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negative relationship but was not statistically significant, meaning the hypothesis was not 

supported (β= -.141, SE=.588, CR=-1.192, p=.233).  

 

For the hypotheses not statistically supported in the full dataset there was one hypothesis 

tested where a relationship was statistically significant for the bank dataset (H4). H4 

predicted cognitive trust to have a positive impact on spurious loyalty. For the non-bank 

deposit taker group the results indicated a low negative relationship but was not statistically 

significant (β= -.075, SE=.112, CR=-.720, p=.471), meaning the hypothesis was not 

supported. The bank group results showed a positive, statistically significant result meaning 

the hypothesis was supported (β= .243, SE=.140, CR=2.200, p=.028). 

 

Following the comparison of the difference in the effect estimate and associated p-value for 

hypotheses 1 to 9 and 13 to 20 between the two groups a further comparison was undertaken 

to determine any difference mediation effect as per hypotheses 10, 11 and 12. The results are 

detailed in Table 36 and 37. 

Table	36.	Summary	of	mediating	effect	for	banking	group	

	

The results for the banking group are the same as the full dataset. Affective commitment fully 

mediates the cognitive trust-true loyalty relationship, and the affective trust-true loyalty 

relationship. Affective commitment also partially mediates between the satisfaction-true 

loyalty relationships in the banking group.  

Table	37.	Summary	of	mediating	effect	for	non-banking	group	

	

The results for the non-banking group differs from the full dataset in that the cognitive trust 

true loyalty direct relationship is not statistically significant. This means affective 

commitment cannot mediate the relationship that does not exist. It does however have an 

indirect effect on true loyalty. Affective commitment fully mediates between affective trust 

and true loyalty and partially mediates between satisfaction and true loyalty in the same 

manner as the full dataset.  
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4.7.7.	 The	competing	measurement	model	

The research tests an alternative model identified as the competing model. The competing 

model is the same as the initial measurement model, with the addition of calculative 

commitment items and construct. This means the competing model consists of eight 

variables, with each variable having a number of measured observed variables pointing 

towards it. As detailed in Chapter 3, the competing measurement model is based on existing 

research the literature.  

 

As discussed earlier in this chapter, the item calculative commitment four (CC4_sq) was 

excluded from the scale measure due to inter item correlation concerns in the initial factor 

loading testing. It was decided to leave the item question in the competing measurement 

model as the factor loadings are again tested in the measurement model. The competing 

measurement model using maximum likelihood estimation is presented in Figure 19. 

 

In the competing measurement model χ²/df = 3.279 indicating an acceptable data-model fit 

and RMSEA = .062, indicating a good fit in the population. However, GFI = .855, CFI = 

.938, NFI = .914, and TLI = .929 indicate an unacceptable fit. The results of these tests are 

detailed in Table 38.  

Table	38.	Summary	of	fit	indices	for	initial	measurement	model	

 
 

CMIN 1596.99
DF 487
CMIN/DF 3.279
P .000
GFI .855
NFI .914
TLI .929
CFI .938
RMSEA .062
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Figure19.	Competing	measurement	model	using	maximum	likelihood	estimation	

 
By taking all the fit indices into consideration, it is the researcher’s view that the competing 

measurement model was not an acceptable fit to the data. However, prior to making a final 

decision whether to accept or discard the competing measurement model, validity measures 

were examined. This was achieved by calculating and examining convergent and 

discriminant validity outcomes. As in the measurement model the average variance extracted 

(AVE), correlation matrix and construct reliability were calculated. Table 39 shows the 
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competing measurement model convergent validity and average variance extracted. The 

shaded area, on the diagonal, is the square root of the average variance extracted. 

 
Table	39.	The	competing	measurement	model	construct	reliability,	average	variance	extracted	and	Correlation	matrix	
compared	with	the	square	root	of	the	average	variance	extracted.	

 
Note:	The	square	root	of	the	AVE	is	detailed	in	the	diagonal	cells	where	each	construct	is	represented	twice.	Eg.	SATISFA	
and	SATISFA.	

 

A number of discriminant and convergent reliability concerns for the competing 

measurement model were apparent. Discriminant validity concerns for COMAf, SATISFA, 

AFTRUST, and LOYALTr result from the square root of the AVE for the variable is less 

than the absolute value of the correlations with another factor. Convergent Validity concerns 

for COMAf result from the CR for the variable being less than the AVE and ComCal AVE 

being less than .50. 

By taking the convergent and discriminant validity outcomes into consideration as well as the 

fit indices, it is the researcher’s view that the initial competing measurement model is not an 

acceptable measurement model. 

 

However, the RMSEA and χ² values both indicate an acceptable fit. It was also noted there 

were satisfactory loadings to specified constructs (variables) for all measured items in the 

model, including calculative commitment. The factor loading for calculative commitment are 

detailed in Table 40. 
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Table	40.	Factor	loading	for	calculative	commitment	item	questions	

 
* Item removed from the measure to ensure the best possible model fit to data while remaining true to the research literature. 

 

As a result of these observations it was decided to remove the lowest loading items on 

selected variables, in order to achieve the most reliable and valid measurements. As with the 

modified measurement model, this was done in order to achieve changes in the discriminant 

validity and potentially a better model fit and lower χ² score.  

 

In the case of the adjusted competing measurement model the item removed was CC4_sq in 

addition to TC1_sq, TA1_sq, CA2_sq, CN3_sq, L3_sq, L4_sq, L6_sq, L7_sq, and S4_sq 

removed in the measurement model. The removal of these items results in at least three item 

measures for each construct indicated. This fits with the requirements of a minimum three 

items per measure, detailed by Hair et al. (2006). Confirmatory factor analysis using 

maximum likelihood estimation was performed. 
 

As with the modified measurement model, to decide whether the adjusted competing 

measurement model fits the data well, the six fit indices described in detail in chapter 3 were 

examined.  

In the adjusted competing measurement model the χ²/df = 2.901, indicating an acceptable 

data-model fit, CFI = .965, indicating a good fit, GFI = .915, NFI = .948, TLI = .957 each 

suggesting an unacceptable fit, and RMSEA = .056, denoting a good fit in the population. 

The results of these tests are detailed in Table 41. The All results are either acceptable or very 

close to an acceptable result. There is no indicator that is markedly low relative to acceptable 

values. By taking all the fit indices into consideration, it is the researcher’s view that the 

adjusted competing measurement model is an acceptable fit to the data. 
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Table	41.	Summary	of	fit	indices	for	adjusted	competing	measurement	model	

	
 

To examine whether the adjusted competing measurement model has an acceptable level of 

validity, convergent and discriminant validity outcomes were examined. As in the preceding 

measurement models, average variance extracted and composite reliability and are calculated. 

As described by Fornell and Larcker (1981) all squared correlations between constructs were 

examined and found to be less than the Ave for each of the underlying constructs. No validity 

concerns are detected in the data. Table 42 shows the adjusted competing measurement 

model convergent validity and average variance extracted. The shaded area, on the diagonal, 

is the square root of the average variance extracted. 

 
Table	42.	The	adjusted	competing	measurement	model	construct	reliability,	average	variance	extracted	and	Correlation	

matrix	compared	with	the	square	root	of	the	average	variance	extracted.	

 
Note:	The	square	root	of	the	AVE	is	detailed	in	the	diagonal	cells	where	each	construct	is	represented	twice.	Eg.	SATISFA	
and	SATISFA.	

 

The fit indices for the modified measurement model and the adjusted competing 

measurement model indicated acceptable levels of fit to the sample data. Testing for 

convergent and discriminant validity resulted in overall acceptable validity levels. With the 

model fit assessment, convergent validity and discriminant validity completed, an 

examination of the structural model is performed. The following section estimates the 

structural model path coefficients and the testing hypotheses results are presented. 

Index Score
CMIN 647.00
DF 223
CMIN/DF 2.901
P .000
GFI .915
NFI .948
TLI .957
CFI .965
RMSEA .056

	 CR AVE LOYALTr SATISFA COGTRUST COMNo LOYSp AFTRUST COMAf COMCal
LOYALTr 0.846 0.658 0.811
SATISFA 0.942 0.845 0.728 0.919
COGTRUST 0.906 0.764 0.578 0.797 0.874
COMNo 0.878 0.707 0.554 0.526 0.405 0.841
LOYSp 0.934 0.824 0.510 0.599 0.483 0.592 0.908
AFTRUST 0.905 0.760 0.671 0.791 0.778 0.596 0.526 0.872
COMAf 0.887 0.725 0.735 0.735 0.627 0.715 0.562 0.804 0.851
COMCal 0.774 0.552 0.255 0.218 0.114 0.583 0.331 0.266 0.371 0.743
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4.7.8	 The	competing	structural	model	
To improve the robustness of the research results, the adjusted competing model was tested. 

The adjusted competing model included a calculative dimension of commitment. The 

rationale for including calculative commitment in the model was based on researched 

evidence discussed in chapter 2. The key argument was De Ruyter, Moorman, and Lemmink 

(2001) determining calculative commitment engenders negative intentions towards 

strengthening and maintaining a relationship with a service provider. Structural equation 

modelling (SEM) using the adjusted competing model data was performed. 	

 

To decide whether the competing structural model fits the data well, the same six fit indices 

described in chapter 3 and utilised in the initial structural model (theoretical structural 

model), are examined. The indices are the Chi-square test (χ²), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), 

Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), Normed Fit Index (NFI), Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI, also 

known as Tucker Lewis Index or TLI), and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 

(RMSEA). 

 

In the competing structural model, the χ²/df = 2.909 and RMSEA = .040 indicated an 

acceptable data-model fit. GFI = .880, NFI = .945, and TLI = .934 on the other hand indicate 

an unacceptable fit. The fit indicator CFI = .945 also indicates an unacceptable fit although it 

is very close to the recommended level of 0.95. The results of these tests are detailed in Table 

43. 

 
Table	43.	Summary	of	fit	indices	for	adjusted	competing	structural	model	

Index	 Score	
CMIN	 1989.77	
DF	 684	
CMIN/DF	 2.909	
P	 .000	
GFI	 .880	
NFI	 .919	
TLI	 .934	
CFI	 .945	
RMSEA	 .040	

 

While the fit indicators are close to the values accepted for significance, only the RMSEA 

and χ²/df actually meet the generally accepted values indicating a good fit. By taking all the 
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fit indices into consideration, it is the researcher’s view that the competitive structural model 

was not an acceptable fit to the data. However, prior to making a final decision whether to 

accept or discard the competitive structural model a comparison with the theoretical structural 

model was undertaken. 

 

4.7.9	 Model	comparison	

A model comparison was carried out by assessing the model fit indices and the hypotheses 

results for both structural models in a side by side format. The model fit comparison is 

detailed in Table 44. All model fit indicators for the theoretical model are superior when 

compared to the indicators for the competing model. More importantly, the GFI, NFI, TLI, 

CFI and RMSEA measurements for the theoretical model all surpass the generally accepted 

values indicating an acceptable or good fit.  

Table	44.	A	Comparison	of	fit	indices	for	the	theoretical	and	competing	models	

 

 

The competing model demonstrates acceptable levels of fit for the NFI and RMSEA indices. 

Values for GFI, TLI and CFI indicators in the competing model do not meet the acceptable 

levels although the values are close to the value indication acceptability. It can be argued 

based on χ², RMSEA and NFI values and CFI is close to the acceptable value that the 

competing model is an acceptable fit to the data. Despite this assertion the theoretical model 

is clearly a better fit to the data. As such it is the researchers’ opinion that the theoretical 

model possess a superior fit to the data than the competing model.  

A comparison of the effect estimates and relative p-values for each of the direct relationship 

hypotheses was undertaken. The comparison was made to ensure there were no significant 

Measure	Guide

2	=	good,	3	=	acceptable

0.9	=	acceptable,	0.95	=	good
0.9	=	acceptable,	0.95	=	good
0.95	=	acceptable,	0.97	=	good
0.95	=	acceptable,	0.97	=	good

.08	or	less	=	acceptableRMSEA

.953

.968

.974

.031

NFI
TLI

.040

1073.09
504
2.129
.000
.922

2.909
.000
.880
.919
.934

1989.76
684

.945CFI

CMIN/DF
P
GFI

MODEL	FIT	 Theoretical	Model Competing	Model
CMIN
DF
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differences in hypothesis results between the two models that required further investigation. 

The hypotheses comparisons are detailed in Table 45. 

Table	45.	Estimated	effect	and	p-value	comparison	between	the	theoretical	and	competing	models	

	
*** p<.001 

There are no instances where a hypothesis is accepted under one model and rejected in the 

other. In hypotheses where the p-value is significant the absolute value of the effect estimate 

is equal or greater under the theoretical model than under the competing model, apart from 

the affective commitment-normative commitment relationship. Here the competing model 

has a greater effect estimate. Table 44 includes the calculative commitment effect estimate 

and associated p-vales for its relationship with true loyalty, spurious loyalty and cognitive 

trust. These are relevant only to the alternative model as calculative commitment is only 

measured in the competing model. The cognitive trust-calculative commitment and 

calculative commitment-spurious loyalty relationships are statistically significant but have 

very low effect estimates at .14 and .068 respectively. The calculative commitment-true 

loyalty relationship is not statistically supported. Subsequently, it is the researchers’ view 

Effect	Estimate P Effect	Estimate P

H1 SATISFA 	---> LOYALTr 0.443 *** 0.441 ***
H2 SATISFA 	---> LOYSp 0.389 *** 0.397 ***
H3 COGTRUST 	---> LOYALTr -0.055 0.394 -0.056 0.384
H4 COGTRUST 	---> LOYSp 0.067 0.354 0.071 0.328
H5 AFTRUST 	---> LOYALTr 0.028 0.714 0.028 0.719
H6 AFTRUST 	---> LOYSp -0.096 0.272 -0.096 0.276
H7 SATISFA 	---> COMAf 0.351 *** 0.349 ***
H8 AFTRUST 	---> COMAf 0.644 *** 0.643 ***
H9 COGTRUST 	---> COMAf -0.155 0.009 -0.151 0.011

H13 SATISFA 	---> COMNo 0.061 0.407 0.056 0.45
H14 COGTRUST 	---> COMNo -0.179 0.012 -0.169 0.018

H15 AFTRUST 	---> COMNo 0.179 0.039 0.174 0.045
H16 COMAf 	---> LOYALTr 0.37 *** 0.37 ***
H17 COMAf 	---> LOYSp 0.034 0.659 0.032 0.678
H18 COMNo 	---> LOYALTr 0.064 0.176 0.074 0.119
H19 COMNo 	---> LOYSp 0.393 *** 0.362 ***
H20 COMAf 	---> COMNo 0.634 *** 0.637 ***

COGTRUST 	---> COMCo n/a n/a 0.14 0.002
COMCo 	---> LOYALTr n/a n/a -0.018 0.568
COMCo 	---> LOYSp n/a n/a 0.068 0.06

Hypothesis Path
Theoretical	Model Competing	Model
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there are no significant differences warranting further investigation or challenging the 

assessment the theoretical model is a better fit of the data than the competing model. 

4.8	 Discussion	of	results	

As discussed in chapter 2.7 and detailed in table 2, there are 26 hypotheses tested to provide 

evidence in an attempt to answer four research questions. The results detailed in this chapter 

can now be discussed in terms of the research questions. 

 

4.8.1	 Discussion	of	RQ1.	

Research Question 1 asks the question whether consumer satisfaction leads directly to loyalty 

in the New Zealand banking and nonbank deposit taker market. The results supported H1, 

indicating that consumer satisfaction has a positive impact on loyalty. The positive effect 

consumer satisfaction has on true loyalty was in line with the literature (Anderson & Mittal, 

2000; Cronin, Michael & Hult, 2000; Mittal, Kumar & Tsiros, 1999). However H2, was not 

supported despite a significant result. Consumer satisfaction had a positive impact on 

spurious loyalty. As the results demonstrate, an increase in satisfaction gives rise to an 

increase in spurious loyalty. This may indicate the presence of other factors determining 

whether a consumer has spurious or true loyalty towards an organisation and that satisfaction 

may be a hygiene factor rather than a loyalty determining factor. 

 

If satisfaction leads to both true and spurious loyalty, satisfied consumers may switch 

providers, a phenomenon referred to as the satisfaction trap.  To date researchers have found 

no satisfactory explanation as to why satisfied consumers switch providers (Reichheld, 1996). 

The H2 satisfaction-spurious loyalty result supports the observed satisfaction trap 

phenomenon. While researchers’ have struggled to identify the cause of the satisfaction trap 

(Ganesh, Arnold & Reynolds, 2000; Reichheld, 1996; Oliver, 1999) this research shows that 

a consumer can be spuriously loyal and highly satisfied. Unlike a true loyal consumer, a 

spuriously loyal consumer will potentially switch to an alternative provider in exchange for a 

minimal incentive, despite being satisfied.  

 

The results may also be interpreted as satisfaction acting as a hygiene factor required for both 

true and spurious consumer loyalty. If, as introduced in chapter 2, the New Zealand banking 
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market is essentially a commoditised market, products and pricing are substantially similar 

across competitors. It would follow then that an increase in a consumer’s satisfaction would 

increase the likelihood of the consumer remaining with the banking entity rather than moving 

to an alternative supplier, risking a loss of personal satisfaction. Essentially satisfaction is 

required for retention and loyalty although the satisfaction impact is greater for true loyalty 

than for retention (spurious loyalty).  

 

This research conflicts with the literature regarding spurious loyalty results. It is the authors’ 

belief that the results reflect the commoditised nature of the New Zealand banking market 

and the differentiation between true and spurious loyalty. This result potentially indicates 

another factor that may be required to decrease the impact of satisfaction on spurious loyalty. 

Identification of that factor is beyond the scope of this research. 

 

4.8.2	 Discussion	of	RQ2.	

Research Question 2 asks the question what role the trust dimensions play in the consumer 

satisfaction-loyalty relationship. The hypotheses associated with this question are H3, H4, 

H5, H6, H8, H9, H14 and H15. The results indicated no significant relationships between 

cognitive trust and true loyalty, or cognitive trust and spurious loyalty. These results 

generally support the evidence found in literature for true loyalty but is contrary to the 

evidence for spurious loyalty (Grayson, Johnson & Chen, 2008; Scott, 2001; Zucker, 1986). 

 

The literature is somewhat divided on whether cognitive trust has no impact or a negative 

impact on true loyalty. In the New Zealand banking market it appears the results support the 

literature suggesting cognitive trust has no direct impact on true loyalty. Although cognitive 

trust may have no direct influence on true loyalty, it may be mediated through another 

construct such as commitment. This concept is explored in chapter 4.8.3 which explores the 

role of commitment in the consumer satisfaction-loyalty relationship.  

 

The research literature indicates a direct effect of cognitive trust on spurious loyalty 

(Grayson, Johnson & Chen, 2008). As cognitive trust is a calculative process it is inferred 

that rational calculation may positively influence spurious loyalty (Marsh & Dibben, 2005). 

By way of example, as a consumer calculates the benefits of gains and cost of potential losses 

to assess the level of risk in a banking decision, the consumer is assessing how spuriously 
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loyal to the organisation they will be. The act of calculation itself infers a spurious loyalty 

state, thereby having an effect on the construct. 

 

A potential explanation of these results may be due to the isomorphic effect of a 

commoditised market. In a banking market where there are substantially similar services and 

products there is potential for isomorphism to occur in the perception of individual brands. If 

a consumer perceives all market participants to be substantially similar to their current 

provider then cognitive trust would be the substantially similar for all providers, rendering it 

neutral in a decision making process. Cognitive trust then may also be regarded as a hygiene 

factor. Alternatively, as with the cognitive trust-spurious loyalty relationship, it is possible 

that calculative trust is mediated by another construct such as affective commitment. The 

mediation results are discussed later in chapter 4.8.3. 

 

Although cognitive trust was shown to have no significant effect on true or spurious loyalty, 

the results do indicate cognitive trust has a statistically significant impact on affective 

commitment and normative commitment (H9 and H14). In both cases cognitive trust has a 

statistically significant but small negative effect. Also in both cases the literature supports the 

findings. As cognitive trust increases affective commitment and normative commitment 

decrease. This means an increased reliance on cognitive trust, based on rational and irrational 

elements processed consciously and subconsciously, has a negative effect on the consumer’s 

affective and normative commitment. The results indicate that in the New Zealand banking 

market cognitive trust evaluation has similar negative effects on commitment as in other 

markets researched.  

 

Affective trust was hypothesised to have a positive impact on true loyalty (H5), affective 

commitment (H8) and normative commitment (H15), and a negative impact on spurious 

loyalty (H6). The expected impact of affective trust on affective commitment and normative 

commitment were supported but the hypothesised impact of affective trust on true loyalty and 

spurious loyalty were not supported.  Affective trust shows a positive effect on affective and 

normative commitment, but not on true or spurious loyalty. The results discussed in chapter 

4.8.3 shows normative commitment impacts spurious loyalty (H18) and affective 

commitment, influences true loyalty (H16). This may indicate affective trust has an indirect 

effect on both forms of loyalty, through the commitment constructs. Affective trust appears to 
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be an important factor indirectly influencing loyalty and retention. This is further discussed in 

chapter 4.8.3. 

4.8.3	 Discussion	of	RQ3.	

Research Question 3 asks the question what role the commitment dimensions play in the 

consumer satisfaction-loyalty relationship. The hypotheses associated with this question are 

H7, H10, H11, H12, H13, H16, H17, H18, H19 and H20.  

 

From the perspective of influences on the commitment dimensions, satisfaction was found to 

positively impact affective commitment (H7) but have no significant effect on normative 

commitment (H13). The satisfaction-affective commitment result is in concordance with the 

literature where the more satisfied a consumer is with the service experienced, the more 

likely they are to have a desire to commit to a relationship with the service provider (Bansal, 

Irving & Taylor, 2004; Beatson, Coote & Rudd, 2006; Garbarino & Johnson, 1999).  

 

The satisfaction-normative commitment result on the other hand was not statistically 

significant. The literature supports a positive relationship between the level of satisfaction a 

consumer has with a service provider and their level of normative commitment, or moral 

obligation towards the provider (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Cater & Zakbar, 2009). The results do 

not support this assertion. It is possible that normative commitment may not be influenced by 

satisfaction in the New Zealand banking and non-bank deposit taker market for the same 

isomorphic market reasons as hitherto described. Alternatively the impact of the global 

financial crisis may have created an environment where moral obligations towards banking 

entities are low enough to not be materially significant. This is potentially significant in 

global banking markets outside of the New Zealand banking market. 

 

The results indicate normative commitment has a positive impact on spurious loyalty (H19), a 

relationship supported by the literature (Kumar, Pozza & Ganesh, 2013). In contrast, the 

absence of a significant result in the normative commitment-true loyalty relationship (H18) is 

contrary to the research literature. These results potentially supports the argument that 

normative commitment may be low enough in the New Zealand banking environment to be 

of insignificant influence in a consumer’s decision to remain truly loyal to a provider 

organisation. Rather, normative commitment is only influential enough to retain consumers 

spuriously while the market is perceived as commoditised.  
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As normative commitment is a developing psychological bond or a feeling of obligation to 

stay with a service provider (Jones, Taylor & Bansal, 2008), the psychological impact can 

change over time as the perception of obligations are either being fulfilled or violated. This 

allows the service provider the potential opportunity to influence the normative environment 

perceived by the consumer. However, according to this research the impact of normative 

commitment may develop spurious rather than true loyalty. 

 

The results of the structural model testing demonstrated affective commitment had a strong 

and statistically significant impact on true loyalty (H16) but a statistically non-significant 

effect on spurious loyalty (H17). The organisational behaviour and relationship marketing 

research literature supports the affective commitment-true loyalty relationship (Bansal, Irving 

& Taylor, 2004; Fullerton, 2003; Gruen, Summers & Acito, 2000). The literature suggests a 

consumers’ affective commitment towards a service provider influences the relational aspects 

of their loyalty.  

 

The research results support the assertion that the relational dimension of commitment is 

more directly associated with true loyalty than with spurious loyalty. This is significant as 

relationship marketing is an important aspect of non-bank deposit taker marketing efforts. 

Given the intangible nature of debt security deposits, a tangible interaction between staff on 

consumers’ to develop affective commitment may be supported by these results.  

 

The statistically non-significant results for the affective commitment-spurious loyalty 

relationship is contrary to the literature, which provides strong evidence that affective 

commitment has a negative impact on spurious loyalty (Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001). The 

literature suggests that as affective commitment increases, the consumer is less likely to have 

a spurious relationship with a service provider. However, the result indicating spurious 

loyalty is not directly impacted by affective commitment suggests that affective commitment 

has an insignificant role in spurious consumer retention in the New Zealand banking market.  

 

The lack of a statistically supported effect of affective commitment on spurious loyalty 

potentially sheds further light on the satisfaction trap phenomenon. This result shows that a 

consumer may be positively affected by affective commitment but remain spuriously loyal to 

the same degree, while the true loyalty dimension increases. This infers that subject to the 
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level of spurious loyalty a consumer may be prepared to change providers despite an 

emotional commitment to the incumbent service provider. 

 

Normative commitment was shown to be statistically significantly impacted by affective 

commitment (H20). The positive impact affective commitment has on normative 

commitment is strong with β= .634. As normative commitment has a positive impact on 

spurious loyalty, this may indicate that normative commitment acts as a mediator between 

affective commitment and spurious loyalty. From a service perspective if there is a lack of 

normative pressure on the consumer, the affective commitment experienced by the consumer 

may have little indirect impact on spurious loyalty. However, if normative pressure is 

prevalent the indirect impact on spurious loyalty is increased potentially leading to higher 

consumer retention.  

 

There is wide scholarly acceptance that consumer loyalty is critical to the success of a 

business, particularly those operating in a competitive environment (Baumann, Burton & 

Elliott, 2007; Ehigie, 2006; Fornell, 1992). Given the importance of true loyalty, this research 

was interested in determining whether affective commitment acts as a mediator between 

consumer satisfaction and true loyalty (H12), affective trust and true loyalty (H11), and 

cognitive trust and true loyalty (H10).  

 

The results suggest that affective commitment acts as a mediator between each of the three 

constructs and true loyalty. Affective commitment positively and fully mediates the 

relationship between cognitive trust and true loyalty. It also positively and fully mediates the 

relationship between affective trust and true loyalty. When affective commitment is removed 

from the model both of the trust elements have a statistically supported direct relationship 

with true loyalty. However, when affective commitment is introduced as a mediator the direct 

relationship between the trust elements and true loyalty is not statistically significant. The 

inclusion of the mediator provides a more accurate explanation of the measured true loyalty 

and provides an explanation of why the non-significant direct relationship between the trust 

elements and true loyalty was not supported by the literature. 

 

Affective commitment also positively and partially mediates the relationship between 

consumer satisfaction and true loyalty. Satisfaction has a statistically significant positive 

effect on true loyalty directly and concurrently with the mediating variable affective 
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commitment. When affective commitment is removed from the model satisfaction has a 

statistically supported direct relationship with true loyalty. However, the inclusion of 

affective commitment provides a more accurate explanation of the measured true loyalty. 

 

It is noted the squared multiple correlation for affective commitment is 0.676 which means 

that 67.6% of the affective commitment variable is explained by the effect of satisfaction, 

cognitive trust and affective trust. It is also noted that affective commitment positively and 

significantly affects true loyalty. As such, affective commitment appears to be an important 

mediator between satisfaction and true loyalty, and trust and true loyalty. For an organisation 

to gain consumer true loyalty, positively impacting the consumers’ affective commitment 

appears to be an essential element of marketing and service delivery strategies. 

 

4.8.4	 Discussion	of	RQ4.	

Research Question 4 asks if there is a difference in the level of satisfaction, trust, 

commitment and true loyalty between non-bank deposit taker and retail banks in New 

Zealand. The results concerning the hypothesised difference in consumer responses for banks 

and non-bank deposit taker organisations (H21, H22, H23, H24, H25 and H26) reveals a 

consistent pattern where non-bank deposit taker values are significantly greater than bank 

values.  

 

The significance for the difference between each of the constructs affective trust, cognitive 

trust, affective commitment, normative commitment, satisfaction and true loyalty was in each 

case p<.001. As the respondents are the same for the bank and non-bank deposit taker results 

no variables relating to the characteristics of the respondents account for the variance 

between data sets 

 

The results indicate consumers have a significantly higher level of true loyalty towards the 

non-bank deposit taker than they do for their chosen retail bank. These results may appear 

illogical given receivership and liquidation of non-bank deposit takers before, during and 

after the global financial crisis had destroyed the savings of many New Zealanders. During 

the same period there were no material bank losses through receivership or liquidation 

(Reserve Bank of New Zealand, 2012). 
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Given the losses incurred by investors it would easily be assumed trust and commitment 

placed in non-bank deposit takers would also be significantly lower than that placed in banks. 

Nonetheless, the results of this research do no support this view as all measured variables 

resulted in significantly higher levels for the non-bank deposit taker organisation than 

banking organisations.  

 

The results possibly reflect consumers of the non-bank deposit taker organisation surveyed 

did not suffer any losses through that organisation as a result of the global financial crisis. As 

such, there may be a level of trust and commitment for the organisation when compared 

directly with other non-bank deposit taker sector participants. This would mean the 

consumers view non-bank deposit taker organisations as a separate market to retail banking 

organisations, despite the uniformity of the products purchased. A scenario that may have 

some merit in the authors view. However the scenario would assume the risk return ratio was 

either comparative or more rewarding for the non-bank deposit taker product. This is unlikely 

as the research author predicated the product interest rates for the non-bank deposit taker on 

the prevailing retail market bank rates. 

 

An alternative explanation of the results is related to the personal service of the non-bank 

deposit taker compared to the retail banks. This is beyond the scope of this research and 

would require further investigation to verify. Generally though, the results do not explain 

why there is a difference between non-bank deposit takers and banks, but they clearly 

indicate there is a difference resulting in a significantly higher true loyalty for non-bank 

deposit taker consumers than bank consumers.  

 

The analysis comparing the full data set to the individual bank and non-bank deposit taker 

data sets showed all but one hypothesis supported using the full dataset were also supported 

using the data for each of the bank and non-bank deposit taker groups. The one hypothesis 

being H14 where the bank group data rejected the hypothesis while the non-bank deposit 

taker group was supported with a small, negative, statistically significant result. The 

independent variable is cognitive trust and the dependent variable normative commitment.  

 

Similarly all but one hypothesis rejected using the full dataset were also rejected using the 

data for each of the bank and non-bank deposit taker groups. The bank group showed a small, 
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significant positive result in the cognitive trust to spurious loyalty relationship (H4) where the 

non-bank deposit taker group indicated no significant relationship.  

 

It is noted in both of these cases cognitive trust was the independent variable. Also in both 

cases it was the bank dataset showing results contrary to the full dataset. These results 

suggest cognitive trust may play a slightly different role in the bank group when compared to 

either the non-bank deposit taker group or the combined group data. It appears that normative 

commitment may be bypassed as a mediator and cognitive trust directly impacts spurious 

loyalty. This result and potential explanation supports some separation between the retail 

bank and non-bank deposit taker markets from the perspective of normative commitment 

being neutralised through the isomorphic effect of a commoditised market. Effectively, as the 

retail bank market becomes commoditised normative commitment moves towards very little 

or no impact on retention or loyalty. As such, it is the cognitive aspect of trust that directly 

affects the spurious loyalty of consumers. 

	

4.9	 Summary	of	hypotheses	

The results of this research were presented in this chapter. The theoretical model was shown 

to be a better fit than the competing model and a review of the difference in hypothesis 

outcome between groups revealed no significance disparity. The theoretical model was 

therefore accepted as the better model in this research and adopted for testing of the 

hypotheses. Statistical analysis supported nine of the seventeen hypotheses concerning a 

direct effect between variables. Specifically, satisfaction, affective commitment and 

normative commitment were identified as affecting loyalty while cognitive and affective trust 

were identified as impacting affective and normative commitment. The analysis also validates 

the mediating effects of affective commitment on true loyalty. Furthermore the higher levels 

of affective trust, cognitive trust, affective commitment, normative commitment, true loyalty 

and satisfaction for non-bank deposit taker consumers than bank consumers was also 

demonstrated to be statistically significant. A model of the supported hypotheses in Figure 20 

and a summary of the hypotheses is provided in Table 46. The importance of these results, 

conclusions, managerial implications and further research recommendations are discussed in 

the following chapter. 



	

Page	|	139		
	

Figure	20.	Model	of	supported	hypothesised	relationships	
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Table	46.	Summary	of	hypotheses	

 
 

In this chapter the results of the described methodology, modelling and hypothesis testing 

were detailed. It then discussed the findings of the research results in detail and summarised 

the hypotheses by research question. In the following chapter the implications for bank 

marketing practitioners and operational managers, limitations of the research, suggestions for 

future research and conclusions are presented.  

 

 

 

 

 

	

Research Question Hypotheses
Supported or 

Rejected

H1 The degree of consumer satisfaction positively impacts the degree of true loyalty. Supported 
H2 The degree of consumer satisfaction negatively impacts the degree of spurious loyalty. Rejected
H3 The degree of cognitive trust negatively impacts the degree of true loyalty Rejected
H4 The degree of cognitive trust positively impacts the degree of spurious loyalty Rejected
H5 The degree of affective trust positively impacts the degree of true loyalty Rejected
H6 The degree of affective trust negatively impacts the degree of spurious loyalty Rejected
H8 The degree of affective trust positively impacts the degree of affective commitment Supported
H9 The degree of cognitive trust negatively impacts the degree of affective commitment Supported
H14 The degree of cognitive trust negatively impacts the degree of normative commitment Supported
H15 The degree of affective trust positively impacts the degree of normative commitment Supported
H7 The degree of consumer satisfaction positively impacts the degree of affective 

commitment Supported

H10 Affective commitment mediates between cognitive trust and true loyalty Supported
H11 Affective commitment mediates between affective trust and true loyalty Supported
H12 Affective commitment mediates between satisfaction and true loyalty Supported
H13 The degree of consumer satisfaction positively impacts the degree of normative 

commitment. Rejected

H16 The degree of affective commitment positively impacts the degree of true loyalty Supported
H17 The degree of affective commitment negatively impacts the degree of spurious loyalty. Rejected
H18 The degree of normative commitment negatively impacts the degree of true loyalty Rejected
H19 The degree of normative commitment positively impacts the degree of spurious loyalty Supported
H20 The degree of affective commitment positively impacts the degree of normative 

commitment Supported

H21 Consumers have higher levels of affective trust for their non-bank deposit taker than 
for their retail bank. Supported

H22 Consumers have higher levels of cognitive trust for their retail bank than for their non-
bank deposit taker. Rejected

H23 Consumers have higher levels of affective commitment for their non-bank deposit 
taker than for their retail bank. Supported

H24 Consumers have higher levels of normative commitment for their non-bank deposit 
taker than for their retail bank. Supported

H25 Consumers have higher levels of true loyalty for their non-bank deposit taker than for 
their retail bank. Supported

H26 Consumers have higher levels of satisfaction for their non-bank deposit taker than for 
their retail bank. Supported

Does consumer satisfaction lead directly 
to loyalty?

What role does trust play in the 
consumer satisfaction – loyalty 
relationship?

What role does commitment play in the 
consumer satisfaction – loyalty 
relationship?

Is there a difference in the level of 
satisfaction, trust, commitment and 
loyalty between non-bank deposit taker 
and retail banks in New Zealand?

1

2

3

4
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CHAPTER	5:	CONCLUSION	

 

5.1	 Introduction	

In Chapter 4, the results of the described methodology, modelling and hypothesis testing 

were presented, followed by a discussion on the findings of the research results and a 

summary of the hypotheses by research question. In this chapter the implications for bank 

marketing practitioners and operational managers, limitations of the research, suggestions for 

future research and conclusions are presented. Where a market environment is discussed, the 

non-bank deposit takers and retail banks are collectively referred to as the banking market.  

 

 

5.2	 Contribution	to	the	body	of	knowledge	

Previous New Zealand banking studies have concentrated on the effects of service quality, 

consumer satisfaction (Jamal & Naser, 2002), switching (Jones, Taylor & Bansal, 2008), 

switching behaviour (Matthews, 2009; Matthews, Moore & Wright, 2008), and branch 

financial performance measures (Tripe, 2003, 2004). There is limited research available on 

the constructs of loyalty and consumer retention, although Cohen, Gan, Yong and Chong 

(2007) researched consumer retention by banks in New Zealand.  

This research utilised existing literature in relationship marketing and organisational 

behaviour to develop a consumer satisfaction-loyalty model which was then tested 

empirically. The research contributes to the body of knowledge as it adds new insights into 

the relationship marketing literature and has been empirically validated in the New Zealand 

banking market. More specifically, the author understands this paper is the first satisfaction-

loyalty model that differentiates between true and spurious loyalty whilst also considering the 

effect of trust and commitment dimensions. It is also believed to be the first quantitative 

research of this type directly comparing consumers’ loyalty towards their non-bank deposit 

taker and retail banking providers in the New Zealand context.  

 

The first area of contribution is the relationship between satisfaction and loyalty in the 

banking market. The literature widely accepts a positive relationship between consumer 

satisfaction and true loyalty. Also widely accepted is a negative relationship between 
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satisfaction and spurious loyalty. As satisfaction increases, the likelihood of a consumer 

moving to a competing service provider decreases. The results of this research support the 

true loyalty relationship but reject the spurious loyalty relationship. The relationship between 

consumer satisfaction and spurious loyalty was found to be positive and statistically 

significant. This means that, as satisfaction increases, the positive effect on spurious loyalty 

may also increase the likelihood that a consumer will move to a competing service provider. 

This result may shed some light on the satisfaction trap phenomenon and raises a number of 

implications for managers and marketers. These are discussed in chapter 5.3. 

 

The second area of contribution to the body of knowledge concerns the effect the dimensions 

of trust and commitment have on the satisfaction-loyalty relationship. From a commitment 

perspective, previous research suggests affective commitment and normative commitment 

directly affect the two measured loyalty dimensions. However, this research suggests in the 

New Zealand banking market, affective commitment impacts only on true loyalty and 

normative commitment impacts only on spurious loyalty.  

 

Also conflicting with the literature are the results for calculative commitment. The results of 

this research challenges the belief that managers should develop high levels of affective and 

calculative commitment to build consumer loyalty (Bansal, Irving & Taylor, 2004; Fullerton, 

2003). The cognitive trust-calculative commitment and calculative commitment-spurious 

loyalty relationships were statistically significant but had very low effect estimates at .14 and 

.068 respectively. Likewise, the measured path coefficients were low at -.02 for true loyalty 

and .07 for spurious loyalty. The research results and model measure indicators suggest 

calculative commitment in the New Zealand banking market is not a reliable loyalty 

influencing factor. 

 

From a trust perspective this research supports the understanding that cognitive trust 

negatively impacts on affective commitment, but contradicts the current research 

understanding that cognitive trust positively impacts normative commitment. The results 

show a statistically significant negative relationship between cognitive trust and normative 

commitment. This means the model demonstrates that reliance on cognitive (calculative) 

influence through trust and commitment has a negative, albeit indirect impact on both true 

and spurious loyalty.  
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The cognitive trust-normative commitment finding potentially affects organisations such as 

banks in the New Zealand banking market who may be negatively impacting loyalty and 

retention by providing cognitive influences such as loyalty schemes as part of their marketing 

programmes. Like satisfaction, the trust and commitment results have implications for 

managers and marketers, which are discussed in chapter 5.3.  

 

The third area of contribution to the body of knowledge is identifying a significant positive 

difference between consumers’ ratings between their non-bank deposit taker and their retail 

banks. The consumers were customers of both a non-bank deposit taker and a retail bank in 

New Zealand. The consumers purchased equivalent products from the bank and bank 

alternative but were still found to have higher ratings of affective trust, cognitive trust, 

affective commitment, normative commitment, satisfaction and true loyalty for their bank 

alternative, a non-bank deposit taker.  

 

5.3	 Managerial	Implications	

This research has identified three areas of contribution to the body of knowledge directly 

related to the loyalty and retention of bank consumers. The application of that knowledge 

means there are implications for bank executives and marketing managers operating in the 

New Zealand banking environment. The implications are based on the themes of the 

satisfaction-loyalty relationship, the effect of cognitive based marketing, the impact of 

affective centred relationships and what non-bank deposit taker organisations are doing that 

banks are not. 

It could be argued that banks do not need to be concerned about whether consumers are truly 

loyal or spuriously loyal. Despite 15% to 20% of consumers thinking about changing banks 

(Steeman, 2005), only about 4% of bank consumers actually change banks each year (Carlisle 

& De Freitas, 2004). Why would banks change their strategies with only a 4% turnover of 

consumers?  

The reason for change lies in the commoditised nature of banking in New Zealand and the 

risk of disruptive technology and alternative suppliers. The global financial crisis has 

challenged the public trust previously placed in banks (Price Waterhouse Cooper New 

Zealand, 2014). A decreased level of public trust is leading to an opening up of the system to 
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radical change. The changing nature of banking and the entry of non-traditional commercial 

enterprises extending into other financial and non-financial service domains place the 

retention of traditionally loyal bank customers at risk.  

 

From a satisfaction-loyalty relationship, bank executives and marketers directly target 

consumer satisfaction in the understanding that the more highly satisfied the consumer, the 

greater the consumer loyalty. The literature indicates as consumer true loyalty increases 

spurious consumer loyalty decreases (Dick & Basu, 1994). This research challenges that 

assertion as a positive relationship between consumer satisfaction and spurious loyalty was 

identified. For the marketing professional in the New Zealand banking market, the results 

infer a conundrum. Is consumer satisfaction the key construct that marketers should be 

influencing? 

 

The research demonstrated consumer satisfaction is important as it directly influences true 

loyalty and increased profitability, but in the New Zealand banking market it also increases 

the level of consumer spurious loyalty. This is in line with Reichheld’s (1996) finding that 

between 65% and 85% of consumers who switched to an alternative provider had reported 

that they were satisfied or very satisfied prior to their defection, a phenomenon known as the 

satisfaction trap. By targeting consumer satisfaction the marketer may actually be 

encouraging the consumer to accept an offer from a competing supplier despite the 

consumers’ satisfaction with their current bank.  

 

However, in the case of New Zealand banking, the satisfaction trap occurrence may be a 

result of the banks’ focus on the cognitive dimensions of trust and commitment, and the 

effect these have on the satisfaction-loyalty relationship. In a commoditised environment 

displaying isomorphic tendencies, such as the New Zealand banking market, marketers have 

traditionally looked to bind consumers on price (interest rate), loyalty schemes and multi 

product purchases. These approaches focus on the cognitive (calculative) aspects of the 

satisfaction-loyalty relationship. The results of this research indicate the cognitive aspect of 

trust has a direct negative impact on affective and normative commitment and thereby an 

indirect damaging effect on true and spurious loyalty.  

 

This means that rather than contributing to consumer loyalty the cognitive based marketing 

approach actually hinders both true and spurious loyalty. By the marketers focusing on the 
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cognitive aspects of the relationship, the consumer is encouraged to look at alternative 

suppliers for a better price than that offered by their banking entity. As consumers are 

encouraged to base their decisions on price, loyalty to the banking entity becomes less 

influential in the decision. An important consideration for bank executives is that this 

research demonstrates that an effort by banking entities to develop loyal consumers is 

hindered by a price based marketing strategy. 

 

Similarly, loyalty schemes and an encouragement to purchase multiple products may be 

construed as mistrust by the consumer through the cognitive trust process. Rather than 

structuring a loyalty system to a cognitive process such as a set number of loyalty scheme 

points for every $10,000 deposited, an alternative effective trust approach would be to allow 

the branch staff the freedom to reward consumers on a relationship basis. For example, part 

way through a debt security term, a number of loyalty scheme points could be given by a 

branch staff member to the consumer as a thank you for their business. This approach is seen 

as a reward rather than an incentive and is therefore altruistic and relational. 

 

Likewise, banks have invested heavily in self-service technology such as automatic teller 

machines, internet banking, phone banking and mobile applications. Banks have utilised 

these technologies to control their biggest variable cost; staff. The technology has decreased 

the banks perceived need for personal managers and direct relationship staff. While 

successfully decreasing staff costs from a transactional perspective, the more a consumer is 

able to rely on self-service to meet their banking needs, the less the opportunity for personal 

interactions between consumers and bank staff. Interaction with staff is an important driver of 

the psychological attachments underpinning the affective dimensions of trust.  

 

This is not to say the efficient transactional nature of banking is not important. Quite the 

contrary, as consumers expect fast and efficient transactional services the self-service 

technology has become a hygiene factor. However, banks need to find ways to interact with 

consumers as the less a consumer interacts with banking staff and the more commoditised the 

market, the greater the influence of the cognitive dimensions in a decision making process. 

As alternative service providers come into the banking market, organisations that already 

have a relationship with consumers would be able to leverage of the existing affective 

dimensions of trust in that relationship to encourage consumers to switch providers. Actual 

rates of switching could rise from the current 4% to 20% (Steeman, 2005). 
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To counteract the potential impact of alternative providers, bank executives should continue 

to provide efficient transactional services but also invest in consumer interactions that 

provide an opportunity for a relationship to develop. Ignoring the affective dimensions of 

trust could be costly in the long run as consumers choose alternative banking or non-bank 

organisations they know and trust. 

 

From a consumer commitment perspective, it has been the practice of marketing managers to 

develop high levels of affective and calculative commitment to build consumer loyalty 

(Bansal, Irving & Taylor, 2004; Fullerton, 2003). The results of this research suggest 

calculative commitment in the New Zealand banking market is not a reliable loyalty 

influencing factor when compared to the model excluding calculative commitment. There is 

however statistical evidence of the important and influential role affective commitment plays 

in the satisfaction-loyalty relationship. This research clearly indicates that affective 

commitment directly impacts true loyalty and acts as a mediator between the trust-true 

loyalty relationship and the satisfaction-true loyalty relationship. When combined with the 

removal of the negative effect of calculative commitment, true loyalty outcomes are 

enhanced. 

 

For the marketing practitioner this means a movement from cognitive based marketing and 

service delivery to a more relational approach would have positive effects on true loyalty. As 

affective commitment is the most influential dimension affecting true loyalty directly and 

spurious loyalty indirectly through normative commitment, marketers aiming to maximise 

consumer loyalty should place an emphasis on satisfaction, affective trust, and affective 

commitment to provide the greatest impact. As such, existing marketing programmes and 

service delivery processes should be evaluated with these dimensions in mind. 

 

The research also clearly indicates a statistically significant difference in results between non-

bank deposit takers and retail banking organisations. The levels of consumer satisfaction, 

affective trust, cognitive trust, affective commitment, normative commitment and true loyalty 

are all higher for non-bank deposit takers than for banks. Bank management should carefully 

examine this result as it is both a warning and an opportunity. The warning is the difference 

in the loyalty of the same consumers but the opportunity is to understand why the difference 

exists.  
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For consumers to have greater trust, commitment and loyalty towards non-bank deposit 

takers who as a group lost several billion dollars of investors’ funds during the global 

financial crisis, than trading banks who lost no investor funds during the same period, must 

be of concern for trading banks. Non-bank deposit takers on the other hand have an 

immediate opportunity to leverage the trust and commitment of their consumers and provide 

a broader range of products and services. The opportunity is to grow the business without 

losing the relationship component of the existing processes. 

 

There is a clear implication for both non-bank deposit taker and retail banking organisations. 

This research demonstrates the transactional commoditised nature of the banking industry is a 

significant risk allowing new competition into the market. An organisation that already has a 

relationship with their consumers can add a competitively price based transactional banking 

service to their offerings without the need to provide for affective trust and commitment. That 

is already being provided for through their existing services. Banks and non-bank deposit 

takers do not have that luxury. 

 

5.4	 Limitations	

Despite the contribution of this research to the body of knowledge, there are a number of 

limitations that have been identified in the course of this research. The limitations are 

categorised around the sample population, the generalisability of the research, the 

measurement instrument and the cross sectional nature of the research.  

 

The sample population is homogenous with respect to the non-bank deposit taker consumer 

status. The research participants were current customers of a single non-bank deposit taker 

organisation. Each participant also held an account at one of a number of New Zealand based 

retail banks. With 81% of the respondents identifying their age as over 65, the sample group 

is not a reflection of the New Zealand population. It is also noted that compared to the New 

Zealand population, women at 64.9% are over represented in the sample.  

 

From a banking perspective however, the desired profitable consumer profile banking with an 

organisation may not reflect the full population. The Wealth Disparities in New Zealand 

paper (Cheung, 2007) indicates the over 65 segment holds the second highest net worth value 

by population. As such the sample may be representative of a population with a disposable 
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income available for investment in bank and non-bank deposit taker term deposit products. 

The researcher did not have any reliable published data to ascertain age or gender profiles 

requirements from the banking industry to compare with the sample descriptive statistics.  

 

It should be noted that a lack of participant email information was available from the non-

bank deposit taker data base. This minimal email availability could indicate a lack of affinity 

for online technology, resulting in a potential bias in the results due to a lack affinity toward 

the use of technology in the banking environment. The lack of affinity towards the use of 

personal online or mobile tools for banking, compared to a relatively high staff-consumer 

interaction approach adopted by the non-bank deposit taker could result in a biased result not 

representative of the general population.  

 

The New Zealand banking market demonstrates elements of a commodity market (refer 

Chapter 1.5.4). As the research investigated non-bank deposit taker and retail banking in New 

Zealand, the findings are relevant to those markets in the New Zealand context. The results of 

the research may be typical of a commoditised sector, so potentially could be applied in a 

similar sector. However, if this is the case, then generalisability across wider sectors in New 

Zealand may not apply. 

 

Similarly, as discussed in chapter 1, the New Zealand banking market differs from many 

other countries. For example, the financial losses banks in many countries suffered as a result 

of the global financial crisis, was not experienced in New Zealand. The losses experienced by 

non-bank deposit taker were not a direct result of the global financial crisis. Consequently, 

the results cannot be generalised to other countries without further research being conducted.  

 

From a data collection perspective, the methodology chosen was partly due to the availability 

of consumer data. As mentioned earlier in chapter 5.4, the number of emails available for the 

sample population was minimal. The use of mail questionnaires was chosen as the best 

method of data collection given the survey sample personal contact information available to 

the researcher. However, there are inherent drawbacks with this data collection method. As 

the respondents are not able to interact with the researcher, the possibility of ambiguities and 

misunderstandings exist. The impact is minimised through pilot testing of the measurement 

tool but a face to face or telephone survey would provide an increased assurance against this 

potential issue.  
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The questionnaire was structured to provide responses to between three and seven 

measurement items for each construct. As detailed in chapter 4.6 the measurement items for 

each construct were reduced to three per construct. This was due to reliability and convergent 

and discriminant validity concerns with the measurement model. The factor loading for each 

item resulted in all constructs measured having scale reliability greater than 0.7. Although 

four items were rated as excellent and two were rated as good, the only item rated as 

acceptable was true loyalty. Although an acceptable reliability is statistically acceptable, a 

reliability in the excellent level (>.9) for the key construct true loyalty (dependent variable) 

could provide senior bank executives with a higher level of confidence in the instrument and 

model.  

 

Further identified limitations are related to the cross sectional and self-reporting nature of the 

research. This research is cross-sectional, revealing information at a particular point in time. 

As a questionnaire completed by participants’ views on predetermined constructs, it is also 

self-reporting intention and not reporting actual actions. Both of these aspects may have an 

impact on an important concept of the research, the positive relationship between consumer 

loyalty and profitability. Essentially the research indicated consumer satisfaction positively 

impacted true and spurious loyalty despite the literature suggesting an increased level of 

satisfaction has a positive impact on true loyalty and a negative impact on spurious loyalty. 

The result indicating that spurious loyalty is positively impacted by satisfaction suggests 

satisfaction may also increase the retention of consumers. 

 

Given the spurious loyalty result conflicts with the literature, the consumers’ self-evaluation 

of spurious loyalty indicates the consumers’ thoughts at the time of completing the 

questionnaire. It may not reflect the actual course of action taken by the consumer in the 

future. As the research is not longitudinal in nature, it is predictive in nature and cannot 

determine if the participants’ actual loyalty or retention correlates with the self-perceived 

loyalty rating. 

 

Finally, although the influence of trust and commitment dimensions were verified by data in 

this research, only 62% of true loyalty and 47% of spurious loyalty is explained by the 

measured constructs influence. Other constructs or factors therefore may have an important 

influence on the satisfaction-loyalty relationship. 
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5.5	 Recommendations	for	future	research 

This research raises a number of implications that could be addressed in future research. Of 

particular importance is the significant role affective commitment plays in the satisfaction-

loyalty relationship. Affective commitment has a direct positive affect on true loyalty as well 

as acting as a positive mediator between satisfaction-true loyalty, affective trust-true loyalty 

and cognitive trust-true loyalty. Additionally, the research indicates an indirect positive effect 

on spurious loyalty by positively influencing normative commitment. If banks wish to 

increase the loyalty of their consumers this research suggests the organisations will need to 

positively influence the consumers’ affective commitment. The difficulty that exists for 

marketing managers is maintaining the convenience and efficiency of the transactional 

aspects of banking wile finding ways of positively impacting affective commitment. In 

particular, research to understand the impact of self-service technology on affective 

commitment is important. Similarly, differences between banks and non-bank deposit taker 

entities self-service technology identified in this research should be evaluated as part of the 

future research. 

The impact of technology and convenience in banking should not be underestimated by 

researchers or practitioners. If affective commitment for an organisation is diminished 

through self-service tools, strategies to counteract this loss would need to be identified. 

Further research considering strategies to increase affective commitment and comparing their 

effectiveness may help identify practical and successful options for banking organisations to 

improve consumer loyalty. Similarly, conducting this research with new entrants to the 

banking market, particularly young adults, would provide considerable insights for strategy 

development. 

Secondly, this research partially supports the existing cognitive trust literature. The research 

suggests the cognitive dimension of trust does not have a statistically supported relationship 

with either dimension of loyalty. However, the results do indicate an indirect effect on loyalty 

through a direct negative effect on affective commitment and normative commitment. As 

affective commitment has a direct effect on true loyalty and normative commitment has a 

direct effect on spurious loyalty, cognitive trust potentially has an indirect effect on both 

loyalty dimensions. This relationship should be the subject of further research. Understanding 

whether a direct and indirect relationship with true and spurious loyalty exists and is specific 
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to the New Zealand banking market, a particular feature of a commoditised market or can be 

generalised to other markets would be of significant interest to marketing practitioners. 

Thirdly, further research on the effects of calculative commitment on true and spurious 

loyalty is required to either support or challenge the results of this research. In this research 

calculative commitment was not chosen as a construct for the original model due to the 

conflicting information in the existing literature.  Calculative commitment was included in 

the competing model but the model was shown to be inferior to the original model. The 

cognitive trust-calculative commitment and calculative commitment-spurious loyalty 

relationships were statistically significant but had very low effect estimates and low path 

coefficients (see chapter 4.7.9).  Understanding why calculative commitment had no 

statistically supported effect on true loyalty and a statistically significant, albeit very low 

impact on spurious loyalty would assist marketing practitioners’ structure effective marketing 

and consumer loyalty programmes. 

Similarly, this research does not explain why only 4% of banking consumers transfer 

accounts from retail banks despite 20% of consumers classifying themselves as likely or very 

likely to switch banks (Steeman, 2005). Neither does it explain to where the consumers 

switch their savings. These are important behaviours for marketers and executives in the 

banking industry to examine and understand as they have the potential to directly influence 

business practice. They are therefore recommended as important future research topics. 

Fourthly, an assumptions of this research is that in a commoditised market increased 

consumer retention leads to higher profitability. The reasons for this varied as described in 

chapter 2.2.1. This research utilised a cross sectional data collection method. While an 

effective way of collecting data, it is a data collection method that relies on a consumers’ 

self-reported assessment on their potential future action or actions. By measuring consumers’ 

financial transactions with their banks and non-bank deposit taker over a period of time, a 

measure of the value the true and spurious consumer is to an organisation can be established. 

A longitudinal study differentiating profitability values between true and spuriously loyal 

consumers would provide banks with relative consumer profitability to determine where 

operational and marketing funds should be focussed.  

Fifthly, it is accepted by the author that the results of the research are based on deductive 

reasoning from the collected quantitative data. While the results are statistically significant, 

further insight into phenomenon such as consumer satisfaction positively affecting spurious 
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loyalty could be acquired through the application of qualitative research. Interviewing of 

bank and non-bank deposit taker consumers with open-ended questions may provide a 

qualified basis for further quantitative research. 

 

Sixthly, further research relating to the generalisability of the research findings is highly 

recommended. In this regard, it is noted that participants purchased a term deposit investment 

from the non-bank deposit taker and a retail banking organisation. To understand whether the 

results of this research are specific to the product rather than the greater banking suite 

available, the research could be repeated without a product restriction or with differing 

product restrictions. This would allow the marketer and operational managers to determine 

where the greatest loyalty value lies and where further work needs to be focused. Likewise, 

repeating the research in markets other than banking and non-bank deposit takers or in 

countries other than New Zealand would either support or challenge the generalisability of 

the research findings.  

 

Lastly, the research shows a statistically significant difference in results between non-bank 

deposit taker and banks. Customers with funds invested in a term deposit in both types of 

banking entities were shown to be more satisfied, with higher trust, higher commitment and 

higher loyal levels towards the non-bank deposit taker than the retail banks. While this 

research has identified the phenomenon, it does not explain why it occurs. Understanding the 

phenomenon is particularly important to the banks as non-bank deposit taker and other non-

bank entities have the ability to provide traditional banking products and services. This could 

be a significant challenge to the dominance of the current banking entities and understanding 

why non-bank deposit takers have more loyal customers than banks could prove highly 

valuable for banks. 

 

5.6	 Conclusion	

The problem defined in chapter 1.2 as New Zealand wider retail banking deposit market 

consumers are satisfied but may not be loyal, was broadly influenced by an off-hand 

comment made by a retail banking general manager at a major New Zealand retail bank.  The 

general manager expressed frustration that the banks percentage of very satisfied and 

extremely satisfied consumers had increased but the level of consumer retention in those two 

categories actually decreased. In order to shed some light on the research problem, this 
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research was undertaken to examine the influence of trust and commitment on the 

satisfaction-loyalty relationship. An important component in understanding consumer loyalty 

in the banking context was differentiating between true and spurious loyalty. Additionally, 

personal observational experience indicated a higher consumer debt security retention at non-

bank deposit taker organisations than retail banks. As such, this research also set out to 

determine if there is any difference in the satisfaction-loyalty relationship between the banks 

and non-bank deposit taker consumers.  

Of the 26 hypothesised relationships, 17 are supported significantly in the sample. 

Additionally, two hypotheses (consumer satisfaction negatively effects spurious loyalty and 

consumers have higher levels of cognitive trust for their retail banks than for their non-bank 

deposit takers), were statistically significant but rejected as the relationship was opposite to 

what the hypothesis suggested.  

The research results have added to the body of knowledge regarding the satisfaction-loyalty 

relationship in the New Zealand banking market, and consequently may impact marketing 

and operational practitioner work practices. Specifically, the key points are related to the 

positive relationship between consumer satisfaction and spurious loyalty, the influence of 

affective commitment, the lack of calculative commitment impact, the negative impact of 

cognitive trust and the significant difference between banks and non-bank deposit taker 

consumer responses.  

The positive relationship between consumer satisfaction and true loyalty found in this 

research supports the widely accepted literature (Agustin & Singh, 2005; Anderson & Mittal, 

2000; Chandrashekaran et al., 2007; Cronin, Michael, & Hult, 2000; Gustafsson, Johnson & 

Roos, 2005; Homburg & Furst, 2005; Lam, Shankar, Erramilli & Murthy, 2004; Seiders, 

Voss, Grewal & Godfrey, 2005; Zeithaml, Berry & Parasuraman, 1996). However, the 

positive effect consumer satisfaction has on spurious loyalty is contrary to the literature and 

as such may shed some light on the satisfaction trap phenomenon where consumers switch 

providers despite reporting satisfaction with the original provider (Reichheld, 1996). This is 

important information for the marketing practitioner, as unlike a true loyal consumer, a 

spuriously loyal consumer, while satisfied, may potentially switch to an alternative provider 

in exchange for a minimal incentive.  
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A key result of this research was confirming the important central role affective commitment 

plays in the satisfaction-loyalty relationship and the consequences this has on marketers and 

operational managers in banking organisations. The research results demonstrate affective 

commitment is an important influencer in the satisfaction-loyalty relationship. Affective 

commitment has a direct effect on true loyalty, an indirect effect on spurious loyalty and is a 

mediator between the constructs consumer satisfaction, affective trust and cognitive trust and 

their relationship with true loyalty. Essentially affective trust has been shown in this research 

to be an essential positive influencer of true loyalty. It is the view of the researcher that a 

marketing professional or operational manager would be well advised to factor affective 

commitment into their business and marketing plans. 

 

While not having a direct effect, through its impact on normative commitment, affective 

commitment also has an indirect effect on spurious loyalty. With the results only statistically 

supporting satisfaction and normative commitment as the two constructs impacting spurious 

loyalty, affective commitment is an important construct for banks wanting to retain 

spuriously loyal consumers for as long as possible.  

 

Of the eight hypotheses involving trust only four hypotheses were supported. Neither 

cognitive nor affective trust have a direct relationship with true or spurious loyalty. An 

important finding of this research though is the negative impact of cognitive trust on affective 

and normative commitment and the positive impact of affective trust on affective and 

normative commitment. This indicates cognitive trust has an indirect negative affect on both 

loyalty dimensions while affective trust has a positive indirect effect on both loyalty 

dimensions. Managers and marketing practitioners should be aware of the impact trust can 

have on consumer relationships. By avoiding behaviours that enhance cognitive trust and 

promoting behaviours that enhance affective trust, consumer true loyalty can be increased 

and spuriously loyal consumers remain longer.  

 

The cognitive trust and calculative commitment findings conflict with the belief that 

marketing managers should develop high levels of affective and calculative commitment or 

trust to build consumer loyalty (Bansal, Irving & Taylor, 2004; Fullerton, 2003). As 

mentioned, cognitive based marketing approach may actually hinder both true and spurious 

loyalty. The research provides evidence that banks should focus on the affective aspects of 

trust and commitment which the research shows contribute to consumer loyalty. 
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The research provides evidence that levels of satisfaction, affective and cognitive trust, 

affective and normative commitment and true loyalty are all statistically significantly higher 

for non-bank deposit taker consumers than for bank consumers. Despite non-bank deposit 

taker investors’ losing funds during the time of the global financial crisis and retail bank 

consumers suffering no material losses, the research provides evidence that consumers are 

more truly loyal to the non-bank deposit takers. This is both a warning and an opportunity to 

retail banks. It is a warning that non-bank deposit taker have more satisfied and loyal 

consumers but it is an opportunity in that banks can choose to understand why this is so and 

make changes to protect their market dominance. 

 

The wider debt security banking market is dominated by retail banks. However, this research 

indicates non-bank deposit takers are able to engender higher levels of satisfaction, trust, 

commitment and loyalty despite a recent history of significant investor losses. The banks 

appear to be operating in a commodity like environment, where satisfaction and self-service 

technologies may be regarded as hygiene factors. The cognitive marketing and transactional 

approach to service delivery demonstrated by banks has been shown to decrease true loyalty 

as a dependent variable. Banks are at risk of losing consumers to alternative providers. The 

advantage the alternative providers possess over the banks if their existing business provides 

enough affective trust and commitment, is the banking transactions can be purely cognitive 

and be successful.  

 

If banks continue to decrease the relational interactions between consumers and employees 

and rely on technology driving cognitive commitment, they risk losing significant market 

share. As consumers recognise the affective component of alternative providers, increasing 

numbers of consumers will have greater desire to switch providers. New market competition 

could, with relative ease, obtain the 15% to 20% of the consumer considering switching 

providers.  

 

 

 

	

	

	 	



	

Page	|	156		
	

References 

Agustin, C., & Singh, J. (2005). Curvilinear effects of consumer loyalty determinants in 

relational exchanges. Journal of Marketing Research, 42(1), 96-108. 

Al-abdi, Y. F. (2010). A three-dimensional commitment model: Its impact on relational 

outcomes (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). University of Manchester, Manchester, 

United Kingdom. 

Al-Eisa, A. S., & Alhemoud, A. M. (2009). Using a multiple-attribute approach for 

measuring customer satisfaction with retail banking services in Kuwait. International 

Journal of Bank Marketing, 27(4), 294-314. 

Allen, N. J., & Meyer J. P. (1990). The measurement and antecedents of affective, 

continuance and normative commitment to the organisation. Journal of Occupational 

Psychology, 63(1), 1-18. 

Alonso, S. (2000). The antecedents and consequences of customer loyalty: The roles of 

customer satisfaction and consumer trust-commitment. (Unpublished doctoral 

dissertation). University of Texas-Pan American, Texas, USA.  

Ambler, T. (2003). Marketing metrics. Business Strategy Review, 11(1), 59-65. Retrieved 

from DOI: 10.1111/1467-8616.00138. 

Anderson, J. C., & Gerbing, D. W. (1988). Structural equation modeling in practice: A 

review and recommended two-step approach. Psychological Bulletin, 103(3), 411-

423. 

Anderson, E. W., & Mittal, V. (2000). Strengthening the satisfaction–profit chain. Journal of 

Service Research, 3(2), 107–20. 

Anderson, E. W., & Sullivan, M. (1993). The antecedents and consequences of consumer 

satisfaction for firms. Marketing Science, 12(2), 125-43. 

Anderson, E., & Weitz, B. (1989). Determinants of continuity in conventional industrial 

channel dyads. Marketing Science, 8(4), 310-323. 



	

Page	|	157		
	

Andreassen, T. W., & Lindestad, B. (1998). Customer loyalty and complex services: The 

impact of corporate image on quality, customer satisfaction and loyalty for customers 

with varying degrees of service expertise. International Journal of Service Industry 

Management, 9(1), 7-23. 

Arnould, E. J., & Thompson, C. J. (2005). Consumer culture theory (CCT): Twenty years of 

research. Journal of Consumer Research, 31(4), 868-882. 

Aurier, P., & N’Goala, G. (2010). The differing and mediating roles of trust and relationship 

commitment in service relationship maintenance and development. Journal of the 

Academy of Marketing Science, 38(3), 303-325. 

Bagozzi, R. P., Yi, Y., & Phillips, L. W. (1991). Assessing construct validity in 

organizational research. Administrative Science Quarterly, 36(3), 421-458. 

Bagram, M. M. M., & Khan, S. (2012). Attaining customer loyalty! The role of consumer 

attitude and consumer behaviour. International Review of Management and Business 

Research, 1(1), 1-8. 

Ball, D., Simones, C., & Machas, A. (2003). The role of communication and trust in 

explaining customer loyalty. European Journal of Marketing, 38(9), 1272-1293. 

Bansal, H. S., Irving, P. G., & Taylor, S. F. (2004). A three-component model of customer 

commitment to service providers. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 

32(3), 234-250. 

Banking Ombudsman. (2013). Banking Ombudsman Scheme Annual Report 12 13. Banking 

Ombudsman Office. Wellington, New Zealand. 

Barnes, J. G., & Howlett, D. M. (1998). Predictors of equity in relationships between 

financial services providers and retail customers. International Journal of Bank 

Marketing, 16(1), 15-23. 

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator-mediator variable distinction in social 

psychological research: Conceptual, strategic and statistical considerations. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 51(6), 1173-1182. 



	

Page	|	158		
	

Baumann, C., Burton, S., & Elliott, G. (2005). Determinants of customer loyalty and share of 

wallet in retail banking. Journal of Financial Services Marketing, 9(3), 231-48. 

Baumann, C., Burton, S., & Elliott, G. (2007). Predicting consumer behaviour in retail 

banking. Journal of Business and Management, 13(1), 79-96. 

Beatson, A., Coote, L. V., & Rudd, J. M. (2006). Determining consumer satisfaction and 

commitment through self-service technology and personal service usage. Journal of 

Marketing Management, 22(1), 853-882. 

Beatty, S. E., & Kahle, R. L. (1988). Alternative hierarchies of attitudes-behaviour 

relationship: the impact of brand commitment. Journal of the Academy of Marketing 

Science, 16(2), 1-10. 

Becker, H. S. (1960). Notes on the concept of commitment. American Journal of Sociology, 

66(1), 32-34. 

Beerli, A., Martin, J. D., & Quintana, A. (2004). A model of customer loyalty in the retail 

banking market. European Journal of Marketing, 38(1), 253-75. 

Bendapudi, N., & Berry, L. L. (1997). Customers' motivations for maintaining relationships 

with service providers. Journal of Retailing, 73(1), 15-37. 

Bentler, P. M., & Bonett, D. G. (1980). Significance tests and goodness of fit in the analysis 

of covariance structures. Psychological Bulletin, 88(3), 588−606. 

Berg, L. (2008). Loyalty, naivety and powerlessness among Norwegian retail bank 

customers. International Journal of Consumer Studies, 32(3), 222-232. 

Berry, L. L. (1995). Retailers with a future. Journal of Marketing Management, 5(1), 39-46. 

Bertea, P., & Zait, A. (2011). Methods for testing discriminant validity. Management & 

Marketing, 9(2), 217-224. 

Bhattacharya C. B. (1998). When customers are member: Customer retention in paid 

membership contexts. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 26(1), 31-44. 

Bitner, M. J. (1990). Evaluating service encounters: The effects of physical surroundings and 

employee responses. Journal of Marketing, 54(2), 69-82. 



	

Page	|	159		
	

Bloemer, J. M., de Ruyter, K., & Peeters, P. (1998). Investigating drivers of bank loyalty: 

The complex relationship between image, service quality and satisfaction. 

International Journal of Bank Management, 16(7), 276-286. 

Bloemer, J. M., & Kasper, H. (1995). The complex relationship between consumer 

satisfaction and brand loyalty. Journal of Economic Psychology, 16(2), 311-29. 

Bloemer, J. M., & Lemmink, J. G. (1992). The importance of customer satisfaction in 

explaining brand and dealer loyalty. Journal of Marketing Management, 8(4), 351-64. 

Bordens, K. S., & Abbott, B. B. (2005). Research and design methods: A process approach, 

(6th ed.). Boston, New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Brown, T. J., Barry, T., Dacin, P., & Gunst, R. F. (2005). Spreading the word: Investigating 

antecedents of consumers’ positive word-of-mouth intentions and behaviors in a 

retailing context. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 33(2), 123-138. 

Brunner, T. A., Stocklin, M., & Opwis, K. (2007). Satisfaction, image and loyalty: new 

versus experienced customers. European Journal of Marketing, 42(9), 1095-1105. 

Bryman, A. (1984). The debate about quantitative and qualitative research: A question of 

method or epistemology? British Journal of Sociology, 35(1), 75-92. 

 

Bryman, A., & Bell, E. (2003). Business Research Methods. Oxford, UK: Oxford University 

Press. 

Buchanan, D. A. (1985). Social psychology and organisational behaviour. Journal of 

Occupational Psychology, 58(2), 170-171. 

Burns, A. C., & Bush, R. F. (1998). Marketing research. London: Prentice Hall. 

Butcher, K., Sparks, B., & O’Callaghan, F. (2001). Evaluative and relational influences on 

service loyalty. International Journal of Service Industry Management, 12(4), 310-

328. 

Byrne, B. M. (2013). Structural equation modeling with AMOS: Basic concepts, applications, 

and programming. New York, NY: Routledge Taylor & Francis Group. 



	

Page	|	160		
	

Caldow, D. (1998). The relational elements of service loyalty: an exploratory study. 

[Presentation]. Paper presented at the Australia and New Zealand Marketing 

Academy Conference. Dunedin, New Zealand. 

Cardozo, R. N. (1965). An experimental study of customer effort, expectation, and 

satisfaction. Journal of Marketing Research, 2(3), 244-249. 

Carlisle, H., & De Freitas, F. (2004). NZ Consumer Banking. Sydney: Merrill Lynch. 

Caruna, A., & Fenech, N. (2005). The effect of perceived value and overall satisfaction on 

loyalty: A study among dental patients. Journal of Medical Marketing, 5(3), 245-255. 

Cater, B., & Zabkar, V. (2009). Antecedents and consequences of commitment in marketing 

research services: The client's perspective. Industrial Marketing Management, 38(7), 

785-797. 

Cavana, R. Y., Delahaye, B. L., & Sekaran, U. (2001). Applied business research: 

Qualitative and quantitative methods. Queensland, Australia: John Wiley & Sons. 

Cengiz, E. (2010). Measuring customer satisfaction: Must or not. Journal of Naval Science 

and Engineering, 6(2), 76-88. 

Chandrashekaran, M., Rotte, K., Tax, S., & Grewal, R. (2007). Satisfaction strength and 

customer loyalty. Journal of Marketing Research, 44(1), 153-63. 

Chaudhuri, A., & Holbrook, M. B. (2001). The chain of effects from brand trust and brand 

affect to brand performance: The role of brand loyalty. Journal of Marketing, 65(2), 

81-93. 

Chen, M. F., &Wang, L. H. (2009). The moderating role of switching barriers on customer 

loyalty in the life insurance industry. The Service Industries Journal, 29(8), 1105-

1123. 

Cheung, G. W., & Lau, R. S. (2008). Testing mediation and suppression effects of latent 

variables: Bootstrapping with structural equation models. Organizational Research 

Methods, 11(2), 296-325. 



	

Page	|	161		
	

Cheung, J. (2007). Wealth disparities in New Zealand [Presentation]. Paper presented at the 

social policy, research and evaluation conference. Wellington, New Zealand. 

Chinomona, R., & Sandada, M. (2013). Customer satisfaction, trust and loyalty as predictors 

of customer intention to re-purchase South African retailing industry. Mediterranean 

Journal of Social Sciences, 4(14), 437-446. 

Chiou, J. S., & Droge, C. (2006). Service quality, trust, specific asset investment, and 

expertise: Direct and indirect effects in a satisfaction-loyalty framework. Journal of 

the Academy of Marketing Science, 34(4), 613-627. 

Cohen, D., Gan, C., Yong, H., & Chong, E. (2007). Customer retention by banks in New 

Zealand. Journal of Banks and Banking Systems, 2(1), 40-55. 

Colegate, M., & Stewart, K. (1998). The challenge of relationships in services: A New 

Zealand study. International Journal of Service Industry Management, 9(5), 454-468. 

Coleman, D. F., Irving, P. G., & Cooper, C. L. (1997). Work locus of control and the three-

component model of organisational commitment [Presentation]. Paper presented at 

the annual meeting of the Administrative Sciences Association of Canada, St John's, 

Newfoundland. 

Controller & Auditor General (2011). The treasury: Implementing and managing the crown 
retail deposits guarantee scheme. Retrieved from 
http://www.oag.govt.nz/2011/treasury/docs/crown-retail-deposit-guarantee-
scheme.pdf 

Couch, L. L., & Jones, W. H. (1997). Measuring levels of trust. Journal of Research in 

Personality, 31(3), 319-336. 

Cram, T. (2001). Customers that count: How to build living relationships with your most 

valuable customers. London: Pearson Education Limited.  

Creswell, J. W. (2003). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods 

approaches (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Cronin Jr, J. J., & Taylor, S. A. (1992). Measuring service quality: A re-examination and 

extension. Journal of Marketing, 56(3), 55-68. 



	

Page	|	162		
	

Cronin, J., Michael, B., & Hult, T. (2000). Assessing the effects of quality, value and 

customer satisfaction on consumer behavioral intentions in service environments. 

Journal of Retailing, 76(2), 193-218. 

Crosby, L. A., & Taylor, J. R. (1983). Psychological commitment and its effects on post-

decision evaluation and preference stability among voters. Journal of Consumer 

Research, 9(4), 413-431. 

Cunningham, S. M. (1967). Perceived risk and brand loyalty, in Cox, D. F. (Ed.). Taking and 

Information Handling in Consumer Behavior (pp. 507-23). Boston, MA: Harvard 

University Press. 

Dabholkar, P. A., & Sheng, X. (2012). Consumer participation in using online 

recommendation agents: effects on satisfaction, trust and purchase intentions. The 

Service Industries Journal, 32(9), 1433-1449. 

Dagger, T. S., Danaher, P. J., & Gibbs, B. J. (2009). How often versus how long the interplay 

of contact frequency and relationship duration in customer-reported service 

relationship strength. Journal of Service Research, 11(4), 371-388. 

Danaher, P. J., & Haddrell, V. (1996). A comparison of question scales used for measuring 

customer satisfaction. International Journal of Service Industry Management, 7(4), 4-

26. 

Day, E. (2000). Quality and value: a means-end model and synthesis of evidence. Journal of 

Marketing, 52(3), 2-22. 

Day, G. (1969). A two-dimensional concept of brand loyalty. Journal of Advertising 

Research, 9(3), 29-35.  

De Ruyter, K., Moorman, L., & Lemmink, J. (2001). Antecedents of commitment and trust in 

consumer-supplier relationships in high technology markets. Industrial Marketing 

Management, 30(3), 271-286. 

De Vaus, D. (2002). Analyzing social science data: 50 key problems in data analysis. 

London: Sage Publications. 



	

Page	|	163		
	

de Winter, J. C., & Dodou, D. (2010). Five-point Likert items: T test versus Mann-Whitney-

Wilcoxon. Practical Assessment, Research & Evaluation, 15(11), 1-12. 

Debling F. H. (2006). Brand Commitment in a Consumer Bank Services Context – An 

Exploratory Study (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). University of the West of 

England. Bristol Business School.  

Deng, Z., Lu, Y., Wei, K. K., & Zhang, J. (2010). Understanding customer satisfaction and 

loyalty: An empirical study of mobile instant messages in China. International 

Journal of Information Management, 30(4), 289-300. 

 

Deshplande, R. (1983). Paradigms lost: on theory and method research in marketing. Journal 

of Marketing, 47(4), 101-110. 

Dick, A. S., & Basu, K. (1994). Customer loyalty: Toward an integrated conceptual 

framework. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 22(2), 99-113. 

Dillman, D. A. (2000). Mail and Internet surveys: The tailored design method (2nd ed.). New 

York, NY: John Wiley Co. 

Diplock, J. (2012). Time for a paradigm shift in thinking. In D. G. Mayes & G. E. Wood 

(Eds.), Reforming the Governance of the Financial Sector (pp. 238-252). Abingdon: 

Routledge. 

Doyle, P. (2000). Value-based marketing. Journal of Strategic Marketing, 8(4), 299-311. 

Dwyer, R. F., Schurr, P.H., & Oh, S. (1987). Developing buyer-seller relationships. Journal 

of Marketing, 51(2), 11-27. 

Eakuru, N., Kamariah, N., & Matt, N. (2008). The application of structural equation 

modelling (SEM) in determining the antecedents of customer loyalty in banks in south 

Thailand. The Business Review, Cambridge, 10(2), 129-139. 

Efron, B. (1982). The jackknife, the bootstrap and other resampling plans. Philadelphia, PA: 

Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics. 

Ehigie, B. O. (2006). Correlates of customer loyalty to their bank: a case study in Nigeria. 

International Journal of Bank Marketing, 24(7), 494-508. 



	

Page	|	164		
	

Ehrenberg, A. S. C., & Uncles, M. (1997). Direchlet-type markets: A review (Parts 1 & 11). 

Working Paper: University of New South Wales, Australia. 

Evanschitzky, H., & Wunderlich, M. (2006). An examination of moderator effects in the 

four-stage loyalty model. Journal of Service Research, 8(4), 330-345. 

Feinberg, R. (2001). Customer service and service quality. In Salvendy, G. (Ed.), Handbook 

of industrial engineering (pp. 651-664). New York: Wiley. 

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief, attitude, intention and behavior: An introduction to 

theory and research. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 

Fornell, C. (1992). National satisfaction barometer: The Swedish experience. Journal of 

Marketing, 56(1), 6-21. 

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with 

unobservable variables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18(1), 

39-50. 

Fournier, S., Dobscha, S., & Mick, D. G. (1998). Preventing the premature death of 

relationship marketing. Harvard Business Review. 76(1), 42-51. 

Fox, R., Crask, M., & Kim, J. (1988). A meta-analysis of selected techniques for inducing 

response. Public Opinion Quarterly, 52(4), 467-491. 

Fullerton, G. (2003). When does commitment lead to loyalty? Journal of Service Research, 

5(4), 333-344. 

Gambetta, D. (2000). Mafia: the price of distrust. In Gambetta, D. (Ed.), Trust making and 

breaking cooperative relations (pp. 158-175). Oxford: University of Oxford Press. 

Ganesan, S. (1994). Determinants of long-term orientation in buyer–seller relationships. 

Journal of Marketing, 58(2), 1-19. 

Ganesh, J., Arnold, M. K., & Reynolds, K. E. (2000). Understanding the consumer base of 

service providers: An examination of the differences between switchers and stayers. 

Journal of Marketing, 64(3), 65-102. 



	

Page	|	165		
	

Garbarino, E., & Johnson, M. S. (1999). The different roles of satisfaction, trust, and 

commitment in customer relationships. Journal of Marketing, 63(4), 70-87. 

Garland, R. G. (2001). The service-profit chain: A New Zealand retail banking example 

(Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Available from Massey University online theses 

data base. (handle/10179/2018). 

Gay, L. R., & Airasian, P.W. (2003). Educational research: Competencies for analysis and 

applications (7th ed.). Upper Saddle River, N.J: Merrill/Prentice Hall. 

Giese, J. L., & Cote, J. A. (2000). Defining customer satisfaction. Academy of Marketing 

Science Review, 2000(01), 1-59. 

Gounaris, S. P. (2005). Trust and commitment influences on customer retention: Insights 

from business-to-business services. Journal of Business Research, 58(2), 126-40. 

Grayson, K., Johnson, D., and Chen, D. R. (2008). Is firm trust essential in a trusted 

environment? How trust in the business context influences customer. Journal of 

Marketing Research, 45(2), 241-256. 

Griffin, K. (1967). The contribution of studies of source credibility to a theory of 

interpersonal trust in the communication process. Psychological Bulletin, 68(2), 104-

120. 

Grimes, A. (1998). Liberalisation of financial markets in New Zealand. Reserve bank of New 

Zealand: Bulletin 61(4), 291-306. 

Gruen, T. W., Summers, J.O., & Acito, F. (2000). Relationship marketing activities, 

commitment and membership behavior in professional associations. Journal of 

Marketing, 64(3), 34-49. 

Guba, E. G., & Lincoln, Y. S. (1994). Competing paradigms in qualitative research. In 

Denzin, N. K. and Lincoln, Y. S. (Eds.). Handbook of qualitative research (pp. 105-

117). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Gummesson, E. (1993). Quality management in service organizations: An interpretation of 

the service quality phenomenon and a synthesis of international research. New York, 

NY: International Service Quality Association. 



	

Page	|	166		
	

Gundlach, G. T., Achrol, R. S., & Mentzer, J. T. (1995). The structure of commitment in 

exchange. Journal of Marketing, 59(1), 78-92. 

Gupta, S., & Zeithaml, V. (2006). Customer metrics and their impact on financial 

performance. Marketing Science, 25(6), 718-739. 

Gustafsson, A., Johnson, M. D., & Roos, I. (2005). The effects of customer satisfaction, 

relationship commitment dimensions and triggers on customer retention. Journal of 

Marketing, 69(4), 210-228. 

Gwinner, K. P., Gremler, D. D., & Bitner, M. J. (1998). Relational benefits in service 

industries: The customer’s perspective. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 

26(2), 101-114. 

Hair, J., Black, W., Babin, B., Anderson, R., & Tatham, R. (2006). Multivariate data analysis 

(6th ed.). New Jersey: Pearson Educational. 

Halliday, S. V. (2004). How placed trust works in a service encounter. Journal of Services 

Marketing, 18(1), 45-59. 

Hallowell, R. (1996). The relationships of customer satisfaction, customer loyalty and 

profitability: An empirical study. International Journal of Service Industry 

Management, 7(4), 27-42. 

Han, X., Kwortnik, R. J. Jr., & Wang, C. (2008). Service loyalty: an integrative model and 

examination across service contexts. Journal of Service Research, 11(1), 22-42. 

Hansen, H., & Sand, J. A. (2008). Antecedents to customer satisfaction with financial 

services: The moderating effects of the need to evaluate. Journal of Financial 

Services Marketing, 13(3), 234-244. 

Hardin, R. (1992). The street-level epistemology of trust. Analyse & Kritik, 14(2), 152-176. 

Harris, L. C., & Goode, M. M. (2004). The four levels of loyalty and the pivotal role of trust: 

a study of online service dynamics. Journal of Retailing, 80(2), 139-158. 

Hayes, B. E. (1998). Measuring customer satisfaction: Survey design, use, and statistical 

analysis methods. Milwaukee, Wisconsin: ASQ Quality Press. 



	

Page	|	167		
	

Hess, J., & Story, J. (2005). Trust-based commitment: multidimensional consumer-brand 

relationships. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 22(2), 313-322. 

Hess, K., & Feng, G. (2007). Is there market discipline for New Zealand non-bank financial 

institutions? Journal of International Financial Markets, Institutions and Money, 

17(4), 326-340. 

Hocutt, M. A., & Stone, T. H. (1998). The impact of employee empowerment on the quality 

of service recovery effort. Journal of Quality Management, 3(1), 117-132. 

Holmlund, M., & Kock, S. (1996). Relationship marketing: The importance of customer-

perceived service quality in retail banking. The Service Industries Journal, 16(3), 287-

304. 

Homburg, C., & Furst, A. (2005). How organizational complaint handling drives customer 

loyalty: An analysis of the mechanistic and the organic approach. Journal of 

Marketing, 69(4), 95-114. 

Howcroft, B., Hewer, P., & Durkin, M. (2003). Banker-customer interactions in financial 

services. Journal of Marketing Management, 19(9), 1001-1020. 

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure 

analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling, 

6(1), 1−55. 

Hull, L. (2002). Foreign-owned banks: Implications for New Zealand’s financial stability. 

Reserve Bank of New Zealand Discussion Paper No. DP2002/05. 

Hussey, J., & Hussey, R. (1997). Business research. A practical guide for undergraduate and 

postgraduate students. Houndsmills: Macmillan. 

Jackson, C. J., & Furnham, A. (2000). Designing and analysing questionnaires and surveys: 

A manual for health professionals and administrators. London: Whurr Publishers. 

Jacoby, J., Chestnut, R. W., & Fisher, W. A. (1978). A behavioral process approach to 

information acquisition in nondurable purchasing. Journal of Marketing, 15(4), 532-

544. 



	

Page	|	168		
	

Jacoby, J., & Kyner, D. B. (1973). Brand loyalty versus repeat buying behavior. Journal of 

Marketing Research, 10(1), 1-9. 

Jacoby, J., Olson, J. C., & Haddock, R. A. (1971). Price, brand name, and product 

composition characteristics as determinants of perceived quality. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 55(6), 570-579. 

Jamal, A., & Anastasiadou, K. (2009). Investigating the effects of service quality dimensions 

and expertise on loyalty. European Journal of Marketing, 43(3), 398-420. 

Jamal, A., & Naser, K. (2002). Customer satisfaction and retail banking: An assessment of 

some of the key antecedents of customer satisfaction in retail banking. International 

Journal of Bank Marketing, 20(4), 146-160. 

Johnson, D., & Grayson, K. (2005). Cognitive and affective trust in service relationships. 

Journal of Business Research, 58(4), 500-507. 

Johnson, M. D. (2001). Customer satisfaction. In Smelser, N. J. & Baltes, P. B. (Eds.), 

International encyclopaedia of the social & behavioural sciences (pp. 3198-3202). 

Amsterdam, the Netherlands: Elsevier. 

Jones, H., & Farquhar, J. D. (2003). Contact management and customer loyalty. Journal of 

Financial Services Marketing, 8(1), 71-78. 

Jones, M. A., Reynolds, K. E., Mothersbaugh, D. L., & Beatty, S. E. (2007). The positive and 

negative effects of switching costs on relational outcomes. Journal of Service 

Research, 9(4), 335-355. 

Jones, T., Taylor, S. F., & Bansal, H. S. (2008). Commitment to a friend, a service provider, 

or a service company: Are they distinctions worth making? Journal of the Academy of 

Marketing Science, 36(4), 473–487. 

Jöreskog, K. G., & Sörbom, D. (1993). Structural equation modelling with the SIMPLIS 

command language. Chicago: Scientific Software. 

Kanter, R. M. (1968). Commitment and social organization: A study of commitment 

mechanisms in utopian communities. American Sociological Review, 33(4), 499-517. 



	

Page	|	169		
	

Kantsperger. R., Kunz, W.H. (2010). Consumer trust in service companies: A multiple 

mediating analysis. Managing Service Quality, 20(1), 4-25. 

Kaplan, R. M., & Sacuzzo, D. P. (1993). Psychological Testing: Principles, applications and 

Issues. Pacific Grove, CA: Brooks Cole. 

Keiningham, T. L., Perkins-Munn, T., & Evans, H. (2003). The impact of customer 

satisfaction on share-of-wallet in a business-to-business environment. Journal of 

Service Research, 6(1), 37-50. 

Kerlinger, F. N. (1967). Foundations of behavioral research. New York, NY: Holt, Rinehart 

& Winston. 

Kiesler, C.A. (1971). The psychology of commitment: Experiments linking behavior to belief. 

New York: Academic Press. 

Kiesler, C.A. (1977). Sequential events in commitment. Journal of Personality, 45(1), 65-78. 

Kline, R. (2005). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling (2nd ed.). New 

York: The Guilford Press. 

Knox, S., & Walker, D. (2001). Measuring and managing brand loyalty. Journal of Strategic 

Marketing, 9(2), 111-128. 

Krepapa, A., Berthon, P., Webb, D., & Pitt, L. (2003). Mind the gap: An analysis of service 

provider versus customer perceptions of market orientation and the impact on 

satisfaction. European Journal of Marketing, 37(1), 197-218. 

Kreuger, L. W., & Neuman, W. L. (2006). Social work research methods: Qualitative and 

quantitative applications. Boston and New York: Pearson & Allyn Bacon. 

Kuhn, T. (1996). The structure of scientific revolutions (3rd ed.). Chicago: University of 

Chicago Press. 

Kumar, N., Scheer, L. K., & Steenkamp, J. B. E. M. (1995). The effects of perceived 

interdependence on dealer attitudes. Journal of Marketing Research, 32(3), 348-356. 

Kumar, R. (2005). Research methodology. A step by step guide for beginners. London: Sage. 



	

Page	|	170		
	

Kumar, V., Pozza, I. D., & Ganesh, J. (2013). Revisiting the satisfaction-loyalty relationship: 

Empirical generalizations and directions for future research. Journal of Retailing, 

89(3), 246-262. 

Lacey, R. (2007). Relationship drivers’ of customer commitment. Journal of Marketing 

Theory and Practice, 15(4), 315-327. 

Lam, R., & Burton, S. (2006). SME banking loyalty (and disloyalty): A qualitative study in 

Hong Kong. International Journal of Bank Marketing, 24(1), 37-52. 

Lam, S. Y., Shankar, V., Erramilli, M. K., & Murthy, B. (2004). Customer value, satisfaction, 

loyalty and switching costs: An illustration from a business to business service 

context. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 32(3), 293-311. 

Larzelere, R. E., & Huston, L. (1980). The dyadic trust scale: Towards understanding 

interpersonal trust in close relationships. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 42(3), 

595-604. 

Lee, B. A., & Zeiss, C. A. (1980). Behavioral commitment to the role of sport consumer: An 

exploratory analysis. Sociology and Social Research, 64(3), 405-19. 

Leverin, A., & Liljander, V. (2006). Does relationship marketing improve customer 

relationship satisfaction and loyalty? International Journal of Bank Marketing, 24(4), 

232-251. 

Lewis, B. R., & Soureli, M. (2006). The antecedents of consumer loyalty in retail banking. 

Journal of Consumer Behaviour, 5(1), 15-31. 

Liang, C. J., & Wang, W. H. (2004). Attributes, benefits, customer satisfaction and 

behavioral loyalty, an integrative research of financial services industry in Taiwan. 

Journal of Service Research, 4(1), 57-91. 

Liu, C. T., Guo, Y. M., & Lee, C. H. (2011). The effects of relationship quality and switching 

barriers on customer loyalty. International Journal of Information Management, 

31(1), 71-79. 

Macintosh, G., & Lockshin, L. S. (1997). Retail relationships and store loyalty: A multi-level 

perspective. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 14(5), 487-497. 



	

Page	|	171		
	

MacKinnon, D. P. (2008). Introduction to statistical mediation analysis. New York: Erlbaum. 

Malhotra, N. K., Agrarwal, J., & Peterson, M. (1996). Methodological issues in cross-cultural 

marketing research: A state-of-the-art review. International Marketing Review, 13(5), 

7-43. 

Malhotra, N., & Mukherjee, A. (2003). Analysing the commitment--service quality 

relationship: A comparative study of retail banking call centres and branches. Journal 

of Marketing Management, 19(9), 941-971. 

Manning, M., & Munro, D. (2007). The survey researchers’ SPSS cookbook. Pearson 

Education, Sydney Australia. 

Marsh, S., & Dibben, M. R. (2005). Trust, un-trust, distrust and mistrust; An exploration of 

the dark(er) side [Presentation]. Paper presented at the International Conference on 

Trust Management (pp. 17-33). Berlin Heidelberg. 

Matthews C. D. (2009). The family life cycle and banking relationships [Presentation]. Paper 

presented at the Academy of Financial Services Conference Anaheim. California, 

USA. 

Matthews, C. D., Moore, C. I., & Wright, M. (2008). Why not switch? Switching costs and 

switching likelihood [Presentation]. Paper presented at the 13th Finsia and Melbourne 

Centre for Financial Studies Banking and Finance Conference, Melbourne, Australia. 

Mayes D. G. (2012). Getting the right balance between regulation and governance in the non-

bank financial sector. Journal of Governance and Regulation, 1(3), 186-197. 

McAllister, D. (1995). Affect and cognition based trust as a foundation for interpersonal 

cooperation in organisation. Academy of Management Journal, 38(1), 24-59. 

McKinght, D. H., & Chervany, N. L. (2001). While trust is cool and collected, distrust is 

fiery and frenzied: a model of distrust concepts. Boston: Omnipress. 

McLeod, S. (2008). Likert scale. Retrieved from http://simplypsychology.org/likert-

scale.html. 

McNeill, P., & Chapman, S. (2005). Research methods (2nd ed.). London: Routledge. 



	

Page	|	172		
	

Meidan, A. (1996). Marketing financial services. London: MacMillan Business Press.  

Mendzela, E. (1999). Managing customer risk. The CPA Journal, 69(6), 56-58. 

Mertens, D.M. (2005). Research methods in education and psychology: Integrating diversity 

with quantitative and qualitative approaches. (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, California: 

Sage. 

Metlay, D. (1999). Institutional trust and confidence: A journey into a conceptual quagmire. 

In G. Cvetkovich, & R. Lofstedt (Eds.). Social trust and the management of risk (pp. 

100-116). London: Earthscan. 

Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. J. (1984). Testing the “side-bet theory” of organizational 

commitment: Some methodological considerations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

69(3), 372-378. 

Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. J. (1997). Commitment in the workplace. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 

Publications, Inc. 

Meyer, J. P., & Herscovitch, L. (2001). Commitment in the workplace: Toward a general 

model. Human Resource Management Review, 11(3), 299-326. 

Meyer, J. P., Stanley, D. J., Herscovitch, L., & Topolnytsky, L. (2002). Affective, 

continuance and normative commitment to the organization: A meta-analysis of 

antecedents, correlates and consequences. Journal of Vocational Behaviour, 61(1), 

20-52. 

Mittal, B., & Lassar, W. M. (1998). Why do customers switch? The dynamics of satisfaction 

versus loyalty. Journal of Services Marketing, 12(3), 177-194. 

Mittal, V., Kumar, P., & Tsiros, M. (1999). Attribute-level performance satisfaction, and 

behavioral intentions over time: a consumption system approach. Journal of 

Marketing, 63(2), 88-101. 

Mollering, G., Bachman, R., & Lee, S. H. (2004). Introduction: Understanding organisational 

trust-	foundations, constellations, and issues of operationalization. Journal of 

Managerial Psychology, 19(6), 556-570. 



	

Page	|	173		
	

Moorman, C., Deshpandé, R., & Zaltman, G. (1993). Factors affecting trust in market 

research relationships. Journal of Marketing, 57(1), 81-101. 

Morgan, R. M., & Hunt, S. D. (1994). The commitment-trust theory of relationship 

marketing. Journal of Marketing, 58(July), 20-38. 

Mowday, R. T., Steers, R. M., & Porter, L. W. (1979). The measurement of organizational 

commitment. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 14(2), 224-247. 

Mueller, R. O. (1996). Basic principles of structural equation modelling: An introduction to 

LISREL and EQS. New York, NY: Springer. 

N’Goala, G. (2007). Customer switching resistance (csr): The effects of perceived equity, 

trust and relationship commitment. International Journal of Service Industry 

Management, 18(5), 510-533. 

Neuman, W. L. (1997). Social research methods: Qualitative and quantitative approaches. 

Boston: Allyn and Bacon. 

Neuman, W. L. (2005). Power, state, and society. An introduction to political sociology. New 

York: McGraw-Hill. 

Neuman, W. L. and Kreuger, L. (2003). Social work research methods: Qualitative and 

quantitative approaches (1st ed.). Boston: Allyn and Bacon. 

O'Leary, Z. (2004). The essential guide to doing research. London: Sage. 

Oliver, R. L. (1980). A cognitive model of the antecedents and consequences of satisfaction 

decisions. Journal of Marketing Research, 17(4), 460-469. 

Oliver, R. L. (1997). Satisfaction: A behavioural perspective on the consumer. New York, 

NY: McGraw Hill. 

Oliver, R. L. (1999). Whence consumer loyalty? Journal of Marketing, 63(special issue), 33-

44. 

Olsen, L. L., & Johnson, M. D. (2003). Service equity, satisfaction, and loyalty: from 

transaction-specific to cumulative evaluations. Journal of Service Research, 5(3), 

184-195. 



	

Page	|	174		
	

Olshavsky, R. W., & Miller, J. A. (1972). Consumer expectations, product performance, and 

perceived product quality. Journal of Marketing Research, 9(1), 19-21. 

Ostrowski, P. L., O'Brien, T. V., & Gordon, G. L. (1993). Service quality and customer 

loyalty in the commercial airline industry. Journal of Travel Research, 32(2), 16-24. 

Palmatier, R. W., Jarvis, C. B., Beckhoff, J. R., & Kardes, F. R. (2009). The role of customer 

gratitude in relationship marketing. Journal of Marketing, 73(5), 1-18. 

Palmer, A., Mcmahon-Beattie, U., & Beggs, R. (2000). Influences on loyalty programme 

effectiveness: a conceptual framework and case study investigation. Journal of 

Strategic Marketing, 8(1), 47-66. 

Patterson, P. G., Johnson, L. W., & Spreng, R. A. (1997). Modeling the determinants of 

customer satisfaction for business-to-business professional services. Journal of the 

Academy of Marketing Science, 25(1), 88-102. 

Perry, C., Alizadeh, Y., & Riege, A. (1997). Qualitative methods in entrepreneurship 

research. Proceedings of the Annual Conference of the Small Enterprise Association 

Australia and New Zealand. Coffs Harbour, Australia. 

Perry, C., Riege, A., & Brown, L. (1999). Realism’s role among scientific paradigms in 

marketing research. Irish Marketing Review, 12(2), 16-23. 

Peterson, R. A. (1995). Relationship marketing and the consumer. Journal of the Academy of 

Marketing Science, 23(4), 278-281. 

Peterson, R. A., & Wilson, W. R. (1992). Measuring customer satisfaction: Fact and artefact. 

Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 20(1), 61-71. 

Price Waterhouse Cooper New Zealand. (2014). The future shape of banking: Time for 

reformation of banking and banks? Sourced from 

http://www.pwc.com/gx/en/financial-services/publications/assets/pwc-the-future-

shape-of-banking.pdf 

Pritchard, M. P., Havitz, M. E., & Howard, D. R. (1999). Analysing the commitment-loyalty 

link in service contexts. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 27(3), 333-

348. 



	

Page	|	175		
	

Reichheld, F., & Sasser, W. E. Jr. (1990). Zero defections: quality outcomes to service. 

Harvard Business Review, 68(5), 105-111. 

Reichheld, F. (1993). Loyalty-based management. Harvard Business Review, 71(2), 64-73. 

Reichheld, F. (1996). The loyalty effect. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press. 

Reichheld, F., Markey Jnr, R. G., Hopton, C. (2001). The loyalty effect: The relationship 

between loyalty and profits. European Business Journal, 12(3), 134-139. 

Reichheld, F., & Schefter, P. (2000). Your secret weapon on the web. Harvard Business 

Review, 78(4), 105-113. 

Reinartz, W. J., & Kumar, V. (2000). On the profitability of long-life customers in a non-

contractual setting: an empirical investigation and implications for marketing. Journal 

of Marketing, 64(4), 17-35. 

Rempel, J. K., Holmes, J. G., & Zanna, M. P. (1985). Trust in close relationships. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 49(1), 95-112. 

Reserve Bank of New Zealand. (2010). Reserve bank bulletin, 73(2). 

Reserve Bank of New Zealand. (2011) Reserve bank bulletin, 74(1). 

Reserve Bank of New Zealand. (2012) Reserve bank bulletin, 75(1). 

Reserve Bank of New Zealand. (2013). Financial stability report. 

http://rbnz.govt.nz/financial-stability/financial-stability-report/fsr2013-11. 

Reserve Bank of New Zealand. (2015). Registered banks: Summary of selected aggregate 

financial data.   http://www.rbnz.govt.nz/regulation_and_supervision/banks/register/. 

Rosseau, D., Sim, B., Sitkin, R. B., & Camerer, C. (1998). Not so different after all: A cross-

discipline view of trust. Academy of Management Review, 23(3), 393-404. 

Rotter, J. B. (1967). A new scale for the measurement of interpersonal trust. Journal of 

Personality, 35(4), 651-665. 



	

Page	|	176		
	

Russell-Bennett, R., & Rundle-Thiele, S. (2004). Customer satisfaction should not be the 

only goal. Journal of Services Marketing, 18(7), 514-523. 

Rust, R. T., & Oliver, R. L. (1994). Service quality: New dimensions in theory and practice. 

London: Sage. 

Salancik, G. R. (1977). Commitment and the control of organizational behavior and belief. In 

B. M. Straw, & G. R. Salancik (Eds.). New directions in organizational behaviour 

(pp. 1-54). Chicago: St. Clair Press. 

Schermelleh-Engel, K., Moosbrugger, H., & Müller, H. (2003). Evaluating the fit of 

structural equation models: Tests of significance and descriptive goodness-of-fit 

measures. Methods of Psychological Research Online, 8(2), 23-74. 

Schumacher, R. E., & Lomax, R. G. (1996). A beginner’s guide to SEM. New Jersey: 

Mahwah. 

Scott, W. R. (2001). Institutions and organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Seiders, K., Voss, G. B., Grewal, D., & Godfrey, A. L. (2005). Do satisfied customers buy 

more? Examining moderating influences in a retailing context. Journal of Marketing, 

69(4), 26-43. 

Sekaran, U. (2000). Scientific investigation, research methods for business: A skill building 

approach (3rd ed.). New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons. 

Sekaran, U. (2003). Research method for business: A skill building approach. New York, 

NY: John Wiley & Sons. 

Severt, D. E. (2002). The customer’s path to loyalty: a partial test of the relationships of prior 

experience, justice, and customer satisfaction (Unpublished doctoral dissertation), 

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University. 

Shaw, C., & Ivens, J. (2005). Building great customer experiences. Basingstoke: Palgrave 

Macmillan. 

Sheeran, P., & Rivis, A. (2003). Descriptive norms as an additional predictor in the theory of 

planned behavior: A meta analysis. Current Psychology, 22(3), 218-233. 



	

Page	|	177		
	

Sheth, J., & Parvatiyar, A. (1995). Relationship marketing in consumer markets: antecedents 

and consequences. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 23(4), 255-271. 

Shrout, P. E., & Bolger, N. (2002). Mediation in experimental and nonexperimental studies: 

new procedures and recommendations. Psychological Methods, 7(4), 422-445. 

Singh, J. & Sirdeshmukh, D. (2000). Agency and trust mechanisms in customer satisfaction 

and loyalty judgments. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 28(1), 150-167. 

Sirdeshmukh, D., Singh, J., & Sabol, B. (2002). Customer trust, value, and loyalty in 

relational exchanges. Journal of Marketing, 66(1), 15-37. 

Steele, J., Bourke, L., Luloff, A. E., Liao, P. S., Theodori, G. L., & Krannich, R. S. (2001). 

The drop-off/pick-up method for household survey research. Community 

Development, 32(2), 238-250. 

Steeman, M. (2005, November 14). Kiwibank, TSB lead in satisfaction. The Dominion Post, 

p. C1. 

Stephens, N., & Gwinner, K. P. (1998). Why don't some people complain? A cognitive-

emotive process model of consumer complaint behavior. Journal of the Academy of 

Marketing Science, 26(3), 172-189. 

Swaminathan, V., Page, K. L., & Gϋrhan-Canli, Z. (2007). My brand or our brand: the effects 

of brand relationship dimensions and self-construal on brand evaluations. Journal of 

Consumer Research, 34(2), 248-259. 

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2001). Using multivariate statistics (4th ed.). Boston, MA: 

Allyn and Bacon. 

Tariq, A. N., & Moussaoui, N. (2009). The main antecedent of customer loyalty in Moroccan 

banking sector. International Journal of Business and Management, 2(2), 101-115. 

Taylor, S. A. & Baker, T. L. (1994). An assessment of the relationship between service 

quality and customer satisfaction in formation of consumers’ purchase intentions. 

Journal of Retailing, 70(2), 163-78. 



	

Page	|	178		
	

Ticehurst, G. W., & Veal, A. J. (2000). Business research methods: a managerial approach. 

Sydney, Australia: Longman Addison Wesley. 

Tripe, D. W. (2003). Trends in New Zealand bank efficiency over time. Applied 

Econometrics and International Development, 3(1), 1-27. 

Tripe, D. W. (2004). New Zealand banks in the September quarter 2003 [Electronic Version]. 

Retrieved from www.centre-

bankingstudies.massey.ac.nz/research_outputs/September2003.pdf. 

Tripe, D., & Matthews, C. (2006). Banking in New Zealand (4th ed.). Wellington: New 

Zealand Bankers Association. 

Trubik, E., & Smith, M. (2000). Developing a model of customer defection in the Australian 

banking industry. Managerial Auditing Journal, 15(5), 199-208. 

Tsai, H., & Huang, H. (2007). Determinants of e-repurchase intentions: An integrative model 

of quadruple retention drivers. Information & Management, 44(3), 231-239.  

Tse, D. K., & Wilton, P. C. (1988). Models of consumer satisfaction formation: An 

extension. Journal of Marketing Research, 15(May), 204-212. 

Vavra, T. (1997). Improving your measurement of customer satisfaction. Milwaukee, 

Wisconsin: ASQ Quality Press. 

Veal, A. J. (2005). Business research methods: A managerial approach (2nd ed.). Frenchs 

Forest, NSW: Pearson Addison Wesley. 

Veloutsou, C., Daskou, S., & Daskou, A. (2004). Are the determinants of bank loyalty brand 

specific? Journal of Financial Services Marketing, 9(2), 113-125. 

Verhoef, P. C., Franses, P. H., & Donkers, B. (2002). Changing perceptions and changing 

behavior in customer relationships. Marketing Letters. 13(2), 121-34. 

Walsh, G., Evanschitzky, H., & Wunderlich, M. (2008). Identification and analysis of 

moderator variables: Investigating the customer satisfaction-loyalty link. European 

Journal of Marketing, 42(9/10), 977-1004. 



	

Page	|	179		
	

Wang, C. Y. (2006). Service quality, perceived value, corporate image, and customer loyalty 

in the context of varying levels of switching costs. Psychology & Marketing, 27(3), 

252-262. 

Wasti, S. A. (2002). Affective and continuance commitment to the organization: Test of an 

integrated model in the Turkish context. International Journal of Intercultural 

Relations, 26(5), 525–550. 

Westbrook, R. A. (1981). Sources of satisfaction with retail outlets. Journal of Retailing, 

57(3), 68-85. 

Westbrook, R. A., & Oliver, R. L. (1991). The dimensionality of consumption emotion 

patterns and consumer satisfaction. Journal of Consumer Research, 18(1), 84-91. 

Weston, R., & Gore, P. A. (2006). A brief guide to structural equation modeling. The 

Counseling Psychologist, 34(5), 719-751. 

Wilson, W., Rose, L., & Pinfold, J. (2012). Moderating risk in New Zealand retail banks: 

Disclosure as an alternative regulatory regime. Journal of Banking Regulation, 13(1), 

4-23. 

Yi, Y. (1990). A critical review of consumer satisfaction. In Zeithmal, V. A. (Ed.), Review of 

Marketing (pp. 68-123). Chicago: American Marketing Association. 

Zeithaml, V. A., Berry, L. L., & Parasuraman, A. (1993). The nature and determinants of 

customer expectations of service. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 

21(1), 1-12. 

Zeithaml, V. A., Berry, L. L., & Parasuraman, A. (1996). The behavioral consequences of 

service quality. Journal of Marketing, 60(21), 31–46. 

Zeithaml, V., Parasuraman, A., & Berry, L.L. (1990). Delivering quality service. The Free 

Press, New York, NY. 

Zikmund, W. G. (1997). Business research methods (4th ed.). New York, NY: Dryden Press. 

Zikmund, W. G. (2000). Business research methods (5th ed.). New York, NY: Dryden Press. 

Zikmund, W. G. (2003). Business research methods (7th ed.). New York, NY: South Western. 



	

Page	|	180		
	

Zucker, L. G. (1986). Production of trust: Institutional sources of economic structure 1840-

1920. In Straw, B. M. & Cummings, L. L. (Eds.), Research in organizational 

behavior (pp. 53-111). Greenwich, CT: JAI. 

 

 

 

 

  



	

Page	|	181		
	

Appendix 1:  Letter of introduction 
Date 

 

Address 

 
Dear  
 
I am the General Manager of non-bank deposit taker X and a Doctor of Business Administration (DBA) 
candidate at Southern Cross University. I am conducting the second part of a research project which explores 
the various aspects of trust, commitment and loyalty towards New Zealand banking organisations. By doing 
this, I hope to use the information to develop services and products at non-bank deposit taker X that better 
meet your needs. I can only do this with your help and I would like to invite you to participate in this study.  
 
You may or may not have received a similar questionnaire from me last year. This is a follow up to that survey 
and needs responses from you regardless of whether you received the first survey.  
Included with this letter is a survey questionnaire which will ask questions about your experience as a customer 
of a non-bank financial institution and your experiences with your chosen retail bank. The questionnaire will 
take about 10 minutes to complete. It is completely anonymous and confidential. The information will not be 
shared or sold to other parties.  
 
You may obtain a copy of the results of the survey study if you wish by emailing me at the address given 
below. 
 
Your participation in this study is voluntary. By completing the questionnaire and returning it in the self-
addressed envelope you consent to participate in the survey and for your information to be collated and used.  
 
If you have any concerns or questions, please do not hesitate to contact me directly at the contact details 
provided. You may also contact my research supervisor. Dr.Petra Theunissen (Auckland University of 
Technology, phone (09) 921 9999 ext. 7854 or email petra.theunissen@aut.ac.nz). 
 
The ethical aspects of this study have been approved by the Southern Cross University Human Research 
Ethics Committee (HREC). The Approval Number is ECN-12-257.  
 
If you have any complaints or reservations about any ethical aspect of your participation in this research, you 
may contact the HREC through The Ethics Complaints Officer, Southern Cross University, PO Box 157 
Lismore NSW 2480. Email: ethics.lismore@scu.edu.au. Any complaint you make will be treated in confidence 
and investigated, and you will be informed of the outcome.  
 
Thank you for taking the time to participate in this study. 
 
Kind regards 
 

 

Simon Bilton 
General Manager  
Email: simon.bilton@x.co.nz 
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Appendix2:  Participant information sheet 
	

	

 

The impact of trust and commitment on spurious and true loyalty in New 

Zealand banking and financial institutions 
My name is Simon Bilton. I’m a Doctor of Business Administration (DBA) candidate at 
Southern Cross University conducting a research project which explores customers trust, 
commitment and loyalty towards their chosen bank and other non-bank financial institution.  
 
What	is	the	purpose	of	this	research?	

I intend to establish the effects of customer trust and commitment on loyalty in the context 
of banks and financial institutions in New Zealand. By doing this, I hope to better 
understand why some customers stay with a bank while other customers move to an 
alternative bank.  
I will be using the information collected through this questionnaire to write a thesis and 
possibly publish an article in a research journal.  I will also be using the knowledge gained 
from this research to develop the services offered to customers of non-bank deposit taker 
X. 
	

What	are	the	benefits?	

The information you provide will help me understand how loyalty towards banks and non-
bank financial institution is formed. By understanding this, we will be able to develop a 
better banking experience at non-bank deposit taker X. It will also help me write a Doctoral 
thesis, which will be available online for other doctoral candidates, scholars and financial 
institutions who may want to use it to develop services and insights into customers’ needs.  
	

How	were	you	identified	and	why	are	you	being	invited	to	participate	in	this	research?	

This research requires participants to be customers of a bank and another financial 
institution. Your name has been randomly selected from customers of non-bank deposit 
taker X who also have a bank account and whose residential contact details are known.   
 
What	will	happen	in	this	research?	

1,000 non-bank deposit taker X customers have been selected and asked to complete a 
questionnaire. The questionnaire asks about your experience as a customer of non-bank 
deposit taker X and your main retail bank. The questionnaire will take about 15 to 20 
minutes to complete. It is completely anonymous and confidential. The information will not 
be shared or sold to other parties. 
 
What	are	the	discomforts	and	risks?	

It is possible that you may be concerned that the information you provide is identifiable as 
coming from you or that it may be used in some manner with which you are not comfortable. 
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It is also possible that you may be concerned about the time required to complete the 
survey and return it to me, or that you are required to complete the survey. 
 
How	will	these	discomforts	and	risks	be	alleviated?	

To prevent identification of any participants, there are no names, addresses or other 
identifying aspects on the questionnaires.  The completed questionnaire is sent by mail to 
a post box where the mail is collected and processed by the researcher.  Once the data 
has been fully analysed, the questionnaires will be disposed of in a secure document 
destruction bin. Therefore, it is impossible for the researcher to tie a specific questionnaire 
to an individual participant. 
The questionnaire has been designed to be completed in about 10 to 15 minutes. To keep 
the questionnaire as short as possible, there is no writing required.  You are asked to read 
a number of statements and then indicate how much you agree or disagree with that 
statement by ticking a box. 
Although you have been selected and asked to participate in this research, your 
participation is totally at your discretion. You do not have to participate if you do not want 
to.  It is completely voluntary. However, once you mail your survey, you cannot withdraw 
your information from the research because questionnaires cannot be traced back to 
individual participants.  
	

What	compensation	is	available	for	injury	or	negligence?	

In the unlikely event of a physical injury as a result of your participation in this study, 
rehabilitation and compensation for injury by accident may be available from the Accident 
Compensation Corporation, providing the incident details satisfy the requirements of the 
law and the Corporation's regulations. 
	

What	opportunity	do	you	have	to	consider	this	invitation?	

You may like to give this invitation some thought before participating. You may refuse to 
participate at any time. However, please understand that once you have mailed the 
questionnaire you cannot withdraw from the research. 
If you decide to participate, I would appreciate the completion and posting of your 
questionnaire within a month of you receiving it. 
	

How	do	you	agree	to	participate	in	this	research?	

Completing the questionnaire and returning it in the reply paid envelope is deemed as your 
consent to use the information for the purposes described in this Information Sheet.  
	

Will	you	receive	feedback	on	the	results	of	this	research?	

If you would like a copy of the results or the full thesis, an electronic copy will be made 
available when it is completed.   You may obtain a copy of these results if you wish by 
emailing me at s.bilton10@student.scu.edu.au or simon.bilton@nbdtx.co.nz  
	

What	do	you	do	if	you	have	concerns	about	this	research?	
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Any concerns regarding the nature or conduct of this project should be notified in the first 
instance to the Project Supervisor, Dr. Petra Theunissen (Auckland University of 
Technology, phone (09) 921 9999 ext. 7854 or email petra.theunissen@aut.ac.nz).  
 
If you have any complaints or reservations about any ethical aspect of your participation in 
this research, you may contact the Southern Cross University Human Research Ethics 
Committee through The Ethics Complaints Officer, Southern Cross University, PO Box 157 
Lismore  NSW  2480. Email:  ethics.lismore@scu.edu.au  
Any complaint you make will be treated in confidence and investigated, and you will be 
informed of the outcome.  
	

Whom	do	I	contact	for	further	information	about	this	research?	

Researcher	Contact	Details	

My	contact	details	are	Simon	Bilton,	simon.bilton@scu.edu.au	or	(09)	520	4743	

Project	Supervisor	Contact	Details	

The	Project	Supervisor	is	Dr.Petra	Theunissen,	AUT	University.		Her	phone	number	is	(09)	921	9999	
ext.	7854	or	email	petra.theunissen@aut.ac.nz		

The Southern Cross Supervisor is Simon Pervan PhD, Senior Lecturer of Marketing, 
Southern Cross Business School, Phone:  00617 5506 9317, Email: 
simon.pervan@scu.edu.au 
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Appendix 3:  Questionnaire 

THE IMPACT OF TRUST AND COMMITMENT ON LOYALTY IN NEW ZEALAND 
BANKING AND FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 

	

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. It should take you around 10 
to 15 minutes to complete. You will be asked to either tick a box that is relevant to you or 
read a statement and circle a number which relates to how much you agree or disagree 
with what it says. There are no right or wrong answers.  
 
There are two sections in this questionnaire.  
The first section is about the bank with whom you do most of your personal banking such 
as ANZ, KIWIBANK.  
 
The second section is about Presbyterian Savings and Development Society (PSDS), with 
whom you hold a term deposit or call account 
 

 

SECTION ONE 
	

This section relates to the bank you do most of your banking with. Your main bank can be 
a trading bank such as ASB of BNZ or it can be savings bank such as TSB or SBS. 

Using the seven point scale next to each statement, indicate how strongly you agree or 
disagree with each statement by circling the appropriate number. Please choose only one 
number to circle per question. 
 

Below is an example. In this case, the respondent circled number 5 which shows they tend 
to agree with the statement ‘My bank is the best bank in New Zealand’.  

	

  

1 My	bank	is	the	best	bank	in	New	Zealand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Tend	to	
Disagree

Neither	
Agree	or	
Disagree

Tend	to	
Agree

Agree Strongly	
Agree

Strongly	
Disagree

Disagree
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When answering the following questions please decide how the statements relate to your 
main bank only.

	

1
Given	my	main	banks	trackrecord,	I	have	no	
reservations	about	investing	my	savings	with	them

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

2
From	my	experience,	I	believe	the	bank	staff	are	
competent

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

3 My	bank	keeps	its	promises
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

4 In	my	experience	my	bank	is	very	reliable
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

5
I	would	feel	a	sense	of	personal	loss	if	I	could	no	
longer	use	my	chosen	bank.

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

6 I	feel	that	my	bank	cares	about	me	as	a	customer.
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

7
I	believe	that	my	bank	will	always	point	out	the	
best	alternatives	for	me

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

8
I	believe	that	my	bank	treats	me	in	an	honest	way	
in	every	transaction

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

9
My	bank	has	a	great	deal	of	personal	meaning	for	
me

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

10 I	genuinely	enjoy	my	relationship	with	my	bank
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

11
I	stay	with	my	bank	because	of	the	comfortable	
relationship	I	have	with	the	bank

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

12 I	feel	a	strong	sense	of	identification	with	my	bank
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

13
I	feel	obligated	to	continue	doing	business	with	
my	bank

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

14
Even	if	it	were	to	my	advantage,	I	do	feel	it	would	
be	wrong	for	me	to	leave	my	bank	now

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

15 My	bank	deserves	my	loyalty
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

16
I	would	not	leave	my	bank	now,	because	I	have	a	
sense	of	obligation	to	it

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

17
It	would	be	very	hard	for	me	to	switch	to	another	
provider	now	even	if	I	wanted	to

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

18
It	would	be	too	costly	for	me	to	switch	to	another	
provider	right	now

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

19
It	is	more	convenient	for	me	to	stay	with	X	than	it	
is	to	move	to	another	provider

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

20
I	believe	other	providers'	would	not	treat	me	any	
differently	as	a	customer.

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

COMMITMENT	-	Normative

COMMITMENT	-	Calculative

TRUST	-	Cognitive

TRUST	-	Affective

COMMITMENT	-	Affective
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END OF SECTION ONE 

 SECTION TWO STARTS ON THE NEXT PAGE 

This section relates to PSDS or any other non-bank deposit taker of your choice.  

	 	

21
I	say	positive	things	about	my	bank	to	other	
people

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

22
I	recommend	my	bank	to	someone	who	seeks	
advice

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

23
I	consider	myself	to	be	a	loyal	customer	of	my	
bank

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

24
I	intend	to	continue	my	investments	with	my	bank	
in	the	future

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

25
If	I	had	another	$2,000	to	invest,	I	would	invest	it	
with	my	bank

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

26
Although	certain	services	may	be	available	in	
other	providers,	I	intend	to	continue	being	a	
customer	of	my	current	bank

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

27
I	choose	to	stay	with	my	bank	because	I	want	to	
not	because	I	have	to

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

28 Overall	I	am	satisfied	with	my	bank
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

29
I	am	willing	to	go	to	another	provider	that	offers	
more	attractive	prices

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

30
I	am	very	satisfied	with	the	service	provided	by	my	
bank

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

31 I	am	delighted	with	my	bank
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

34 I	am	just	in	the	habit	of	using	my	bank
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

35 I	cannot	be	bothered	changing	to	another	provider
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

36
I	am	not	ready	to	put	any	effort	into	changing	to	
another	provider

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

LOYALTY	

SATISFACTION

SPURIOUS	LOYALTY
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SECTION TWO 

When answering the following questions please decide how the statements relate to your non-bank 
deposit taker X.

 

1
Given	X's	trackrecord,	I	have	no	reservations	about	
investing	my	savings	with	them

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

2
From	my	experience,	I	believe	X	staff	are	
competent

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

3 X	keeps	its	promises
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

4 In	my	experience	X	is	very	reliable
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

5
I	would	feel	a	sense	of	personal	loss	if	I	could	no	
longer	deposit	with	X.

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

6 I	feel	that	X	cares	about	me	as	a	customer.
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

7
I	believe	that	X	will	always	point	out	the	best	
alternatives	for	me

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

8
I	believe	that	X	treats	me	in	an	honest	way	in	
every	transaction

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

9 X	has	a	great	deal	of	personal	meaning	for	me
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

10 I	genuinely	enjoy	my	relationship	with	X
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

11
I	stay	with	X	because	of	the	comfortable	
relationship	I	have	with	them

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

12 I	feel	a	strong	sense	of	identification	with	X
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

13 I	feel	obligated	to	continue	doing	business	with	X
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

14
Even	if	it	were	to	my	advantage,	I	do	feel	it	would	
be	wrong	for	me	to	leave	X	now

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

15 X	deserves	my	loyalty
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

16
I	would	not	leave	X	now,	because	I	have	a	sense	of	
obligation	to	it

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

17
It	would	be	very	hard	for	me	to	switch	to	another	
provider	now	even	if	I	wanted	to

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

18
It	would	be	too	costly	for	me	to	switch	to	another	
provider	right	now

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

19
It	is	more	convenient	for	me	to	stay	with	X	than	it	
is	to	move	to	another	provider

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

20
I	believe	other	providers'	would	not	treat	me	any	
differently	as	a	customer.

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

TRUST	-	Cognitive

TRUST	-	Affective

COMMITMENT	-	Affective

COMMITMENT	-	Normative

COMMITMENT	-	Calculative
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END OF SECTION TWO 

 

Thank you again for taking the time to complete this survey. I could not complete my thesis 
without your help. 

Could you please check you have answered all questions and then return the questionnaire 
in the reply paid envelop. Thank you and have a wonderful day. 

	

21 I	say	positive	things	about	X	to	other	people
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

22 I	recommend	X	to	someone	who	seeks	advice
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

23 I	consider	myself	to	be	a	loyal	customer	of	X
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

24
I	intend	to	continue	my	investments	with	X	in	the	
forseable	future

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

25
If	I	had	another	$2,000	to	invest,	I	would	invest	it	
with	X

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

26
Although	certain	services	may	be	available	in	
other	providers,	I	intend	to	continue	being	a	
customer	of	X

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

27
I	choose	to	stay	with	X	because	I	want	to,	not	
because	I	have	to

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

28 Overall	I	am	satisfied	with	X
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

29 I	made	the	right	decision	when	I	chose	to	use	X
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

30 I	am	very	satisfied	with	the	service	provided	by	X
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

31 I	am	delighted	with	X
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

34 I	am	just	in	the	habit	of	using	X
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

35 I	cannot	be	bothered	changing	to	another	provider	
Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

36
I	am	not	ready	to	put	any	effort	into	changing	to	
another	provider

Strongly	
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly	Agree

LOYALTY	

SATISFACTION

SPURIOUS	LOYALTY


