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A B S T R A C T

While the existing notion of customer dependency in the business-to-business literature is that it facilitates trust,
this study proposes that the relationship works in reverse for services firm–consumer dependency relationships.
Using partial least squares-based structural equation modeling, the study provides evidence that rapport through
service interactions and the mediation impact of competence, contractual, and goodwill trust build an evoked set
of services in consumers’ minds, making them dependent on the firm at a cognitive level. However, most of the
moderated and moderated mediation roles of relationship age and frequency are found as non-significant except
relationship age as a moderated mediator between goodwill trust and consumer dependency relationship.
Implications are provided for the services relationship literature and services firms.

1. Introduction

Customer dependency has been defined as the business activities
that are dependent on the interaction process of the exchange partners
(Svensson, 2002a; Barnes et al., 2005). However, the construction of
customer dependency in the previous literature has been significantly
biased towards the business-to-business (B2B) context in exploring
buyer–supplier relationships and its complex interactions with other
relational constructs, for instance, trust (Johnson and Sohi, 2016;
Barnes et al., 2005; Lusch and Brown, 1996). Trust has been used as an
outcome construct resulting from customer dependency (Yu and Liu,
2000; Gao et al., 2005), in early literature, based on the belief that
customer dependency develops due to the lack of available alternatives
or the lack of a price advantage, forcing parties to work together
leading to a trusting relationship (Joshi and Arnold, 1997). While it is
established in literature that customer dependency is an antecedent of
trust in B2B relationships (Barnes et al., 2005; Gao et al., 2005), how
trust-dependency relationship inter-plays in services relationship in
B2C context is still unknown. The current study believes that the cus-
tomer dependency–trust relationship would be reversed for the services
firm–consumer context considering trust as an antecedent of consumer
dependency. Services have unique characteristics (such as intangibility,
inseparability, perishability and variability) and, in addition, services
consumers have a distinctive cognitive process (Ngo and O'cass, 2013;
Kindström and Kowalkowski, 2014). Thus, services consumers have a
wide variety of alternative choices in B2C services context compared to
B2B players (i.e. suppliers). This offers more flexibility to the consumers
in switching service providers and thereby less dependent on a

particular provider. In such situation, service providers similar to B2B
buyers are willing to put more resources (Gao et al., 2005) and efforts to
gain consumer trust as developing trust becomes the predominant
factor to make consumers dependent on the service firm. This reverse
cause of dependency makes trust as an antecedent of consumer de-
pendency in B2C services context.

To address this theory gap, trust in brand literature can help as well.
It is in brand literature that consumers tend to reduce their searching
time and effort and resist switching if they find one or several ‘trusted’
brands on which they can depend on (Aydin and Özer, 2005; Chaudhuri
and Holbrook, 2001). In this case, previous positive experiences of
trusted relationships help to create a kind of ‘evoked set’ in consumers’
subconscious minds, limiting the number of available options at their
cognitive level, with the result that they become dependent on the firms
involved. As trust builds consumer confidence in a specific service
provider (Moorman et al., 1993; Fullerton, 2011; Crosno et al., 2007;
DeWitt et al., 2008), it acts as a predictor to make consumers depen-
dent. Furthermore, several previous studies have indicated the presence
of multidimensionality in the trust construct (Sako, 1992; Miyamoto
and Rexha, 2004; Fatima and Razzaque, 2014), but what has not yet
been fully investigated in the literature is whether each type of trust
affects consumer dependency and, if so, whether or not this is to the
same extent.

In addition, social exchange theory states that consumers generally
behave in a way that fulfills their self-interest (Lawler and Thye, 1999;
Joshi and Arnold, 1997), with this comprising a blend of the economic
and psychological needs of an individual (Homans, 1961). Social ex-
change theory suggests that cost–benefit analysis and alternative
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appraisals are the key to developing human relationships (Homans,
1961; Roloff, 1981), leading to relationship dependency (Joshi and
Arnold, 1997). Unlike an opportunistic manner (in which one’s own
interest is kept away from the other party), self-interest encourages
consumers not to hesitate in clearly sharing their objectives and in-
tentions with the other party, which can only happen in a high-level
positive relationship environment (Joshi and Arnold, 1997). In social
exchange theory, self-interest thus acts as an encouraging driver to
advance interpersonal relationships (Roloff, 1981). Therefore, the study
assumes that consumers with a high level of rapport and trusted ex-
periences will be reluctant to search for a new service provider and will
become dependent on the current one. However, this area is still vague
in the services literature in terms of understanding how rapport affects
the trust–consumer dependency relationship and three types of trusts
act as mediators in rapport-consumer dependency relationship as well
as how these mediation effects are further moderated by relationship
age and frequency.

Therefore, the current study aims to address three major research
questions. Firstly, what is the relationship between trust and consumer
dependency in B2C services? Secondly, what is the role of rapport in the
trust–consumer dependency relationship and whether and to what ex-
tent three types of trusts act as mediators between rapport-consumer
dependency relationships in B2C services context? Thirdly, do re-
lationship age and relationship frequency have any moderated and
moderated mediation effects on the links between rapport and trust as
well as between trust and consumer dependency in B2C services? Thus,
the key contributions of the paper to the literature are to investigate the
role of consumer dependency, trust and rapport in B2C services re-
lationships and also to understand the moderation impacts of re-
lationship age and frequency.

2. Literature review

2.1. Consumer dependency

Consumer dependency is described as the mental condition of
consumers when they believe that the current service provider will be
hard to replace as no better or equal alternative exists in the market
(Gao et al., 2005; Emerson, 1962; Heide and John, 1988). In the re-
lationship marketing literature, customer dependency has been fre-
quently used as a term related to expected benefits and sunk cost in
terms of the time or effort made by one party (Heide and Weiss, 1995;
Ashley et al., 2011). It also contributes to reducing uncertainty in the
buyer’s decision-making process (Gao et al., 2005). In identifying the
antecedents of customer dependency, Barnes et al. (2005) listed several
constructs, in particular, trust, reliability, friendship, social circle, re-
lationship depth, and mutuality and closeness between the parties.

2.2. Trust

Investigations on trust in the early marketing literature began by
viewing trust as a unidimensional construct (Swan and Nolan, 1985;
Dwyer et al., 1987; Rotter, 1967; Raimondo, 2000). However, the
problem with unidimensionality is that it predicts behavior by as-
suming only a specific condition whereas, in reality, behaviors can take
place based on multiple conditions (Ettlinger, 2003). Thus, marketing
scholars later undertook research on trust by investigating its multi-
dimensionality; however, there is considerable controversy on the
number and nature of the dimensions of trust (Raimondo, 2000). As a
result, the categorization by Sako (1992) has attracted attention from a
wide range of studies on trust (Miyamoto and Rexha, 2004; Fatima and
Razzaque, 2014). Sako (1992) recommended three components of trust
each of which has a unique definition: firstly, competence trust re-
presents consumers’ confidence in the service provider’s professional
skills and standards; secondly, contractual trust refers to consumers’
expectations of the service provider fulfilling their promises; and,

thirdly, goodwill trust represents consumers’ confidence that the service
provider will take consumers’ interests as their own interest, by going
beyond the customary level of service.

2.3. Rapport

The term ‘rapport’, which is often termed ‘social bonding’, is a
crucial construct in the relationship marketing literature due to its in-
herent importance in both employee- and firm-level positive outcomes
(Weitz et al., 1998; Gremler and Gwinner, 2000; Macintosh, 2009). The
most widely accepted definition of rapport is provided by Gremler and
Gwinner (2000) who suggested that rapport comprises two dimensions,
namely, personal connection and enjoyable interaction. While personal
connection represents bonding between the interacting parties, enjoy-
able interaction holds the role of positivity (Macintosh, 2009; Tickle-
Degnen and Rosenthal, 1990). Several positive outcomes of rapport are
discussed in the previous literature, such as positive word of mouth,
satisfaction, loyalty intention, and affective commitment (Gremler and
Gwinner, 2000; Macintosh, 2009; Kim and Ok, 2010); however, trust is
the most notable one.

2.4. Hypotheses development: interplay between trust and consumer
dependency

Trust becomes stronger when consumers, from their previous ex-
periences, perceive that the other party demonstrates care, bene-
volence, and integrity (Holmes and Rempel, 1989; Butler, 1991; DeWitt
et al., 2008). Thus, the more consumers rely on a trusted service pro-
vider, the further away they are from other ‘untrusted’ service providers
with whom they have no previous experiences. In fact, trust exaggerates
consumers’ confidence in and positive assessment of a trusted service
provider, encouraging the future continuation of the relationship with
this particular service provider based on previous experiences (Lui
et al., 2006; Dirks and Ferrin, 2001). This future component of trust is
often termed as ‘dependability’ in the relationship literature (Moorman
et al., 1993; Schumann et al., 1996). Thus, the current study assumes
that consumers would be more dependent on a trusted service provider
than on an untrusted service provider and, therefore, that trust plays a
significant role in customer dependency (Teo and Liu, 2007). Trust
instills confidence in the capability of a partner to provide competent
services, to offer higher predictability of outcomes, and to provide less
uncertainty in purchase decisions (Gao et al., 2005; Anderson and
Weitz, 1989). Thus, these ‘competence-’ and ‘contractual-’based criteria
help consumers to be dependent on the trusted partner compared to
other providers with whom they have no reliable experience. In addi-
tion, receiving trusted services, even in changing or urgent circum-
stances, and having friendly assistance from the current service pro-
vider build ‘goodwill’ trust which, again, is absent for a new service
provider, leading to consumer dependency on the present service pro-
vider. As no clear attempts were found in the previous literature that
investigated the specific impact of competence, contractual and good-
will trust on consumer dependency, based on the line of argument
about unidimensional trust, the current study applies each of the three
types of trust to consumer dependency.

H1. (a) Competence trust; (b) contractual trust; and (c) goodwill trust
have positive effects on consumer dependency.

Furthermore, the current study assumes that trust acts as a mediator
in the relationship between rapport and consumer dependency.
Consumers become dependent on and willing to continue the re-
lationship in their own self-interest to save the time and effort required
for decision-making. Arguably, the more dependent that consumers are
on the rapport-driven relationship, the less likely they are to switch
service provider to gain greater benefits or lower prices offered by other
providers. Joshi and Arnold (1997) claimed that consumer dependency
and opportunistic behaviors are inversely related in an environment of
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positive relationships (or rapport). While intense personal and close
interactions (rapport) between the parties have a direct impact on
higher levels of consumer dependency, they also help to build trust for
increased product knowledge, higher information exchange, and ex-
pected resource integration (Gao et al., 2005). Thus, another indirect
path is created from trust to consumer dependency. Considering the
multidimensionality of trust factor, the study thus hypothesized that:

H2. (a) Competence trust; (b) contractual trust; and (c) goodwill trust
mediate the relationship between rapport and consumer dependency.

2.5. Hypotheses development: role of rapport on trust

Borrowing the essence of cognitive appraisal theory (Folkman and
Lazarus, 1991; McColl-Kennedy et al., 2011) which explains consumers’
emotions in the marketplace (Watson and Spence, 2007; Johnson and
Stewart, 2005) by focusing on their appraisal or assessment procedure
of the environment, the current study relates this theory to the rap-
port–trust relationship. As emotion is the key to cognitive decisions, it is
argued that consumers with positive rapport will be more likely to trust
the service provider as their previous positive experience will help them
to predict continuous positive outcomes in future. As trust builds on the
knowledge and understanding of the two parties and on previous po-
sitive interactions (Dwyer et al., 1987), rapport or social bonding helps
to foster trust by providing direct experiences and understanding of
others (Soni et al., 1996; Dwyer et al., 1987; Bove and Johnson, 2001).
These direct experiences and the greater understanding developed
through rapport help to predict accurate expectations about the skills
and expertise, promise-keeping capability, and supporting behavior of
employees (and the organization), which eventually have a positive
impact on competence, contractual, and goodwill trust in consumers’
minds. Due to the close association between competence and bene-
volence (or goodwill trust), Levin and Cross (2004) used them as
mediators between the receipt of knowledge and interpersonal re-
lationships. Similarly, based on the perceptions of a few scholars that
satisfactory interactions increase the predictability of another party’s
behavioral direction and intensity (Castaldo, 1995; Raimondo, 2000),
this reliable experience eventually enhances the contractual trust di-
mension in consumers’ minds. Thus, the study hypothesizes that:

H3. Rapport positively affects (a) competence trust; (b) contractual
trust; and (c) goodwill trust.

2.6. Hypotheses development: role of rapport on consumer dependency

Rapport or bonding between the parties acts as a barrier preventing
a break in the relationship and thus consumers, in a way, appear to be
‘forced’ to maintain the relationship (Gounaris, 2005; Lewicki and
Bunker, 1995). In addition, considering that self-interest is the central
concept of social exchange theory (Lawler and Thye, 1999; Homans,
1961), through the lens of this theory, the assumption can be made that
consumers with positive rapport with the service provider will become
more dependent on the relationship than those with low rapport as the
former have devoted enough time and effort to form a relationship with
the service provider. The time and effort spent in forming a relationship
with a particular service provider act as switching barriers for con-
sumers. Thus, a high-level positive relationship encourages consumers
to continue the present relationship (Joshi and Arnold, 1997): in other
words, it makes them dependent on the relationship to save the time
and energy that they would need to expend in order to find a new
service provider. In their study, Patterson and Smith (2003) found that
social bond and search costs are one of the major factors considered by
consumers to be switching barriers. Jones et al. (2000) also highlighted
the interpersonal relationship existing between the parties in order to
have a continuing relationship. If replacing the party with whom they
have had a good interpersonal relationship, consumers find it extremely

difficult to start a new relationship with another party (Chang and
Chen, 2007). Often cooperation and the sharing of information are
closely associated with customer dependency in the relationship (You
and Wilkinson, 1994; Şengün, 2010). Similarly, relationship-based
factors become more prominent between two parties when customer
exists (Şengün, 2010) in comparison to a relationship without de-
pendency because the parties would prefer to continue the relationship
to serve their own self-interest. Therefore, the current study posits the
following hypothesis:

H4. Rapport has a positive effect on consumer dependency in model (a)
Model A, (b) Model B and (c) Model C.

2.7. Hypotheses development: moderated and moderated mediation effects
of relationship age and frequency

Relationship age is described as the duration of the length of time of
the relationship that exists between two parties (Cooil et al., 2007;
Palmatier et al., 2006). As unsatisfactory relationships cannot survive
over time, early marketing scholars claimed that long-term customers
have more established and stable relationships than customers with
relatively younger relationships with the firm (Dagger et al., 2009;
Anderson and Weitz, 1989). Familiarity and rapport also increase with
the length of time of the relationship (Verhoef et al., 2002). Over time,
customers become aware of the roles in the firm, obtain a better un-
derstanding of outcomes, and have less uncertainty and more con-
fidence about future transactions (Buchanan, 1992; Lusch and Brown,
1996), leading to increased consumer dependency on the relationship
(Gao et al., 2005).

Drawing from the interest of social psychologists in the time effect
(Doney and Cannon, 1997; Swann and, Gill, 1997), the positive impact
of long-term relationships on the development of trust has been evi-
denced in the previous literature (Leisen and Hyman, 2004). Interest-
ingly, the level of trust and its antecedents are also subject to change
over time as customers continue to interact with the firm (Milne and
Boza, 1999; Wirtz and Lwin, 2009). Thus, the current study presumes
that the impact of relationship age can strengthen both the relationship
between rapport and trust as well as the relationship between trust and
consumer dependency.

H5. The relationship between rapport and trust is strengthened by the
increase in moderating effect of relationship age in (a) Model A; (b)
Model B; and (c) Model C.

As the key to the relationship between customers and employees is
both psychological and physical (Schneider and Bowen, 1985), social
psychology research places pivotal importance on the frequency of in-
teractions (Allport, 1954). The frequency of interactions has been de-
fined by previous studies as the number of contacts that occurred be-
tween the parties in a given period of time (Dagger et al., 2009;
Palmatier et al., 2006). The increased frequency of interactions pro-
vides the opportunity to exchange information, increase mutual
knowledge, share beliefs, and comply with group norms (Dietz et al.,
2004; Nelson, 1989). Thus, intense interaction has been found to be a
positive force in developing relationship bonds between the parties
(Anderson and Weitz, 1989; Anderson and Sullivan, 1993) and a key
driver for continuing the relationship (Crosby et al., 1990) due to the
parties becoming more dependent on the relationship. A higher fre-
quency of interactions also builds beliefs among consumers that em-
ployees are taking care of their self-interest and reduces uncertainty,
which fosters trust in a positive manner (Leisen and Hyman, 2004;
Holmes and Rempel, 1989; Geyskens et al., 1999; Dwyer et al., 1987).
This discussion leads to the following hypotheses:

H6. The relationship between rapport and trust is strengthened by the
increase in moderating effect of relationship frequency in (a) Model A;
(b) Model B; and (c) Model C.
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H7. The mediation effect of trust between rapport and consumer
dependency is further strengthened by the increase in moderated
effect of relationship age in (a) Model A; (b) Model B; and (c) Model
C (moderated mediation effect).

H8. The mediation effect of trust between rapport and consumer
dependency is further strengthened by the increase in moderated
effect of relationship frequency in (a) Model A; (b) Model B; and (c)
Model C (moderation mediation effect).

2.8. Hypothesized models

The study used three different models to depict the relationships
among rapport, trust and consumer dependency. Three separate models
have been used to examine the individual mediation impact of each
type of trust (competence, contractual and goodwill trust) on rapport
and consumer dependency relationship. Besides, each model show un-
ique moderated and moderated mediation effects of relationship age
and frequency on trust-rapport and rapport-consumer dependency re-
lationships (Fig. 1).

3. Method

3.1. Data collection

Data were collected from banking services consumers using a cross-
sectional survey questionnaire. Banking services were selected owing to
their suitability for the purpose of the study in the following ways: (a)
bank customers have personal interactions with frontline employees,
which allows rapport to be developed between these two parties; (b)
customers are somewhat dependent on the bank due to the high cost of

switching (i.e. procedural cost and time required); and, finally, (c) there
is a level of trust involved in banking services (i.e. transactions, in-
cluding the deposit of money). The study’s self-administered survey was
conducted on bank premises; however, the researcher (the first author)
and assistants were present to help respondents if required. All of the
respondents were chosen from the bank premises, with the scope of the
study limited to face-to-face service interactions and not including
online banking or mobile banking. In Bangladesh, face-to-face inter-
actions in bank branches are still the most popular method of con-
ducting banking while other types of banking (such as mobile banking
or Internet banking) are still at the growth stage.

3.2. Constructs measurement

To be consistent with the existing literature, measures were taken
from previous studies on relationship marketing (Mattila and Enz,
2002). With the context not allowing the measurement of the ‘custo-
mer–employee dyad’ as employees changed their roles inside the bank
and at the front desk as well as between branches, the constructs have
been designed to measure customers’ overall feelings from their ex-
periences.

Competence, contractual, and goodwill trust: Competence trust was
measured using four-item scales (α = 0.837) emphasizing ‘reliable
promises’; ‘capable and competent’; ‘rely on the bank’; and ‘very de-
pendable’ services. Contractual trust was represented using three-item
scales (α = 0801) for ‘no need to be cautious while dealing with the
bank’; ‘bank is sincere’; and ‘keeps promises’. Finally, goodwill trust was
operationalized for the study using three-item scales (α = 0.901) for
‘friend’; ‘bank’s assistance in changing circumstances’; and ‘looks at
consumer’s interest’. All these scales have been borrowed from the
studies by Ganesan (1994) and Kumar et al. (1994).

Rapport: Rapport was operationalized using seven-item scales
(Gremler and Gwinner, 2000) for ‘comfortable interactions’; ‘relating
well with employees’; ‘harmonious relationship’; ‘humor in the re-
lationship’; ‘enjoyable interactions’; ‘personal interest of employees’;
and ‘looking forward to seeing employees at next visit’; with a value of
α = 0.927).

Consumer dependency: Four-item scales (α= 0.803) from the study
by Styles et al. (2008) were used to measure consumer dependency.
These scales comprised ‘quite dependent on this bank’; ‘hard for me to
find a bank with these facilities’; ‘difficult to switch to another bank’;
and ‘difficult to find a replacement of this bank’.

Relationship age: Relationship age is largely contextual (Verhoef
et al., 2002; Ranaweera and Menon, 2013) and represents the number
of years during which a consumer has had a relationship with the bank.

Relationship frequency: Similar to relationship age, relationship
frequency is contextual and was measured by the number of interac-
tions that a consumer has had with frontline employees (Dolen et al.,
2004) at the bank.

The output from common method variance analysis (Harman, 1976)
was satisfactory (49.60%), within the range suggested by Podsakoff
et al. (2003).

3.3. Overview of analysis

Partial least squares-based structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM)
has been used in this study for data analysis. PLS-SEM becomes an
analytical tool widely used in marketing research to empirically mea-
sure a construct (Hair et al., 2012; Henseler et al., 2009). In the current
study, PLS-SEM has been used to test the direct effects and the mod-
eration effects. To analyze the mediation effect, Preacher and Hayes’s
(2004) bootstrapping method was employed and interpretation of the
mediation output has been done by taking the help from the study by
Zhao et al. (2010).

(a) Model A: Competence trust as a mediator

H8a

H6a

H1a H5a

(b) Model B: Contractual trust as a mediator

H8b

H6b

H1b H5b

(c) Model C: Goodwill trust as a mediator

H8c

H6c

H1c H5c

Consumer 

Dependency

Relationship frequency 

Rapport

Competence trust

Relationship age
H3a

H2a

H4a

H7a

Consumer 

Dependency

Relationship frequency 

Rapport

Contractual trust

Relationship age
H3b

H2b

H4b

H7b

Consumer 

Dependency

Relationship frequency 

Rapport

Goodwill trust

Relationship age
H3c

H2c

H4c

H7c

Fig. 1. Conceptual models.
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4. Results

Following a screening procedure used to include only customers
who were nationals of Bangladesh and who had three interactions in a
month and excluding bank employees or any member of the bank’s
governing board as suggested by previous researchers (Dolen et al.,
2004; Leverin and Liljander, 2006), customers were chosen for the
study. After omitting incomplete cases, a final sample of 290 ques-
tionnaires was achieved. Of these, 70% were male respondents and 30%
female respondents. A major percentage of respondents around 87%
represent 18–40 age ranges. Respondents have a reasonable length of
relationship age with the bank (around 67% of respondents had a re-
lationship of more than five years) and reasonable relationship fre-
quency with the bank (around 63% of respondents visited the bank 3–5
times in a month). For detailed descriptive statistics on mean, standard
deviation, skewness and kurtosis, see Appendix A. Correlation table
among the constructs in three models are summarized in Table 1.

4.1. Measurement model assessment

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was initially conducted to screen
the scale items (with 72.69% of total variance explained). However,
two items, namely, ‘bank made sacrifices for me in the past’ and ‘when
bank gives unlikely explanation, I am confident they are telling the
truth’ were omitted from further analysis due to double loading and
poor loading. Table 1 shows the satisfactory indices for reliability and
validity measures (Nunnally, 1978). Average variance extracted (AVE)
square root values that were higher than the corresponding correlations
also provided assurance of discriminant validity (Fornell and Larcker,
1981). The model fitness of the three models was also satisfactory as
seem in the R2 values listed in Table 1.

4.2. Hypotheses testing (Hypotheses 1, 3 and 4): direct effects

The results, as shown in Table 2, confirm that all three types of trust

were significant in developing consumer dependency (competence
trust: path coefficient = 0.24; t-value = 3.26: contractual trust: path
coefficient = 0.21; t-value = 3.38: goodwill trust: path coefficient =
0.22; t-value = 2.84: p-value = 0.00), thus supporting Hypotheses 1a,
1b, and 1c. Interestingly, the antecedent effect of rapport on compe-
tence trust, contractual trust, and goodwill trust (path coefficients =
0.70, 0.49, and 0.75; t-values = 22.45, 10.02, and 22.86, respectively;
p-value = 0.00), thus Hypotheses 3a, 3b, and 3c are accepted. Finally,
the findings showed the effect of rapport on consumer dependency was
also supported in the three models (Models A, B, and C) (path coeffi-
cients = 0.50, 0.56, and 0.50; t-values = 6.96, 10.25, and 6.22, re-
spectively; p-value = 0.00) which leads to the acceptance of Hy-
potheses 4a, 4b, and 4c.

4.3. Hypothesis testing (Hypothesis 2): mediation effects

The bootstrapping results (see Table 3) for testing the mediation
effects (Preacher and Hayes, 2004) of competence, contractual, and
goodwill trust in the relationship between rapport and consumer de-
pendency at 95% confidence interval (CI) confirmed the mediator role
of trust. Based on the interpretation of “complementary mediation”
(Zhao et al., 2010), it is argued that competence trust (14.77%), con-
tractual trust (10.11%), and goodwill trust (15.89%) each have a po-
sitive and significant mediation effect on the rapport–consumer de-
pendency relationship. Complementary mediation is a type of partial
mediation category from Baron and Kenny’s (1986) mediation analysis
(Zhao et al., 2010). This leads to acceptance of Hypotheses 2a, 2b, and
2c.

4.4. Hypotheses testing (Hypothesis 5 to Hypothesis 8): moderated and
moderated mediation effects

The outputs of both partial least squares-based multi-group analysis
(PLS-MGA) and the permutation method (Henseler et al., 2016), as
shown in Table 4, illustrate that relationship age and relationship

Table 1
Reliability and validity measures.

Model A

Constructs AVEa Composite Reliability Cronbach’s Alpha (α) R2 Correlations

Com_trust Con_Dep Rapport

Com_trust 0.68 0.89 0.84 0.49 0.82b

Con_Dep 0.64 0.87 0.81 0.47 0.59 0.80b

Rapport 0.70 0.94 0.93 0.70 0.66 0.84b

Model B

Constructs AVEa Composite Reliability Cronbach’s Alpha (α) R2 Correlations

Con_trust Con_Dep Rapport

Con_trust 0.74 0.89 0.82 0.24 0.86b

Con_Dep 0.64 0.87 0.81 0.47 0.49 0.80b

Rapport 0.70 0.93 0.93 0.49 0.66 0.84b

Model C

Constructs AVEa Composite Reliability Cronbach’s Alpha (α) R2 Correlations

Con_Dep Good_trust Rapport

Con_Dep 0.64 0.87 0.81 0.46 0.80b

Good_trust 0.84 0.94 0.90 0.56 0.59 0.91b

Rapport 0.70 0.94 0.93 0.66 0.74 0.84b

a Average variance extracted.
b Square root of average variance extracted (AVE) on the diagonal.
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frequency are not significant moderators of the relationships between
rapport and trust and between trust and consumer dependency, with
the exception of Model C. In Model C, it is evident that the moderated
mediation effect of relationship age is significant between goodwill
trust and consumer dependency (the path coefficient difference be-
tween the two groups is 0.30 with a significant p-value of 0.03). Thus,

Hypothesis 7c is accepted, whereas all other hypotheses (Hypotheses
5–8) are rejected.

4.5. Additional analysis-1

Importance–performance matrix analysis (IPMA): The results from
the additional analysis using partial least squares (PLS)-IPMA
(Schloderer et al., 2014; Ringle et al., 2016) (see Table 5) show that
competence trust is the most important type of trust for developing
consumer dependency (relationship age as moderator: importance =
0.24; performance = 60.83; relationship frequency as moderator: im-
portance = 0.30; performance = 62.94) followed by contractual trust
(relationship age as moderator: importance = 0.20; performance =
54.10; relationship frequency as moderator: importance = 0.21; per-
formance = 57.47). Goodwill trust is the least important construct for
consumer dependency (relationship age as moderator: importance =
0.16; performance = 44.27; relationship frequency as moderator: im-
portance = 0.24; performance = 49.52). While rapport has a similar
level of importance for consumer dependency, it, however, has a
greater impact on the latter construct along with contractual trust
(relationship age as moderator: importance = 0.57; performance =
47.57; relationship frequency as moderator: importance = 0.57; per-
formance = 51.93) than the other types of trust (Fig. 2).

5. Discussion

The current study aims to answer three research questions men-
tioned in the introduction section. First, the study highlights the re-
lationship between competence, contractual and goodwill trust and
consumer dependency in B2C services context. The findings evidenced
the significant impact of the three types of trust on consumer de-
pendency. However, each type of trust has a different level of impact on
consumer dependency. Competence trust and goodwill trust have the

Table 2
PLS results for direct effects (H1, H3, H4).

Hypothesis no. Bootstrapping results (95% bias-corrected & accelerated)

Hypotheses Path coefficient t-value p-value Confidence interval % Discriminant validity HTMT Supported (Yes or No)

2.50 97.50

H1a Com_trust to Con_Dep 0.24 3.26 0.00 0.09 0.37 0.69 Yes
H1b Con_trust to Con_Dep 0.21 3.38 0.00 0.10 0.34 0.59 Yes
H1c Good_trust to Con_Dep 0.22 2.84 0.01 0.09 0.39 0.66 Yes
H3a Rapport to Com_trust 0.70 22.45 0.00 0.64 0.76 0.79 Yes
H3b Rapport to Con_trust 0.49 10.02 0.00 0.40 0.59 0.56 Yes
H3c Rapport to Good_trust 0.75 22.86 0.00 0.68 0.80 0.80 Yes
H4a Rapport to Con_Dep 0.50 6.96 0.00 0.37 0.63 0.76 Yes
H4b Rapport to Con_Dep 0.56 10.25 0.00 0.44 0.65 0.56 Yes
Hc Rapport to Con_Dep 0.50 6.22 0.00 0.33 0.65 0.76 Yes

Note: HTMT = heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratio of correlations.

Table 3
Bootstrapping results for mediation analysis (H2).

Model A
Competence trust mediates the relationship between rapport and consumer dependency.
Lower value: 0.0492 Percentage of indirect effect: 14.77%
Upper value: 0.2500 Mediation type: Complementary
Adj-R2: 0.4498 Level of confidence: 95%
Model B
Contractual trust mediates the relationship between rapport and consumer dependency.
Lower value: 0.0495 Percentage of indirect effect: 10.11%
Upper value: 0.1650 Mediation type: Complementary
Adj-R2: 04613 Level of confidence: 95%
Model C
Goodwill trust mediates the relationship between rapport and consumer dependency.
Lower value: 0.0578 Percentage of indirect effect: 15.89%
Upper value: 0.2780 Mediation type: Complementary
Adj-R2: 0.4474 Level of confidence: 95%

Note: Adj-R2=adjusted R2.

Table 4
PLS multi-group analysis (MGA) and permutation output (H5 to H8).

Part A: MGA output Part B: Permutation output

Path coefficient
difference

p-value Confidence
interval (2.5%;
97.5%)

p-value MICOM
permutation p-
value

H5: Relationship age moderates rapport and trust.
Model A 0.06 0.82 (-0.14; 0.14) 0.50 Com_trust: 0.023
Model B 0.03 0.63 (-0.22; 0.23) 0.85 Con_trust: 0.539
Model C 0.08 0.15 (-0.14; 0.16) 0.30 Good_trust: 0.289
H6: Relationship frequency moderates rapport and trust.
Model A 0.12 0.96 (-0.17; 0.23) 0.25 Com_trust: 0.481
Model B 0.14 0.86 (-0.27; 0.30) 0.39 Con_trust: 0.622
Model C 0.06 0.77 (-0.17; 0.29) 0.69 Good_trust: 0.429
H7: Moderated mediation effect of relationship age between trust and consumer

dependency
Model A 0.03 0.43 (-0.36; 0.38) 0.50 Con_Dep: 0.922
Model B 0.12 0.20 (-0.27; 0.27) 0.40 Con_Dep: 0.939
Model C 0.30 0.03 (-35.10; 32.10) 0.07 Con_Dep: 0.852
H8: Moderated mediation effect of relationship frequency between trust and consumer

dependency
Model A 0.40 0.97 (-0.43; 0.48) 0.06 Con_Dep: 0.716
Model B 0.05 0.58 (-0.40; 0.54) 0.87 Con_Dep: 0.680
Model C 0.13 0.76 (-0.47; 0.45) 0.56 Con_Dep: 0.490

Table 5
Importance–performance matrix analysis (IPMA) results (additional analysis-1).

Relationship age Relationship frequency

Constructs Importance Performance Importance Performance

Model A-Target construct: Con_Dep
Com_trust 0.24 60.83 0.30 62.94
Rapport 0.50 47.59 0.47 51.92
Model B-Target construct: Con_Dep
Con_trust 0.20 54.10 0.21 57.47
Rapport 0.57 47.57 0.57 51.93
Model C-Target construct: Con_Dep
Good_trust 0.16 44.27 0.24 49.52
Rapport 0.56 47.30 0.50 51.71
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strongest influence on consumer dependency, followed by contractual
trust. This finding is also supported by the IPMA analysis (Table 5) that
shows competence trust is the most important construct for consumer
dependency (0.30), then goodwill trust (0.24) and finally contractual
trust (0.21). Considering that trust helps to reduce uncertainty and
build confidence (Gao et al., 2005; Anderson and Weitz, 1989; Lui et al.,
2006; Dirks and Ferrin, 2001), it can be summarized that consumers are
mostly seeking a professional standard (competence trust) when it
comes to the question of consumer dependency. A few scholars in
previous studies have termed the future component of trust as ‘de-
pendability’ (Moorman et al., 1993; Schumann et al., 1996). This future
component mostly represents competence trust and contractual trust
that build confidence in consumers’ minds in terms of continuing the
relationship in future.

In addition, the study attempts to understand the role of rapport in
trust and consumer dependency relationship in B2C services as well as
the mediator role of three types of trust in rapport-consumer de-
pendency relationship. While trust has been considered (as a uni-
dimensional construct) as an outcome of rapport in previous studies
(Macintosh, 2009), the current study extends this previous finding by
applying to all three types of trust and concludes that rapport has sig-
nificant impact on competence, contractual and goodwill trust. How-
ever, the study discovers differential impact of rapport on the three
types of trust. For instance, rapport has the highest influence on
goodwill trust, followed by competence trust, and has the least amount
of effect on contractual trust (Table 2). As rapport helps consumers to
perceive the feeling of ‘care’ from the employee side, this builds
goodwill trust over time. On the other hand, contractual trust re-
presents the consumer’s basic expectations of the organization: lack of
fulfillment of this criterion makes consumers ‘distrust’ the organization
and, thus, rapport has little effect on them. Consistent with this major

finding, goodwill trust has also been found as the strongest mediator on
the rapport–consumer dependency relationship, followed by compe-
tence trust and contractual trust (Table 3). In the role of mediators,
these three types of trust work as value-added factors for enhancing
consumer dependency in the relationship while being supported by
rapport.

In regards to the final research question about the moderation and
moderated mediation effects, it has been found that relationship fre-
quency has no significant impact on consumer dependency. This finding
implies that consumers who place emphasis on rapport- and trust-re-
lated factors are not affected by the number of service interactions they
have with frontline employees. Furthermore, relationship age has not
been found to be a significant moderator for contractual and compe-
tence trusts. It means that time factor does not apply for compromising
with the professional standards of services in customers’ mind.
Relationship age has only a significant moderated mediation effect on
the goodwill trust–consumer dependency relationship (Table 4). This
implies that indicators of goodwill trust become more established over
the time in consumers’ minds and act as a positive force to build their
dependency on the services firm. In fact, it is generally expected that
indicators of goodwill trust such as friendship, assistance in changing
situation and understanding bank’s interest on customers’ affairs takes
time to judge and to be satisfied by the customers.

6. Implications and future research directions

6.1. Theoretical implications

While dependency has been widely discussed in the B2B context
(such as the manufacturer–retailer relationship, buyer–supplier re-
lationship, etc.) in the existing body of the literature (Barnes et al.,
2005; Joshi and Arnold, 1997), this study provides new grounds for
research by exploring the role of dependency in the consumer domain.
The current study claims that, unlike the buyer–supplier relationship,
services consumers first develop trust for a services firm based on their
previous experiences with service interactions and then eventually,
consciously or unconsciously, they become dependent on the services of
that service provider. This unique finding on the trust–consumer de-
pendency relationship in the B2C context opens a new area of future
research in the services literature.

Moreover, the current study identifies the separate impacts of
competence trust, contractual trust, and goodwill trust on consumer
dependency as it uses the multidimensionality of trust instead of using
trust as a unidimensional construct (DeWitt et al., 2008; Writz and
Lwin, 2009). The study, thus, takes the first step by providing a com-
parative picture of the effects of different types of trust on developing
consumer dependency, thus further extending the boundary of the lit-
erature by confirming that each type of trust behaves differently in
developing consumer dependency. The study’s findings show that
competence trust has the strongest impact on consumer dependency,
followed by goodwill trust and contractual trust. These findings serve as
grounds for future research focused on the strong association between
competence trust and consumer dependency.

In addition, the study takes the first step towards identifying the
mediated influence of each type of trust on the rapport–consumer de-
pendency relationship. The study extends the literature on consumer
dependency by providing evidence that goodwill trust has the highest
mediation effect on the rapport–dependency relationship while com-
petence trust and contractual trust have less mediation influence on this
relationship. This empirical finding provides a strong theoretical
background for future researchers and thereby serves as a contribution
of this study.

Finally, the study extends the boundaries of social exchange theory
(Lawer et al., 1999; Doney and Cannon, 1997; Swann and Gill, 1997)
and cognitive appraisal theory (Folkman and Lazarus, 1991; McColl-
Kennedy et al., 2011) by applying these theories to the consumer

Fig. 2. Conceptual models with results. Note: path coefficient values are shown here.
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dependency relationship in the services literature. The study is the first
to take the initiative to explain how self-interest in social exchange
theory as well as the cognitive appraisal of consumers can be used to
explain dependency on a services firm. The study integrates the lit-
erature on frontline employees’ rapport with firm-level objectives by
highlighting an unexplored area of consumer dependency. This finding
re-emphasizes the significance of frontline employees in the services
literature and their rapport-building behavior (Singh et al., 2017;
Delcourt et al., 2013; Macintosh, 2009), as, to the best of our knowl-
edge, consumer dependency has not been considered as an outcome
variable of rapport in the previous literature.

6.2. Managerial implications

Considering the growing competition between today’s services
firms, a burning question for them is how to retain current consumers
while attracting new consumers. In answer to this question, the study
has implications for the management of services firms in its finding of
the need to focus on consumers’ ‘evoked set of trusted services’ to en-
sure their dependency on the firm. One of the ways to be included in
consumers’ evoked set of trusted services is to train frontline employees
to build excellent rapport with consumers. Focusing on service inter-
actions with consumers along with successful rapport building can
enhance all three types of trust and consumer dependency on services
firms. This small step may help a firm to successfully compete with
competitors without undertaking any major expensive competitive
strategies.

While enduring trust has long been established as a foundation for
relationship building with consumers, the current study again echoes
the significance of trust. As all three types of trust have been found to be
significant in developing consumer dependency as well as in the

mediating role, it is recommended to the management of services’ firms
that they confirm the level of all three types of trust by ensuring pro-
fessional standards, reliability of services, making achievable promises,
and keeping promises. In fact, while goodwill trust is seen as running
the extra mile, the core contributing factors of competence trust and
contractual trust also make consumers dependent on a firm.

Finally, relationship age and relationship frequency were not found
to be a significant moderator or a moderated mediator in the study. This
further emphasizes the importance of building rapport and of the trust-
building efforts of services firms. If consumers have good rapport with
frontline employees and have an assured level of trusted services, re-
gardless of the time frame of the relationship or the number of service
interactions, they will still consider that services firm as their future
choice.

6.3. Limitations and future research directions

Several limitations of the study are acknowledged. The study is
limited to only one type of services context (financial services) and,
therefore, considering several services contexts with both high-contact
and low-contact services would be interesting future research. Again,
the study measures rapport, trust and consumer dependency from the
perspective of consumers’ overall service experiences and their inter-
actions with all of the frontline employees. However, additional in-
sights can be gained by considering dyadic relationships between spe-
cific employees of the services firm and consumers. Finally, the types of
bank product (such as home loan, credit card, etc.) may produce dif-
ferent levels of consumer dependency and trust. Thus, it will be inter-
esting to investigate whether or not the influence of rapport on trust or
on consumer varied with the types of bank product and, if so, how these
differences affected theory and practice.

Appendix A

Descriptive Statistics

N = 290

Scale Items Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
Std. Error=0.143 Std. Error = 0.285

Rapport
Comfortable with employees 3.48 0.940 −0.246 −0.345
Relate well 2.95 1.085 0.306 −0.685
Harmonious in relationship 2.81 1.171 0.175 −0.830
Humor in relationship 2.88 1.052 0.113 −0.637
Enjoyable interaction 3.00 1.102 −0.055 −0.755
Looking forward for employees 2.73 1.256 0.155 −1.059
Employees take personal interest 2.38 1.250 0.551 −0.764
Dependency
Quite dependent 2.90 1.194 0.135 −1.036
Hard to find same facilities 2.62 1.104 0.487 −0.613
Hard to switch 2.32 1.027 0.806 0.087
Hard to replace 2.38 1.098 0.712 −0.291
Competence trust
Reliable promises 3.35 0.783 −0.156 0.780
Capable and competent 3.54 0.830 −0.118 0.215
Rely on the bank 3.30 0.985 −0.521 0.124
Depend on bank 3.59 0.793 −0.319 0.810
Contractual trust
Don’t need to be cautious in banking 3.07 1.115 0.002 −0.865
Sincerity of the bank 3.58 0.786 −0.100 −0.160
Promise keeping 3.49 0.832 0.183 −0.534
Goodwill trust
Friendship with the bank 2.87 1.041 0.201 −0.518
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Assistance in changing situation 2.64 1.138 0.123 −0.866
Bank takes care of my interest 2.78 1.154 −0.045 −0.836

References

Allport, Gordon W., 1954. The Nature of Prejudice. Addison-Wesley, Cambridge, Mass,
pp. 537.

Anderson, Erin, Weitz, Barton, 1989. Determinants of continuity in conventional in-
dustrial channel dyads. Mark. Sci. 8 (4), 310–323.

Anderson, Eugene W., Sullivan, Mary W., 1993. The antecedents and consequences of
customer satisfaction for firms. Mark. Sci. 12 (2), 125–143.

Ashley, Christy, Noble, Stephanie M., Donthu, Naveen, Lemon, Katherine N., 2011. Why
customers won't relate: obstacles to relationship marketing engagement. J. Bus. Res.
64 (7), 749–756.

Aydin, Serkan, Özer, G.ökhan, 2005. The analysis of antecedents of customer loyalty in
the Turkish mobile telecommunication market. Eur. J. Mark. 39 (7/8), 910–925.

Barnes, Bradley R., Naudé, Pete, Michell, Paul, 2005. Exploring commitment and de-
pendency in dyadic relationships. J. Bus. Bus. Mark. 12 (3), 1–26.

Bove, Liliana L., Johnson, Lester W., 2001. Customer relationships with service personnel:
do we measure closeness, quality or strength? J. Bus. Res. 54 (3), 189–197.

Buchanan, Lauranne, 1992. Vertical trade relationships: the role of dependence and
symmetry in attaining organizational goals. J. Mark. Res. 65–75.

Butler Jr, John K., 1991. Toward understanding and measuring conditions of trust:
evolution of a conditions of trust inventory. J. Manag. 17 (3), 643–663.

Chang, Yu-Hern, Chen, Fang-Yuan, 2007. Relational benefits, switching barriers and
loyalty: a study of airline customers in Taiwan. J. Air Transp. Manag. 13 (2),
104–109.

Castaldo, S., 1995. Le Relazioni Distributive. Egea, Milano.
Chaudhuri, Arjun, Holbrook, Morris B., 2001. The chain of effects from brand trust and

brand affect to brand performance: the role of brand loyalty. J. Mark. 65 (2), 81–93.
Cooil, Bruce, Keiningham, Timothy L., Aksoy, Lerzan, Hsu, Michael, 2007. A longitudinal

analysis of customer satisfaction and share of wallet: Investigating the moderating
effect of customer characteristics. J. Mark. 71 (1), 67–83.

Crosby, Lawrence A., Evans, Kenneth R., Cowles, Deborah, 1990. "Relationship quality in
services selling: an interpersonal influence perspective. J. Mark. 68–81.

Crosno, Jody L., Nygaard, Arne, Dahlstrom, Robert, 2007. Trust in the development of
new channels in the music industry. J. Retail. Consum. Serv. 14 (3), 216–223.

Dagger, Tracey S., Danaher, Peter J., Gibbs, Brian J., 2009. How often versus how long:
the interplay of contact frequency and relationship duration in customer-reported
service relationship strength. J. Serv. Res. 11 (4), 371–388.

Delcourt, C.écile, Gremler, Dwayne D., Van Riel, Allard C.R., Van Birgelen, Marcel, 2013.
Effects of perceived employee emotional competence on customer satisfaction and
loyalty: the mediating role of rapport. J. Serv. Manag. 24 (1), 5–24.

DeWitt, Tom, Nguyen, Doan T., Marshall, Roger, 2008. Exploring customer loyalty fol-
lowing service recovery: the mediating effects of trust and emotions. J. Serv. Res. 10
(3), 269–281.

Dietz, Joerg, Pugh, S. Douglas, Wiley, Jack W., 2004. Service climate effects on customer
attitudes: an examination of boundary conditions. Acad. Manag. J. 47 (1), 81–92.

Dirks, Kurt T., Ferrin, Donald L., 2001. The role of trust in organizational settings. Organ.
Sci. 12 (4), 450–467.

Dolen, Willemijn V., Ruyter, Ko. De, Lemmink, Jos, 2004. An empirical assessment of the
influence of customer emotions and contact employee performance on encounter and
relationship satisfaction. J. Bus. Res. 57 (4), 437–444.

Doney, Patricia M., Cannon, Joseph P., 1997. Trust in buyer-seller relationships. J. Mark.
61, 35–51.

Dwyer, F. Robert, Schurr, Paul H., Oh, Sejo, 1987. Developing buyer-seller relationships.
J. Mark. 11–27.

Emerson, Richard M., 1962. Power-dependence relations. Am. Sociol. Rev. 31–41.
Ettlinger, Nancy, 2003. Cultural economic geography and a relational and microspace

approach to trusts, rationalities, networks, and change in collaborative workplaces. J.
Econ. Geogr. 3 (2), 145–171.

Fatima, Johra, K., Razzaque, Mohammed A., 2014. Roles of trust on rapport and sa-
tisfaction in services. Asia Pac. J. Mark. Logist. 26 (4), 566–578.

Folkman, Susan, Lazarus, Richard S., 1991. The concept of coping." Stress and coping: An
anthology. eds. Monat, Alan, and Richard S. Lazarus Columbia University Press,
207–27.

Fornell, Claes, Larcker, David F., 1981. Evaluating structural equation models with un-
observable variables and measurement error. J. Mark. Res. 39–50.

Fullerton, G., 2011. Creating advocates: the roles of satisfaction, trust and commitment. J.
Retail. Consum. Serv. 18 (1), 92–100.

Gao, Tao, Sirgy, M. Joseph, Bird, Monroe M., 2005. Reducing buyer decision-making
uncertainty in organizational purchasing: can supplier trust, commitment, and de-
pendence help? J. Bus. Res. 58 (4), 397–405.

Ganesan, Shankar, 1994. Determinants of long-term orientation in buyer-seller relation-
ships. J. Mark. 1–19.

Gounaris, S.P., 2005. Trust and commitment influences on customer retention: insights
from business-to-business services. J. Bus. Res. 58 (2), 126–140.

Geyskens, Inge, Steenkamp, Jan-Benedict E.M., Kumar, Nirmalya, 1999. A meta-analysis
of satisfaction in marketing channel relationships. J. Mark. Res. 223–238.

Gremler, Dwayne D., Gwinner, Kevin P., 2000. Customer-employee rapport in service
relationships. J. Serv. Res. 3 (1), 82–104.

Hair, J.F., Sarstedt, M., Ringle, C.M., Mena, J.A., 2012. An assessment of the use of partial

least squares structural equation modeling in marketing research. J. Acad. Mark. Sci.
40 (3), 414–433.

Harman, Harry H., 1976. Modern Factor Analysis. University of Chicago Press, Chicago,
USA.

Heide, Jan B., Weiss, Allen M., 1995. Vendor consideration and switching behavior for
buyers in high-technology markets. J. Mark. 30–43.

Henseler, J.örg, Ringle, Christian M., Sinkovics, Rudolf R., 2009. The use of Partial Least
Squares Path Modeling in International Marketing. New Challenges to International
Marketing. Emerald Group Publishing Limited, pp. 277–319.

Henseler, J.örg, Ringle, Christian M., Sarstedt, Marko, 2016. Testing measurement in-
variance of composites using partial least squares. Int. Mark. Rev. 33 (3), 405–431.

Holmes, John G., John K. Rempel. 1989. Trust in close relationships. Close relationships.
Hendrick C, editor. Newbury Park (CA): Sage, 187–220.

Homans, G., 1961. Social Behavior: Its Elementary Forms. Harcourt Brace Jovanovich,
New York, pp. 13.

Johnson, Jeff S., Sohi, Ravipreet S., 2016. Understanding and resolving major contractual
breaches in buyer–seller relationships: a grounded theory approach. J. Acad. Mark.
Sci. 44 (2), 185–205.

Johnson, A.R., Stewart, D.W., 2005. A reappraisal of the role of emotion in consumer
behavior: traditional and contemporary approaches. In: Malhotra, N.K. (Ed.), Review
of Marketing Research 1. ME Sharpe, Armonk, NJ, pp. 3–33.

Jones, M.A., Mothersbaugh, D.L., Beatty, S.E., 2000. Switching barriers and repurchase
intentions in services. J. Retail. 76, 259–274.

Joshi, Ashwin W., Arnold, Stephen J., 1997. The impact of buyer dependence on buyer
opportunism in buyer–supplier relationships: the moderating role of relational
norms. Psychol. Mark. 14 (8), 823–845.

Kim, Wansoo, Ok, Chihyung, 2010. Customer orientation of service employees and rap-
port: influences on service-outcome variables in full-service restaurants. J. Hosp.
Tour. Res. 34 (1), 34–55.

Kindström, Daniel, Kowalkowski, Christian, 2014. Service innovation in product-centric
firms: a multidimensional business model perspective. J. Bus. Ind. Mark. 29 (2),
96–111.

Kumar, Nirmalya, Hibbard, Jonathan D., Stern, Louis W., 1994. The Nature and
Consequences of Marketing Channel Intermediary Commitment. Report-Marketing
Science Institute Cambridge Massachusetts, Massachusetts, USA.

Lawler, E.J., Thye, S.R., 1999. Bringing emotions into social exchange theory. Annu. Rev.
Sociol. 25 (1), 217–244.

Levin, D.Z., Cross, R., 2004. The strength of weak ties you can trust: the mediating role of
trust in effective knowledge transfer. Manag. Sci. 50, 1477–1490.

Leisen, Birgit, Hyman, Michael R., 2004. Antecedents and consequences of trust in a
service provider: the case of primary care physicians. J. Bus. Res. 57 (9), 990–999.

Lewicki, R.J., Bunker, B.B., 1995. Developing and maintaining trust in work relationships.
In: Kramer, R.M., Tyler, T.R. (Eds.), Trust in Organizations: Frontiers of Theory and
Research. Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks (CA), pp. 114–139.

Lui, Steven S., Ngo, Hang-yue, Hon, Alice H.Y., 2006. Coercive strategy in interfirm co-
operation: mediating roles of interpersonal and inter-organizational trust. J. Bus. Res.
59 (4), 466–474.

Lusch, Robert F., Brown, James R., 1996. Interdependency, contracting, and relational
behavior in marketing channels. J. Mark. 19–38.

Macintosh, Gerrard, 2009. Examining the antecedents of trust and rapport in services:
discovering new interrelationships. J. Retail. Consum. Serv. 16 (4), 298–305.

Mattila, Anna S., Enz, Cathy A., 2002. The role of emotions in service encounters. J. Serv.
Res. 4 (4), 268–277.

McColl-Kennedy, Janet R., Sparks, Beverley A., Nguyen, Doan T., 2011. Customer's angry
voice: targeting employees or the organization? J. Bus. Res. 64 (7), 707–713.

Milne, George R., Boza, Maria-Eugenia, 1999. Trust and concern in consumers' percep-
tions of marketing information management practices. J. Interact. Mark. 13 (1), 5–24.

Miyamoto, Tadayuki, Rexha, Nexhmi, 2004. Determinants of three facets of customer
trust: a marketing model of Japanese buyer–supplier relationship. J. Bus. Res. 57 (3),
312–319.

Moorman, Christine, Deshpande, Rohit, Zaltman, Gerald, 1993. Factors affecting trust in
market research relationships. J. Mark. 81–101.

Nelson, Reed E., 1989. The strength of strong ties: social networks and intergroup conflict
in organizations. Acad. Manag. J. 32 (2), 377–401.

Ngo, Liem Viet, O'cass, Aron, 2013. Innovation and business success: the mediating role of
customer participation. J. Bus. Res. 66 (8), 1134–1142.

Nunnally, J.C., 1978. Psychometric Theory. McGraw-Hill Publication Co., New York.
Palmatier, Robert W., Dant, Rajiv P., Grewal, Dhruv, Evans, Kenneth R., 2006. Factors

influencing the effectiveness of relationship marketing: a meta-analysis. J. Mark. 70
(4), 136–153.

Patterson, P.G., Smith, T., 2003. A cross-cultural study of switching barriers and pro-
pensity to stay with service providers. J. Retail. 79, 107–120.

Podsakoff, Philip M., MacKenzie, Scott B., Lee, Jeong-Yeon, Podsakoff, Nathan P., 2003.
Common method biases in behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and
recommended remedies. J. Appl. Psychol. 88 (5), 879.

Preacher, Kristopher J., Hayes, Andrew F., 2004. SPSS and SAS procedures for estimating
indirect effects in simple mediation models. Behav. Res. Methods 36 (4), 717–731.

Ranaweera, C., Menon, K., 2013. For better or for worse? Adverse effects of relationship
age and continuance commitment on positive and negative word of mouth. Eur. J.
Mark. 47 (10), 1598–1621.

J.K. Fatima, R. Di Mascio Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services 41 (2018) 1–10

9

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref66


Raimondo, MariaAntonietta, 2000. The measurement of trust in marketing studies: a
review of models and methodologies. In: Proceedings of the 16th IMP-conference,
Bath, UK.

Ringle, Christian M., Ringle, Christian M., Sarstedt, Marko, Sarstedt, Marko, 2016. Gain
more insight from your PLS-SEM results: the importance-performance map analysis.
Ind. Manag. Data Syst. 116 (9), 1865–1886.

Roloff, M., 1981. Interpersonal Communication: The Social Exchange Approach. Beverly
Hills, Calif.

Rotter, J.B., 1967. A new Scale for the Measurement of Interpersonal Trust. J. Personal.
35, 651–665.

Sako, M., 1992. Price, Quality and Trust: Inter-firm Relations in Britain and Japan (18).
Cambridge University Press, New York, USA.

Şengün, Ay.şe Elif, 2010. Which type of trust for inter-firm learning? Ind. Innov. 17 (2),
193–213.

Schloderer, Matthias P., Sarstedt, Marko, Ringle, Christian M., 2014. The relevance of
reputation in the nonprofit sector: the moderating effect of socio‐demographic
characteristics. Int. J. Nonprofit Volunt. Sect. Mark. 19 (2), 110–126.

Schneider, Benjamin, Bowen, David E., 1985. Employee and customer perceptions of
service in banks: replication and extension. J. Appl. Psychol. 70 (3), 423.

Schumann, Jan H., Wangenheim, Florian V., Stringfellow, Anne, Yang, Zhilin, Praxmarer,
Sandra, Jimenez, Fernando R., Blazevic, Vera, Shannon, Randall M., Soni, Marcin,
Praveen, K., Wilson, David T., O’Keefe, M., 1996. Beyond Customer Satisfaction:
Customer Commitment. Institute for the Study of Business Markets, Pennsylvania
State University, Pennsylvania, USA.

Singh, Jagdip, Brady, Michael, Arnold, Todd, Brown, Tom, 2017. The emergent field of
organizational frontlines. J. Serv. Res. 20 (1), 3–11.

Styles, Chris, Paul, G. Patterson, Ahmed, Farid, 2008. A relational model of export per-
formance. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 39 (5), 880–900.

Svensson, S., 2002a. The theoretical foundation of supply chain management: a func-
tionalistic theory of marketing. Int. J. Phys. Distrib. Logist. Manag. 32 (9), 734–754.

Swan, J.E., Nolan, J.J., 1985. Gaining customer trust: a conceptual guide for the sales-
person. J. Personal. Sell. Sales. Manag. 39–48.

Swann Jr, William B., Gill, Michael J., 1997. Confidence and accuracy in person per-
ception: do we know what we think we know about our relationship partners? J.
Personal. Social. Psychol. 73 (4), 747.

Teo, T.S., Liu, J., 2007. Consumer trust in e-commerce in the United States, Singapore and
China. Omega 35 (1), 22–38.

Tickle-Degnen, Linda, Rosenthal, Robert, 1990. The nature of rapport and its nonverbal
correlates. Psychol. Inq. 1 (4), 285–293.

Verhoef, Peter C., Franses, Philip Hans, Hoekstra, Janny C., 2002. The effect of relational
constructs on customer referrals and number of services purchased from a multi-
service provider: does age of relationship matter? J. Acad. Mark. Sci. 30 (3), 202.

Watson, Lisa, Spence, Mark T., 2007. Causes and consequences of emotions on consumer
behaviour: a review and integrative cognitive appraisal theory. Eur. J. Mark. 41 (5/
6), 487–511.

Weitz, Barton A., Castleberry, Stephen Byron, Tanner, John F., 1998. Selling: Building
Partnerships, 2nd ed. Irwin/McGraw Hill, Irwin, Chicago, IL.

Wirtz, Jochen, Lwin, May O., 2009. Regulatory focus theory, trust, and privacy concern.
J. Serv. Res. 12 (2), 190–207.

You, Jong-I.I., Wilkinson, Frank, 1994. Competition and co-operation: toward under-
standing industrial districts 1. Rev. Political Econ. 6 (3), 259–278.

Yu, Eric, Liu, L., 2000. Modeling Trust in the i* Strategic Actors Framework."
In Proceedings of the 3rd Workshop on Deception, Fraud and Trust in Agent Societies
3-4.

Zhao, Xinshu, Lynch Jr, John G., Chen, Qimei, 2010. Reconsidering Baron and Kenny:
Myths and truths about mediation analysis. J. Consum. Res. 37 (2), 197–206.

J.K. Fatima, R. Di Mascio Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services 41 (2018) 1–10

10

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref76
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref76
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref78
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref78
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref79
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref79
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref79
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref80
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref80
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref81
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref81
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref82
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref82
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref82
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref83
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref83
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref83
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref84
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref84
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref85
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref85
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref86
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref86
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref87
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0969-6989(17)30415-0/sbref87

	Reversing the dependency-trust relationship in B2C services
	Introduction
	Literature review
	Consumer dependency
	Trust
	Rapport
	Hypotheses development: interplay between trust and consumer dependency
	Hypotheses development: role of rapport on trust
	Hypotheses development: role of rapport on consumer dependency
	Hypotheses development: moderated and moderated mediation effects of relationship age and frequency
	Hypothesized models

	Method
	Data collection
	Constructs measurement
	Overview of analysis

	Results
	Measurement model assessment
	Hypotheses testing (Hypotheses 1, 3 and 4): direct effects
	Hypothesis testing (Hypothesis 2): mediation effects
	Hypotheses testing (Hypothesis 5 to Hypothesis 8): moderated and moderated mediation effects
	Additional analysis-1

	Discussion
	Implications and future research directions
	Theoretical implications
	Managerial implications
	Limitations and future research directions

	Appendix A
	References




