 

common (e.g., shoe repair, retail banking, pest control, and pool maintenance). Group 3 

contained those services typically directed at people, with standardized service solutions 

and moderate customer contact (e.g., airlines, movie theaters, cafeterias, and grocery 

stores).  

Three questionnaire variations (See Appendix A), each representing one of 

Bowen’s (1990) three service categories, were designed to elicit responses regarding a 

service firm from one of three categories.  Specifically, these three versions of the 

questionnaire differed only by the first screening question wherein 12 to 15 types of 

services, all belonging to one of three service categories, were listed.  In this question, a 

respondent was asked to identify a specific service firm from the service types listed, 

which they have patronized frequently in the past six months.  Respondents were then 

asked to answer the following structured questions based on their experience with this 

service firm.  These structured questions were the measures of the variables used to test 

the hypothesized relationships in the model.  The types of service firms contained in each 

version of questionnaire were listed in Table 4.1. 

Prior to the final survey, a pre-test was conducted with a convenience sample of 

approximately 15 graduate students for comprehension and clarity. The subjects were 

asked to circle words or phrases they found confusing, reword statements in their own 

words, and make any other general comments about the item statements. This pre-test 

helped to test the suitability of the instrument and reduce measurement error, thus 

increasing the internal validity of the study.   
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For the final survey, a national sample of approximately 750 general consumers 

(250 for each service category), who are 18 years or older, was purchased from an online 

survey research firm that maintains a consumer panel consisting of approximately 2.5 

million consumers from which they conduct survey research.  This survey research firm 

continued to collect responses from their consumer panel members until at least 750 

responses were received. According to Markettools (2006), this panel closely represented 

the U.S. population in gender, age, income and ethnicity and the only underrepresented 

groups among consumers in the panel include the youngest age group, the lowest income 

group, and African Americans.  Incentives for participation in online surveys were 

provided by the firm through awarding panel members cumulative points redeemable for 

merchandise and services such as popular movies, music, and gift cards.  Panelists also 

earned entries into the monthly cash sweepstakes totaling $5,000 each month.  

Measures Development 

The measures used in this study were adapted from existing literature to the focal 

context whenever possible.  Because of a lack of pre-existing scales related to consumers’ 

transactional, relational and communal contracts in services context, a literature search as 

well as an open-ended survey was employed to develop the scale of these different types 

of psychological contracts.  

Consumers’ Psychological Contracts 

According to the section of the literature review on psychological contract, in 

organizational behavior literature, most of the measures of psychological contracts are 

concerned with employees’ perceptions of the contributions they owe to the organization 

as well as the inducements the organization promises them in return (Rousseau 1990; 
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McLeans Parks, Kidder, and Gallagher 1998).  These measures usually comprise two sets 

of items, elaborating both the employee’s and organization’s view of what specific 

obligations are expected from each other in exchange (Rousseau, 1990; Herriot, Manning 

and Kidd, 1997).  Within these measures, different types of psychological contracts are 

distinguished from each other by the employee or employer’s different obligations 

expected in exchange. For example, within a relational contract, employees expect 

growth and job security from an employer, while within a transactional contract, 

employees expect contract-specific pay and working hours (Rousseau, 1990).  In 

summary, in the OB literature, the various types of psychological contracts are 

differentiated by what kinds of resources are exchanged rather than by how resources are 

exchanged between two parties.  

Millward and Hopkin’s (1998) study is the only one published in OB literature 

attempting to give an exchange view in measuring psychological contracts and show the 

linkage between the organization’s inducements and the employee’s contributions. 

Furthermore, a literature search indicated that the type of psychological contract may 

vary as a function of different configurations of reciprocity norms that govern the 

exchange process between parties (Uhl-Bien and Maslyn 2003). In other words, the 

distinct exchange process underlying each type of psychological contract can be located 

along a continuum of three dimensions of reciprocity. Therefore, the psychological 

contract measures used by Millward and Hopkin’s (1998) study and the reciprocity 

measures used by Uhl-Bien and Maslyn’s (2003) study were integrated to generate the 

item pool for measures of various types of psychological contracts.  
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In addition, an open-ended survey (See Appendix A) was conducted with 35 

consumers to generate additional items and further enrich the item pool. These consumers 

were first asked to identify a service provider that they have frequently patronized in the 

past six months. They were then provided with a rich description of psychological 

contract and a few examples of how people may describe their psychological contract 

with a service provider. Next, they were probed with a series of questions regarding how 

to describe their psychological contracts with the service provider they identified 

previously. Themes emerged from the answers of this open-ended survey and not 

captured by the existent measures collected from literature review were included as 

additional items in the item pool.  

The construct of psychological contract was measured on a 7-point Likert scale 

anchored by “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree.”  Specific items that were included 

in the initial item pool to measure each variable and the source of items comprising each 

measure are shown in Table 4.2.  

After creating the scales for consumers’ psychological contracts, the scale items 

of all the constructs were pretested with 15 consumers for comprehension and relevance.  

After being modified on the basis of the pretest, the scale items were presented to a panel 

of five academic experts (See Appendix B). Items not having face validity were dropped.  

As a result, two items were eliminated from the transactional psychological contract scale: 

“I do not care what this service firm does for me in the long run, only what it does right 

now,” and “My relationship with this service firm is impersonal-I have little emotional 

involvement.” Four items were eliminated from the communal psychological contract 
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scale: “This service firm and I treat each other as a friend,” “This service firm and I truly 

care about each other”.  

In order to further refine the scales, after the final data were collected, the initial 

sample was randomly split in half to conduct exploratory and confirmatory factor 

analysis on separate samples respectively.  Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was 

conducted first on one half of the sample (N=348) to screen the scales initially, using 

principal axis factoring analysis as the extraction method and promax as the rotation 

method. The results of EFA generated a four-factor solution other than a three-factor one. 

In other words, except for the three types of psychological contract that were previously 

proposed in the study, a new type of psychological contract also emerged from the 

analysis as a fourth factor. Careful examination of the items composed of this new factor 

revealed that it actually measured the negative aspect of psychological contract, which 

represented the negative relationships consumers may form with their service firms.  

Given that all the hypotheses are proposed based on positive aspects of psychological 

contract, this new type of psychological contract was not taken into consideration in the 

following hypotheses testing. For items measuring transactional, relational and 

communal contract, only the ones having factor loadings higher than .4 and not cross-

loading on more than one factor were retained for further analysis.  As a result, five items 

were eliminated from the relational psychological contract scale: “If this firm’s service 

fails me, it provides a good service recovery,” “This service firm and I treat each other 

with respect,” “This service firm and I are honest with each other,” “This service firm 

and I try to be flexible with each other,” and “This service firm and I look out for one 

another.” One item, “I am more concerned that this service firm gets what it needs than I 
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am about satisfying my own interests,” was eliminated from the communal psychological 

contract scale.  

Next, by using Liseral 8.8, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was implemented 

on the other half of the sample (N=352) to confirm the factor structure resulting from the 

EFA. All the items for each scale have factor loadings higher than .5 and were retained 

for further analysis. The results of CFA were presented in Table 4.3.    

Service Quality (Performance) 

Service quality is defined as customers’ evaluation of service attributes. Previous 

research notes that customers consistently evaluate service on five major dimensions: 

reliability, responsiveness, assurance, empathy, and tangibles (Parasuraman, Zeithmal, 

and Berry, 1988, 1991).  These dimensions represent how customers organize 

information about service quality in their minds.  Instead of conceptualizing service 

quality as performance-minus-expectation gap, service quality performance itself is 

adopted as our construct in this study. The reason is that researchers (e.g., Cronin and 

Taylor, 1992; Parasuraman, Zeithmal, and Berry 1994) have generally agreed that the use 

of performance perceptions of services can be a better measure of service quality, 

especially for the purpose of explaining variance in dependent constructs. 

The scale for service quality performance was adapted from Cronin, Brady, and 

Hult (2000). This 10-item scale is a simplified version of service quality performance, 

developed from Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry’s (1985) multi-dimensional scale of 

service quality. Therefore, all dimensions have been captured by these ten items. A 

seven-point Likert-type scale, ranging from “very low” to “very high,” was used to assess 
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service quality performance. An example item is “Generally, the physical facilities and 

employees are neat and clean”.  

Perceived Relationship Investment    

Relationship investment refers to the resources, efforts, and attention that a firm 

devotes to maintain or strengthen relationships with its customers (De Wulf et al., 2001, 

Ganesan 1994).  Specifically, there are two broad categories that firms usually invest in. 

The first category is preferential treatment (Gwinner et al., 1998). A firm can treat and 

serve its regular customers better than its nonregular customers (De Wulf et al., 2001).  

For example, a firm may offer special discounts or gift incentives to reward its regular 

customers. Also, a firm may provide faster or extra services for its regular customers. The 

second investment area is personal recognition (De Wulf et al., 2001).  A firm can 

interact with its regular customers in a warm and personal way in order to strengthen 

customer relationships (Odekerken-Schröder, De Wulf, and Schumacher, 2003). For 

example, a firm may ask employees to address regular customers by name (Howard et al., 

1995) or engage in friendly and personal conversation with regular customers (Crosby et 

al., 1990).  The items measuring preferential treatment and personal recognition are 

drawn from De Wulf et al. (2001) and Gwinner et al. (1998). A seven-point Likert scale 

anchored by “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree” was used. An example item for 

preferential treatment scale is “This service firm offers better service to me than to other 

customers” and an example item for personal recognition scale is “This service firm takes 

the time to personally get to know me”.  
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Perceived Organizational Support 

Perceived organizational support (POS) is defined as customers’ beliefs about the 

extent to which the organization values their contributions and cares for their well-being 

(Eisenberger et al., 1986).  This construct represents the degree of physical, social and 

emotional support that a customer would expect from the organization in a variety of 

situations. A 12-item scale developed by Eisenberger et al. (1986) was used. Respondents 

were requested to indicate their level of agreement on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging 

from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.”  An example item of this scale is “This 

service firm would ignore any complaint from me.”  

Brand Identification 

Brand identification is defined as the extent to which consumers define 

themselves in terms of their relationship with a particular brand (Mael and Ashforth, 

1992; Kim, Han, and Park, 2001).  As a specific form of social identification, brand 

identification is an important component of one’s self-concept (Fournier, 1998).  The six 

items are drawn from Kim et al. (2001) and Mael and Ashforth (1992). A seven-point 

Likert scale anchored by “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree” was used. An example 

item of this scale is “When someone praises the brand of this service firm, it feels like a 

personal compliment.”  

Consumers’ Needs in Services  

Consumers’ needs in services may vary due to their different life stages and 

socioeconomic statuses (Schmitt et al., 1978). Drawing on Alderfer’s (1972) 

classification of human needs, consumers’ needs in services are categorized into three 

broad categories in this study: existence, relatedness, and growth. Existence needs are 
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driven by the goal of obtaining a material substance and are concerned with all of the 

various physiological and material desires. For example, in a banking service, consumers 

with greater strength of existence needs may desire convenient and prompt services. Next, 

relatedness needs are the desires people have for relationships with significant others. 

Consumers with higher levels of relatedness needs may desire friendly and personalized 

services. Finally, growth needs include desires of people to have creative and productive 

effects upon themselves and upon their environment.  Customers with stronger growth 

needs may prefer to learn about new services options and are willing to participate in 

services delivery and services improvement (Chiu and Lin, 2004).  

The items measuring existence, relatedness and growth needs are drawn from 

Schneider and Alderfer (1973) and Chiu and Lin (2004). Respondents were requested to 

indicate their extent of desire on three sets of service attributes, each of which is related 

to one of three categories of needs respectively. A seven-point Likert scale anchored by 

“no more” and “very much more” was used. An example item of existence needs scale is 

“How much do you want good price in this type of service.”  An example item of 

relatedness needs scale is “How much do you want consideration and understanding from 

service employees in this type of service.” An example item of growth needs scale is 

“How much do you want to learn new knowledge in this type of service.”  

Equity Sensitivity 

 Equity sensitivity is a personality variable, accounting for individual differences 

in reactions to inequity (O’Neil and Mone, 1998). A five-item scale developed by 

Huseman, Hatfield, and Miles (1985) was used in this study.  This scale is comprised of 

five major statements in which respondents allocate points to alternative choice regarding 
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each statement.  One choice represents a focus on personal outcomes and the other 

focuses on fostering a good relationship with the service firm. For example, the first 

statement begins, “It would be more important for me to” and then gives the respondent 

two choices: to get from the service firm or to give to the service firm. The respondent 

must allocate a total of 10 points between these two choices that best reflects his or her 

attitude.  

Creditor Ideology 

 Creditor ideology represents one’s dispositional orientation towards the use of 

reciprocation for self-gain (Eisenberger, Cotterell, and Marvel, 1987). Individuals high in 

creditor ideology have a stronger belief in the norm of reciprocity and therefore a higher 

readiness to reciprocate benefits than those low in creditor ideology. A nine-item scale 

developed by Eisenberger et al. (1987) was used in this study. Respondents were 

requested to indicate their level of agreement on a seven-point Likert scale anchored by 

“strongly disagree” and “strongly agree.” An example item of this scale is “If someone 

does something for you, you should do something of greater value for them.”  

Intention to Remain 

Intention to remain is the perceived likelihood that consumers will continue a 

relationship with the organization in the near future.  The three semantic differential 

items adapted from Becker, Randall and Riegel (1995) were used to measure this 

construct.  Respondents were asked about the likelihood of continuing the relationship 

with the service organization.  The items were anchored by very unlikely/ very likely, 

very improbable/ very probable, and certain/ no chance respectively.  

Consumers’ Coproduction  
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Coproduction is defined as the extent to which consumers are involved in the 

development and marketing of the organizations’ services (Bettencourt, 1997; Gruen, 

Summers, and Acito 2000).  Items drawn from Morgan and Hunt (1994) and Bettencourt 

(1997) were used to measure this construct. Respondents were requested to indicate their 

level of agreement on a seven-point Likert scale anchored by “strongly disagree” and 

“strongly agree.” An example item for this scale is “I proactively communicate with the 

organization about potential service-related problems.”  

Demographic Variables 

 The following definitions were used to operationalize and measure seven 

demographic variables.  

 Age: Age in years is indicated by selecting the appropriate age range (ordinal 

data).  

 Gender: Female, male (nominal data).  

 Education: Highest level of formal education completed (nominal data).  

 Income: Indicate by selecting the appropriate household income range (ordinal 

data).  

 Ethnicity: Indicate by selecting the appropriate ethnic group (nominal data). 

 Occupation: Indicate by selecting the most appropriate occupation (nominal data). 

 Marital Status: Married, single (never married, divorced, widowed) (nominal 

data). 
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CHAPTER 5 

DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

This chapter consists of five sections and is structured as follows. The first section, 

preliminary data analysis, begins with an overview of the respondent characteristics, 

followed by the multicollinearity test. Second, two exploratory data analyses were 

conducted: one, to test hypothesis 1 and the other, to purify the scales of the constructs in 

the model. Next, using the two-step structural equation modeling procedure proposed by 

Anderson and Gerbing (1988), the hypotheses related to the causal relationships in the 

conceptual model were tested. A measurement model was established in the third section, 

and a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was implemented to assess construct validity.  

In the fourth section, a baseline structural model was established to test the major part of 

the research model as a whole. In addition, nest model comparisons were employed to 

test the hypotheses that compare the strength of the effects presented in the baseline 

model. The fifth section describes a series of moderated regression analyses to test the 

moderating effects proposed in the research model.  Finally, the sixth section provides 

additional analysis of moderating effects.  

Preliminary Data Analysis 

The online survey collection generated a total of 775 completed responses.  

Among these observations, 75 were identified as not usable, resulting in a sample size of 

700 (N=700). Among those usable responses, 237 were collected from Service Group1, 

characterized by moderate to low customer contact and low customization (e.g., retail 

banking, pest control, and pool maintenance), 234 from Service Group 2, characterized 

by standardized service solutions and moderate customer contact (e.g., airlines, cafeterias, 
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internet service provider), and 229 from Service Group 3, characterized by high customer 

contact and high customization (e.g., medical care, hair care services, financial 

consulting ). Chi-square tests were used to diagnose whether there was a significant 

difference among three service groups in relation to the respondents’ demographic 

variables. The results showed that respondents from three service groups were similar in 

terms of age, gender, education, family household income, ethnicity, employment status, 

occupation, and marital status (p>.05). Moreover, MANOVA as well as ANOVA tests 

were conducted to diagnose whether there was a significant difference among three 

service groups in relation to three types of psychological contracts. The results showed 

that three service groups differ from each other only in terms of communal contract. 

Regression analysis was then employed with communal contract as the dependent 

variable to test whether it was necessary to include service category (i.e., level of service 

customization) as a control variable in the analysis. The results showed that the value and 

significant level of the path coefficient of each predictor in the regression model did not 

change much by including the service category (i.e., level of service customization) as a 

control variable. Thus, data from three service groups were combined together for the 

following analyses.  

Respondent Characteristics  

The demographic characteristics of the sample are summarized in Table 5.1. The 

descriptive analysis of the survey showed that 75.1% of the respondents were 35 years or 

older. In the entire sample, 53.3% of the respondents were male and 84.9% of the 

respondents were Caucasian. In addition, 82.4% of the sample had at least completed 

high school, among which 28.1% hold an associate’s degree and 10% hold a bachelor’s 
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degree. Regarding the employment, 42.4% of the respondents were employed full-time 

and 21.3% were retired. 10.4% of the respondents held managerial or executive positions 

and 19.9% held professional positions. 29.7% of the respondents reported annual 

household incomes of $25,000 to $49,999, 20.1% reported annual household incomes of 

$50,000 to $74,999, and 30.8% reported annual income of more than $75,000.  

Compared with the profile of general demographic characteristics in the United States 

(U.S. Census Bureau, 2000), the respondents were similar to general U.S. consumers in 

terms of gender, age, marital status, education, and annual household income. With 

respect to ethnicity, African-Americans and Hispanic Americans were a little 

underrepresented in the sample.  

Test of Multicollinearity among Exogenous Constructs 

The results of the diagnostic test indicated that no VIF (Variance Inflation Factor) 

value for relevant regression models exceeded 10, and it was therefore concluded that 

multicollinearity did not exist among exogenous constructs (i.e., perceived service quality, 

perceived personal recognition, perceived preferential treatment, perceived organizational 

support, and brand identification) (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, and Black, 1995).  

Exploratory Factor Analysis 

Test of Hypothesis 1  

H1 predicted that consumers held psychological contracts with service firms in 

three major categories: transactional, relational and communal.  In other words, a 

consumer psychological contract is a three-dimensional construct. A transactional 

contract is characterized by simultaneous reciprocation, with economic resources as the 

exchange focus. In contrast, a relational contract is governed by the norm of reciprocity 
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in a long-term time frame. Within this contract, favors do not need to be returned 

immediately and in exact value. As for a communal contract, what one party gets from 

the other does not create an obligation to return anything. The communal contract is 

governed by the norm of taking care of the needs of one another, rather than by 

reciprocity.  

An exploratory factor analysis was conducted on the items measuring the 

psychological contract to test this hypothesis, with principal axis factoring analysis as the 

extraction method and promax as the rotation method. A minimum eigen value of one 

was used as a criterion to select the number of factors extracted. The results of EFA (see 

Table 5.2) generated a four-factor solution rather than a three-factor one. In other words, 

in addition to transactional, relational and communal psychological contracts, the three 

types of psychological contracts previously proposed in the study, a new type of 

psychological contract also emerged from the analysis as a fourth factor. A careful 

examination of the items composed of this new factor revealed that it actually measured 

the negative aspect of psychological contracts, which represented the negative 

relationships consumers may form with their service firms.  Given that all the hypotheses 

were proposed based on the positive aspects of psychological contracts, this new type of 

psychological contract was not taken into consideration in the following hypotheses 

testing. 

Scale Purification 

In order to screen the scales initially, exploratory factor analysis was conducted 

on the measures of the constructs included in the model.  Principal axis factoring analysis 

was used as the extraction method and promax was used as the rotation method. A 
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minimum eigen value of one was used as a criterion to select the number of factors 

extracted. The items having factor loading equal to or greater than .5 and not cross-

loading on more than one factor were retained for further analysis. Ten salient factors 

emerged from the data: perceived service quality, perceived personal recognition, 

perceived preferential treatment, perceived organizational support, brand identification, 

transactional psychological contract, relational psychological contract, communal 

psychological contract, consumers’ intention to remain, and consumers’ coproduction. 

Results of the exploratory factor analysis are provided in Table 5.3. 

Measurement Model 

Overall Model Fit 

The descriptive statistics and correlation are summarized in Table 5.4. The CFA 

results for overall model fit were χ2
(1607) = 6771.108, p=0.0; CFI= .967; NFI= .957, 

IFI= .967; RMSEA= .0754. These indices were satisfactory (Bollen, 1989), suggesting 

unidimensionality (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988). 

Convergent Validity 

Convergent validity was verified by checking reliability, factor loadings in CFA, 

and extracted variance for each construct (see Table 5.5). First, the reliability of each 

scale indicated by Cronbach’s alpha was consistently above .70 (Nunnally, 1978). Next, 

in CFA, all items loaded on their respective constructs, and each loading was significant 

at p<.05 level and sufficiently high (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988). Finally, the amount of 

variance extracted by each construct exceeded 50% as recommended by Fornell and 

Larcker (1981). In summary, all these indices combined together indicated a good 

convergent validity of each construct.  
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Discriminant Validity 

To examine discriminant validity, first, a pairwise chi-square difference test was 

conducted for each pair of constructs in the measurement model (Bagozzi, Phillips, and 

Yi 1991). Discriminant validity is supported if an unconstrained model (in which the 

correlation between the two constructs is freely estimated) demonstrates a significantly 

better fit than a constrained model (in which the correlation between the two constructs is 

constrained to 1).  In each case, the chi-square of the unconstrained model, compared 

with that of the constrained model, was significantly decreased, indicating that 

discriminant validity was achieved.  Furthermore, as is recommended by Fornell and 

Larcker (1981), the amount of variance extracted by each construct was greater than the 

squared correlation between the two constructs, suggesting discriminant validity was 

achieved. The amount of variance extracted by each construct is shown in Table 5.5 and 

the intercorrelations between constructs in this study appear in Table 5.4.  

Structural Model 

After establishing the measurement model, a baseline structural model and a 

series of nested model comparisons were used to test the hypotheses.  In the baseline 

model, all of the antecedents’ relationships with all psychological contracts are included. 

The baseline structural model with standardized path coefficients is presented in Figure 

5.1. The fit indices for the full structural model were as follows: χ2 = 6962.688, df= 1622, 

p=0.0, CFI= 0.966, IFI = .966, NFI= .956, RMSEA= 0.0763. Overall fit for all indices 

fell within satisfactory ranges (Bollen 1989). The results of hypotheses testing are 

summarized in Table 5.6 and Table 5.7.  

Test of Hypotheses 2-3 
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H2 predicts consumers’ perceptions of service firms’ service quality performance 

are positively related to transactional psychological contracts. The results of the baseline 

structural model showed that consumers’ perceptions of service firms’ service quality 

performance had a strong positive effect on their formation of a transactional 

psychological contract (.593, p<.01).  Thus, H2 was supported.  (See Table 5.6) 

Furthermore, in order to test H3a, which compares the strength of the impact of 

service quality on a transactional psychological contract to that of the impact of service 

quality on a relational psychological contract, a nested model comparison was conducted. 

In the nested model, the path coefficient from service quality to transactional 

psychological contract was constrained to be equal to the path coefficient from service 

quality on a relational psychological contract. Compared to the baseline model, the 

overall model fit of the constrained model was significantly worsened, as indicated by a 

significant increase in Chi-square (Δχ2=36.578, Δdf=1, p<.01). This result indicated that 

service firms’ service quality performance had a stronger effect on consumers’ formation 

of transactional psychological contracts (.593, p<.01) than on relational psychological 

contracts (.131, p<.01), supporting H3a.  (See Table 5.7) 

H3b compares the strength of the impact of service quality on a transactional 

psychological contract to that on a communal psychological contract.  Likewise, a nested 

model comparison was conducted. Compared to the baseline model, the overall model fit 

of the constrained model was significantly worsened, as indicated by a significant 

increase in Chi-square (Δχ2=63.655, Δdf=1, p<.01). This result indicated that service 

firms’ service quality performance had a stronger effect on consumers’ formation of 
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transactional psychological contracts (.593, p<.01) than on communal psychological 

contracts (.027, p>.05), supporting H3b. (See Table 5.7) 

Test of Hypotheses 4-7 

H4 predicts that consumers’ perceptions of service firms’ personal recognition are 

positively related to relational psychological contracts.  The results of the baseline 

structural model indicated that consumers’ perceptions of service firms’ personal 

recognition did not affect consumers’ formation relational psychological contracts. As a 

result, H4 was not supported.   The results of the baseline model, however, showed that 

consumers’ perceptions of personal recognition had a negative effect on their formation 

of transactional psychological contracts (-.361, p<.01) and a positive effect on their 

formation of communal psychological contracts (.265, p<.01). Since consumers’ 

perceptions of service firms’ personal recognition had no effect on consumers’ formation 

relational psychological contracts, both H5a ( which predicts consumers’ perceptions of 

personal recognition are more strongly related to their psychological relational contracts 

than to transactional psychological contracts) and H5b ( which states consumers’ 

perceptions of personal recognition are more strongly related to their psychological 

relational contracts than to communal psychological contracts ) were not supported. (See 

Table 5.6) 

Furthermore, H6 predicts that consumers’ perceptions of service firms’ 

preferential treatment are positively related to relational psychological contracts. The 

results of the baseline model showed that consumers’ perceptions of service firms’ 

preferential treatment had a positive effect on their formation of relational psychological 

contracts (.255, p<.01).  Thus, H6 was supported. (See Table 5.6) 
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Similar to the test of H3a, a nested model comparison was conducted to test H7a, 

which compares the strength of the impact of preferential treatment on relational 

psychological contracts to that on transactional psychological contracts. In the nested 

model, the path coefficient from preferential treatment to a relational psychological 

contract was constrained to be equal to the path coefficient from preferential treatment on 

a transactional psychological contract. Compared to the baseline model, the overall 

model fit of the constrained model was significantly worsened, as indicated by a 

significant increase in Chi-square (Δχ2=13.808, Δdf=1, p<.01). This result indicated that 

consumers’ perceptions of service firms’ preferential treatment had a stronger effect on 

consumers’ formation of relational psychological contracts (.255, p<.01) than on 

transactional psychological contracts (.046, p>.05), supporting H7a. (See Table 5.7) 

Likewise, a nested model comparison was conducted to test H7b, which compares 

the strength of the impact of preferential treatment on relational psychological contracts 

to that on communal psychological contracts. The results of Chi-square difference test 

indicated that the overall model fit of the constrained model was as good as that of the 

baseline model. As a result, H7b was not supported. In other words, there was no 

statistical difference (p<.01) between the impact of consumers’ perceptions of 

preferential treatment on their formation of relational psychological contracts (.255, 

p<.01) and on their formation of communal psychological contracts (.148, p<.01). (See 

Table 5.7) 

Test of Hypotheses 8-10 

H8 and H9 predict that consumers’ perceived service firms’ organizational 

support (POS) is positively related to relational and communal psychological contracts. 
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The results of the baseline structural model showed that consumers’ perceived service 

firms’ organizational support (POS) had a positive effect on both relational (.226, p<.01) 

and communal psychological contracts (.119, p<.01). Thus both H8 and H9 were 

supported. (See Table 5.6) 

In order to test H10a, that is, to test whether consumers’ perceived service firms’ 

organizational support (POS) had a stronger effect on relational psychological contracts 

than on transactional psychological contracts, a nested model comparison was conducted. 

In the nested model, the path coefficient from perceived service firms’ organizational 

support (POS) to relational psychological contracts was constrained to be equal to the 

path coefficient from POS on transactional psychological contracts. Compared to the 

baseline model, the overall model fit of the constrained model was significantly worsened, 

as indicated by a significant increase in Chi-square (Δχ2=7.127, Δdf=1, p<.01). This 

result indicated that POS had a stronger effect on consumers’ formation of relational 

psychological contracts (.226, p<.01) than on transactional psychological contracts (.123, 

p<.01). Thus, H10a was supported. (See Table 5.7) 

Likewise, a nested model comparison was conducted to test H10b, which 

compares the strength of the impact of POS on communal psychological contracts to that 

on transactional psychological contracts. The results of Chi-square difference test 

indicated that the overall model fit of the constrained model was as good as that of the 

baseline model. As a result, H10b was not supported. In other words, there was no 

statistical difference (p<.01) between the impact of consumers’ perceived service firms’ 

organizational support (POS) on their communal psychological contracts (.119, p<.01) 

and on transactional psychological contracts (.123, p<.01). (See Table 5.7) 
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Test of Hypotheses 11-12 

H11 predicts that consumers’ brand identification with service firms is positively 

related to communal psychological contracts. The results of the baseline structural model 

showed that consumers’ brand identification with service firms had a positive effect on 

communal psychological contracts (.442, p<.01), supporting H11. (See Table 5.6) 

In order to test H12a, that is, to test whether consumers’ brand identification with 

service firms had a stronger effect on communal psychological contracts than on 

transactional psychological contracts, a nested model comparison was conducted. In the 

nested model, the path coefficient from consumers’ brand identification to relational 

psychological contracts was constrained to be equal to the path coefficient from 

consumers’ brand identification on transactional psychological contracts. Compared to 

the baseline model, the overall model fit of the constrained model was significantly 

worsened, as indicated by a significant increase in Chi-square (Δχ2=58.699, Δdf=1, 

p<.01). This result indicated that brand identification had a stronger effect on consumers’ 

communal psychological contracts (.460, p<.01) than on transactional psychological 

contracts (.041, p>.05), supporting H12a. (See Table 5.7) 

Likewise, a nested model comparison was conducted to test H12b, which 

compares the strength of the impact of brand identification on communal psychological 

contracts to that on relational psychological contracts. The results of Chi-square 

difference test indicated that the overall model fit of the constrained model was as good 

as that of the baseline model. As a result, H12b was not supported. In other words, there 

was no statistical difference (p<.01) between the impact of brand identification with 
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service firms on their formation of communal psychological contracts (.460, p<.01) and 

on their formation of relational psychological contracts (.442, p<.01). (See Table 5.7) 

Test of Hypotheses 18-21 

H18, H19 and H20 predict that consumers’ intention to remain with a service firm 

is positively related to transactional, relational and communal psychological contracts 

respectively. The results of the baseline structural model showed that consumers’ 

intention to remain with a service firm was positively related to consumers’ transactional 

(.313, p<.01), relational (.237, p<.01), and communal psychological contract (.108, p<.05) 

respectively. Thus H18, H19 and H20 were all supported. (See Table 5.6) 

In order to test H21a, that is, to test whether the impact of consumers’ relational 

psychological contracts on consumers’ intention to remain was stronger than that of 

consumers’ transactional psychological contracts, a nested model comparison was 

conducted. In the nested model, the path coefficient from consumers’ relational 

psychological contract to consumers’ intentions to remain was constrained to be equal to 

the path coefficient from consumers’ transactional psychological contract to consumers’ 

intentions to remain.  The results of Chi-square difference test indicated that the overall 

model fit of the constrained model was as good as that of the baseline model. As a result, 

H21a was not supported. In other words, the impact of consumers’ relational 

psychological contracts on consumers’ intention to remain (.237, p<.01) was not 

statistically different (p<.01) from the impact of consumers’ transactional psychological 

contracts on consumers’ intention to remain (.313, p<.01). (See Table 5.7) 

Likewise, a nested model comparison was conducted to test H21b, that is, to test 

whether the impact of consumers’ communal psychological contracts on consumers’ 
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intention to remain was stronger than the impact of consumers’ transactional 

psychological contracts. Compared to the baseline model, the overall model fit of the 

constrained model was significantly worsened, as indicated by a significant increase in 

Chi-square (Δχ2=21.94, Δdf=1, p<.01).  However, combined with the results of the 

baseline structural model, consumers’ intention to remain with a service firm is more 

strongly related to transactional psychological contracts (.313, p<.01) than to communal 

psychological contracts (.108, p<.05). This is contrary to the prediction of H9e, that is, 

H21b received support in the opposite direction. (See Table 5.7) 

Test of Hypotheses 22-24 

H22 and H23 predict that consumers’ co-production with a service firm is 

positively related to relational and communal psychological contracts. The results of the 

baseline structural model indicated that both consumers’ relational (.279, p<.01) and 

communal psychological contracts (.311, p<.01) had a positive effect on consumers’ co-

production, supporting H22 and H23. (See Table 5.6) 

In order to test H24, that is, to test whether consumers’ communal psychological 

contracts had a stronger effect on consumers’ coproduction than on consumers’ 

transactional psychological contracts, a nested model comparison was conducted. In the 

nested model, the path coefficient from consumers’ communal psychological contract to 

consumers’ coproduction was constrained to be equal to the path coefficient from 

consumers’ relational psychological contract to consumers’ coproduction.  The results of 

the Chi-square difference test indicated that the overall model fit of the constrained 

model was as good as that of the baseline model. As a result, H24 was not supported. In 

other words, the impact of consumers’ communal psychological contracts on consumers’ 
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coproduction (.311, p<.01) was not statistically different (p<.01) from the impact of 

consumers’ relational psychological contracts on consumers’ coproduction (.279, p<.01). 

(See Table 5.7) 

Moderated Regression Analysis: Test of Moderators 

To test the moderating effects of consumers’ needs, creditor ideology, and equity 

sensitivity (H13-H17), a series of moderated regression analyses was conducted first to 

detect significant interactions. Next, hierarchical moderated regression analysis was 

employed only on significant interactions to identify pure versus quasi moderators. 

Finally, structural equation modeling of latent interactions was used to confirm the 

robustness of the significant interactive effects found in regression analysis.   

For moderators (i.e., consumers’ existence needs, relatedness needs, growth needs, 

and creditor ideology) with a multiple-item scale, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 

was first implemented to purify the scale. The items retained after CFA were averaged to 

create a single item measure for each scale.  The results of CFA appear in Table 5.8.  

Next, to address the concern of possible multicollinearity between the interaction 

terms and their components (Jaccard, Turrisi, and Wan, 1990), each scale that constitutes 

an interaction term was mean centered, and accordingly the interaction terms were 

created by multiplying the relevant mean-centered scales (Aiken & West, 1991). For each 

model involved in the following analyses, even the largest variance inflation factor (VIF), 

an indicator of the extent of multicollinearity in regression analysis, was substantially 

lower than the 10.0 benchmark for multicollinearity (Mason and Perreault 1991) (see 

Table 5.9). Accordingly, multicollinearity appeared not to be a major concern.  
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Test of Hypotheses 13a-13d 

Hypotheses 13a-13d assessed the moderating role of consumers’ existence needs, 

which are concerned with the physiological and material aspects of desires in services, 

such as good price and prompt service. As is presented in Table 5.9, the interaction 

between existence needs and service quality performances was positively associated with 

consumers’ transactional psychological contracts (M1.1: β = .121 p≤.001), in support of 

H13a.  This finding implied that consumers’ existence needs strengthened the positive 

relationship between service quality performances and transactional psychological 

contact.  

Contrary to what was predicted in H13b, however, the interaction between 

existence needs and personal recognition was positively associated with consumers’ 

relational psychological contracts (M1.2: β = .111 p≤.001). In addition, the interaction 

between existence needs and preferential treatment was not significant (M1.3: β = 0.043, 

p > 0.10). Thus, H13b, stating that consumers’ existence needs would weaken the 

positive relationships between perceived relationship investment (i.e., personal 

recognition and preferential treatment) and relational contract, was not supported.  

Furthermore, the interaction between existence needs and perceived 

organizational support was positively associated with consumers’ relational 

psychological contracts (M1.4: β = .090, p≤.05). This finding showed that consumers’ 

existence needs strengthened rather than weakened the positive relationships between 

perceived organizational support and relational contracts, contrary to what is 

hypothesized in H13c. Thus, H13c was not supported.  
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Finally, the interaction between existence needs and brand identification was not 

significant (M1.5: β = 0.008, p > 0.10). Thus, H13d, stating that consumers’ existence 

needs weaken the positive relationships between brand identification and communal 

contract, was not supported.  

Test of Hypotheses 14a-14d 

Hypotheses 14a-14d assessed the moderating role of consumers’ relatedness 

needs, which are desires consumers have for relationships in services. As is presented in 

Table 5.9, the interaction between relatedness needs and personal recognition was 

positively associated with consumers’ relational psychological contracts (M2.2: β = .122 

p≤.001).  However, the interaction between relatedness needs and preferential treatment 

was not significant (M2.3: β = 0.033, p > 0.10). Thus, H14a, stating that consumers’ 

relatedness needs would strengthen the positive relationships between perceived 

relationship investment (i.e., personal recognition and preferential treatment) and 

relational contracts, received mixed support.  

Furthermore, the interaction between relatedness needs and perceived 

organizational support was not significant (M2.4: β = -0.029, p > 0.10). This finding 

indicated that consumers’ relatedness needs did not moderate the positive relationships 

between perceived organizational support and relational contracts. Thus, H14b was not 

supported.  

In addition, the interaction between relatedness needs and service quality 

performance was also not significant (M2.1: β = 0.025, p > 0.10). Thus, H14c, stating 

that consumers’ relatedness needs would weaken the positive relationships between 

service quality and transactional contracts, was not supported.  
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Finally, the interaction between relatedness needs and brand identification was 

not significant (M2.5: β = .001, p > 0.10). This finding indicated that consumers’ 

relatedness needs did not moderate the positive relationships between brand identification 

and communal contracts. Thus, H14d was not supported. 

Test of Hypotheses 15a-15d 

Hypotheses 15a-15d assessed the moderating role of consumers’ growth needs, 

which are desires consumers have to utilize and develop skills and capabilities in 

consumption of services. As is presented in Table 5.9, the interaction between 

consumers’ growth needs and brand identification was not significant (M3.5: β = .024, 

p > 0.10). This finding indicated that consumers’ growth needs did not moderate the 

positive relationship between brand identification and communal contracts. Thus, H15a 

was not supported. 

Furthermore, the interaction between growth needs and service quality 

performance was not significant (M3.1: β = -0.003, p > 0.10). Thus, H15b, stating that 

consumers’ growth needs would weaken the positive relationships between service 

quality and transactional contracts, was not supported.  

Contrary to what was predicted in H15c, the interaction between growth needs 

and personal recognition was positively rather than negatively associated with 

consumers’ relational psychological contracts (M3.2: β = .079 p≤.05). In addition, the 

interaction between growth needs and preferential treatment was not significant (M3.3: β 

= -.034, p > 0.10). Thus, H15c, stating that consumers’ growth needs would weaken the 

positive relationships between perceived relationship investment (i.e., personal 

recognition and preferential treatment) and relational contracts, was not supported.  
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Finally, the interaction between growth need and perceived organizational support 

was negatively associated with consumers’ relational psychological contracts (M3.4: β = 

-.161, p≤.001), in support of H15d.  This finding implied that consumers’ growth needs 

weakened the positive relationship between organizational support and relational 

psychological contact.  

Test of Hypotheses 16a-16d 

Hypotheses 16a-16d assessed the moderating role of consumers’ equity sensitivity. 

As is presented in Table 5.9, the interaction between consumers’ equity sensitivity and 

service quality performance was not significant (M4.1: β =- .027, p > 0.10). This finding 

indicated that consumers’ equity sensitivity did not moderate the positive relationship 

between service quality and transactional contract. Thus, H16a was not supported. 

Contrary to what was predicted in H16b, the interaction between equity sensitivity 

and preferential treatment was positively associated with consumers’ relational 

psychological contracts (M4.3: β = .076, p≤.05). This finding showed that consumers’ 

equity sensitivity strengthened rather than weakened the positive relationships between 

preferential treatment and relational contract. In addition, the interaction between equity 

sensitivity and relational contract was not significant (M4.2: β = 0.05, p > 0.10). Thus, 

H16b, stating that consumers’ equity sensitivity would weaken the positive relationships 

between perceived relationship investment (i.e., personal recognition and preferential 

treatment) and relational contracts, was not supported.  

Furthermore, the interaction between equity sensitivity and perceived 

organizational support was not significant (M4.4: β = .058, p > 0.10). This finding 

indicated that consumers’ equity sensitivity did not moderate the positive relationship 
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between perceived organizational support and relational contracts. Thus, H16c was not 

supported. 

Finally, the interaction between equity sensitivity and brand identification was 

also not significant (M4.5: β =- .04, p > 0.10). This finding indicated that consumers’ 

equity sensitivity did not moderate the positive relationship between brand identification 

and communal contracts. Thus, H16d was not supported. 

Test of Hypotheses 17a-17d 

Hypotheses 17a-17d assessed the moderating role of consumers’ creditor ideology, 

which is one’s dispositional orientation towards the use of reciprocation for self-gain. As 

is presented in Table 5.9, the interaction between consumers’ creditor ideology and 

personal recognition was not significant (M5.2: β =.052, p > 0.10). Furthermore, the 

interaction between consumers’ creditor ideology and preferential treatment was also not 

significant (M5.3: β =.006, p > 0.10). This finding indicated that H17a, stating that 

consumers’ creditor ideology would strengthen the positive relationships between 

perceived relationship investment (i.e., personal recognition and preferential treatment) 

and relational contracts, was not supported.  

Contrary to what was predicted in H17b, the interaction between creditor ideology 

and perceived organizational support was negatively associated with consumers’ 

relational psychological contracts (M5.4: β = -.170, p≤.001). This finding showed that 

consumers’ creditor ideology weakened rather than strengthened the positive 

relationships between organizational support and relational contracts. Thus, H17b 

received support in the opposite direction from what was anticipated.  
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In addition, the interaction between creditor ideology and service quality 

performance was not significant (M5.1: β = -.01, p > 0.10). Thus, H17c, stating that 

consumers’ creditor ideology would weaken the positive relationships between service 

quality and transactional contracts, was not supported.  

Finally, contrary to what was predicted in H17d, the interaction between creditor 

ideology and brand identification was positively associated with consumers’ communal 

psychological contracts (M5.5: β = -.170, p≤.001). This finding showed that consumers’ 

creditor ideology strengthened rather than weakened the positive relationships between 

brand identification and communal contracts. Thus, H17d received support in the 

opposite direction from what was anticipated.  

Additional Analysis of Moderating Effects 

Hierarchical Moderated Regression Analysis 

In order to further test whether the moderators with significant effects are pure or 

quasi moderators, hierarchical moderated regression analysis (Sharma, Durand, and Gur-

Arie, 1981) was employed. Three regression equations are commonly used to examine 

for equality of  regression coefficients: Model A, with the independent variable (IV) as a 

predictor of the dependent variable (DV); Model B, with both the IV and moderator as 

predictors of the DV; Model C, with the IV, moderator, and the interaction term 

(IV*moderator) as predictors of the DV. For a pure moderator to be established, Model A 

and Model B should not be different from each other, but should be different from Model 

C, with the latter having the best fit. If Models A, B and C are different from each other, 

a quasi moderator can be established.  
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Following these principles, a series of hierarchical regression analyses was 

conducted. The results indicated that, among the moderators found to have significant 

moderating effects in the one-step moderated regression analysis, consumers’ existence 

need is a pure moderator of the effect of perceived organizational support on consumers’ 

relational psychological contracts, (H13c) and consumers’ creditor ideology is a pure 

moderator of the effect of brand identification on consumers’ communal psychological 

contracts (H17d). Others are all quasi moderators of the corresponding effect. (See table 

5.10) 

Structural Models of Latent Interactions 

In order to test whether significant interactive effects found in regression analysis 

are robust in latent variable models, structural equation modeling of latent interactions is 

employed. Specifically, the latent interaction is derived from the observed covariation 

pattern among all possible indicators of the interaction. That is, all possible cross 

products of indicators of the two interacting latent factors are used as indicators of the 

latent interaction factor.  To avoid multicollinearity between an interaction term and its 

constituent main effects, a residual centering approach (i.e., orthogonalizing) is used to 

produce the indicators of the latent interaction factor (Little, Bovaird, and Widaman, 

2006). A series of structural models with interactions was conducted and the latent 

interaction term of the corresponding moderator was put into the model one by one. The 

results of the latent interaction model, in general, confirmed the results provided by 

moderated regression analysis with two exceptions. Consumers’ growth needs (H15c) 

and creditor ideologies (H17c) were not found to moderate the positive relationship 



130 
 

 

between perceived organizational support and relational psychological contract. The 

other moderators with significant effects were discussed as follows.  

Test of Hypothesis 13a  

The fit indices for the structural model with interaction were as follows: χ2 = 

22857.186, df= 5103, p=0.0, CFI= .944, IFI = .944, NFI= .929, RMSEA= 0.0711. The 

path coefficient of the interaction factor (Existence Needs * Service Quality 

Performances) to transactional psychological contract was .127 (p≤.01), in support of 

H13a.  This finding implied that consumers’ existence needs strengthened the positive 

relationship between service quality performances and transactional psychological 

contract. 

Test of Hypothesis 13b  

The fit indices for the structural model with interaction were as follows: χ2 = 

12431.462, df= 3611, p=0.0, CFI= .963, IFI = .963, NFI= .948, RMSEA= 0.0617. The 

path coefficient of the interaction factor (Personal Recognition * Existence Needs) to 

relational psychological contract was .097 (p≤.01).  Contrary to the prediction in H13b, 

this finding implied that consumers’ existence needs strengthened rather than weakened 

the positive relationship between personal recognition and relational psychological 

contract. 

Test of Hypothesis 13c  

The fit indices for the structural model with interaction were as follows: χ2 = 

10479.650, df= 3278, p=0.0, CFI= .963, IFI = .963, NFI= .948, RMSEA= 0.0604. The 

path coefficient of the interaction factor (Perceived Organizational Support * Existence 

Needs) to relational psychological contract was .089 (p≤.01).   Contrary to the prediction 
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in H13c, this finding implied that consumers’ existence needs strengthened rather than 

weakened the positive relationship between perceived organizational support and 

relational psychological contract.  

Test of Hypothesis 14a  

The fit indices for the structural model with interaction were as follows: χ2 = 

18439.900, df= 4904, p=0.0, CFI= .956, IFI = .956, NFI= .941, RMSEA= 0.0671. The 

path coefficient of the interaction factor (Personal Recognition * Relatedness Needs) to 

relational psychological contracts was .108 (p≤.01), in support of H14a.  This finding 

implied that consumers’relatedness needs strengthened the positive relationship between 

personal recognition and relational psychological contract. 

Test of Hypothesis 15c  

The fit indices for the structural model with interaction were as follows: χ2 = 

18682.619, df= 4904, p=0.0, CFI= .955, IFI = .955, NFI= .939, RMSEA= 0.0671. The 

path coefficient of the interaction factor (Personal Recognition * Growth Needs) to 

relational psychological contracts was .105 (p≤.01). Contrary to the prediction in H15c, 

this finding implied that consumers’ growth needs strengthened rather than weakened the 

positive relationship between personal recognition and relational psychological contract. 

Test of Hypothesis 17d  

The fit indices for the structural model with interaction were as follows: χ2 = 

12437.574, df= 3611, p=0.0, CFI= .963, IFI = .963, NFI= .948, RMSEA= 0.0629. The 

path coefficient of the interaction factor (Brand Identification * Creditor Ideology) to 

relational psychological contracts was .067 (p≤.01). Contrary to the prediction in H17d, 

this finding implied that consumers’ creditor ideology strengthened rather than weakened 
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the positive relationship between brand identification and communal psychological 

contract. 

Post-hoc Analysis 

In order to provide further support for the association between consumers’ 

perceptions of multiple marketing strategies and resources exchanged in a relationship, a 

multiple choice question was included in the final questionnaire, asking respondents to 

pair each of the four marketing strategies investigated in the study with the resource 

category that they think are most likely offered by the service firm. The frequency 

analysis indicated that if the service firm attempted to improve its service quality (i.e., 

perceived service quality), 35.1% of the respondents believed that it was most likely 

offering knowledge and expertise (i.e., information) and 33.6% believed that it was 

working on their behalf (i.e., service). Next, if the service firm built up its loyalty 

programs and offers of special treatment (i.e., preferential treatment), such as special 

discounts or gift incentives, to reward its regular customers, 41.4% of the respondents 

believed that it was most likely conveying esteem (i.e., status) and 24.7% believed that it 

was showing affection (i.e., love) to its customers. Third, if the service firm built up its 

personal relationships with regular customers (i.e., personal recognition), for example, 

addressing them by name or initiating friendly and personal conversations with them, 

50.4% of the respondents believed that it was conveying esteem (i.e., status) and 26.9% 

believed that it was showing affection (i.e., love) to its customers. Lastly, if this service 

firm attempted to build more awareness of its brand and create a more understandable 

brand, 49.4% of the respondents believed that it was most likely offering knowledge and 

expertise (i.e., information) and 30.4% believed that it was working on their behalf (i.e., 
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service). The strategy of offering organizational support (i.e., perceived organizational 

support) was inadvertently omitted in the questionnaire.  
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSIONS 

The purpose of this concluding chapter is to provide better insights to the study 

findings. Towards this end, this chapter first provides a more meaningful discussion of 

the results of data analysis presented in Chapter 5. Theoretical and practical implications 

are then presented. Lastly, study limitations and recommendations for future research are 

discussed.  

Discussion of the Findings 

Dimensions of Psychological Contracts 

Results of the data analysis showed that in consumer-service firm relationships, 

consumers hold psychological contracts with service firms in four distinct categories. A 

transactional psychological contract is governed by simultaneous reciprocation. 

Expectations of each party in the exchange are very well specified. Consumers’ payment 

is comparable with the quality of service provided.  Different from a transactional 

contract, a relational psychological contract is governed by the norm of reciprocity in a 

long-term time frame. The exchange parties are willing to accept ambiguity in the 

contract terms. Consumers do not mind investing in the relationship today because they 

know they will eventually be rewarded by the service firm.  A third type of psychological 

contract is a communal contract, which is governed by taking care of the needs of one 

another. With a communal contract, each party places the other party’s needs above its 

own. Consumers and service firms will try to accommodate each other’s needs and help 

each other without expectation of any return.  
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In addition to transactional, relational and communal psychological contracts that 

were originally proposed in the study, a fourth dimension in relation to negative 

psychological contracts emerged from the data. Similar to a transactional contract, this 

negative type of psychological contract is also governed by simultaneous reciprocation; 

consumers expect the service provided and their payments are equivalent in value. The 

major difference is, within this type of psychological contract, consumers and their 

service firms care only for their own self-interests in the relationship and look out for 

themselves first. As a result, they closely monitor the exchange and expect each other to 

pay back as soon as possible and to pay back exactly what was given. This finding is in 

contrast to the organizational behavior literature, wherein psychological contracts are 

discussed only in two major categories: transactional and relational contracts (Rousseau, 

1995). Although a communal contract may be rare in an employment relationship, a 

negative type of psychological contract could be quite common given that the conflicts of 

interests between the employee and employer often exist.  

The Impacts of Marketing Strategies on Consumers’ Psychological Contracts 

This study argues that firms’ decision to invest in different strategic categories 

may activate different relational schemata, that is, different types of psychological 

contracts, in consumers’ minds. Furthermore, one marketing strategy related to one type 

of resource category is more likely to activate the type of psychological contract that is 

congruent with the type of resources offered in the strategy. Four consumers’ perceived 

marketing strategies were investigated in this study. Consumers’ perceived service 

quality represents the strategic investment in improving service quality and increasing 

customer perceived value. Consumers’ perceived relationship investment and perceived 
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organizational support represent the strategic investment in maintaining customer 

relationship and building customer loyalty. Consumers’ brand identification represents 

the strategic investment in increasing brand equity.  

Generally speaking, the results of the baseline structural model and nested model 

comparisons provide support to this argument. First, as anticipated, the effects of 

consumers’ perceived service quality on three different types of psychological contracts 

are different: service quality is more strongly related to consumers’ transactional 

contracts than to relational and communal contracts. Specifically, consumers’ perceived 

service quality performance has a strong positive effect on consumers’ transactional 

psychological contracts. In contrast, it only has a smaller positive effect on consumers’ 

relational psychological contracts and is not related to consumers’ communal contracts. 

In other words, perceived service quality is more likely to activate transactional 

psychological contracts.  These different effects are because consumers’ perceived 

service quality performance, an overall evaluation of a service firm’s specific service 

attributes, is considered to represent specified and concrete resource offered by a service 

firm. This resource characteristic is congruent with transactional psychological contracts, 

wherein exchange terms are specified.  Thus, when a higher level of service quality is 

perceived, consumers’ transactional contracts may be more likely to be activated. These 

results are also consistent with McLean Parks and Smith’s (1998) argument that 

resources that are easily measured and less associated with one’s identity are likely to be 

exchanged in a transactional contract.  

Second, although the proposed positive relationship between personal recognition 

and relational contract is not found, personal recognition, one of the relationship 
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investment strategies considered in this study, is found to be negatively related to 

transactional psychological contracts. This implies that although it may not activate 

relational contracts, as a marketing offering, personal recognition, once perceived by 

consumers, may depress the activation of transactional psychological contract in 

consumers’ minds. The negative relationship between personal recognition and 

transactional psychological contracts is not really contradictory to the rationale of 

resource congruity proposed in the study.  The depression effect may be caused by the 

incongruity between the resources characteristics of personal recognition and 

transactional psychological contracts. By addressing customers in a personal way 

(Howard et al., 1995) or initiating personal conversations with its customers (Crosby et 

al., 1990), a firm shows its affection to customers and may offer “love” as a resource to 

its customers. The results of the post-hoc analysis provide support for this association: 

26.9% of the respondents believed that firms’ personal recognition showed affection to 

customers.  Among the six basic resources exchanged in a relationship (Foa and Foa, 

1975), “love” is relatively symbolic and particularly associated with one’s identity.  In 

contrast, resources exchanged in a transactional contract are most likely easily measured 

and less associated with one’s identity.  Thus, personal recognition may depress the 

activation of transactional psychological contracts.  

Third, as anticipated, consumers’ perceived preferential treatment, the second 

relationship investment strategy, is more strongly related to consumers’ relational 

psychological contracts rather than to transactional psychological contracts. Specifically, 

consumers’ perceived preferential treatment is found to have a positive effect on 

consumers’ relational psychological contracts, but no effect on consumers’ transactional 
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contracts. These results imply that preferential treatment is more likely to activate 

consumers’ relational contracts, but it may not activate consumers’ transactional 

psychological contracts.  These findings can be explained by resource congruity as well. 

By providing regular customers preferential treatment, a firm may convey prestige and 

esteem to customers’. Among the six basic resources exchanged in a relationship (Foa 

and Foa, 1975), a firm’s investment in providing preferential treatment means offering 

“status” as a resource to its customers. In fact, the results of the post-hoc analysis provide 

support to this association: 41.4% of the respondents believed that firms’ offering of 

preferential treatment was most likely conveying esteem to customers. Similar to “love”, 

“status” is relatively symbolic and particularly associated with one’s identity.  These 

resource characteristics are congruent with relational contracts wherein obligations to 

each other are loosely defined and mutually understood, and reciprocity occurs in a long-

term time frame. These results are in line with McLean Parks and Smith’s (1998) 

argument that resources highly particular and symbolic are likely to be exchanged in a 

more open manner. The positive effect of consumers’ perceived preferential treatment, 

the second firm’s relationship investment category, on relational contract also cohere 

with Smith and Barclay’s (1997) study, which suggested one party’s idiosyncratic 

investments in a relationship exchange may enhance the other party’s proneness of 

relationship continuity because of the reciprocation elicited.  

Fourth, consistent with the prediction, perceived organizational support has a 

positive effect on both relational and communal contracts. This finding is in line with 

Bettencourt (1997), which found that consumers were more likely to be committed to the 

service organization that treated them in a fair and responsible manner. Furthermore, 
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although a non-hypothesized positive relationship is also found between perceived 

organizational support and transactional contracts, the impact of perceived organizational 

support on relational contracts is found to be statistically larger than its impact on 

transactional contracts. This implies that perceived organizational support is more likely 

to activate relational contracts than transactional contracts.  Perceived organizational 

support refers to consumers’ beliefs about the extent to which a service firm values their 

relationship and cares for their well-being. It not only represents “love”, the most 

particularistic and symbolic resource offered in exchange for a relationship (Foa and Foa, 

1975), but also helps consumers form social identity (Rhodes and Eisenberger, 2002). 

Thus, perceived organizational support may activate both relational and communal 

contracts. In addition, representing particularistic and symbolic resources offered by a 

service firm, perceived organizational support is more congruent with relational contracts 

rather than with transactional contracts. This may explain why perceived organizational 

support is more strongly associated with relational rather than transactional contracts.  

Lastly, as anticipated, brand identification is more strongly related to communal 

rather than transactional psychological contracts. Specifically, brand identification has a 

strong positive effect on communal contracts and but no effect on transactional contacts. 

It implies that brand identification, which creates consumers’ strong emotional 

connections and oneness with service firms, is more likely to activate their communal 

contract, wherein each party is willing to meet the other’s needs despite the cost that 

might be incurred. In contrast, a transactional contract, wherein exchange terms are 

specified and simultaneous reciprocity is required, is not congruent with the resource 
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offering of building brand identification. Therefore, a transactional contract may not be 

activated when brand identification is perceived.  

Despite the general support provided, some unexpected results also emerge from 

the data analysis. First, the proposed positive relationship between personal recognition 

and relational contracts is not found.  Instead, personal recognition is found to be 

positively related to communal psychological contracts. These results suggest that 

personal recognition is more likely to activate communal rather than relational 

psychological contracts. It implies that the resource offered by increasing personal 

recognition of customers is more congruent with communal contracts than with relational 

contracts.  Recalling that recognizing customers in a personal way may indicate that 

“love” as a resource is offered to its customers, this finding is not completely unexpected. 

“Love” means being responsive to the other party’s needs and doing things for the other 

to meet the other’s needs rather than to return a favor. This is in line with the perceived 

norm of communal contracts: each party is willing to meet the other’s needs without 

expectation of any return. In contrast, a relational contract, wherein reciprocity in a long-

time frame is the perceived norm, is not congruent with the resource characteristics of 

“love”.   

Second, although perceived preferential treatment has a weaker positive effect on 

communal than on relational psychological contracts, the results of nested model 

comparisons reveal that the positive effects of perceived preferential treatment on these 

two types of psychological contracts are not statistically different. It implies that 

consumers’ relational and communal contracts are both activated when preferential 

treatment is perceived. And offering preferential treatment is congruent with consumers’ 
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relational and communal contracts. One possible explanation is that when a service firm 

provides preferential treatment, customers not only perceive “status” as a resource being 

offered, they also perceive “love.”  As a matter of fact, the results of the post-hoc analysis 

provide support for this association: 24.7% of the respondents, which is the group 

received the second highest frequency, believed that firms’ preferential treatment showed 

affection to customers. As discussed above, “love” is in line with the perceived norm of 

communal contract. Thus, it is possible that preferential treatment also has a positive 

effect on communal contracts.  

Third, the hypothesis that perceived organizational support is more strongly 

associated with communal rather than transactional contracts is not supported. Instead, 

the results of nested model comparisons reveal that the impact of perceived 

organizational support on communal contracts is not statistically different from its impact 

on transactional contract. Further analysis indicates that the impact of perceived 

organizational support on relational contract is stronger than that on communal contracts.  

Given that the impact of perceived organizational support on relational contracts is also 

stronger than that on transactional contracts, it is concluded that, when high 

organizational support is perceived, consumers’ relational rather than communal and 

transactional contract is more likely to be activated. It implies that the resource 

characteristics of offering organizational support are perceived to be more congruent with 

the perceived norm of relational contracts rather than that of communal and transactional 

contracts.  

Finally, the non-hypothesized positive relationship is found between brand 

identification and relational contracts. Furthermore, although brand identification has a 
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stronger positive effect on communal than on relational psychological contracts, no 

statistical difference is found between the impact of brand identification on communal 

contracts and that on relational contracts.  In other words, brand identification is more 

likely to activate both communal and relational contracts, but not transactional contracts.  

It is probably because enhancing brand identification strengthens consumers’ emotional 

connection with the service firm. The oneness consumers feel with the organization not 

only eliminate one’s search for self-interest, but also increases one’s motivation for 

reciprocation.  As a result, building brand identification is congruent with the perceived 

norm of both communal contracts and relational contracts. 

In addition to the general support and unexpected results discussed above, 

examining the relative strength of the four perceived marketing strategies in affecting 

each type of psychological contract may provide additional insights.  Among the four 

perceived marketing strategies, service quality has the strongest impact on transactional 

contracts and brand identification has the strongest impact on both relational and 

communal contracts. Preferential treatment is the second strongest predictor of both 

relational and communal contracts. Only service quality is positively correlated with 

transactional contracts.  Except for personal recognition, all the other three antecedents 

are positively correlated with relational contracts. Except for service quality, all the other 

three antecedents are positively correlated with communal contracts.  In summary, a 

transactional contract has the most distinctive predictor, while relational and communal 

share most predictors together. This result is also reflected in the correlation (.71) 

between communal and relational contracts.  
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The Impact of Psychological Contracts on Customer Behavior 

Two types of customer behaviors were investigated in this study: consumers’ 

intention to remain and their coproduction behavior. Compared with consumers’ 

intention to remain, consumers’ coproduction is an “extra-role” behavior, which can  be 

expected only when consumers are motivated to reciprocate a service firm’s positive 

action or when consumers feel responsible to respond to a service firm’s needs. In other 

words, although consumers who form any type of psychological contract may intend to 

remain in the relationship with a service firm, only consumers with relational or 

communal contracts may coproduce in service firms’ service delivery process. The 

results of the baseline structural model support this argument, indicating that consumers’ 

intention to remain is positively related to transactional, relational, and communal 

contracts. This finding is in line with Bansal et al.’(2004) finding that consumers with a 

high relationship commitment to their service providers were less likely to switch. 

Furthermore, consumers’ coproduction is positively related to relational as well as to 

communal contracts. This finding is consistent with Bettencourt (1997), which found that 

highly committed consumers were more willing to reciprocate effort on behalf of a firm 

and perform voluntary behaviors that help the governance and development of a firm. 

This finding also cohere with Groth (2005) who found that customers who understood the 

organization’s value and were familiar with the organization’s service delivery process 

were more likely to coproduce.  

Contrary to the prediction, however, consumers’ transactional psychological 

contracts have a stronger effect on their intention to remain than communal contracts. In 

addition, the impact of consumers’ transactional contracts on consumers’ intention to 
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remain is as strong as the impact of relational contracts.  These results indicate that the 

conventional wisdom that relational and communal contracts are better than transactional 

contracts in predicting consumers’ loyalty may not be correct. But further research is 

needed to confirm this argument.  

As for coproduction, both relational and communal psychological contracts have 

a relatively strong positive effect on it. But no statistical difference is found between 

these two effects. It implies that the same degree of extra-role behaviors could be 

expected from consumers with relational contracts and those with communal 

psychological contracts.  

The Role of Individual Traits in Moderating the Relationship between Marketing 

Strategies and Psychological Contracts 

Two types of individual traits are proposed in this study to either weaken or 

strengthen the activation of consumers’ psychological contracts when a marketing offer is 

present: consumers’ needs in services and consumers’ traits related to exchange. The 

moderating role of these two types of individual traits will be discussed in the following 

sections respectively.  

Consumers’ Needs 

Consumers’ needs may vary when entering into a service relationship. They can 

be driven either by the very basic goal of having a reliable service (i.e., existence needs) 

or by the desire of having relationships with others through conversations and 

interactions (i.e., relatedness needs). Also, they might be driven by the goal of utilizing 

and developing their skills and capabilities in the process of service consumption (i.e., 

growth needs). This fundamental goal difference may moderate the relationships between 
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consumers’ perceptions of marketing strategy and psychological contracts. Specifically, 

when consumers’ needs priority is congruent with the marketing offer made by a service 

firm, the relationship between this perceived marketing strategy and relevant 

psychological contract will be strengthened. Conversely, it will be weakened.  

The results of data analysis for the relevant hypotheses are mixed. Consistent with 

the prediction, this study finds that consumers’ existence needs strengthen the 

relationship between perceived service quality and transactional psychological contracts. 

In other words, consumers who are high in existence needs are interested in the 

improvement of service quality offered by service firms. Thus, when high service quality 

is perceived, consumers with high existence needs are more likely to activate 

transactional contracts than those with low existence needs. Furthermore, this study finds 

that consumers’ relatedness needs strengthen the relationship between personal 

recognition and relational psychological contracts. In addition, consumers’ growth needs 

weaken the relationship between perceived organizational support and relational 

contracts. It means that organizational support is irrelevant to consumers’ goal of 

achieving growth. When organizational support is perceived, consumers who are high in 

growth needs might be less likely to activate relational contracts than those who are low 

in growth needs.  

Contrary to the prediction, however, growth needs are also found to strengthen 

rather than weaken the relationship between personal recognition and relational contracts. 

It implies that firms’ strategy of personal recognition might be perceived to be relevant to 

consumers’ growth needs in services. This relevance is possible, considering that 
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interacting with consumers in a personal way may actually help consumers learn new 

service options and develop new skills, thus helping to fulfill their growth needs.  

Consumers’ Traits related to Exchange 

As exchange related individual traits, equity sensitivity and creditor ideology are 

proposed in this study to moderate the relationships between consumers’ perceptions of 

marketing strategy and their psychological contracts. It is argued that consumers who are 

sensitive to equity issues may have chronic access to transactional contracts. In other 

words, a transactional contract is more salient in their minds. As a result, when a stimulus 

is present, a transactional contract will be more likely to be activated in these consumers. 

The results of data analysis indicate that only consumers’ perceived preferential treatment 

has an interactive effect with equity sensitivity. But contrary to the prediction, 

consumers’ equity sensitivity strengthens rather than weakens the relationship between 

consumers’ perceived preferential treatment and relational contract. Given the fact that 

the main effect of equity sensitivity is negative, this finding suggests that, although 

consumers with high equity sensitivity are less likely to form a relational contract than 

those with low equity sensitivity, when preferential treatment is offered, a relational 

contract might more likely be activated in consumers with high equity sensitivity. It is 

probably because those consumers who are sensitive to equity issues are closely 

monitoring what is received from a service organization and would like to reciprocate 

once benefits are perceived. As a result, a relational contract based on the norm of 

reciprocity is activated. On one hand, these findings cohere with the findings in 

organizational behavior literature that employees high in equity sensitivity are more 

likely to have transactional rather than relational contract (Raja et al., 2004). On the other 
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hand, these findings extend our existent knowledge by suggesting the moderating role of 

equity sensitivity on the effect of organizational factors on relational contract.  

Creditor ideology is an individual trait regarding one’s readiness to reciprocate 

benefits offered by another party. It is argued that consumers who are high in creditor 

ideology may have a strong belief in reciprocity and may therefore have chronic access to 

relational contracts. When a stimulus presents, a relational contract is more likely to be 

activated in those consumers. Surprisingly, creditor ideology is found to have a negative 

rather than positive interactive effect with perceived organizational support on relational 

contracts. This finding is in contrast to Colyle-Shaprio and Neuman (2004) in 

organizational behavior literature, which found that individuals with high creditor 

ideology are more likely to invest in the relationship. Also, creditor ideology is found to 

have a positive interactive effect with brand identification on communal contracts. These 

results possibly suggest that a communal contract rather than a relational contract is more 

salient and chronically accessible in the minds of consumers with high creditor ideology.  

Implications 

Theoretical Implications 

By developing and empirically testing an integrative model of consumers’ 

psychological contracts in a consumer-service firm context, this study attempted to 

understand how consumers’ perceptions of various marketing strategies, as well as their 

individual traits, determine their formation of different types of psychological contracts 

with the firm and how consumers’ psychological contracts, in turn, affect consumers’ 

consequent behaviors. The results of this study may contribute to the literature in the 

following ways.  
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First and foremost, this study represents an effort in theory construction of 

relationship marketing, especially in the business-to-consumer context. As noted in 

previous chapters, in contrast to the prolific research in business market and interpersonal 

exchanges, theoretical development in the business-to-consumer context is still in its 

primary stage. Furthermore, either economic theories emphasizing transaction efficiency 

in business markets, or communication theories focusing on social closeness in 

interpersonal exchanges, may not be sufficient to illuminate the relationship between 

consumers and their organizations, which involves both economic and social exchange 

and blends personal and impersonal interactions.  

Created to enable an understanding of the relationship between individuals and 

their organizations in organizational behavior literature, a psychological contract not only 

represents a mental model that is composed of structured knowledge about relationship 

patterns and can be activated by the cues in the social environment. It also serves as a 

perceived agreement, regulating how resources can be exchanged between two parties. In 

other words, a psychological contract links individual cognition with resource exchange.  

In line with this conceptualization, this study integrated resource exchange theory 

and categorical thinking in the theory of social cognition, and developed and tested a 

model of consumers’ psychological contract with its service firms. In this model, 

marketing strategies represent an organization’s resources and offerings to consumers in 

a market. These marketing strategies can activate certain types of consumers’ 

psychological contracts, which are relational schemata in nature, representing qualitative 

relationship categories consumers may have with service firms. Furthermore, this study 

found that a certain type of psychological contract may only be activated when a certain 
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marketing strategy offered by an organization falls into the same mental resource 

category with this type of psychological contract. For example, representing specified 

and concrete resource offered by a service firm, consumers’ perceived service quality 

performance is congruent with transactional psychological contract, wherein exchange 

terms are specified. Thus, it was found that consumers’ perceived service quality 

performance has a strong positive effect on consumers’ transactional psychological 

contracts. In contrast, it only has a smaller positive effect on consumers’ relational 

psychological contracts and is not related to consumers’ communal contracts.  

Second, this study developed a new scale of psychological contract in a 

consumer-to service firm context. This scale development may not only contribute to the 

relationship marketing literature by providing a better understanding of how customers 

characterize the status or strength of the exchange process in their minds.  It also fills in 

the gap of psychological contract literature in organization behavior wherein the 

inconsistencies and confusions of measuring psychological contracts are existent. As 

noted previously, in the current relationship marketing literature, psychological 

constructs such as satisfaction, commitment and trust are commonly used to characterize 

the exchange (Johnson and Selnes, 2004). As global psychological evaluations of an 

exchange, these constructs only capture exchange outcome, rather than exchange process. 

In this study, psychological contract, defined as the norms and rules regulating resources 

exchange process, was used to capture exchange. With the activation of certain type of 

psychological contracts, the norms and rules regulating their respective resources 

exchange process become salient to consumers. These activated norms and rules help 
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consumers mentally frame the exchange process of the relationship and direct their 

behaviors accordingly.  

In organizational behavior literature,  psychological contracts are usually 

measured by  two sets of items, describing the obligations that employees expect their 

organization to fulfill, and the obligations that employees believe they owe their 

organization respectively (e.g., Rousseau 1990; Guzzo et al., 1994; Herriot et al., 1997).  

For example, “working extra hours” is one of employees’ obligations expected by the 

organization, and “getting promotion” is one of employers’ obligations expected by  

employees. As a result, the measurement of contents of a psychological contract can vary 

significantly across research contexts. In this study, psychological contracts were defined 

and measured by the norms and rules regulating the exchange process. For example, one 

of the measures for transactional psychological contracts is, “This service firm and I 

expect each other to give back exactly what was given.” In other words, psychological 

contracts are defined by how the resource is exchanged between the employee and the 

organization rather than by what kind of resources is exchanged in the relationship. As a 

result, even though one’s expected resources/obligations exchanged in each type of 

psychological contract may vary across individuals, situations and contexts, one’s 

perceived relational norms or general rules regulating the exchange process are relatively 

stable.  

Third, this study brings a new perspective, that is, resource exchange perspective, 

in examining key drivers of relationship outcomes as well as the relationship process 

between these drivers and outcomes. From this new perspective, in a consumer service 

relationship, various marketing strategies (e.g., improving service quality and offering a 
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loyalty program) represent how a service organization expects to allocate its resources 

and make marketing offerings to consumers in a market. Consumer behaviors anticipated 

by a service firm (e.g., consumers’ intention to remain with a service firm, consumers’ 

coproduction behavior) represent resources a consumer would like to exchange in the 

relationship. Consumers’ psychological contracts are their perceived exchange process or 

mechanism regulating how resources are exchanged between consumers and service 

firms.   Consumers’ needs and their individual traits related to exchange reflect the 

quantity and quality of the resource consumers own. Contingent on these individual trait 

factors, consumers engage in different types of psychological contracts to exchange 

resources with the organization.  

Fourth, by taking the resource exchange perspective, this study derived 

relationship drivers from a firm’s major strategic investment categories, bringing unique 

antecedents to relationship marketing.   A top manager in marketing can allocate 

marketing resources in three major strategic investment categories: (1) enhancing 

perceived value, (2) building up customer relationships, and (3) increasing brand equity 

(Rust et al., 2004).  Perceived service quality is related to the first strategic investment 

category (i.e., perceived value). Perceived relationship investment and perceived 

organizational support are both related to the second investment category (i.e., 

relationship management). Perceived brand identification falls into the third investment 

category (i.e., brand equity).  Except for perceived relationship investment, all the other 

three antecedents are relatively new in relationship marketing literature and are all found 

in this paper to significantly drive the relationship process as well as relationship 

outcomes.  
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Finally, this study suggested that factors of consumers’ individual traits may 

interact with relationship drivers and impact the relationship process. When consumers’ 

needs priority is congruent with the marketing offer made by a service firm, the 

relationship between this perceived marketing strategy and relevant psychological 

contract is strengthened. Conversely, it is weakened. For example, this study found that 

when high service quality is perceived, consumers with high existence needs are more 

likely to activate transactional contract than those with low existence needs. Clearly, the 

improvement of service quality offered by service firms is congruent with consumers’ 

existence needs. In addition, as exchange related individual traits, equity sensitivity and 

creditor ideology are also found in this study to moderate the relationships between 

consumers’ perceptions of marketing strategy and their psychological contracts. For 

example, this study finds that when preferential treatment is offered, relational contracts 

are more likely to be activated in consumers with high equity sensitivity than in those 

with low equity sensitivity. The underlying logic might be that consumers who are 

sensitive to equity issues are closely monitoring what is received from a service 

organization and would like to reciprocate once benefits are perceived. These interesting 

findings make important contributions to relationship marketing literature, wherein the 

impact of buyers or consumers’ individual characteristics on relationship marketing 

effectiveness is largely ignored.  

Managerial Implications 

Besides its theoretical contribution, this study may also provide managerial 

insights to practitioners. First, the conceptualization and operationalization of three types 

of psychological contract developed in this study provides practitioners a deeper 
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understanding of different types of relationships consumers may develop with their 

service organizations. Three types of psychological contracts discussed in this study 

differ by the relational norm consumers perceive in each type of contract. These 

relational norms regulate how resources are exchanged in each type of contract. A 

transactional psychological contract is governed by simultaneous reciprocation. 

Expectations of each party in the exchange are very well specified. Consumers expect a 

fair payment for a fairly good service. As long as a service firm offers good quality 

service and reasonable price, consumers will stay in business with this service firm. 

Different from a transactional contract, a relational psychological contract is governed by 

the norm of reciprocity in a long-term time frame. The exchange parties are willing to 

accept ambiguity in the contract terms. Consumers do not mind invest in the relationship 

today because they know they will eventually be rewarded by the service firm. With a 

relational contract, consumers stay in the relationship not only because of the good 

service, but also because of the special treatment and recognition they receive from the 

service organization as loyal customers.  A third type of psychological contract is a 

communal contact, which is governed by taking care of the needs of one another. With a 

communal contract, each party places the other party’s needs above its own. Consumers 

and service firms will try to accommodate each other’ needs and help each other without 

expectation of any return. The relationship between them is beyond any economic 

exchange.  

Second, the findings of this study may enlighten marketing managers regarding 

how to design marketing strategies and manage marketing resources.  There are three 

major strategic investment categories in which a top marketing manager of a service firm 
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can allocate marketing resources and make marketing offerings: service quality, customer 

relationship management, and brand equity (Rust et al., 2004). This study finds that 

firms’ certain marketing offerings may activate certain types of psychological contracts 

in consumers’ mind.  Specifically, one marketing strategy related to one type of resource 

category is more likely to activate the psychological contract that is congruent with that 

type of resources offered in the strategy. If a service firm stresses improving service 

quality, customers of this firm are more likely to form transactional psychological 

contracts rather than relational and communal contracts. In contrast, if a service firm aims 

at providing physical, social or emotional support to its regular customers who voice their 

concerns or make suggestions, customers of this firm are more likely to form relational 

rather than communal and transactional contracts. In addition, if a service firm invests in 

building brand equity, its customers will form communal or relational contracts rather 

than transactional contracts. In summary, in order to nurture the type of customer 

relationship a service firm desires, the marketing manager of this firm should carefully 

design its marketing strategies and make its marketing offerings to customers to be 

congruent with the respective type of psychological contract.  

Finally, the moderating effects of individual traits on the impact of marketing 

strategies on consumers’ psychological contracts inform practitioners that consumers’ 

certain individual differences may shape their relationship formation process with service 

firms. Therefore, in addition to designing its marketing strategies wisely, a service firm 

should also target the appropriate customer group. For example, if a transactional contract 

is the desired type of customer relationship of a service firm, it is better to offer high 

service quality to consumers with high existence needs rather than to those with low 
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existence needs. This is because receiving fairly good service is congruent with the goal 

of those consumers high in existence needs. By the same token, if a relational contract is 

the desired type of customer relationship of a service firm, offering organizational 

support to consumers high in growth needs will not do any good because having 

organizational support is irrelevant to consumers’ goal of achieving growth.  

Limitations and Future Research 

While it provides insights to both academic research and practitioners, this study 

is not without limitations. First, the characteristics of service context were not taken into 

account in this study. In order to increase the generalizability of the findings, this study 

collected data from three different service categories.  Within each service category, there 

are 12-15 types of services, similar to one another in degree of customization and 

frequency of customer contact. The model and hypotheses of this study were tested based 

on the combined data from a wide variety of service firm types belonging to the three 

service categories. However, it is possible that the structure and path coefficients of the 

model are different among three service categories. Therefore, it would be interesting for 

future research to compare the model and hypotheses established in this study among 

three different service categories.  

Second, only positive aspects of psychological contracts were investigated in this 

study. As a construct to capture an exchange process between two parties, a consumer’s 

psychological contract could be negative and detrimental to a relationship. As a matter of 

fact,  a negative type of psychological contract emerged from the factor analysis of the 

construct of psychological contract in this study. With this type of psychological contract, 

consumers are purely driven by self-interest and closely monitor what they receive from a 
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service firm as compared to what they pay. Future research could be conducted to 

understand how a negative type of psychological contract is activated and how it may 

change consumer behaviors desired by a service firm and elicit consumer behaviors 

harmful to a service relationship.  

Third, this study did not include other relationship mediators, such as trust and 

commitment, from previous literature into the model. As a result, the relationship 

between these constructs and psychological contract is unclear. Since a psychological 

contract captures the exchange process while trust and commitment relate to exchange 

outcome, it is possible that a psychological contract antecedes trust and commitment. 

Future research could be implemented to identify the causal relationship between them.  

Fourth, only two consequent consumer behaviors of psychological contracts were 

discussed in this study. Other relevant consumer behaviors such as consumers’ word-of-

mouth and consumers’ compliance were not examined.  Future research may incorporate 

other consequent consumer behaviors into the model and compare the impact of three 

types of psychological contracts on these behavioral consequences. 

Last but not least, the moderating effects of consumers’ individual traits on the 

relationship between consumers’ perceived marketing strategies and their psychological 

contracts proposed in this study were not well supported by the data. Some findings were 

opposite to the prediction. It means that the theoretical mechanism of how these 

moderators take effect is not well understood and further research is needed for further 

explanation. In addition, further research may include contextual factors such as 

economic and legal changes as well as other individual characteristics factors, such as 

personality and self-identity, as moderators in the model. 
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Figure 3.1 A General Example of Psychological Contract Exchange  

(Adapted from Conway and Briner 2005) 
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Figure 3.2 Resource Exchange in Consumer Services Relationship 
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Figure 3.3 A Model of Consumers’ Psychological Contracts in Services Relationships 
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Figure 3.4 Hypothesized Relationships 
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Figure 5.1 A Baseline Structural Model 
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Table 2.1 Contents of Psychological Contract 

Author View Method Employees’ obligation Employers’ obligation 
Rousseau 
(1990) 

managers Ask managers 
promises and 
commitments they 
seek from and made 
to recruits 

Promises and commitments they seek from 
recruits 

Promises and commitments they 
made to recruits 

1. work extra hours 
2. loyalty 
3. volunteering to do non-required tasks 
4. Advance notice if taking a job elsewhere 
5. willingness to accept a transfer 
6. Refusal to support the employer’s 

competitors 
7. Protection of proprietary info 
8. Spending a minimum of 2 years in the 

org. 

1. Promotion 
2. High pay 
3. pay based on performance 
4. training 
5. long-term job security 
6. Career development 
7. Support with personal problems 
 

Herriot, 
Manning, 
Kidd 
(1997) 

Both 
managers 
and 
Employees 
 
 

CIT: Ask about 
occasions  when org. 
fell short of or exceed 
expectations 
 
 
Compare incidents 
frequency from both 
views: differ from 
each other   
 

What organization can expect from 
employees 

What employees can expect from 
organizations 

1. work contracted hrs 
2. do a good job in terms of quantity and 

quality 
3. honest 
4. loyalty-stay with the org and put its 

interests first 
5. treat the org’s property respectfully 
6. self-presentation-dress and behave 

correctly 
7. flexibility-willing to go beyond job 

description when requried 

1. adequate training 
2. fairness in selection, appraisal, 

promotion, and redundancy 
procedures 

3. meet personal and family needs 
4. consultation on matters affecting 

employees 
5. Humanity, acting in a responsible 

and supportive way to employees 
6. Discretion in how employees do 

their job 
7. recognition for special 

memembers 
8. Safe and congenial environment 
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9. Justice in the application of 
rules and discipline 

10. pay-equitable with  respect to 
market and across the company 

11. Benefits- fairness and 
consistency of providing job security 
as much as possible 

Millward 
and 
Hopkins 
(1998) 
 
 
Raja, 
Jonhs, 
Ntalianis 
(2004) 
 
 
 

Employees’ 
view of 
exchange 

In exchange term Transactional contract: 
1.work only the hours set out in my contract and no more 
2.prefer to work a strictly defined set of working hrs 
3.It is important to be flexible and to work irregular hrs if necessary (R) 
4.my commitment to this organization is defined by my contract 
5.My loyalty to the org. is contract specific 
6.do not identify with the org’s goals 
7.only carry out what is necessary to get the job done 
8.work to achieve the purely short-term goals of my job 

my job means more to me than just a means of paying the bills (R) 
Relational contract: 
1.expect to grow in this org. 
2.my career path in the org. is clearly mapped out 
3.feel part of a team in this org. 
4.to me working for this org is like being a member of a family 
5.have a reasonable chance of promotion if I work hard 
6.expect to gain promotion in this company with length of service and effort to 

achieve goals 
7.the org. develops/rewards employees who work hard and exert themselves 
8.feel this company reciprocates the effort put in by its employees 
9.motivated to contribute 100% to this company in return for future employment 

benefits 
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Table 2.2 A Comparison of Three Forms of Relationships 
(Iacobucci and Ostrom, 1996) 

 
 

 

 

BMR: Business Marketing Relationships 
ICR: Interpersonal Commercial Relationships 
B-to-C: Business-to-Consumer Relationships 

 BMR ICR B-to-C 
Valence Negative to Positive Neutral to positive Neutral to positive 

Intensity high medium low 
Symmetry high high low 
Formality high low Medium 
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Table 2.3 Antecedents of Relationship Maintenance 

 
Perspective 

 
Theory 

 
Variables 

 
Party 

Supporting Empirical/ Theoretical Papers 
 

BMR ICR B to C 
Economic  

Perspective 
 

Transaction Cost 
Theory 

Relationship 
Specific 
Investment  

Seller Anderson and Weitz 1992; 
Ganesan 1994; Gundlach, 
Achrol, and Mentzer 1995 

Bendapudi and Berry 
1997* 

De Wulf, 
Odekerken-
Schröder, and 
Iacobucci 2001 

Relationship 
Specific Investment 
(Termination 
Cost/Sunk Cost/ 
Switching Cost) 

Buyer Mogan and Hunt 1994 Bendapudi and Berry 
1997*; Barksdale, 
Johnson, and Suh 
1997 

Bansal, Irving 
and Taylor 
2004; Jones et 
al. 2007 

Opportunistic 
Behavior 

Seller Mogan and Hunt 1994; Heide 
and John 1990 

  

 
Power/ 

dependence 
Theory 

Power Asymmetry Dyad Gundlach and Cadotte 1994;  
Kumar, Scheer, and 
Steenkamp 1995;  Mohr, 
Fisher, and Nevin 1996 

  

Interdependence Dyad Anderson and Narus 1990; 
Kumar, Scheer, and 
Steenkamp 1995; Lusch and 
Brown 1996 

  

Conflict Dyad Anderson and Weitz 1992; 
Mohr, Fisher, and Nevin 
1996; Kumar, Scheer, and 
Steenkamp 1995 

 
 

 
 

Social and 
Psychological 
Perspective 

Communication 
Theory 

Communication Dyad Anderson and Weitz 1992; 
Mogan and Hunt 1994; Mohr, 
Fisher, and Nevin 1996 

Crosby and Stephens 
1987; Ward and 
Reingen 1990; Auh et 
al. 2003 

 

 Interaction 
frequency 

Dyad  Crosby, Evans, and 
Cowless 1990;  
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*Theoretical Paper 
BMR: Business Marketing Relationships; ICR: Interpersonal Commercial Relationships; B-to-C: Business-to-Consumer Relationships 
 
 

Bendapudi and Berry 
1997* 

Persuasion 
Theory 

Seller’s expertise Seller  Crosby and Stephens 
1987; Crosby, Evans, 
and Cowless 1990;  
Bendapudi and Berry 
1997* 

 

 Similarity  
(Shared Values/ 
Identification) 

Dyad Mogan and Hunt (1994) Ward and Reingen 
1990; Crosby, Evans, 
and Cowless 1990;  
Bendapudi and Berry 
1997* 

Brown et al. 
2005 

Organizational 
Commitment 

Theory 

Perceived 
Organizational 
Support 

Seller   Bettencourt 
1997 

 Alternative 
Attractiveness 
(Available 
Alternatives) 

  Barksdale, Johnson, 
and Suh 1997 

Bansal, Irving 
and Taylor 2004 

 Subjective Norms    Bansal, Irving 
and Taylor 2004 

 Relationship 
Benefits 

 Mogan and Hunt 1994 Reynolds and Beatty, 
1999; Hennig-thurau, 
Gwinner, and 
Gremler 2002 
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Table 2.4 Mediators of Relationship Maintenance 
 

Variables Supporting Empirical/ Theoretical  Papers 

BMR ICR B to C 
Trust Mogan and Hunt 

(1994) 
Bendapudi and Berry 
1997*;  

Bansal, Irving and 
Taylor 2004 
 

Commitment Anderson and Weitz 
1992; Mogan and Hunt 
1994; Mohr, Fisher, 
and Nevin 1996 
 

Barksdale, Johnson, 
and Suh 1997 

Bansal, Irving and 
Taylor 2004 

Satisfaction  Cronin and Taylor 
1992; Reynolds and 
Beatty, 1999 

Westbrook 1981; 
Garbarino and 
Johnson 1999;  
 

Relationship 
Quality 

Kumar, Scheer, and 
Steenkamp 1995; 
Dorsch, Swanson, and 
Kelley 1998 

Crosby, Evans, and 
Cowless (1990) 
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Table 4.1: Types of Service Firms 

Group1 
Directed at people,  
High customer contact 
High customization, 
personal 

Group2 
Directed at things 
Moderate /low customer 
contact 
Low customization, 
personal 

Group3 
Directed at people 
Moderate customer contact 
Standardized service 
solutions  

1. Financial consulting 1. Shoe repair 1. Airlines 
2. Medical care services 2. Banking services 2. Movie theater 
3. Travel agents 3. Pest control 3. Cafeterias 
4. Barber shops 4. Pool maintenance 4. Life, Health, and 

Medical Insurance 
Carriers  

5. Fine hotels 5. Photofinishing services 5. Express mail services 
6. Hospitals 6. Computer repair 6.  Landphone and cable 

services 
7. Counseling services 7. Carpet cleaning 7. Health club 
8. Insurance brokerage 

firms 
8. Lawn maintenance 8. Movie rental  

9. Body massage services 9. House cleaning 9. Copying/printing 
services 

10. Beauty salon 10. Appliance repair 10. Car rental services 
11. Dental care 11. Drycleaning and 

Laundry Services 
11. Amusement and theme 

Park  
12. Legal services 12. Auto repair and 

maintenance 
12. Budget Hotel 

13. Accountants 13. Plumbing services 13. Celluar phone services 
14. Real estate agency 14. Veterinarian care 14. Internet services 
15. Child day care  15. Credit card company 
16. Tax-preparation 

services 
  

17. Restaurants (excluding 
fast food and fast casual 
dining) 
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Table 4.2 Measurement  

Measures Construct Scale 

Service  

Source 

Quality 
(Performance) 

Generally, this service firm: 
1.  provides service reliably, consistently, and dependably. 
2.  is willing and able to provide service in a timely manner. 
3. is trustworthy, believable, and honest. 
4. provides an environment that is free from danger, risk, or 

doubt. 
5. makes the effort to understand my needs 

 
Generally, the employees of this service firm: 
6. listen to me and speak in a language that I can understand. 
7. are competent (i.e., knowledgeable and skillful). 
8. are approachable and easy to contact. 
9. are courteous, polite, and respectful. 

 
10. Generally, the physical facilities and employees of this 

service firm are neat and clean. 

1=very low, 
7=very high 

Cronin, Brady, 
And Hult 
2000 

Perceived 
Relationship 
Investment 
(Personal 

Recognition) 
 

1. This service firm takes the time to personally get to know me. 
2. This service firm often holds personal conversations with me. 
3. This service firm often inquires about my personal welfare. 
4. This service firm has developed a friendship with me. 
5. The employees of this service firm know my name. 
6. Certain employees of this service firm often recognize me. 

1=strongly 
disagree,  
7=strongly 
agree 

 

De Wulf, 
Odekerken-

Schröder, and 
Iacobucci 2001; 

Gwinner, 
Gremler, and 

Bitner 
1998 
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Perceived 
Relationship 
Investment 
(Preferential 
Treatment) 

 

This service firm 
1. makes greater efforts for me than for other customers. 
2. offers better service to me than to other customers. 
3. does more for me than for other customers. 
4.  rewards me for my patronage. 
5. offers me something extra because I keep patronizing it. 
6. offers discounts or special deals to me for my patronage. 
7. offers me better prices than other customers. 
8. places me higher on the priority list when there is a wait. 
9. offers me faster service than other customers. 

1=strongly 
disagree,  
7=strongly 
agree 

 

De Wulf, 
Odekerken-

Schröder, and 
Iacobucci 2001; 

 
Gwinner, 

Gremler, and 
Bitner 
1998 

Perceived 
Organizational 

Support 

1. This service firm strongly considers my goals and values 
2. This service firm would ignore any complaint from me 
3. This service firm disregards my best interests when it makes 

decisions that affect me 
4. Help is available from this service firm when I have a problem 
5. This service firm really cares about my well-being 
6. Even if I did the best to support its business, this service firm 

would fail to notice 
7. This service firm is willing to help me when I need a special 

favor 
8. This service firm cares about my general satisfaction 
9. If given an opportunity, this service firm would take advantage 

of me 
10. This service firm shows little concern for me 
11. This service firm cares about my opinions 

1=strongly 
disagree,  
7=strongly 
agree 

Eisenberger, 
Huntington, 

Hutchison and 
Sowa 1986 
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Brand  
Identification 

1.     The brand’s successes  of this service firm are my successes 
2.     I am interested in what others think about the brand of this 

service firm. 
3.     When someone praises the brand of this service firm, it feels 

like a personal compliment 
4.     When I talk about the brand of this service firm, I usually say 

“we” rather than “they” 
5.     If a story in the media criticized the brand of this service 

firm, I would feel embarrassed 
6.     When someone criticizes the brand of this service firm, it 

feels like a personal insult 

1=strongly 
disagree,  
7=strongly 
agree 
 

Kim, Han, and 
Park 
2001; 

Mael and 
Ashforth 

1992 
 
 
 
 
 

Existence 
Needs 

 

In thinking about the service category in general, please indicate 
how important each of the following factors is to you. 
1. Offering good prices 
2. Offering convenient service 
3. Getting prompt service 
4. Getting reliable service 

1=not 
important at 
all, 7=very 
important 

 

Schneider and 
Alderfer  

1973 
 

Chiu and Lin 
2004 

Relatedness 
Needs 

1. Getting consideration and understanding from service 
employees 

2. Building up mutual trust with service employees 
3. Being recognized by service employees 
4. Having cooperative relations with service employees 
5. Getting respect from service employees 
6. Getting individual attention from service employees 
7.  Having polite and courteous service employees 

1=not 
important at 
all, 7=very 
important 

 

Schneider and 
Alderfer  

1973 
 

Chiu and Lin 
2004 

Growth 
Needs 

1. Developing new skills  
2. Learning new knowledge 
3. Making use of my abilities 
4. Exploring new ways of getting served 
5. Having a feeling of growth 

1=not 
important at 
all, 7=very 
important 

 

Schneider and 
Alderfer  

1973 
 

Chiu and Lin 
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6. Keeping  informed of new service options 2004 
Equity  

Sensitivity 
1. It would be more important to: (get from) give to the 

organization 
2. It would be more important for me to: help others (watch out 

for my own good)  
3. I would be more concerned about what I: (received from the 

organization) contributed to the organization  
4. The hard work I would do should benefit: the organization 

(me) 
5.  My personal philosophy in dealing with the organization 

would be: (if I don’t look out for myself, nobody else will) it’s 
better for me to give than to receive 

Allocate a 
total of 10 

points 
between two 

choices 

Huseman, 
Hatfield, and 

Miles  
 1985 

 
King and Miles 

1994 

Creditor 
Ideology 

1. If someone does something for you, you should do something 
of greater value for them. 

2. If someone does you a favor, you should do even more in 
return. 

3. If someone goes out of their way to help me, I feel as though I 
should do more for them than merely return the favor. 

4. If a person does you a favor, it's a good idea to repay that 
person with a greater favor. 

5. It's not necessary to return favors quickly. (R) 
6. As a rule, I don't accept a favor if I can't return the favor. 
7. If you frequent a certain restaurant, you should leave large 

tips to ensure good service. 
8. If a stranger helped you start your stalled car, you would not 

feel obligated to return the favor. (R) 
9. If someone returned a wallet you lost, you should try to do 

something in order to repay him/her. 

1=strongly 
disagree,  
7=strongly 

agree 
 

Eisenberger, 
Cotterell, and 

Marvel 
1987 

Intention to 
Remain 

It is ___ that I will continue my relationship with this 
organization. 

1=Very 
unlikely 
7= Very 

Becker, 
Randall,and 

Riegel  
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likely 
 
1=Very 
Probable, 
7= Not 
probable 
 
1=Certain 
7=No 
chance 

1995 

Consumers’ 
Coproduction 

1. I proactively communicate with the organization about 
potential service-related problems 

2. I make constructive suggestions to the organization about how 
to improve its services 

3. I let the organization know of ways that can better serve my 
needs 

4. I provide feedback about the service through conversations or 
written correspondence 

 Morgan and 
Hunt 1994; 
Bettencourt 

1997;  
Gruen, Summers 
and Acito 2000; 

Groth 2005 

Transactional 
Psychological 

Contract 
 

1. I do not care what this service firm does for me in the long 
run, only what it does right now. 

2. If this service firm does something extra for me, it expects 
me to pay it back as soon as possible. 

3. This service firm and I expect each other to give back exactly 
what was given 

4. I only want to do more for this service firm when I see that it 
will do more for me 

5. I watch very carefully what I get from this service firm, 
relative to what I pay for. 

6. All I really expect from this service firm is that I get what I 
pay for 

7. The most accurate way to describe my purchase situation 

1=strongly 
disagree,  

7=strongly 
agree 

 

Uhl-Bien and 
Maslyn  
2003; 

Shore et al. 
2006; 

Rousseau and 
Mcleans Parks 

1993 
Millward and 

Hopkins 
1998;  

Raja, Johns, and 
Ntalianis 2004; 
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with this service firm is to say that I give a fair payment for a 
fairly good service 

8. I have learned to look out for myself in this relationship 
9. This service firm looks out for itself first 
10. My relationship with this service firm is strictly an economic 

one- I pay and they provide me service 
11. My relationship with this service firm is impersonal-I have 

little emotional involvement 
12. What this service firm and I expect from each other is clearly 

specified 
13. As long as this service firm and I fulfill our responsibilities 

to each other, we will do business with each other. 
14. As long as good quality service is provided, I will stay in 

business with this service firm. 
15. As long as reasonable and affordable prices are offered, I 

will stay in business with this service firm. 
16. The price I pay for the service is comparable to the level of 

service I get. 

Pretest 
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Relational 
Psychological 

Contract 
 

1. I do not mind investing in the relationship with this   service 
firm today-I know I will eventually be rewarded by this 
organization 

2.  I am motivated to contribute to this service firm (e.g., refer 
new customers, help fill out surveys) in return for future 
customer benefits. 

3. I feel this service firm reciprocates the effort put in by its 
customers. 

4. This service firm rewards customers who support its business. 
5. There is a lot of give and take in my relationship with this 

service firm 
6. My relationship with this service firm is based on mutual trust 
7.  If this firm’s service fails me, it provides a good service 

recovery. 
8. The longer that I patronize this service firm, the greater 

recognition I get as its loyal customer. 
9. I worry that my loyalty to the service firm will never be 

rewarded 
 

This service firm and I:  
10.  treat each other with respect 
11.  are honest with each other 
12. try to be flexible with each other 
13. look out for one another 

1=strongly 
disagree,  

7=strongly 
agree 

 

Uhl-Bien and 
Maslyn  
2003; 

Shore et al. 
2006; 

Rousseau and 
Mcleans Parks 

1993 
Millward and 

Hopkins 
1998;  

Raja, Johns, and 
Ntalianis 2004; 

Pretest 
 

Communal 
Psychological 

Contract 
 

1. This service firm would do something for me without any 
strings attached 

2. I am more concerned that this service firm gets what it needs 
than I am about satisfying my own interests 

3. If necessary, I would place this service firm’s needs above my 
own 

4. If necessary, this service firm would place my needs above its 

1=strongly 
disagree,  

7=strongly 
agree 

 

Uhl-Bien and 
Maslyn  
2003; 

Shore et al. 
2006; 

Rousseau and 
Mcleans Parks 
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own 
5. The relationship between this service firm and me is beyond 

any economic exchange 
6. If I saw that this service firm needed something, I would do it 

for the firm without being asked 
7. If something out of the ordinary occurs, this service firm will  

respond to it as a special situation and try to accommodate my 
needs 
 

This service firm and I:  
8. treat each other as a friend 
9. truly care about each other 
10. would forgive each other if the other party makes mistakes 
11. go out of our way to help each other 
12. would help each other without expectation for any return 

1993 
Millward and 

Hopkins 
1998;  

Raja, Johns, and 
Ntalianis 2004; 

Pretest 
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Table 4.3 CFA Results on the Random Half Sample (N=352) 

Measures Std. 
Loading 

Std. 
Error t-value 

Average 
Variance 
Extracted 

Transactional Psychological Contract    48.4% 
1. The most accurate way to describe my purchase situation with this 

service firm is to say that I give a fair payment for a fairly good 
service 0.464 0.085 8.72 

 

2. What this service firm and I expect from each other is clearly 
specified 0.543 0.073 10.416 

3. As long as this service firm and I fulfill our responsibilities to each 
other, we will do business with each other. 0.697 0.065 14.282 

4. As long as good quality service is provided, I will stay in business 
with this service firm. 0.873 0.058 19.581 

5. As long as reasonable and affordable prices are offered, I will stay in 
business with this service firm. 0.871 0.061 19.504 

6. The price I pay for the service is comparable to the level of service I 
get. 0.620 0.081 12.300 

Relational Psychological Contract    61.4% 
1. I do not mind investing in the relationship with this   service firm 

today-I know I will eventually be rewarded by this organization 0.816 0.073 18.304 
 

2.  I am motivated to contribute to this service firm (e.g., refer new 
customers, help fill out surveys) in return for future customer 
benefits. 0.709 0.085 14.929 

3. I feel this service firm reciprocates the effort put in by its customers. 0.841 0.077 19.160 
4. This service firm rewards customers who support its business. 0.825 0.080 18.424 
5. There is a lot of give and take in my relationship with this service 

firm 0.689 0.079 14.412 
6. My relationship with this service firm is based on mutual trust 

0.812 0.080 17.950 
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7. The longer that I patronize this service firm, the greater recognition I 
get as its loyal customer. 0.778 0.085 17.062 

Communal Psychological Contract    62.7% 
1. This service firm would do something for me without any strings 

attached 0.825 0.085 18.531 
 

2. If necessary, I would place this service firm’s needs above my own 0.648 0.089 13.185  

3. If necessary, this service firm would place my needs above its own 0.745 0.093 15.962 
4. The relationship between this service firm and me is beyond any 

economic exchange 0.846 0.083 19.238 
5. If I saw that this service firm needed something, I would do it for the 

firm without being asked 0.828 0.082 18.579 
6. If something out of the ordinary occurs, this service firm will  

respond to it as a special situation and try to accommodate my needs 0.716 0.086 15.114 
7. This service firm and I would forgive each other if the other party 

makes mistakes 0.785 0.084 17.118 
8. This service firm and I would go out of our way to help each other 0.864 0.083 19.907 
9. This service firm and I would help each other without expectation 

for any return 0.845 0.083 19.192 
χ2

(196) = 564.475, P=.00, 
CFI= .975, IFI = .975, NFI= .963, RMSEA= .0744    
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Table 5.1: Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents (N=700) 

Characteristics Sample Percentage 

Gender  
 Male 53.3 
Female 46.7 
Age  
18 and younger   .1 
18-24                         7.6 
25-29 9.1 
30-34                 8.0 
35-44  23.3 
45-54                   17.3 
55-64                                  17.1 
65 and over   17.4 
Marital Status                  
Single 27.9 
Divorced 13.9 
Widowed                       4.3 
Married 54.0 
Employment  
Employed full-time 42.4 
Employed part-time 11.3 
Unemployed 12.0 
Retired 21.3 
Other 13.0 
Occupation  
Laborer                          4.4 
Machine operator/service worker     2.6 
Craftsman     4.0 
Clerical or sales worker 7.6 
Administrative personnel 6.1 
Manager or Executive 10.4 
Professional 19.9 
Other 45.0 
Education  
Less than 5th grade                   .1 
5th to 8th grade                             1.4 
9th to 12th grade, no diploma      16.1 
High school graduate                    29.1 
Some college credit 9.4 
Associate degree                               28.1 
Bachelor's degree                              10.0 
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Master's degree                              2.6 
Professional   3.0 
Doctorate degree .1 
Annual Family Household Income  
Less than $25,000 19.3 
$25,000  to  $49,999                      29.7 
$50,000  to  $74,999          20.1 
$75,000  to  $99,999                             13.9 
$100,000  to  $124,999                                 7.4 
$125,000  to $149,999 5.1 
More than $150,000 4.4 
Ethnicity  
Caucasian 84.9 
African-American 4.6 
Hispanic-American 3.9 
Asian-American 3.3 
Native American 1.1 
Other 2.3 
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Table 5.2 EFA Results of Psychological Contract 
 

Measures Factor 
Loading 

Eigen 
Value 

% Explained 
Variance 

Transactional Psychological Contract  2.729 10.918 
1. stay for quality service  .842 

  

2. stay if responsibility fulfilled .826 
3. stay for good price .805 
4. specified expectation from each other .624 
5. pay comparable to service .583 
6. fair pay for fair service .577 

Relational Psychological Contract  3.909 15.636 
1. firm rewards my support .898 

  

2. motivated to contribute .832 
3. firm reciprocates my efforts .808 
4. not mind investing today .770 
5. recognized for long patronage .697 
6. lots of give and take .569 

Communal Psychological Contract  7.924 31.697 
1. do for firms without being asked .939 

  

2. firm places my needs higher .856 
3. relationship beyond economic exchange .855 
4. place firms' needs higher .815 
5. help each other expecting no return .760 
6. firm does things for me without strings attached .617 
7. firm accommodates my needs .546 

Negative Psychological Contract  1.335 5.340 
1. expected to pay back ASAP .698 

  

2. firm looks out for itself .657 
3. look out for myself .647 
4. do more for the firm when more is done for me .607 
5. watch carefully what I get relative to what I pay for .554   
6. expected to give back exactly what was given .535   
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Table 5.3 Results of the Exploratory Factor Analysis  
 

Measures Factor 
Loading 

Eigen 
Value 

% Explained 
Variance 

Cronbach 
α 

Service Quality (Performance)  20.276 34.366 .943 
1. competent employee .989 

  

 
2. approachable employee .935 
3. polite employee .918 
4. listen to me .910 
5. timely service .771 
6. trustworthy .708 
7. safe environment .672 
8. understand my needs .664 
9. reliable service .657 
10. clean facility .546 

Perceived Relationship Investment (Personal Recognition)  3.446 5.840 .960 
1.  recognize me .887 

  

 
2. hold personal conversation .866 
3. inquire about my personal welfare .841 
4. know my name .833 
5. developed friendship .804 
6. know me personally .707 

Perceived Relationship Investment (Preferential Treatment)  7.539 12.778 .955 
1. offer better services .915 

  

 
2. offer faster service .895 
3. do more for me .890 
4. place me higher on the priority list .848 
5. make greater efforts for me .826 
6. offer better price .762 

Perceived Organizational Support  1.998 3.387 .897 
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1. shows little concern for me (R) .873 

  

 
2. ignore any complaint from me (R) .862 
3. take advantage of me (R) .846 
4. fail to notice my support (R) .815 
5. disregards my best interests (R)  .756 

Brand Identification  2.166 3.671 .896 
1. criticism of brand is like personal insult .894 

  

 
2. feel embarrassed for brand criticism .855 
3. praise of brand is like personal compliment .809 
4. say we not they .606 
5. brand success is my success .556 
6. interested in others' opinion of the brand .513 

Transactional Psychological Contract  1.518 2.574 .849 
1. stay if responsibility fulfilled .877 

   

2. stay for quality service .829 
3. stay for good price .819 
4. specified expectation from each other .649 
5. pay comparable to service .607 
6. fair pay for fair service .593 

Relational Psychological Contract  1.252 2.122 .901 
1. firm rewards my support .865 

   

2. motivated to contribute .782 
3. firm reciprocates my efforts .758 
4. not mind investing today .706 
5. recognized for long patronage .629 
6. lots of give and take .476 

Communal Psychological Contract  2.672 4.529 .919 
1. I do for firms without being asked .927 

  

 2. firm places my needs higher .841 
3. relationship beyond economic exchange .818 

 
4. I place firms' needs higher .777 
5. help each other expecting no return .727 



183 
 

 

6. firm does things for me without strings attached .665 
7. firm accommodates my needs .590 

Consumers’ Intention to Remain  1.220 2.068 .853 
1. certain to continue relationship .960 

   
2. probable to continue relationship .916 
3. likely to continue relationship .445 

Consumers’ Coproduction  1.321 2.240 .921 
1. let know how to serve my needs .963 

   

2. suggest service improvements .937 
3. provide feedback .891 
4. communicate service problems .684 
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Table 5.4 Descriptive Statistics and Correlations among Study Constructs 

 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 M SD 
1. Service Quality 
 1.00          6.22 .95 
2. Personal Recognition 
 0.52** 1.00         4.63 1.88 
3. Preferential Treatment 
 0.29** 0.67** 1.00        3.39 1.62 
4. Brand Identification 
 0.35** 0.63** 0.64** 1.00       3.66 1.47 
5. Transactional 

Psychological Contract 0.49** 0.04 0.00 0.05 1.00      5.50 1.10 
6. Relational Psychological 

Contract 0.48** 0.64** 0.60** 0.67** 0.31** 1.00     4.23 1.43 
7. Communal Psychological 

Contract 0.43** 0.71** 0.62** 0.74** 0.06 0.71** 1.00    3.67 1.54 
8. Intentions to Remain 
 0.52** 0.28** 0.12** 0.20** 0.36** 0.39** 0.29** 1.00   5.80 1.41 
9. Consumers’ 

Coproduction 0.29** 0.46** 0.37** 0.41** 0.13** 0.49** 0.50** 0.24** 1.00  4.89 1.57 
10. Perceived 

Organizational Support  0.51** 0.37** 0.01 0.10* 0.28** 0.35** 0.27** 0.47** 0.19** 1.00 5.05 1.57 
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Table 5.5 CFA Results of the Baseline Model 
 

Measures Std. 
Loading 

Std. 
Error t-value 

Cronbach 
α 

Average 
Variance 
Extracted 

Service Quality (Performance)    .943 63.8% 
Generally, this service firm:      
1. provides service reliably, consistently, and dependably. 0.765 0.037 23.720 
2. is willing and able to provide service in a timely manner. 0.803 0.035 25.450 
3. is trustworthy, believable, and honest. 0.837 0.038 27.138 
4. provides an environment that is free from danger, risk, or doubt. 

0.724 0.038 21.928 
5.makes the effort to understand my needs 0.819 0.043 26.210 
Generally, the employees of this service firm: 
6. listen to me and speak in a language that I can understand. 0.84 0.035 27.290 
7. are competent (i.e., knowledgeable and skillful). 0.894 0.034 30.228 
8. are approachable and easy to contact. 0.877 0.035 29.260 
9. are courteous, polite, and respectful. 0.848 0.032 27.711 
10. Generally, the physical facilities and employees of this service 
firm are neat and clean. 0.512 0.043 14.238 
Perceived Relationship Investment (Personal Recognition)    .960 80.4% 
1. This service firm takes the time to personally get to know me. 0.884 0.053 29.734   
2. This service firm often holds personal conversations with me. 0.919 0.057 31.774 
3. This service firm often inquires about my personal welfare. 0.927 0.060 32.253 
4. This service firm has developed a friendship with me. 0.941 0.058 33.125 
5. The employees of this service firm know my name. 0.867 0.068 28.770 
6. Certain employees of this service firm often recognize me. 0.838 0.069 27.255 
Perceived Relationship Investment (Preferential Treatment)    .955 76.6% 
1. This service firm: 
 makes greater efforts for me than for other customers. 0.937 0.051 32.863 

  

2. offers better service to me than to other customers. 0.943 0.050  
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3. does more for me than for other customers. 0.947 0.050 33.291 
4. offers me better prices than other customers. 0.739 0.059 33.544 
5. places me higher on the priority list when there is a wait. 0.829 0.056 22.675 
6. offers me faster service than other customers. 0.838 0.056 26.825 
Perceived Organizational Support    .897 63.8% 
1. This service firm would ignore any complaint from me 0.778 0.058 23.868   
2. This service firm disregards my best interests when it makes 

decisions that affect me 0.685 0.064 20.005 
3. Even if I did the best to support its business, this service firm would 

fail to notice 0.746 0.063 22.481 
4. If given an opportunity, this service firm would take advantage of 

me 0.888 0.058 29.274 
5. This service firm shows little concern for me 0.878 0.058 28.730 
Brand Identification    .896 59.7% 
1. The brand’s successes  of this service firm are my successes 0.719 0.058 21.383   
2. I am interested in what others think about the brand of this service 

firm. 0.672 0.061 19.530 
3. When someone praises the brand of this service firm, it feels like a 

personal compliment 0.847 0.057 27.178 
4. When I talk about the brand of this service firm, I usually say “we” 

rather than “they” 0.761 0.060 23.149 
5. If a story in the media criticized the brand of this service firm, I 

would feel embarrassed 0.776 0.060 23.781 
6. When someone criticizes the brand of this service firm, it feels like a 

personal insult 0.845 0.057 27.084 
Transactional Psychological Contract    .849 50.4% 
1. The most accurate way to describe my purchase situation with this 

service firm is to say that I give a fair payment for a fairly good 
service 0.514 0.059 13.927 

  

2. What this service firm and I expect from each other is clearly 
specified 0.552 0.054 15.141 

3. As long as this service firm and I fulfill our responsibilities to each 
other, we will do business with each other. 0.749 0.046 22.383 
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4. As long as good quality service is provided, I will stay in business 
with this service firm. 0.876 0.041 28.255 

5. As long as reasonable and affordable prices are offered, I will stay 
in business with this service firm. 0.845 0.043 26.693 

6. The price I pay for the service is comparable to the level of service I 
get. 0.643 0.057 18.241 

Relational Psychological Contract    .901 60.7% 
1. I do not mind investing in the relationship with this   service firm 

today-I know I will eventually be rewarded by this organization 0.799 0.054 24.902 
  

2.  I am motivated to contribute to this service firm (e.g., refer new 
customers, help fill out surveys) in return for future customer 
benefits. 0.763 0.059 23.259 

3. I feel this service firm reciprocates the effort put in by its 
customers. 0.846 0.053 27.178 

4. This service firm rewards customers who support its business. 0.781 0.057 24.056 
5. There is a lot of give and take in my relationship with this service 

firm 0.677 0.057 19.725 
6. The longer that I patronize this service firm, the greater recognition 

I get as its loyal customer. 0.799 0.060 24.897 
Communal Psychological Contract    .919 62.5% 
1. This service firm would do something for me without any strings 

attached 0.788 0.062 24.550 
  

2. If necessary, I would place this service firm’s needs above my own 0.694 0.059 20.563   

3. If necessary, this service firm would place my needs above its own 0.772 0.063 23.833 
4. The relationship between this service firm and me is beyond any 

economic exchange 0.859 0.058 28.043 
5. If I saw that this service firm needed something, I would do it for 

the firm without being asked 0.858 0.056 27.986 
6. If something out of the ordinary occurs, this service firm will  

respond to it as a special situation and try to accommodate my 
needs 0.7 0.061 20.807 
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7. would help each other without expectation for any return 0.842 0.059 27.173 
Intention to Remain    .853 68.8% 
1. It is ___ that I will continue my relationship with this organization. 0.68 0.046 19.674   
2. It is ___ that I will continue my relationship with this organization. 0.885 0.057 28.180 
3. It is ___ that I will continue my relationship with this organization. 0.906 0.051 29.161 
Consumers’ Coproduction    .921 75.4% 
1. I proactively communicate with the organization about potential 

service-related problems 0.729 0.057 22.020 
  

2. I make constructive suggestions to the organization about how to 
improve its services 0.893 0.053 29.934 

3. I let the organization know of ways that can better serve my needs 0.942 0.050 32.841 
4. I provide feedback about the service through conversations or 

written correspondence 0.895 0.052 30.072 
χ2

(1607) = 6771.108, P=.00, 
CFI= .967, IFI = .967, NFI= .957, RMSEA= .0754 
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Table 5.6  Tests of the Hypotheses: Baseline Structural Model 
 

Path 
Standardiz-

ed Path 
Coefficients 

SE t-value 
Hypothesis 

Tested 

H2: Service Quality→  Transactional Contract .593** 0.064 11.175 supported 

H3a: Service Quality→  Relational Contract .131** 0.060 3.576  

H3b: Service Quality→  Communal Contract .027 0.058 0.804  

H4: Personal Recognition→  Relational Contract .052 0.079 1.064 rejected 
H5a: Personal Recognition →  Transactional 
Contract  -.361** 0.078 -5.619  
 
H5b: Personal Recognition→  Communal Contract .265** 0.080 5.740  

H6: Preferential Treatment→  Relational Contract .255** 0.073 5.696 supported 
H7a: Preferential Treatment →  Transactional 
Contract .046 0.067 0.827  
H7b: Preferential Treatment →  Communal 
Contract .148** 0.070 3.649  
H8: Perceived Organizational Support →  Relational 
Contract  .226** 0.062 5.886 supported 

H9: Perceived Organizational Support→  Communal 
Contract .119** 0.060 3.454 supported 
H10: Perceived Organizational Support→  
Transactional  Contract .123** 0.057 2.619  

H11: Brand Identification →  Communal Contract .460** 0.078 10.244 supported 
H12a: Brand Identification →  Transactional 
Contract .041 0.064 0.766  

H12b: Brand Identification →  Relational Contract  .442** 0.076 9.011  

H18: Transactional Contract →  Intention to remain .313** 0.038 7.663 supported 

H19: Relational Contract →  Intention to remain .237** 0.037 4.515 supported 

H20: Communal Contract →  Intention to remain .108* 0.033 2.128 supported 
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H22: Relational Contract  →  Coproduction .279** 0.036 5.686 supported 

H23: Communal Contract  →  Coproduction .311** 0.033 6.347 supported 
χ2

(1622) = 6962.688, P=0.0, 
CFI= 0.966, IFI = 0.966, NFI= 0.956, RMSEA= 0.0763 

 

**: significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*: significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 
Note: Relationships italicized in the table are not directly hypothesized, but used to test the 
hypotheses involving comparative relationships. 
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Table 5.7 Tests of the Hypotheses: Nested Model Comparison 
 

Path Pair Constrained as 
Equivalence 

Constrained 
Model  

Unconstrai-
ned Model    ∆ χ2 ∆Df 

Hypothesis 
Tested 

Service Quality→  Transactional 
Contract 
Service Quality→  Relational 
Contract 6999.266 6962.69 36.578** 1 

H3a is 
supported 

Service Quality→  Transactional 
Contract 
Service Quality→  Communal 
Contract 7026.343 6962.69 63.655** 1 

H3b is 
supported 

Personal Recognition→  Relational 
Contract 
Personal Recognition →  
Transactional Contract 6985.828 6962.69 23.14** 1 

H5a is not 
supported 

Personal Recognition→  Relational 
Contract 
Personal Recognition→  Communal 
Contract 6974.929 6962.69 12.241** 1 

H5b is not 
supported 
(opposite 
direction) 

Preferential Treatment→  Relational 
Contract 
Preferential Treatment →  
Transactional Contract 6976.496 6962.69 13.808** 1 

H7a is 
supported 

Preferential Treatment→   Relational 
Contract 
Preferential Treatment →   
Communal Contract 6965.329 6962.69 2.641 1 

H7b is not 
supported 

Perceived Organizational Support →  
Relational Contract 
Perceived Organizational Support →  
Transactional Contract 6969.815 6962.69 7.127** 1 

H10a is 
supported 

Perceived Organizational Support→  
Communal Contract 
Perceived Organizational Support→   
Transactional Contract 6963.170 6962.69 0.482 1 

H10b is not 
supported 

Brand Identification →  Communal 
Contract 
Brand Identification →  Transactional 
Contract 7021.387 6962.69 58.699** 1 

H12a is 
supported 
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**: significant at the 0.01 level 
*: significant at the 0.05 level 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Brand Identification →  Communal 
Contract 
Brand Identification →  Relational 
Contract 6963.926 6962.69 1.238 1 

 
 
H12b is not 
supported 

Relational Contract →  Intention to 
remain 
Transactional Contract →  Intention 
to remain 6966.501 6962.69 3.813 1 

 
 
H21a is not 
supported 

Communal Contract →  Intention to 
remain 
Transactional Contract →  Intention 
to remain 6984.628 6962.69 21.94** 1 

H21b is not 
supported 
(opposite 
direction) 

Relational Contract →  Coproduction 
Transactional Contract →  
Coproduction 6962.703 6962.69 0.015 1 

H24 is not 
supported 
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Table 5.8 CFA Results for Moderators 
Measures Std. 

Loading 
Std. 

Error t-value Average Variance 
Extracted 

Existence Needs    63.2% 
1.  Offering good prices 0.577 0.042               15.729  
2. Offering convenient service 0.825 0.030               25.652 
3. Getting prompt service 0.893 0.028               28.809 
4. Getting reliable service  0.847 0.025               26.643 
Relatedness Needs    57.5% 
1. Getting consideration and understanding from service employees 0.689 0.039                       19.949  

 2. Building up mutual trust with service employees 0.800 0.048 24.627 
3. Being recognized by service employees 0.729 0.058                        21.559 
4. Having cooperative relations with service employees 0.803 0.047                         24.784 
5.  Getting respect from service employees 0.739 0.041                          21.973 
6. Getting individual attention from service employees 0.761 0.048                          22.896 
Growth Needs    69% 
1. Developing new skills  0.831  0.052                                                                                              26.523  
2. Learning new knowledge 0.855 0.050 27.781 
3. Making use of my abilities  0.853 0.054 27.730 
4. Exploring new ways of getting served 0.870 0.048                                     28.608 
5. Having a feeling of growth 0.904 0.049 30.496 
6. Keeping  informed of new service options 0.647 0.047 18.753 
Creditor Ideology    84.9% 
1. If someone does something for you, you should do something of 

greater value for them. 
0.895 0.043                                              30.037  

2. If someone does you a favor, you should do even more in return. 0.934 0.041                                             32.460 
3. If someone goes out of their way to help me, I feel as though I 

should do more for them than merely return the favor.  
0.931 0.042 

                                               
32.264 

4. If a person does you a favor, it's a good idea to repay that person 
with a greater favor. 

0.925 0.042 
                                                

31.948 

χ2
(161) = 752.496, P=.00, 

CFI= .971, IFI = .971, NFI= .964, RMSEA= .0775 
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Table 5.9 Tests of the Moderating Effects: Moderated Regression Analysis 
 

Variables 
Transactional 

Psychological Contract 
Relational Psychological 

Contract 
Communal Psychological 

Contract 

 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

(β) t-value 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

(β) t-value 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

(β) t-value 

Model 1.1 (H13a):        
Service Quality  .380** 11.256     

Consumers’ Existence Need .323** 9.135     

Service Quality * Existence Need .121** 3.457     

R square .276      

F 88.479      

d.f.(p, n-p-1) 3,696      

Largest VIF 1.205      

Model 1.2 (H13b):  
      

Personal Recognition    .584** 19.377   
Consumers’ Existence Need   .099** 3.284   
Personal Recognition * Existence Need   .111** 3.675   
R square   .375    
F   139.140    
d.f.(p, n-p-1)   3,696    

Largest VIF   1.023    
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Model 1.3 (H13b):  
      

Preferential Treatment    .595** 19.443   

Consumers’ Existence Need   .118** 3.932   

Preferential Treatment * Existence Needs   .043 1.413   

R square   .372    

F   137.702    

d.f.(p, n-p-1)   3,696    

Largest VIF   1.039    

Model 1.4 (H13c):        

Perceived Organizational Support (POS)    .269** 7.341   

Consumers’ Existence Need   .079* 2.087   

POS * Existence Need   .090* 2.409   

R square   .091    

F   23.332    

d.f.(p, n-p-1)   3,696    

Largest VIF   1.086    

Model 1.5 (H13d):        

Brand Identification      .674** 23.850 
Consumers’ Existence Need     -.051 -1.822 
Brand Identification * Existence Need     .008 .281 
R square     .458  
F     196.200  
d.f.(p, n-p-1)     3,696  
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Largest VIF     1.027  

Model 2.1 (H14a):        

Service Quality  .434* 11.991     
Consumers’ Relatedness Need .007 .190     
Service Quality * Relatedness Need .025 .708     
R square .190      
F 54.305      
d.f.(p, n-p-1) 3,696      
Largest VIF 1.213      

Model 2.2 (H14b):        
Personal Recognition    .527** 15.616   
Consumers’ Relatedness Need   .168** 4.748   
Personal Recognition * Relatedness Need   .122** 3.902   
R square   .381    
F   142.926    
d.f.(p, n-p-1)   3,696    
Largest VIF   1.403    
Model 2.3 (H14b):        
Preferential Treatment    .526** 16.811   
Consumers’ Relatedness Needs   .230** 7.383   
Preferential Treatment * Relatedness Needs   .033 1.090   
R square   .404    
F   156.982    
d.f.(p, n-p-1)   3,696    
Largest VIF   1.143    
Model 2.4 (H14c):        
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Perceived Organizational Support (POS)    .233** 6.332   
Consumers’ Relatedness Needs   .330** 9.299   
POS * Relatedness Needs   -.029 -.787   
R square   .190    
F   54.494    
d.f.(p, n-p-1)   3,696    
Largest VIF   1.167    

Model 2.5 (H14d):        
Brand Identification      .627** 20.825 
Consumers’ Relatedness Need     .129** 4.223 
Brand Identification * Relatedness Need     .001 .029 
R square     .470  
F     205.586  
d.f.(p, n-p-1)     3,696  
Largest VIF     1.226  

Model 3.1(H15a):        
Service Quality  .437** 12.640     
Consumers’ Growth Need -.013 -.362     
Service Quality * Growth Need -.003 -.076     
R square .189      
54.154 54.154      
d.f.(p, n-p-1) 3,696      
Largest VIF 1.027      

Model 3.2 (H15b):        
Personal Recognition    .540** 17.282   
Consumers’ Growth Need   .193** 6.073   
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Personal Recognition * Growth Need   .079* 2.617   
R square   .390    
F   148.207    
d.f.(p, n-p-1)   3,696    
Largest VIF   1.147    

Model 3.3 (H15b):        

Preferential Treatment    .549** 17.283   
Consumers’ Growth Needs   .187** 5.908   
Preferential Treatment * Growth Needs   -.034 -1.091   
R square   .392    
F   149.785    
d.f.(p, n-p-1)   3,696    
Largest VIF   1.157    

Model 3.4 (H15c):        
Perceived Organizational Support (POS)    .321** 9.254   
Consumers’ Growth Needs   .331** 9.860   
POS * Growth Needs   -.161** -4.628   
R square   .224    
F   66.997    
d.f.(p, n-p-1)   3,696    
Largest VIF   1.087    

Model 3.5 (H15d):        

Brand Identification      .647** 20.792 
Consumers’ Growth Needs     .062* 1.978 
Brand Identification * Growth Need     .024 .835 
R square     .459  
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F     196.498  
d.f.(p, n-p-1)     3,696  
Largest VIF     1.281  

Model 4.1(H16a):        

Service Quality  .435** 12.259     
Consumers’ Equity Sensitivity .049 1.429     
Service Quality * Equity Sensitivity .027 .763     
R square .192      
F 55.179      
d.f.(p, n-p-1) 3,696      
Largest VIF 1.086      

Model 4.2 (H16b):        
Personal Recognition    .591** 19.261   
Consumers’ Equity Sensitivity   -.013 -.418   
Personal Recognition * Equity Sensitivity   .050 1.651   
R square   .358    
F   129.292    
d.f.(p, n-p-1)   3,696    
Largest VIF   1.021    

Model 4.3 (H16b):        

Preferential Treatment    .593** 19.643   
Consumers’ Equity Sensitivity   -.070* -2.325   
Preferential Treatment * Equity Sensitivity   .076* 2.527   
R square   .368    
F   134.942    
d.f.(p, n-p-1)   3,696    
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Largest VIF   1.002    

Model 4.4 (H16c):        
Perceived Organizational Support (POS)    .283** 7.749   
Consumers’ Equity Sensitivity   -.054 -1.473   
POS * Equity Sensitivity   .058 1.599   
R square   .087    
F   22.161    
d.f.(p, n-p-1)   3,696    
Largest VIF   1.020    

Model 4.5 (H16d):        

Brand Identification      .672** 23.927 
Consumers’ Equity Sensitivity     -.070* -2.493 
Brand Identification * Equity Sensitivity     -.040 -1.413 
R square     .462  
F     199.028  
d.f.(p, n-p-1)     3,696  
Largest VIF     1.020  

Model 5.1(H17a):        

Service Quality  .428** 12.549     
Consumers’ Creditor Ideology .080* 2.339     
Service Quality * Creditor Ideology -.010 -.282     
R square .195      
F 56.347      
d.f.(p, n-p-1) 3,696      
Largest VIF 1.022      
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Model 5.2 (H17b):        

Personal Recognition    .579** 19.408   
Consumers’ Creditor Ideology   .181** 6.069   
Personal Recognition * Creditor Ideology   .052 1.760   
R square   .390    
F   148.202    
d.f.(p, n-p-1)   3,696    
Largest VIF   1.015    

Model 5.3 (H17b):        
Preferential Treatment    .572** 18.084   
Consumers’ Creditor Ideology   .093* 2.945   
Preferential Treatment * Creditor Ideology   .006 .179   
R square   .365    
F   133.179    
d.f.(p, n-p-1)   3,696    
Largest VIF   1.101    

Model 5.4 (H17c):        

Perceived Organizational Support (POS)    .337** 9.644   
Consumers’ Creditor Ideology   .283** 8.196   
POS * Creditor Ideology   -.170** -4.884   
R square   .181    
F   51.359    
d.f.(p, n-p-1)   3,696    
Largest VIF   1.037    

Model 5.5 (H17d):        
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Brand Identification      .669** 22.831 
Consumers’ Creditor Ideology     .007 .256 
Brand Identification * Creditor Ideology     .057* 2.021 
R square     .459  
F     196.550  
d.f.(p, n-p-1)     3,696  
Largest VIF     1.103  

**: p ≤ 0.001, *p ≤ 0.05. 
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Table 5.10 Tests of the Moderating Effects: Hierarchical Regression Analysis 
 

 DV Variables Added to the Regression ΔR2 ΔF 
H13a     
 Transactional PC Service Quality  .189 162.763** 
  Consumers’ Existence Need .075 70.576** 
  Service Quality * Existence Need .012 11.952** 
H13b     
 Relational PC Personal Recognition  .355 384.516** 
  Consumers’ Existence Need .008 8.273* 
  Personal Recognition * Existence Need .012 13.504** 
H13c     
 Relational PC Perceived Organizational Support (POS)  .081 61.357** 
  Consumers’ Existence Need .003 2.282 
  POS * Existence Need .008 5.805* 
H14b     
 Relational PC Personal Recognition  .355 384.516** 
  Consumers’ Relatedness Need .012 13.742** 
  Personal Recognition * Relatedness Need .014 15.228** 
H15b     
 Relational PC Personal Recognition  .355 384.516** 
  Consumers’ Growth Need .029 32.345** 
  Personal Recognition * Growth Need .006 6.850* 
H15c     
 Relational PC Perceived Organizational Support (POS)  .081 61.357** 
  Consumers’ Growth Needs .119 104.045** 
  POS * Growth Needs .024 21.419** 
H16b     
 Relational PC Preferential Treatment  .357 387.039** 
  Consumers’ Equity Sensitivity .005 5.726* 



204 
 

 

  Preferential Treatment * Equity Sensitivity .006 6.385* 
H17c     
 Relational PC Perceived Organizational Support (POS)  .081 61.357** 
  Consumers’ Creditor Ideology .072 59.588** 
  POS * Creditor Ideology .028 23.849** 
H17d     
 Communal PC Brand Identification  .455 583.804** 
  Consumers’ Creditor Ideology .000 .009 
  Brand Identification * Creditor Ideology .003 4.086* 

        **: p ≤ 0.001, *p ≤ 0.05. 
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APPENDIX A 

SERVICES EXPERIENCE SURVEY (PRETEST) 
Section I 

In this section, we are interested in your services experiences with a service provider.  Listed below are several types of 
service businesses. 
Version A

1) Financial consulting 

2) Medical care services 

3) Travel agents 

4) Barber shops 

5) Restaurants 

6) Fine hotels 

7) Hospitals 

8) Counseling services 

9) Insurance brokerage firms 

10) Body massage services 

11) Beauty salons 

12) Dental care 

13) Legal services 

14) Accountants 

15) Real estate agencies 

16) Child day care 

17) Tax-preparation services 
 

Version B 
1) Shoe repair 
2) Banking services 
3) Pest control 
4) Pool maintenance 
5) Photofinishing services 
6) Computer repair 
7) Carpet cleaning 

8) Lawn maintenance 
9) House cleaning 
10) Appliance repair 
11) Drycleaning and Laundry Services 
12) Auto repair and maintenance 
13) Plumbing services 
14) Veterinarian care 

Version C 
1) Airlines 
2) Movie theater 
3) Cafeterias 
4) Life, Health, and Medical Insurance 

Carriers  
5) Express mail services 
6) Landphone and cable services 
7) Health club 

8) Movie rental  
9) Copying/printing services 
10) Car rental services 
11) Amusement and theme Park 
12) Budget Hotel 
13) Celluar phone services 
14) Internet services 
15) Credit card company 

Please think about the businesses that you use that fall into each of these categories.  Of the businesses you use in these 
categories, select one that you have frequently patronized in the past six months and answer the following questions: 
1. The specific name of the service provider (for example, Sparkle’s dry cleaning)is:________________;  

The type of the service provider (for example, dry cleaning) is: ____________________ 
2. When you think about this service provider, are you thinking about a specific employee or the company in general? 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________ 
3. If you were asked to think about the BRAND of this service provider, what is your first reaction? 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________ 
4. In the past six months, how frequently have you patronized this service provider? Please indicate by circling a 

number below (1=never, 7=very often) 
Never   1          2           3          4          5           6           7 Very often 
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Section II 
 

In this section, please thoroughly read the following passage and then answer the following questions regarding your 
selected service provider in the previous section (please print).   
 

A contract is an agreement between two or more parties that creates an obligation to do or not 
to do a particular thing. People are involved in a variety of contracts during their lives. Typically, we 
think of contracts that are written in a formal document. An example is the paper contract you have 
with your employer, landlord, or insurance company.   

Contracts or agreements, however, may exist in the eye of the beholder and not necessarily in 
fact.  People may form an implicit and unwritten contract in their mind with another party, 
regarding “rules of the game” by which they fulfill obligations to one another. We call this type of 
contract psychological  contract. It is an individual’s belief regarding the terms, conditions and 

norms of an exchange between the individual and an organization.   
Here are some examples of how people may describe their psychological  contract with a 

service provider:  
“I give a fair payment for a fairly good service”; 

“This service provider and I try to do what is best for each other”; 
“This service provider and I expect each other to give back exactly what was given”; 

“I do not mind investing in the relationship with this service provider today-I know I will 
eventually be rewarded” 

… … 
 

a) Given the description above, how do you describe your psychological contract with the service provider you 
selected above? _________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________ 

 
b) What do you believe are the “rules of the game” governing your interactions with this service provider? 

___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________ 

c) What do you think are the implicit and unwritten terms, conditions or norms when dealing with this service 
provider? 

___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________ 
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Section III 
 

In this section, we are interested in understanding your mutual obligations with your selected service provider. 

1. What are the service provider’s obligations to you if it wants to: 
a. win your business? 

___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________ 

b. gain your loyalty? 

___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________ 

c. gain your trust? 

___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________ 

d. gain your support? 

___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________ 
2. What are your obligations to this service provider if you want to:  

a. be recognized as a loyal customer of this service provider? 

___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________ 

b. get special discounts? 

___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________ 

c. get upgraded or faster service? 

___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX B 

EXPERT SURVEY (PRETEST) 

Evaluation of Scale Items for Psychological Contract 
 
Instructions:  The purposes of this survey is to acquire your perspectives on whether scale items, 

generated through an extensive literature review and my own qualitative research, are appropriate 
measures of the specified types of psychological contract.  The measures are based on the 
relationship between a service firm (e.g., Southwest Airlines) and its consumers.   I am interested to 
what extent you feel they do or do not capture the conceptual domain of the psychological contract 
type and the reasoning behind your rating.  If the measure does not capture the conceptual domain 
of the construct, I am interested to know your suggestions for modifications (if feasible).  I will begin 
by providing an overview of psychological contracts.  Then, you will be given specific definitions of 
three different types of psychological contracts on which to base your ratings.   

 
Overview of Psychological Contracts 
 
A contract is an agreement between two or more parties that creates an obligation to do or not to do a 

particular thing. People are involved in a variety of contracts during their lives. Typically, we think of contracts 
that are written in a formal document. An example is the paper contract you have with your employer, 
landlord, or insurance company. 

   
Contracts or agreements, however, may exist in the eye of the beholder and not necessarily in fact.  

People may form an implicit and unwritten contract in their mind with another party, regarding “rules of the 
game” by which they fulfill obligations to one another. We call this type of contract psychological contract.  

 
Rousseau (1989) defined psychological contract as an individual’s belief regarding the terms and 

conditions of an exchange between the individual and an organization.  I further defined it as perceived 
relational norms, regulating how resources are exchanged. This view is consistent with the exchange view of 
measuring psychological contract offered by Millward and Hopkin (1998) that purports that measures of 
psychological contract should reflect how resources are exchanged rather than what resources are 
exchanged.  

 
Based on the integration of both services relationship marketing literature and psychological contract 

literature, there are three types of psychological contract that may exist in consumer-service firm 
relationships.  I argue that these three types of psychological contracts are bound by three different types of 
relational norms, each of which represents a distinctive way of how resources are exchanged.  
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Evaluations of Measures of Psychological Contract Types 
 
• Evaluation of Transactional Psychological Contract 

 
              Please read the following conceptual definition/domain of Transactional Psychological Contract:   

 
       Transactional psychological contract:  governed by perceived norm of exchange 

Conceptual domain: Due to short-term relationship duration, resource exchanges are governed by simultaneous 
reciprocation. Because of the specificity of contract terms, resources exchanged should be of approximately equal 
value. The exchange focus of a transactional contract is economic resources or benefits and the exchange parties 
are motivated by pure self-interest, that is, to maximize their own value.  
 

In your opinion, to what extent does each of the following items capture the conceptual domain of Transactional 
Psychological Contract defined above and measure what Transactional Psychological Contract is supposed to measure? 
 

Items 1= not at all,  
5= very much 

Your reasoning or suggested 
modification 

1. I do not care what this service firm does for me in the long 
run, only what it does right now. 

1 2 3 4 5  

2. If this service firm does something extra for me, it expects 
me to pay it back as soon as possible. 

1 2 3 4 5  

3. This service firm and I expect each other to give back 
exactly what was given 

1 2 3 4 5  

4. I only want to do more for this service firm when I see that 
it will do more for me 

1 2 3 4 5  

5. I watch very carefully what I get from this service firm, 
relative to what I contribute 

1 2 3 4 5  

6. All I really expect from this service firm is that I get what I 
pay for 

1 2 3 4 5  

7. The most accurate way to describe my purchase situation 
with this service firm is to say that I give a fair payment for 
a fairly good service 

1 2 3 4 5  

8. I have learned to look out for myself in this relationship 1 2 3 4 5  
9. This service firm looks out for itself first 1 2 3 4 5  
10. My relationship with this service firm is strictly an 

economic one- I pay and they provide me service 
1 2 3 4 5  

11. My relationship with this service firm is impersonal-I have 
little emotional involvement 

1 2 3 4 5  

12. What this service firm and I expect from each other is 
clearly specified 

1 2 3 4 5  

13. As long as this service firm and I fulfill our responsibilities 
to each other, we will do business with each other. 

1 2 3 4 5  

14. As long as good quality service is provided, I will stay in 
business with this service firm. 

1 2 3 4 5  

15. As long as reasonable and affordable prices are offered, I 
will stay in business with this service firm. 

1 2 3 4 5  
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• Evaluation of Relational Psychological Contract 
 
              Please read the following conceptual definition/domain of Relational Psychological Contract:   
 

       Relational psychological contract:  governed by perceived norm of reciprocity 
Conceptual domain: Due to intangible resources (e.g., status, loyalty and affiliation) exchanged in relational 

contract, the exchange parties are willing to accept ambiguity in the contract terms. Thus, favors do not need to 
be returned in exact value. Due to the long-term relationship duration, reciprocity can occur in a long-term time 
frame and favors do not need to be returned immediately.  Since non-pecuniary rather than pecuniary benefits 
are often the focus of a relational contract, the parties often have each other’s interest in mind, attempting to 
achieve benefits collectively.   
 

In your opinion, to what extent does each of the following items capture the conceptual domain of Relational 
Psychological Contract defined above and measure what Relational Psychological Contract is supposed to measure? 

Items 1= not at all,  
5= very much 

Your reasoning or 
suggested modification 

1. I do not mind investing in the relationship with this         
service firm today-I know I will eventually be rewarded by 
this organization 

1 2 3 4 5  

2. I am motivated to contribute to this service firm (e.g., refer 
new customers, help fill out surveys) in return for future 
customer benefits. 

1 2 3 4 5  

3. I feel this service firm reciprocates the effort put in by its 
customers. 

1 2 3 4 5  

4. This service firm rewards customers who help in improving 
its service. 

1 2 3 4 5  

5. There is a lot of give and take in my relationship with this 
service firm 

1 2 3 4 5  

6. My relationship with this service firm is based on mutual 
trust 

1 2 3 4 5  

7. This service firm and I try to do what is best for each other 1 2 3 4 5  
8. If this service firm and I saw that the other needed 

something we would do it for the other without being 
asked 

1 2 3 4 5  

9. This service firm and I look out for one another  1 2 3 4 5  
10. This service firm and I would do just about anything for 

the other 
1 2 3 4 5  

11. This service firm and I treat each other with respect 1 2 3 4 5  
12. This service firm and I are honest with each other 1 2 3 4 5  
13. This service firm and I try to be flexible with each other 1 2 3 4 5  
14. This service firm and I try to be understanding of each 

other 
1 2 3 4 5  

15. This service firm and I keep our promises to each other. 1 2 3 4 5  
16. This service firm and I try not to let each other down. 1 2 3 4 5  
17. This service firm and I try not to take advantage of each 

other. 
1 2 3 4 5  

18. This service firm and I keep each other informed 1 2 3 4 5  
19. If this firm’s service fails me, it provides a good service 1 2 3 4 5  
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recovery. 
20. The longer that I patronize this service firm, the greater 

recognition I get as its loyal customer. 
1 2 3 4 5  

 
 

• Evaluation of Communal Psychological Contract 
 
              Please read the following conceptual definition/domain of Communal Psychological Contract:   

 
Communal psychological contract: governed by perceived norm of taking care of the needs of one 
another 
Conceptual domain: A communal contract is not contingent on what has been previously given or received in an 

exchange. In communal exchanges, one party gives benefits to meet the needs of the other party due to concerns 
for the welfare of the other party. For example, service providers and consumers may help each other beyond 
what is required for service delivery for the sake of the other’s enhanced benefits. Furthermore, what one party 
gets from the other does not create an obligation for this party to return anything. 
 

In your opinion, to what extent does each of the following items capture the conceptual domain of Communal 
Psychological Contract defined above and measure what Communal Psychological Contract is supposed to measure? 
 

Items 1= not at all,  
5= very much 

Your Reasoning or 
Suggested modification 

1. My relationship with this service firm has a great deal of 
personal meaning for me  

1 2 3 4 5  

2. I feel emotionally attached to this service firm 1 2 3 4 5  
3. This service firm would do something for me without any 

strings attached 
1 2 3 4 5  

4. I am more concerned that this service firm gets what it needs 
than I am about satisfying my own interests 

1 2 3 4 5  

5. If necessary, I would place this service firm’s needs above my 
own 

1 2 3 4 5  

6. If necessary, this service firm would place my needs above its 
own 

1 2 3 4 5  

7. This service firm and I would forgive each other if the other 
party makes mistakes 

1 2 3 4 5  

8. This service firm and I expect to grow with each other. 1 2 3 4 5  
9. This service firm and I value each other. 1 2 3 4 5  
10. This service firm and I treat each other as a friend. 1 2 3 4 5  
11. This service firm and I truly care about each other. 1 2 3 4 5  
12. This service firm and I like doing little things to please each 

other 
1 2 3 4 5  

13. If something out of the ordinary occurs, this service firm and I 
will  respond to it as a special situation and try to 
accommodate each other’s needs 

1 2 3 4 5  

14. This service firm and I go out of our way to help each other. 1 2 3 4 5  
15. This service firm and I would help each other without 

expectation for any return. 
1 2 3 4 5  

16. The relationship between this service firm and I is beyond any 
short-term or long-term economic exchange. 

1 2 3 4 5  
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APPENDIX C 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

Project Title: Survey of Customers’ Service Experiences 
 
I am a doctoral candidate at the University of Arizona, conducting a research study to 
better understand consumers’ service experiences with their service firms. You are being 
invited to participate voluntarily in this research project. To be eligible to participate, you 
must be 18 years or older and have frequently patronized a service provider listed in the 
given service types during the past six months. Please complete the questionnaire, which 
will take about 20-25 minutes.  You will be compensated through the point system 
offered by the online survey research firm and points you have cumulated can be 
redeemed later for merchandise and services. 
 
There is no cost to you for participating except your time. There are no direct benefits to 
you for your participation and no risks for subjects are expected in this study. You may 
withdraw from the study at any time. 
 
The survey is anonymous and none of your personal identifying information will be 
asked. Only the principal investigator, Lin Guo, Ph.D. student, and the faculty Advisor, 
Dr. Sherry Lotz will have access to your survey answers. After data collection, your 
answers will be kept on a computer that is secured by password in a locked office.   
 
You can obtain further information from the principal investigator, Lin Guo, Ph.D. 
student, at (520) 621-1295 or Dr. Sherry Lotz, Associate Professor, at (520) 621-3063 If 
you have questions concerning your rights as a research subject, you may call the 
University of Arizona Human Subjects Protection Program office (HSPP) at (520) 626-
6721 or visit HSPP website at www.irb.arizona.edu. 
 
By completing the survey online, you are giving permission for your information to be 
used for research purposes.  
 
 
I sincerely hope that you can help us in this study and thank you in advance for your 
contribution to this study! 
 
Lin  Guo 
Doctoral Candidate 
 

http://www.irb.arizona.edu/�


213 
 

 

  

Among the businesses you use in the service categories listed below, please think of ONE 
business that you have frequently patronized in the past six months and click the button next to 
the service category that it represents 

 
Questionnaire Version A 

 
 Financial consulting 
 Medical care services 
 Travel agents 
 Barber shops 
 Fine hotels 
 Hospitals 

 Counseling services 
 Insurance brokerage firms 
 Body massage services 
 Beauty salons 
 Dental care 
 Legal services 

 Accountants 
 Real estate agencies 
 Child day care 
 Tax-preparation services 

 
Questionnaire Version B  
 
 Shoe repair 
 Banking services 
 Pest control 
 Pool maintenance 

 
 Photofinishing services 
 Computer repair 
 Carpet cleaning 
 Lawn maintenance 
 House cleaning 

 Appliance repair 
 Drycleaning and Laundry  
 Auto repair and maintenance 
 Plumbing services 
 Veterinarian care 

 
Questionnaire Version C 

 
 Airlines 
 Movie theater 
 Cafeterias 
 Life, Health, and Medical 

Insurance Carriers  
 Express mail services 

 Landphone and cable 
services 

 Health club 
 Movie rental  
 Copying/printing services 
 Car rental services 

 Amusement and theme Park 
 Budget Hotel 
 Celluar phone services 
 Internet services 
 Credit card company 

 

Question 2  

The name of the service firm you were thinking about in Question 1 is (for example, Super Haircut) 
 
 
 

Question 3   

This service firm offers what type of service? (for example, Barber Shop) 
 
 
 

Question 4  (If the answer is below 4, the respondent is not qualified.)  

In the past six months, how frequently have you patronized this service firm that you indicated in the previous page? 
Never 2 3 4 5 6 Very Often 
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Question 5  

To what extent do you consider yourself a regular customer of this service firm? 
Not at all 2 3 4 5 6 Very much 
       

  

Please think about the service firm you discussed before in answering the following questions: 

Question 6   

How long have you patronized this service firm? (e.g., 18 months) 
 
 

Question 7  

If you were asked to describe this service firm, what would you say? 
 
 

Question 8  

How would you describe your relationship with this service firm? 
 
 

Question 9   

How would you describe yourself in the relationship with this service firm? 
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PART A: Your Overall Experiences with the Service Firm 
Please think about your overall experiences with the service firm you discussed before and indicate to what extent you 
agree or disagree with the following statements: 

 

Generally, this service firm: 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

1. provides service reliably, consistently, 
and dependably.        

2. is willing and able to provide service in 
a timely manner.        

3. is trustworthy, believable, and honest.        
4. provides an environment that is free 
from danger, risk, or doubt.        

5. makes the effort to understand my 
needs        

Generally, the employees of this service firm: 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

6. listen to me and speak in a language 
that I can understand.        

7. are competent (i.e., knowledgeable and 
skillful).        

8. are approachable and easy to contact.        
9. are courteous, polite, and respectful.        
10. Generally, the physical facilities and 
employees of this service firm are neat 
and clean. 
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PART B: How the Service Firm Treats You 

Please think about how you have been treated by this service firm and indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with 
the following statements: 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

1. This service firm takes the time to 
personally get to know me.        

2. This service firm often holds personal 
conversations with me.        

3. This service firm often inquires about 
my personal welfare.        

4. This service firm has developed a 
friendship with me.        

5. The employees of this service firm 
know my name.        

6. Certain employees of this service firm 
often recognize me.        

 
This service firm: 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

7. makes greater efforts for me than for 
other customers.        

8. offers better service to me than to other 
customers.        

9. does more for me than for other 
customers.        

10. rewards me for my patronage.        
11. offers me something extra because I 
keep patronizing it.        

12. offers discounts or special deals to me 
for my patronage.        

13. offers me better prices than other 
customers.        

14. places me higher on the priority list 
when there is a wait.        

15. offers me faster service than other 
customers.        

        
16. This service firm strongly considers 
my goals and values        

17. This service firm would ignore any 
complaint from me        

18. This service firm disregards my best 
interests when it makes decisions that 
affect me 
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 Strongly 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

19. Help is available from this service firm 
when I have a problem        

20. This service firm really cares about my 
well-being        

21.  Even if I did the best to support its 
business, this service firm would fail to 
notice 

       

22. This service firm is willing to help me 
when I need a special favor        

23. This service firm cares about my 
general satisfaction        

24. If given an opportunity, this service 
firm would take advantage of me        

25. This service firm shows little concern 
for me        

26. This service firm cares about my 
opinions        
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PART C: You and the Service Brand 
For services, the company itself often becomes the primary brand. A service brand is often the name of the service firm, 
for example, Super Haircut is both the brand name and the firm's name. 
 
C1:  If you were asked to describe what the BRAND of this service firm represents, what would you say? 
 
 
 

C2: Some people think a service brand may help express a significant part of self, while others do not. Please think 
about your self-connections with the brand of the service firm you chose and indicate to what extent you agree or disagree 
with the following statements: 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

1.     The brand’s successes  of this service 
firm are my successes        

2.     I am interested in what others think 
about the brand of this service firm.        

3.     When someone praises the brand of 
this service firm, it feels like a personal 
compliment 

       

4.     When I talk about the brand of this 
service firm, I usually say “we” rather 
than “they” 

       

5.     If a story in the media criticized the 
brand of this service firm, I would feel 
embarrassed 

       

6.     When someone criticizes the brand of 
this service firm, it feels like a personal 
insult 
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PART D: Your Interactions with the Service Firm 
Please think about the interactions you and the service firm have had in the past and indicate to what extent you agree or 
disagree with the following statements: 
 
 

D1: 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

1.      I do not care what this service firm 
does for me in the long run, only what it 
does right now. 

       

2.      If this service firm does something 
extra for me, it expects me to pay it back 
as soon as possible. 

       

3.      This service firm and I expect each 
other to give back exactly what was given        

4.      I only want to do more for this 
service firm when I see that it will do 
more for me 

       

5.      I watch very carefully what I get 
from this service firm, relative to what I 
pay for. 

       

6.      All I really expect from this service 
firm is that I get what I pay for        

7.      The most accurate way to describe 
my purchase situation with this service 
firm is to say that I give a fair payment for 
a fairly good service 

       

8.      I have learned to look out for myself 
in this relationship        

9.      This service firm looks out for itself 
first        

        

10.  My relationship with this service firm 
is strictly an economic one- I pay and they 
provide me service 

       

11.  My relationship with this service firm 
is impersonal-I have little emotional 
involvement 

       

12.  What this service firm and I expect 
from each other is clearly specified        

13.  As long as this service firm and I 
fulfill our responsibilities to each other, 
we will do business with each other. 

       

14.  As long as good quality service is 
provided, I will stay in business with this 
service firm. 
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 Strongly 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

15.  As long as reasonable and affordable 
prices are offered, I will stay in business 
with this service firm. 

       

16. The price I pay for the service is 
comparable to the level of service I get.        

 
D2: 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

1.      I do not mind investing in the 
relationship with this   service firm today-I 
know I will eventually be rewarded by this 
organization 

       

2.      I am motivated to contribute to this 
service firm (e.g., refer new customers, 
help fill out surveys) in return for future 
customer benefits. 

       

3.      I feel this service firm reciprocates 
the effort put in by its customers.        

4.      This service firm rewards customers 
who support its business.        

5.      There is a lot of give and take in my 
relationship with this service firm        

6.      My relationship with this service 
firm is based on mutual trust        

7.      If this firm’s service fails me, it 
provides a good service recovery.        

8.     The longer that I patronize this 
service firm, the greater recognition I get 
as its loyal customer. 

       

9.     I worry that my loyalty to the service 
firm will never be rewarded        

 
This service firm and I _________. 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

10.  treat each other with respect        
11.  are honest with each other        
12. try to be flexible with each other        
13. look out for one another        
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D3: 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

1.         This service firm would do 
something for me without any strings 
attached 

       

2.         I am more concerned that this 
service firm gets what it needs than I am 
about satisfying my own interests 

       

3.         If necessary, I would place this 
service firm’s needs above my own        

4.         If necessary, this service firm 
would place my needs above its own        

5.        The relationship between this 
service firm and me is beyond any 
economic exchange 

       

6.        If I saw that this service 
firm needed something, I would do it for 
the firm without being asked 

       

7.        If something out of the ordinary 
occurs, this service firm will  respond to it 
as a special situation and try to 
accommodate my needs 

       

 
This service firm and I _________. 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

8.      treat each other as a friend        
9.      truly care about each other        
10.     would forgive each other if the other 
party makes mistakes        

11.    go out of our way to help each other        
12.    would help each other without 
expectation for any return        
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PART E: Your Future Intentions with the Service Firm 
Please think about your future intentions with this service firm in the next year and answer the following questions. 

 
1. It is ___ that I will continue my relationship with this service firm. 

Highly unlikely 2 3 4 5 6 Highly likely 
       

 
2. It is ___ that I will continue my relationship with this service firm 

Very probable 2 3 4 5 6 Not probable 
       

 
3. It is ___ that I will continue my relationship with this service firm. 

Certain 2 3 4 5 6 No chance 
       

 
Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements: 
 I will: 

 Strongly 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neither 
agree or 
disagree 

Slightly 
agree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Strongly 
agree 

4.     proactively communicate with the 
service firm about potential service-related 
problems 

       

5.     make suggestions to the service firm 
about how to improve its services        

6.     let the service firm know of ways that 
it can better serve my needs        

7.     provide feedback about the service 
through conversations or written 
correspondence 
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PART F: Your Attitude toward the General Service Category 
This section is about your attitude toward the general service category you selected. 
For example, if you answered questions about XYZ barber shop previously, now think about all barber shops as a 
category. 
 
In thinking about the service category in general (rather than the specific service firm chosen), please indicate how 
important each of the following factors is to you. 

 
Not 

Important 
At All 

2 3 4 5 6 Very 
Important 

1.      Offering good prices        
2.      Offering convenient service        
3.      Getting prompt service        
4.      Getting reliable service        
5.     Getting consideration and 
understanding from service employees        

6.     Building up mutual trust with service 
employees        

7.     Being recognized by service 
employees        

8.     Having cooperative relations with 
service employees        

9.     Getting respect from service 
employees        

10.   Getting individual attention from 
service employees        

11.    Having polite and courteous service 
employees        

 
12.    Developing new skills        
13.    Learning new knowledge        
14.    Making use of my abilities        
15.    Exploring new ways of getting 
served        

16.    Having a feeling of growth        
17.    Keeping informed of new service 
options        
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PART G: Your Reactions to Some General Situations 
This section is about your reactions to some general situations that may happen to you in your daily life. Please indicate to 

what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements to BEST reflect your reactions in these situations. 

 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

 
Slightly 

Disagree 

 
Neither 

Agree Nor 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

1.    If someone does something for you, 
you should do something of greater value 
for them. 

       

2.    If someone does you a favor, you 
should do even more in return.        

3.    If someone goes out of their way to 
help me, I feel as though I should do more 
for them than merely return the favor. 

       

4.    If a person does you a favor, it's a 
good idea to repay that person with a 
greater favor. 

       

5.    It's not necessary to return favors 
quickly.        

6.    As a rule, I don't accept a favor if I 
can't return the favor.        

7.    If you frequent a certain restaurant, 
you should leave large tips to ensure good 
service. 

       

8.    If a stranger helped you start your 
stalled car, you would not feel obligated to 
return the favor. 

       

9.    If someone returned a wallet you lost, 
you should try to do something in order to 
repay him/her. 
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PART H: Your Attitude to Some Generic Situations 
This section describes your general attitude to some generic situations. Please allocate a total of 10 points between two 
choices (A & B) for each statement to BEST reflect your attitude. 
For example, if you feel A is much more important than B, you might give A 8 points and B 2 points. 
 
It would be more important to: 

 A.  get from an organization, () pts  
 B. give to an organization, () pts  
 
It would be more important for me to: 

 A.  help others, () pts  
 B. watch out for my own good, () pts  
 
I would be more concerned about what I: 

 A.  received from an organization, () pts  
 B. contributed to an organization, () pts  
 
My personal philosophy in dealing with an organization would be 
 A.  if I don't look out for myself, nobody else will, () pts  

 B. it's better for me to give than to receive, () ptsp   
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PART I: Your Perceptions of Marketing Strategies 

With regards to the service firm you have been discussing in the prior sections of this survey, please answer the following 
questions about how you feel about some of its strategies: 
 
1. If this service firm attempted to improve its service quality, I believe it would be most likely trying to do which of the following for its 
customers 

 A.  work on their behalf 
 B.  convey that they are esteemed customers 
 C.  provide them with the knowledge and expertise they need as customers 
 D.  show its “affection” to their customers 

 
2. If this service firm built up its loyalty programs and offers of special treatments, such as special discounts or gift incentives, and to 
reward its regular customers, I believe it would be most likely trying to do which of the following for its customers 

 A.  work on their behalf 
 B.  convey that they are esteemed customers 
 C.  provide them with the knowledge and expertise they need as customers 
 D.  show its “affection” to their customers 

 
3. If this service firm built up its personal relationships with regular customers, for example, addressing them by name or initiating 
friendly and personal conversations with them, I believe it would be most likely trying to do which of the following for its customers 
 
 A.  work on their behalf 
 B.  convey that they are esteemed customers 
 C.  provide them with the knowledge and expertise they need as customers 
 D.  show its “affection” to their customers 

4. If this service firm attempted to build more awareness of its brand and create a more understandable brand, I believe it would be 
most likely trying to do which of the following for its customers 

 A.  work on their behalf 
 B.  convey that they are esteemed customers 
 C.  provide them with the knowledge and expertise they need as customers 
 D.  show its “affection” to their customers 
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Demographic Information 
 
Please tell me something about yourself: 
 
Gender 

 Male  Female 
 
My age is: 

 18 and younger 
 18-24 
 25-29 
 30-34 

 35-44 
 45-54 
 55-64 
 65 and over 

 
My current marital status is: 

 Single 
 Divorced 

 Widowed 
 Married 

 
My current employment status is: 

 1. Employed Full-time 
 2. Employed Part-time 
 3. Unemployed 

 4. Retired 
 Other, please specify 

 
My current occupation is: 

 1. Laborer 
 2. Machine operator/service worker 
 3. Craftsman 
 4. Clerical or sales worker 

 5. Administrative personnel 
 6. Manager 
 7. Professional 
 Other, please specify 

 
My education is: 

 Less than 5th grade 
 5th to 8th grade 
 9th to 12th grade, no diploma 
 High school graduate 
 Some college credit 

 Associate degree 
 Bachelor's degree 
 Master's degree 
 Professional 
 Doctorate degree 

 
My annual family household income is: 

 1. Less than $10,000 
 2. $10,000 to $19,999 
 3. $20,000 to $29,999 
 4. $30,000 to $49,999 

 5. $50,000 to $69,999 
 6. $70,000 to $89,999 
 7. More than $90,000 

 
My ethnicity is: 

 1. Caucasian 
 2. African-American 
 3. Hispanic-American 

 4. Asian-American 
 5. Native American 
 Other, please specify 
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