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The purpose of this study was to explore two central concepts—relationship 

maintenance strategies and relationship quality outcomes—focusing especially on their 

measures and causal relationships.  In addition, this study investigates the relationships 

between or among: the influence of order in relationship perceptions, attitudes, and 

behavioral intentions; and relationship maintenance strategies, relationship quality 

outcomes, attitudes, and behavioral intentions.  

To accomplish the research purposes, this study examined the relationship between 

Florida Farm Bureau, as an organization, and its members, as the organization’s strategic 

public.  The two proposed measures, relationship maintenance strategies, and relationship 

quality outcomes, were found to be reliable and valid.  These developed measures can 

help practitioners better understand how to maintain or cultivate relationships with their 

target publics.   



 

The causal relationships between the maintenance strategies and relationship 

quality outcomes indicate that the four strategies of access, positivity, sharing of tasks, 

and assurances represent effective, proactive approaches that organizations can 

implement to maintain or cultivate relationships with their strategic publics.  However, an 

organization’s use of openness and networking was found not to improve the public’s 

perception of any relationship quality outcome.  

For the four relationship quality dimensions used in this study—control mutuality, 

satisfaction, trust, and commitment—current members’ perceptions of relationship trust 

and commitment were influential to their positive attitude toward the organization.  More 

importantly, the present study shows that the public’s perception of commitment can also 

directly engender supportive behavior toward the organization among members of a key 

public.  

The research was also designed to empirically test a model that posited the linkages 

among relationship maintenance strategies, relationship quality outcomes, supportive 

attitude, and behaviors toward an organization among members of a key public. The 

current study proves that relationship maintenance strategies can effectively generate 

quality relationships between an organization and its publics.  Furthermore, a public’s 

supportive attitude and behaviors toward the organization can arise from positive 

perceptions of relationship quality. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Understanding how to effectively manage relationships between organizations and 

their target publics has influenced public relations scholars and practitioners for more 

than a decade.  Quality relationships with publics result in several positive public 

relations effects, such as improving organizational effectiveness (Dozier, L. A. Grunig, & 

J. E. Grunig, 1995; L. A. Grunig, J. E. Grunig, & Dozier, 2002; Hon, 1997; Huang, 

1999); resolving conflicts between the organization and its publics (Huang, 1997); 

affecting publics’ attitudes, evaluations, and behaviors (Bruning, 2002; Ki & Hon, 2007); 

developing positive public relations strategies (Huang, 2004); and enhancing corporate 

reputation (Bridges & Nelson, 2000; Hutton, Goodman, Alexander, & Genest, 2001).  

This relationship-centered perspective shifts the traditional function of public relations 

(e.g., disseminating information and attaining publicity) to the more meaningful purpose 

of cultivating stable, long-term, and quality relationships between an organization and its 

publics.  J. E. Grunig and Hunt’s (1984) definition of public relations as the management 

of communication between an organization and its publics further focuses on relationship 

management, rendering public relations a more valuable practice.   

Numerous scholars devote their studies to the field of organization-public 

relationships.  Sallot, Lyon, Acosta-Alzuru, and Jones (2003) found that during the last 

decade, relationship theory has been the second most frequently used perspective in 

public relations scholarship.  Ledingham (2003) proposed relationship management as a 

general theory for public relations based on Littlejohn’s criteria—usefulness, parsimony, 
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elegance, and empirical support—and offered a useful framework for the study, teaching, 

and practice of public relations.  

Studies of organization-public relationships include three stages: 1) antecedents of 

relationships, 2) relationship maintenance strategies, and 3) relationship quality outcomes.  

The first category, antecedents of relationships, describes the underlying reasons why 

organizations establish relationships with specific publics (Broom, Casey, & Ritchey, 

1997).  Antecedents of relationships are defined as “social and cultural norms, collective 

perceptions and expectations, needs for resources, perceptions of uncertain environment, 

and legal/voluntary necessity” (Broom et al., 1997, p. 94).  The second category, 

relationship maintenance strategies, covers the strategies utilized to maintain and 

cultivate those relationships.  Finally, relationship outcomes are the consequences, or 

measures of relationship quality, that are produced by effective relationship maintenance 

(J. E. Grunig & Huang, 2000).  In effect, relationship maintenance strategies lead to 

quality relationship quality outcomes. 

Scholars posit that several relationship maintenance strategies (e.g., access, 

positivity, openness, sharing of tasks, networking, and assurances) can produce better 

relationship quality outcomes (e.g., control mutuality, satisfaction, trust, and 

commitment) (J. E. Grunig & Huang, 2000; Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999).  Some 

organization-public relationship studies have attempted to measure relationships and 

refine existing measurement scales (e.g., Bruning & Ledingham, 1999; Ferguson, 1984; L. 

A. Grunig, J. E. Grunig & Ehling, 1992; J. E. Grunig & Huang, 2000; Hon & J. E. Grunig, 

1999; Huang, 1997, 2001a; Jo, 2003, 2006; Kim, 2001).  Because these studies focused 

on relationship quality outcome scale development, they fail to emphasize the 
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establishment of measurements for relationship maintenance strategies or how proposed 

relationship maintenance strategies influence relationship quality outcomes.  

Relationship maintenance strategies are thought to impact positive relationship 

quality outcomes.  Interpersonal relationship literature presents consistent findings on the 

association between relationship maintenance strategies and relationship quality 

outcomes (Canary & Stafford, 1992, 1993; Stafford & Canary, 1991).  For example, 

positivity has been identified as the most effective relationship maintenance strategy in 

sustaining control mutuality.  Likewise, assurances are consistently noted as an important 

predictor of commitment (Canary & Stafford, 1992, 1993; Stafford & Canary, 1991).   

This research examines the extent to which maintenance strategies predict 

relational outcomes by adopting this interpersonal relationship perspective as well as 

suggestions noted by public relations scholars (e.g., J. E. Grunig & Huang, 2000; Hon & 

J. E. Grunig, 1999).  Knowing which maintenance strategies affect relationship quality 

outcomes and how they do so is useful to public relations in both theory and practice.  

However, prior to exploring the influence of maintenance strategies on relationship 

quality outcomes, a relationship maintenance strategies scale should be developed based 

on Spector’s framework (1992), which provides a model for creating multiple-item 

measurement scales.  The existing relationship quality outcomes also must be refined 

based on the steps suggested by Spector (1992).  

Although most scholars and practitioners agree on the importance of key 

relationship quality outcomes (e.g., control mutuality, satisfaction, trust, and 

commitment), important questions about the links between these indicators have not been 

addressed properly.  After examining relationship theory in other disciplines, scholars 
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suggested that some of the relationship indicators actually precede others (Ki & Hon, 

2005, 2007; Jo, 2003, 2006).  For instance, they proposed that satisfaction might be an 

antecedent of trust and trust a predictor of commitment.  Thus, this study explores the 

links between different relationship quality outcomes.  

A public relations program evaluation measures how an organization’s 

communication impacts a specific or target public’s perceptions of its relationship with 

the organization (Bruning & Ledingham, 2000).  Scholars have investigated the 

association between relationship quality outcome, attitude, and behaviors or behavioral 

intentions.  Specifically, Ki and Hon (2007) explored a causal model linking a public’s 

relationship perceptions, attitude toward the organization, and behavioral intentions using 

the standard hierarchy of effects model (perception → attitude → behavior).  They found 

that among the six indices proposed by Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999), publics’ relational 

perceptions of satisfaction and control mutuality were significant predictors of attitude, 

which influences behavioral intentions.  The extant hierarchy of effects literature explains 

that different influential sequences among perception, attitude, and behavior occur in 

low-involvement situations.  In other words, a public with low-involvement in an 

organization-public relationship might go through different sequences.  Therefore, this 

study attempts to find a more applicable model to measure relationships with low-

involvement publics.  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to explore two concepts: relational maintenance 

strategies and relational outcomes.  In addition, this study will investigate the causal 

relationships between or among relationship maintenance strategies, the outcomes of 

quality organization-public relationships, as well as public attitude and behaviors.   
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Therefore, seven models—two measurement models and five causal relationship 

models—are proposed.  

Two measurement models:  

• A measurement model of relationship maintenance strategies—access, positivity, 
openness, sharing of tasks, networking, and assurances 

• A measurement model of relationship quality outcomes—control mutuality, 
satisfaction, trust, and commitment 

Five causal models (structural equation models): 

• A model to test linkages among relationship quality outcome indicators. 

• A model to test which and to what extent relationship maintenance strategies affect 
relationship quality outcomes.  

• Two models to test the linkages between relationship quality outcome perceptions, 
attitude, and behaviors.  

Sequential order 1: relationship perception → attitude → behavior 
Sequential order 2: relationship perception → behavior → attitude 
 

• A comprehensive model that links relationship maintenance strategies, relationship 
quality outcomes, attitude, and behaviors toward an organization. 

Significance of the Study 

This research is original and significant in several ways.  First, this study 

contributes to theoretical developments explicating the conceptual definition and 

operational measures of relationship maintenance strategies.  These findings will benefit 

scholars and practitioners, not only in the field of public relations, but also those studying 

interpersonal relations as well as interorganizational relations.  This is the first study to 

empirically measure relationship maintenance strategies—which are essentially the day-

to-day activities of practitioners at the program level—and link these strategies to their 

impacts on organizations.  Thus, this research will provide insights into how 
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organizations should direct their public relations efforts to maintain and cultivate positive 

relationships with their key publics.   

 

Figure 1-1.  Measurement model of relationship maintenance strategies 
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Figure 1-2.  Measurement model of relationship quality outcomes 

 

Relationship 
Maintenance 

Strategies

Relationship
Quality 

Outcome

 
Note: Arrow indicates the direction of impact.  
Figure 1-3.  Linkages among relationship maintenance strategies and relationship quality 

outcomes 
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Note: Arrows indicate the direction of influence. 
Figure 1-4.  Linkages among relationship quality outcomes 
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Figure 1-5.  Sequential model 1: Relationship quality perception, attitude, and behavioral 

intentions 
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Figure 1-6.  Sequential model 2: Relationship quality perception, behavior, and attitude 
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Figure 1-7.  Linkages among relationship maintenance strategies, relationship quality 
outcomes, attitude, and behaviors 

 

Second, finding the causal links between relationship maintenance strategies and 

relationship quality outcomes will provide guidelines for how an organization should use 

each strategy to impact specific relationship quality outcomes.  On a pragmatic level, the 

results of this study will also benefit organizations interested in employing effective 
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relationship maintenance strategies and improving target publics’ perceptions of 

organization-public relationships.   

Third, the existing relationship quality outcome measurements are refined in this 

study to ensure the robustness of scale through reliability and validity using multiple 

scale development procedures.  Relationship quality outcome scales differ from study to 

study and only a handful of studies have attempted to measure the reliability and validity 

of the relationship quality outcome scales (e.g., Huang, 2001b; Jo, 2006; Kim, 2001).  

The few studies on organization-public relationship measurement are insufficient to 

standardize scales that will prove useful to scholars and practitioners.  To develop reliable 

and valid measurement scales, several separate studies that test and apply the measures 

for standardization are necessary.  Furthermore, applying relationship measures to other 

types of organization-public relationships through multiple scale development procedures 

may help achieve more accurate relationship measures.  Likewise, proposed relationship 

quality outcome measures should be statistically tested through exploratory factor 

analysis and confirmatory factor analysis. 

Fourth, as previously suggested by scholars and several relational marketing studies 

(Anderson & Narus, 1990; Ganesan, 1994; Garbarino & Johnson, 1999), this study 

empirically determines sequential order among the relationship quality outcome 

dimensions—satisfaction, trust, and commitment (Jo, 2003, 2006; Ki & Hon, 2005, 

2007).  Identifying links between relationship indicators can provide a more solid 

framework for measuring organization-public relationships.  More importantly, a solid 

framework may provide public relations professionals with more practical information.  
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Knowing the relationship quality outcome developed within a specific public would help 

professionals establish more strategic public relations programs.  

Fifth, this study empirically tests a model for linking relationship perceptions, 

attitude, and behavioral intentions, or what Ki and Hon (2007) tested using structural 

equation modeling (SEM).  It has been suggested that positive, long-term relationships 

are valuable to organizations because these relationships are more likely to encourage 

supportive behaviors (e.g., sales, donations, favorable legislation, and high performance 

among employees), while preventing unsupportive behaviors (e.g., boycotts, picketing, 

litigation, and government regulation) among publics (L. A. Grunig et al., 2002).  

Although scholars and practitioners have argued that effective relationship management 

is the litmus test for successful public relations, few studies have empirically determined 

how positive relationships drive attitude and behavior.  The models proposed can 

potentially provide compelling evidence of these linkages and move theory and practice 

forward in terms of evaluating the effectiveness of public relations programs.  

Additionally, this study tests an alternative model suggested by the existing hierarchy of 

effects literature: that relationship perception directly affects behaviors which impacts 

attitude (relationship perception → behavior → attitude) for low-involvement publics.  

Lastly, the results from the empirical data determining the causal sequences among 

relationship maintenance strategies, relationship quality outcomes, attitude, and behavior 

can provide a more comprehensive model of public relations effectiveness measurement.  

Criticized for their inapplicability to practice, public relations scholarship theories have 

overemphasized image and perception.  However, the proposed comprehensive model 

can be used by public relations professionals for evaluation.   
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The remainder of this dissertation is divided into four chapters.  In Chapter 2, the 

literature review, consists of three parts: relationship maintenance strategies, relationship 

quality outcomes, and relevant research regarding the proposed models.  Chapter 3, 

methodology, covers the data collection process including the pilot test and mail survey, 

while Chapter 4 presents the results of the collected data analysis.  Chapter 5 discusses 

the theoretical and practical implications of the scales and proposed models, limitations 

of the scales and models, and suggestions for future research. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

In this chapter, the aforementioned central concepts (e.g., relationship maintenance 

strategies, relationship quality outcomes, attitude, and behavior) are clarified.  A general 

overview of relationship management will be provided including diverse definitions of 

organization-public relationships before explaining each concept.  In addition, indicators 

of these constructs will be discussed.  For example, the six indicators—access, positivity, 

openness, sharing of tasks, networking, and assurances—will be explained in the section 

covering relationship maintenance strategies.  The section analyzing relationship quality 

outcomes explain the four indicators—control mutuality, satisfaction, trust, and 

commitment—followed by a review of attitude and behavior.  Finally, previous research 

detailing the different sequential orders among these variables is explained at the end of 

this chapter.  

Public Relations as Relationship Management 

The focus on relationship management in public relations research dates back to 

Ferguson’s (1984) assertion that the relationship between an organization and its strategic 

publics should be the central unit of analysis for public relations scholarship and its 

practice.  Many public relations scholars have since adopted this perspective.  Ehling 

(1992) contended that this relationship perspective is a marked departure from the 

original theory and practice of public relations, which was the manipulation of public 

opinion, to the cultivation of relationships.  Practitioners often use the language of 

relationship building in their definitions of public relations effectiveness (Hon, 1997), 
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and many scholars in public relations have enthusiastically embraced this shift (Broom, 

Casey, & Ritchey, 2000; Bruning & Ledingham, 1999, 2000; Coombs, 2000; Cutlip, 

Center, & Broom, 2000; J. E. Grunig, 1993; J. E. Grunig & Huang, 2000; Heath, 2001; 

Ledingham & Bruning, 1998; Leichty & Springston, 1993; Wilson, 2001). 

Likewise, Dozier, L. A. Grunig, and J. E. Grunig (1995) emphasized that “the 

purpose and direction of an organization (its mission) is affected by [its] relationship 

with key constituents (publics) in the organization’s environment” (p. 85).  Broom and 

Dozier (1990) proposed that this relational perspective changes the value of public 

relations initiatives from measures of communication output to measures of behavioral 

outcomes, therefore providing a basis for evaluating public relations effectiveness.  

Definitions of Organization-Public Relationships 

One objective of the current study is to measure relationship maintenance strategies 

and refine existing measures of relationship quality outcomes.  To develop reliable and 

valid measures, this study adopted the multiple-item measurement suggested by Spector 

(1992).1  Specifying the domain of the construct is the first step in the suggested 

procedure for developing solid measures.  In this stage, the researcher must specify the 

definition in terms of what is included and what is excluded.  Therefore, the first act in 

developing multiple-item measures of organization-public relationships is defining 

conceptual specifications for organization-public relationships.  A consistent and clear 

definition of the relationship helps to develop a valid operational measure of 

organization-public relationships.  

                                                 
1 Each procedure is explained in next chapter in detail.  
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Analyzing academic research articles about organization-public relationships 

published between 1984 and 2004, Ki and Shin (2006) discovered that only one in four 

articles contained a definition of organization-public relationships and that definitions 

varied from scholar to scholar.  Reviewing interpersonal, interorganizational 

relationships, psychotherapy, and systems theory, Broom, Casey, and Ritchey (1997) 

concluded: 

The absence of a useful definition [of relationship] precludes measurement of 
organization-public relationships and forces both scholars and practitioners alike to 
measure one part or another and make potentially invalid inferences about the 
relationship. …  The absence of a fully explicated conceptual definition of 
organization-public relationships limits theory building in public relations. (p. 96) 

 
After Broom, Casey, and Ritchey’s (1997) assertion, public relations scholars have 

developed a variety of definitions of organization-public relationships.  Berko, Rosenfeld, 

and Samovar (1997) defined a relationship as:  

The connection that exists when (1) the interactants are aware of each other and 
take each other into account, (2) there is some exchange of influence, and (3) there 
is some agreement about what the nature of the relationship is and what the 
appropriate behaviors are given the nature of the relationship. (p. 448) 

Hung (2005) noted that “organization-public relationships arise when organizations 

and their strategic publics are interdependent and this interdependence results in 

consequences to each other that organizations need to change” (p. 396).  This definition 

focuses on interaction, interdependence, and influences both sides of the relationship.  

Ledingham and Bruning (1998) defined organization-public relationships as “the state 

which exists between an organization and its key publics, in which the actions of either 

can impact the economic, social, cultural or political well being of the other” (p.62).  This 

definition highlights the diverse impact that both parties can exert on a relationship.  

Thomlison (2000) suggested another definition, stating that a relationship is “a set of 
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expectations two parties have for each other’s behavior based on their interaction 

patterns” (p. 178).  Furthermore, Broom, Casey, and Ritchey (2000) defined 

organization-public relationships as follows:  

Organization-public relationships are represented by the patterns of interaction, 
transaction, exchange, and linkage between an organization and its publics.  These 
relationships have properties that are distinct from the identities, attributes, and 
perceptions of the individuals and social collectivities in the relationships.  Though 
dynamic in nature, organization-public relationships can be described at a single 
point in time and tracked over time. (Broom et al., 2000, p. 18) 

As the different definitions of organization-public relationships illustrate, scholars 

emphasized interdependence, interaction, and impact between two parties or more.  

Looking at the existing definitions, this study defines the organization-public relationship 

as “the state in which each party relies on the other party’s resources and each party is 

affected by the other.” The focus of this study, however, is relationship quality outcomes 

rather than relationship itself.  Relationship quality outcomes are defined as “factors that 

determine or characterize successful relationships between an organization and its 

strategic publics.”  

Stages of Developing Relationships 

Although definitions of organization-public relationships differ slightly, scholars 

seem to agree that such relationships consists of three stages—antecedents, relationship 

maintenance strategies, and relationship quality outcomes.  Applying Broom, Casey, and 

Ritchey (1997) model, J. E. Grunig and Huang (2000) extended and developed a 

conceptual framework describing these stages of developing relationships—antecedents, 

maintenance strategies, and relationship quality outcomes.  Figure 2-1 shows the 

components of the three stage model. Figure 2-2 represents a simplified version of the 

model of public relationships.  
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Situational Antecedents
- Organization affects public (O1→ P1)
- Public affects organization (P1 → O1)
- Organization-public coalition affects
   another organization (O1 P1 → O2)
- Organization-public coalition affects
   another public (O1 P1 → P2)
- Organization affects an organization-
   public coalition (O1 → O2P2)
- Multiple organizations affect multiple
  publics (Oi → Pi)

Maintenance Strategies
-Symmetrical
       Access
       Positivity
       Openness (disclosure)
       Sharing of tasks
       Networking
       Assurances
 
 

Relationship Outcomes
- Control Mutuality (Joint acceptance of
   degree of symmetry)
- Commitment (Interdependence, loss of
   some autonomy)
- Satisfaction
- Trust

 
 

Figure 2-1.  Stages and forms of relationships (Adapted from J. E. Grunig & Huang, 2000, p. 34). 
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Antecedents of 
Relationships

Relationship 
Maintenance 

Strategies

Relationship 
Quality

Outcome
 

Figure 2-2.  Simplified version of stages and forms of relationships  
 

Antecedent 

The antecedents to relationships are generally defined as “sources of change, 

pressure, or tension on the system derived from the environment” (Broom et al., 1997, p. 

94).  At the antecedent level, an organization should identify with which publics the 

organization needs to develop a relationship.  To identify an organization’s strategic 

publics, public relations practitioners should examine their situations and develop public 

relations program objectives to communicate with the identified publics.  Publics are 

groups of individuals who are formally or informally impacted by an organization or vice 

versa.  Applying situational theory, J. E. Grunig and Hunt (1984) categorized publics into 

three groups: 1) latent public (a group that does not recognize a situation as problematic), 

2) aware public (a group that has moved from a latent stage and recognizes the problem), 

and 3) active public (a group that is active and organizes to discuss and do something 

about the situation).    

The other two stages—relationship maintenance strategies and relationship quality 

outcomes—are considered process and outcome objectives respectively.  Process 

objectives are strategies used to cultivate and develop relationships and they result in 

outcome objectives, such as relationship quality.    
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Part I: Relationship Maintenance Strategies  

Scholars measure the relationships between an organization and its strategic 

constituencies since relationship quality outcomes are the most meaningful means of 

evaluating public relations effectiveness.  Several studies show that organizations that 

develop positive, long-term relationships with their publics are more effective and 

achieve their organizational goals (Dozier et al., 1995; L. A. Grunig et al., 2002; Hon, 

1997; Huang, 1999).  Furthermore, a positive relational outcome is dependent on an 

organization’s effort to cultivate and maintain positive relationships.  However, how and 

to what extent communication activities produce positive organization-public 

relationships has not been investigated.  

Public relations scholars have identified various relationship maintenance 

strategies that are more likely to produce positive relationship quality outcomes.  Some 

studies focus on relationship maintenance strategies in online environments.  The first 

such study by Ki and Hon (2006) explored how corporations utilized relationship 

maintenance strategies—access, positivity, openness, sharing of tasks, and networking—

through their Web sites.  They found that openness and access are the most commonly 

used relationship maintenance strategies among organizational Web sites.  In another 

study that applied relational maintenance strategies to new technology, Kelleher and 

Miller (2006) concentrated on organizational blogs as a communication channel between 

an organization and its strategic publics.  They discovered that perceived relational 

maintenance strategies, especially conversational human voice and communicated 

relational commitment, were significantly associated with relationship quality outcomes.  

However, these studies are limited to online communication.  So far, no study has 
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empirically examined how relationship maintenance strategies can be measured and how 

they affect relational quality outcomes.  

Public relations scholars adopted several relationship maintenance strategies from 

research on interpersonal relationships, such as those between husbands and wives or 

friendships between two individuals, and applied them to public relations studies.  The 

main categories of relationship maintenance strategies derived from interpersonal 

communication were identified as (a) positivity (interacting with partners in a cheerful, 

uncritical manner); (b) openness (directly discussing the nature of the relationship and 

disclosing one’s desires for the relationship); (c) sharing of tasks (performing one’s 

responsibilities such as household chores); (d) social networks (relying on common 

affiliations and relations); and (e) assurances (communicating one’s desire to continue 

the relationship) (Canary & Stafford, 1992).    

Various scholars proposed that conflict resolution theories would be useful to 

developing other relationship maintenance strategies (Grunig, J. E. & Huang, 2000; 

Huang, 1997).  Huang’s dissertation (1997) examined conflict management strategies 

(i.e., integrative,2 distributive,3 and avoidance/non-confrontational strategy4) and their 

                                                 
2 Putman (1990) explained that integrative strategy “aims to reconcile the interests of both parties, 
reach joint benefits, or attain ‘win-win’ goals through open information exchange and joint 
decision making” (p. 3).   

3 Contrary to integrative strategy, distributive strategy aims to solve pure conflicts of interest.  It 
is defined as “a fixed-sum feature by efforts to maximize gains and minimize losses within a 
‘win-lose’ or self-gain orientation” (Putman, p. 3).  

4 Avoidance or non-confrontational strategy discourages the expression of conflict.  This strategy 
includes the following behaviors such as refusing existence of conflict, avoiding disagreement 
(Putman & Wilson, 1982), and restricting discussion of conflict with an opponent (Morrill & 
Thomas, 1992). 
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association with relationship quality outcomes.5  Her study assumed that positive, stable 

organization-public relationships decreased conflicts between an organization and its 

strategic publics.  Huang discovered that control mutuality and trust reduced the 

likelihood of conflicts.  However, conflict management strategies and sub-strategies are 

not the focus of this study.  

Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999) suggested that the relationship maintenance 

strategies used in interpersonal relationships can be applied to organization-public 

relationships by changing the focus of communication strategies from individuals to 

publics.  These maintenance strategies are more likely to affect relationship quality 

outcomes, such as control mutuality, satisfaction, trust, and commitment (J. E. Grunig & 

Huang, 2000; Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999).  Although assumptions about the linkages 

between relationship maintenance strategies and relationship quality outcomes have been 

posited, no empirical research tests how and which identified relationship maintenance 

strategies affect relationship quality outcomes.  Furthermore, no research has been 

conducted to determine whether these suggested strategies are equally effective at 

producing positive relational outcomes.  

Before exploring the links between relationship maintenance strategies and 

relationship quality outcomes, it is necessary to develop measurement scales for the 

maintenance strategies.  As Spector (1992) proposed, the first step in developing 

multiple-item measurement scales is to define the construct.  Also, definitions are 

fundamental since they delineate the nature of, and guide boundaries for, the 

                                                 
5 Conflict management strategies and their association with relational outcomes are explained in 
detail in the following reference.  Huang, Y.-H. (1997). Public relations strategies, relational 
outcomes, and conflict management strategies. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of 
Maryland, College Park, MD. 
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phenomenon under investigation (Canary & Stafford, 1994).  This study defines 

relationship maintenance strategies as “any organizational behavioral efforts that attempt 

to sustain or cultivate relationships with strategic publics.”  This study also posits that 

positive evaluations of these strategies among strategic publics lead to better relational 

outcomes.  

In interpersonal relationships, relationship maintenance efforts between two 

individuals (either romantic couples or friendships) were found to be a reliable predictor 

of some relationship characteristics.  First, relational maintenance efforts were primarily 

related to relational stability, satisfaction, and commitment (Dindia & Canary, 1993).  

Second, relationship maintenance involves not only a stage of relational development, but 

the dynamic processes involved in relating (Canary & Stafford, 1994).  

Maintaining and cultivating organization-public relationships is a goal for 

organizations that desire long-term, stable, and satisfying relationships with their key 

publics.  Without relationship maintenance, the desired relationship between 

organizations and their key publics could dissolve.  Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999) 

highlighted the necessity of relationship maintenance in public relations conveying that 

most public relations professionals retain knowledge that has “something to do with how 

to communicate with publics, in order to maintain a relationship with those publics” (p. 

13).  

Relationship maintenance strategies in organization-public relationships have been 

derived from interpersonal communications since public relations studies suggest that 

interpersonal relationship perspectives can be applied to public relations (Thomlison, 

2000; Toth, 2000; Wood, 1995).  Both interpersonal and organization-public 
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relationships share several key relational features such as trust (L. A. Grunig et al., 1992), 

control mutuality (Burgoon & Hale, 1984, 1987; Canary & Spitznerg, 1989; Canary & 

Stafford, 1992; Ferguson, 1984; Stafford & Canary, 1991), and commitment (Aldrich, 

1975, 1979; Burgoon & Hale, 1984, 1987; Canary & Spitzberg, 1989; Canary & Stafford, 

1992). 

Interpersonal communication scholars researched how different communication 

strategies influence the development, maintenance, and dissolution of relationships, or 

the effects of communication strategies on relational outcomes.  For example, Stafford 

and Canary (1991) investigated what kinds of communication strategies romantic couples 

use to maintain their relationships.  They discovered the following five relational 

maintenance strategies: (a) positivity (such as attempts to make the relationship enjoyable 

for both), (b) openness (such as disclosure of thoughts and feelings), (c) assurances (of 

love and commitment), (d) networking (having common friends), and (e) shared tasks 

(taking joint responsibility for household tasks).  They found that these five relational 

maintenance strategies helped establish a positive relationship and foster key relationship 

outcomes (Stafford & Canary, 1991).  

Several studies in the field of interpersonal relationship studies prove that relational 

strategies are associated with perceptions of equitable relationships (Canary & Stafford, 

1992).  In public relations, the ideal relationship between an organization and its publics 

is perceived as fair and equitable by both parties.  Likewise, scholars proposed that the 

five maintenance strategies used in interpersonal relationships are analogous to public 

relations strategies in the two-way symmetrical model of public relations (J. E. Grunig, 

1989; J. E. Grunig & L. A. Grunig, 1992; J. E. Grunig & White, 1992; J. E. Grunig & 
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Huang, 2000; Ki, 2003; Ki & Hon, 2006).  Scholars have regarded these strategies as the 

most effective for maintaining and fostering positive, stable relationships in public 

relations (J. E. Grunig & Huang, 2000; Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999).  These relationship 

maintenance strategies are considered process indicators that are useful as 

communication strategies for producing desirable relationship quality outcomes.  

In this study, relationship maintenance strategies are considered precursors used to 

maintain or cultivate relationships between an organization and its publics.  These are 

suggested as the most effective strategies for developing quality relationships.  The six 

strategies adopted from Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999) are discussed in detail. 

Access 

Access is not included in interpersonal relationships literature.  Hon and J. E. 

Grunig (1999) suggested access as one relationship maintenance strategy and identified 

access as follows:  

Members of publics or opinion leaders provide access to public relations people.  
Public relations representatives or senior managers provide representatives of 
publics similar access to organizational decision-making processes.  Either party 
will answer telephone calls or read letters or e-mail messages from the other.  
Either party is willing to go to the other when they have complaints or queries, 
rather than taking negative reactions to third parties. (Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999, p. 
14) 

Access is a strategy that a party (either a public or an organization) uses to reach 

the other party and express or share their opinions and thoughts.  Since the focus of this 

study is what an organization does to maintain and sustain a relationship with its strategic 

public, this study only deals with maintenance strategies of the organization.  Based on 

Hon and J. E. Grunig’s guidelines, this study defines access as “the degree of effort that 

an organization puts into providing communication channels or media outlets that assist 

its strategic publics in reaching it.”    
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Positivity  

Interpersonal communication studies define positivity as “attempts to make 

interactions pleasant” (Canary & Stafford, 1994, p. 15).  In Canary and Stafford’s study, 

positivity consisted of cheerful and nice behavior, courteous and polite communication, 

and uncritical behaviors toward partners (Canary & Stafford, 1994).  Positivity has 

consistently been revealed as an essential predictor of control mutuality (Canary & 

Stafford, 1992, 1993; Dainton, 1991; Stafford & Canary, 1991).  In addition, positivity 

was found to be a proactive strategy in constructive maintenance action (Guerrero, Eloy, 

& Wabnik, 1993).  

Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999) adopted positivity from interpersonal communications 

and applied it to public relations.  They conceptualized positivity as “anything the 

organization or publics do to make the relationship more enjoyable for the parties 

involved” (p. 14).  Positivity is equitable to the “Be Unconditionally Constructive” 

principle for developing relationships espoused by Fisher and Brown (1988).  

Research on interpersonal relations consistently finds that maintenance strategies 

are correlated with relational outcomes (Canary & Stafford, 1992, 1993; Stafford & 

Canary, 1991).  First, positivity is identified as an essential predictor of control mutuality 

(Canary & Stafford, 1992, 1993; Stafford & Canary, 1991) since communicating in a 

cheerful, courteous, and polite manner is more likely to encourage cooperation from the 

other party and help preserve interdependence in a relationship.  In addition, an 

interpersonal relationship study revealed that perceptions of one’s positivity influence 

relational satisfaction (Dindia, 1989).  

Since this study regards relationship maintenance strategies as organizational 

behavioral efforts designed to result in positive relationship quality outcomes, positivity 
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is defined as “the degree to which members of publics benefit from the organization’s 

efforts to make the relationship more enjoyable for key publics.”  

Openness/Disclosure 

Openness, which is also called disclosure, is a concept studied actively by 

researchers of interpersonal communications.  Openness was operationalized as “direct 

discussion about the nature of the relationship and setting aside times for talks about the 

relationship” (Canary & Stafford, 1994, p. 12).  Examples of openness in interpersonal 

communication are: “We share things with each other that no one else knows,” “We 

discuss our problems in the relationship,” “We often talk about how things used to be,” “I 

try to provide advice through past experience,” and “I rely on her for advice” (p. 15).  

Guerrero, Eloy, and Wabnik (1993) found that openness represents proactive and 

constructive maintenance actions like positivity. 

Openness in public relations involves disclosing “thoughts and feelings among 

parties” in a relationship (Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999, p. 14).  More specifically, openness 

is the condition in which both organizations and publics are open and honest with each 

other and more than willing to share their opinions about how they think, what concerns 

or problems they have, and how satisfied or dissatisfied they are with each other (L. A. 

Grunig et al., 2002).  Furthermore, openness is a vital component of trust (Dimmick, Bell, 

Burgiss, & Ragsdale, 2000).  J. E. Grunig and Huang (2000) further explained that this 

strategy corresponds with the symmetrical model and that it leads to positive relational 

outcomes.  Openness can be helpful to equally distributing power in a relationship (Bok, 

1989).  

J. E. Grunig and Huang (2000) suggested that monitoring openness can be an 

effective gauge of relationship quality.  In a detailed example based on J. E. Grunig and 
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Hunt’s (1984) study, AT&T community leader teams under evaluation in the 1970s, 

tended to interact more openly with effective teams than with less effective teams.  In 

addition, J. E. Grunig and Huang (2000) suggested that public relations managers could 

quantify openness through evaluating suggestions, complaints, inquiries, and other 

contacts from members of publics, the media, government, or leaders of activist groups 

registered with the organization.  

In an organization-public relationship, scholars have continuously revealed that 

openness is an important indicator of relationship quality outcomes.  Ledingham and 

Bruning (1998), for instance, asserted that openness leads to satisfying relationships.  L. 

A. Grunig, J. E. Grunig, and Ehling (1992) argued that openness is an essential 

dimension for evaluating relationship quality with an organization’s strategic 

constituencies.  This study defines openness as “an organization’s efforts to provide 

information about the nature of the organization and what it is doing.” 

Sharing of Tasks 

Studies on interpersonal relationships have examined the sharing of tasks between 

couples who share household duties and perform shared responsibilities (Canary & 

Stafford, 1994; Stafford & Canary, 1991).  Furthermore, studies have shown that an 

example of this strategy is the mutual performance of routine tasks and chores (Canary & 

Stafford, 1994).  Sharing of tasks is a consistent and important predictor of relational 

characteristics such as control mutuality, commitment, liking, and satisfaction.  It 

significantly explains control mutuality and liking (Canary & Stafford, 1994) as well as 

commitment and satisfaction (Stafford & Canary, 1991) in relationships between two 

individuals.  Other studies also have emphasized the importance of sharing tasks for 

relational satisfaction (Huston, McHale, & Crouter, 1986; Wilmot & Sillars, 1989).  As 
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Guerrero, Eloy, and Wabnik (1993) has suggested, the sharing of tasks represents a 

proactive and constructive maintenance strategy.  

This strategy can be applied to the public relations environment.  For example, 

publics and organizations could share tasks such as reducing pollution, providing 

employment opportunities, making a profit, and staying in business, in the interests of 

either the organization, publics, or both (J. E. Grunig & Huang, 2000). This relationship 

maintenance strategy is conceptualized as “organizations’ and publics’ sharing in solving 

joint or separate problems” (Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999, p. 15).  Sharing of tasks could be 

assessed through social responsibility reports which explain the degree to which an 

organization has made an effort to share problems or issues of interest with publics.  By 

adopting Hon and J. E. Grunig’s conceptualization, this current study defines sharing of 

tasks as an “organization’s efforts to share in working on projects or solving problems of 

mutual interest between an organization and its publics.”  Thus, sharing of tasks entails 

the organization’s willingness to carry on its and its publics’ responsibilities so that both 

may achieve their interdependent goals.  

Networking 

The term network or networking is commonly used for the structure of ties between 

actors in a social system.  The actors can be individuals, organizations, industries, or even 

nation states (Nohria & Eccles, 1992).  Networking can be formed through conversation, 

friendship, kinship, authority, economic exchange, information exchange, or anything 

that builds the basis of a relationship (Nohria & Eccles, 1992).  In interpersonal 

relationships, networking means the practice of spending time with mutual friends to gain 

support and make the relationship enjoyable (Canary & Stafford, 1994).  Networking is 

performed through shared explanation, control mutuality, and liking (Canary & Stafford, 
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1994).  Moreover, Guerrero, Eloy, and Wabnik (1993) has suggested that networking 

should be proactive and nurture constructive maintenance behaviors.  

Expanding this idea to organization-public relationships, organizations can build 

networks with the same groups that network with their publics such as unions, 

community groups, activist groups, and environmentalists (Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999).  

And as J. E. Grunig and Huang (2000) have suggested, one way networking can be 

evaluated is through contacts with networks of activist groups.  Adopting Hon and J. E. 

Grunig’s (1999) definition, this study defines networking as “the degree of an 

organization’s effort to build networks or coalitions with the same groups that their 

publics do, such as environmentalists, unions, or community groups.” 

Assurances 

In the interpersonal relationship literature, assurances are behaviors that imply an 

expression of love between two individuals (Canary & Stafford, 1994).  In the literature 

on organization-public relationships, assurances occur when “each party in the 

relationship attempts to assure the other that it and its concerns are legitimate and to 

demonstrate that it is committed to maintaining the relationship” (L. A. Grunig et al., 

2002).  Using assurances as a relationship maintenance strategy, an organization can 

reinforce how it values its strategic publics (Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999).  

Assurances as a maintenance strategy have been found to be most effective in 

nurturing commitment between two individuals (Canary & Stafford, 1992, 1993; Stafford 

& Canary, 1991).  For example, Canary and Stafford (1992) studied the association 

between relationship maintenance strategies and relational outcomes in married couples.  

They found that the perception of assurances most affected the commitment of both the 

husbands and wives.  In their studies, assurances continuously appeared as a strong 
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predictor of trust in interpersonal relationships (Canary & Stafford, 1993; Stafford & 

Canary, 1991).  This study defines assurances as “any efforts by an organization to assure 

its strategic publics that they and their concerns are attended to.”  

The measurement of relationship maintenance strategies and their impact on 

relationship quality outcomes in the field of public relations has been under-explored.  

Based on the exploratory nature of this study, the following two research questions were 

posed (Figure 2-3 and 2-4 visualize the research questions): 

• Research Question 1: How can relationship maintenance strategies be measured? 

• Research Question 2: To which and what extent is relationship maintenance 
strategies positively connected with which relationship quality outcomes? 

Figure 2-3 represents the measurement model of indicators for relationship 

maintenance strategies—access, positivity, openness, sharing of tasks, networking, and 

assurances.  Each strategy indicator has multiple items.     

Figure 2-4 illustrates a conceptual model consisting of multiple indicators of 

relationship maintenance strategies and relational outcomes.  As explained above, this 

study examines how the relationship maintenance strategies an organization uses affect 

relational outcomes.  

Part II: Relationship Quality Outcomes 

To develop a system of measurement for the organization-public relationship, 

numerous public relations scholars have adopted perspectives from other disciplines, 

including the studies of interpersonal and interorganizational relationships, psychology, 

psychotherapy, and relationship marketing (e.g., J. E. Grunig & Huang, 2000; Hon & J. 

E. Grunig, 1999; Huang, 1997, 2001b; Jo, 2003, 2006; Kim, 2001; Ledingham & 

Bruning, 1998, 2000; Ledingham, Bruning, & Wilson, 1999).   
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Figure 2-3.  Measurement model of relationship maintenance strategies 
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Figure 2-4.  An initial conceptual model linking relationship maintenance strategies and 

relationship quality outcomes 

After exhaustively reviewing interpersonal literature, Ferguson (1984) proposed that 

there are five attributes to a relationship: (1) dynamic versus static; (2) open versus 

closed; (3) the degree to which both the organization and the public are satisfied with the 

relationship; (4) power distribution in the relationship; and (5) and mutual understanding, 

agreement, and consensus.  Ledingham, Bruning, Thomlison, and Lesko (1997) 

suggested openness, trust, involvement, investment, and commitment as the dimensions 

of an organization-public relationship.  In a later study, Ledingham and Bruning (1998) 



32 

 

researched the relationship dimensions upon which positive organization-public 

relationships are initiated, developed, and maintained and they discovered that there were 

five relationship dimensions—trust, openness, involvement, investment, and 

commitment—different among three group types—stayers, leavers, and undecideds.  The 

results of the study determined that relationship dimensions impact a public’s perceptions 

of overall satisfaction with the organization, and they can be more influential in 

predicting customer behavior than price or product features (Ledingham & Bruning, 

1998).    

Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999) developed measurement indices to evaluate the 

success of relationship building efforts through reviewing the literatures on interpersonal 

relationship and psychology.  They concluded that the organization’s long-term 

relationships with its key publics could be evaluated by the following four indicators of 

relationship quality outcomes: control mutuality, satisfaction, trust, and commitment.  

Several scholars have used Hon and Grunig’s measurement scales and confirmed their 

reliability and validity (e.g., Huang, 2001b; Jo, 2003, 2006; Kim, 2001).  Huang (2001b) 

and Jo (2006) refined the relationship measurement scales and improved their reliability 

and validity.  Huang (2001b) measured the relationship between legislative members and 

their assistants using Hon and J. E. Grunig’s relationship measurement index, and she 

added face and favor as a specific measure of the relationship in Taiwanese culture.  Jo 

(2006) also tested the validity of this organization-public relationship measurement and 

determined that satisfaction, trust, and commitment are a “global measure” that can be 

applied to organization-public relationships in any situation or in any environment, and 

that personal network was a “specific measure” in South Korean culture (p. 151).    
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Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999) also suggested two types of relationships—the 

exchange relationship and the communal relationship—along with four relationship 

quality outcome indicators.  Relationship types explain what an organization attempts to 

achieve using public relations programs.  According to Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999), in 

an exchange relationship “one party gives benefits to the other only because the other has 

provided benefits in the past or is expected to do so in the future” (p. 20).  In an exchange 

relationship, the party that gives benefits to the other is most likely to get equitable 

benefits from the other.  In a communal relationship, parties give benefits to one another 

since they care about mutual welfare, even if they do not expect to gain anything in 

return.  Based on these existing two relationship types, Hung (2005) developed several 

new types of relationships in a study on multinational companies and their publics in 

China.  The new types of relationship she discovered were mutual communal, covenantal 

(win-win), contractual, symbiotic, manipulative, and exploitive relationships.  She also 

found that several relationship types can exist at the same time. 

• COVENANTAL (WIN-WIN) RELATIONSHIP. Both parties in the relationship are 
dedicated to the welfare of each other through their open exchanges and the norm 
of reciprocity.  One party always gives the other an opportunity to “ask for insight, 
to provide criticism, and to place a claim upon some of the individual’s time” and 
“the obligation of the other side is always to listen and provide responses (Benett, 
2001, p.89). 

• CONTRACTUAL RELATIONSHIPS. Parties have an agreement about each party’s 
obligations.  It is similar to writing a contract at the beginning of a relationship.  
However, this type of relationship cannot guarantee equal relationships (Hung, 
2005). 

• SYMBIOTIC RELATIONSHIPS. As a cooperative relationship, this relationship occurs 
when organizations are interdependent in a given situation and they work together 
with a certain public that shares a common interest in order to survive in the 
situation (Hung, 2005).   
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• MANIPULATIVE RELATIONSHIPS. An organization knows what a public wants and 
uses asymmetrical or fake-symmetrical approaches in communication with a public 
for its own interest (Hung, 2005). 

• EXPLOITIVE RELATIONSHIPS. One party takes advantage of the other and one does 
not carry out his/her obligations in the exchange relationship (Clark & Mills, 1993). 

Relationship Quality Outcome Dimensions for This Study 

Four relationship indicators culled from the existing literature served as the basic 

structure from which items were derived during the first stage of developing the 

organization-public relationships measurement scale.  The four measurement 

indicators—control mutuality, satisfaction, trust, and commitment—were conceptualized 

as the essence of organization-public relationships.  There are several reasons why the 

four indicators were chosen.  

First, these indicators have been considered key relational features and have 

appeared as important indicators for diverse disciplines including interpersonal and 

interorganizational relationships, relationship marketing, and organization-public 

relationships.  The indicators are control mutuality (Burgoon & Hale, 1984, 1987; Canary 

& Spitzberg, 1989; Canary & Stafford, 1992; Ferguson, 1984; Stafford & Canary, 1991), 

satisfaction (Ferguson, 1984; L. A. Grunig et al., 1992; Millar & Rogers, 1976; Stafford 

& Canary, 1991), trust (L. A. Grunig et al., 1992; Morgan & Hunt, 1994), and 

commitment (Aldrich, 1975, 1979; Burgoon & Hale, 1984, 1987; Canary & Spitznerg, 

1989; Canary & Stafford, 1992; Morgan & Hunt, 1994).  Additionally, three of the 

indicators—satisfaction, trust, and commitment—have been shown to be critical 

relationship indicators even in cross-cultural settings such as in Taiwan (Huang, 1997; 

2001b) and South Korea (Jo, 2006).  Jo (2006) called these three critical relational 

dimensions a global measure for organization-public relationships.  
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Secondly, the four key relational features typically represent the essence of 

organization-public relationships (J. E. Grunig & Huang, 2000; Hon & J. E. Grunig, 

1999; Huang, 2001b; Jo, 2003, 2006; Kim, 2001) and several studies have demonstrated 

them to be valid and reliable (Huang, 1997; Jo, 2003, 2006; Kim, 2001).   

Control Mutuality 

Stafford and Canary (1991) defined control mutuality as “the degree to which 

partners agree about which of them should decide relational goals and behavioral 

routines” (p. 224).  Control mutuality is related to the decision making process and the 

extent to which the opinion of each party is reflected in the final decision.  The sense of 

control mutuality between the parties involved in a relationship is significant to 

interdependence and relational stability (Stafford & Canary, 1991).  Therefore, control 

mutuality could constructively lead the opposing public to search for creative and 

mutually beneficial solutions or to seek assistance from a third party to resolve a conflict.  

For a stable and positive relationship, control mutuality among the parties should exist to 

some degree.   

The concept of control mutuality is similar to other concepts proposed as being 

essential to positive relationships: mutual legitimacy (Bruning & Ledingham, 1999), 

reciprocity (Aldrich, 1975, 1979), empowerment (Moore, 1986), and power distribution 

(Ferguson, 1984).  Regarding power distribution, Ferguson (1984) stated:  

Other variables related to the relationship might be how much control both parties 
to the relationship believe they have, how power is distributed in the relationship, 
whether the parties to the relationship believe they share goals, and whether there is 
mutuality of understanding, agreement, and consensus. (p. 20) 

Huang (1999) found that control mutuality is one of the two major variables 

mediating the effects of public relations strategies on conflict resolution (the other is 
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trust).  She proposed that symmetrical, or two-way communication, is an antecedent of 

control mutuality in the relationship (quoted in Huang, 2001b).  Thus, the concept of 

control mutuality is pertinent to excellent public relations practices.  

This study adopts the conceptualization of Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999).  They 

defined control mutuality as “the degree to which parties agree on who has the rightful 

power to influence one another” (p. 3).  They acknowledged that some degree of power 

imbalance might naturally exist, but, in a stable relationship between publics and an 

organization, both parties need some extent of control over the other (Hon & J. E. 

Grunig, 1999).   

Satisfaction 

Although researchers in relationship studies have considered satisfaction a complex 

concept to measure, it is a commonly accepted indicator for evaluating relationships 

(Ferguson, 1984; J. E. Grunig & Huang, 2000; L. A. Grunig et al., 1992; Hon & J. E. 

Grunig, 1999; Huang, 2000, 2001a, 2001b; Lewis & Spanier, 1979; Stafford & Canary, 

1991).  In public relations scholarship, satisfaction is referred to as “the extent to which 

each party feels favorably toward the other because positive expectations about the 

relationship are reinforced” (Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999, p. 3).  Satisfaction occurs when 

one party perceives that the other behaves to maintain a positive relationship (Hosmer, 

1996; Miles, Patrick, & King, 1996).  From a social exchange perspective, satisfaction 

often increases with rewards received and decreases with costs incurred by the 

relationship (Kelly & Thibaut, 1978; Jo, Hon, & Brunner, 2004).  Satisfaction is typically 

calculated by the extent to which the benefits of the relationship exceed the expectations 

that both parties have and a satisfying relationship produces more benefits than costs.  In 

sum, satisfaction is based on the extent of the discrepancy between the expectations in a 
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relationship and what is actually experienced.  Adopting Hon and J. E. Grunig’s (1999) 

conceptualization, this study defines satisfaction as “the extent to which each party feels 

favorably toward the other.” 

Trust 

Over the last several decades, a variety of disciplines, including interpersonal, 

interorganizational communication, and relational marketing, have emphasized that trust 

is one of the main constructs used to measure a successful relationship between parties.  

Rotter (1967), for example, stated the following:  

One of the most salient factors in the effectiveness of our present complex social 
organization is the willingness of one or more individuals in a social unit to trust 
others.  The efficiency, adjustment, and even survival of any social group depends 
upon the presence or absence of such trust. (p. 651) 

The classic view of trust espoused by Rotter (1967) is “a generalized expectancy held by 

an individual that the word of another .… can be relied on” (cited in Morgan and Hunt, 

1994, p. 23).  As a parallel with the classic view of trust, Moorman, Deshpandé, and 

Zaltman (1993) defined trust as “a willingness to rely on an exchange partner in whom 

one has confidence” (p. 82).  One of the commonly adopted definitions of trust in 

relational marketing is that it “exist(s) when one party has confidence in an exchange 

partner’s reliability and integrity” (Morgan & Hunt, 1994, p. 23).  

Trust also has been revealed as one of the primary indicators of relationship quality 

in organization-public relationships (e.g., Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999; Huang, 2001; Jo, 

2003, 2006).  In theories of economics and of strategic management, trust of publics such 

as employees, stockholders, customers, media, governments, and communities, allows 

organizations to exist (Vercic & J. E. Grunig, 1995).  Without trust, employees will leave 

an organization, customers will not purchase products or services the organization 
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provides, media will run a negative story about the organization, and government will 

make regulations or policies against the organization.  Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999) 

conceptualized trust as “one party’s level of confidence in and willingness to open 

oneself to the other party” (p. 3). The nature of trust is said to include integrity, 

dependability, and competence (Barney & Hansen, 1994; Carnevale, 1995; Daley & 

Vasu, 1995; Whitener, Brodt, Korsgaard, & Werner, 1998).  Integrity is the belief that an 

organization is fair and just.  Dependability refers to the belief that an organization will 

keep promises about what it says it will do.  Dependability is a key component of trust, as 

evidenced by Ledingham and Bruning’s (1998) operationalization of trust as an 

organization “doing what it says it will do.”  Competence is defined as the belief that an 

organization has the ability to do what it says it will do (Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999).  In 

summary, trust is a belief by publics that an organization is reliable, honest, and stands by 

its words as well as accomplishes its promised obligations.  Using Hon and J. E. Grunig’s 

definition of trust, this research defines trust as “the willingness to rely on the other party 

in whom one has confidence.”   

Commitment 

Commitment has been a focal concept in social exchange literature (Blau, 1964; 

Thibaut & Kelly, 1959), organization and buyer behavior (Becker, 1960; Reichers, 1985), 

and relational marketing (Berry & Parasuraman, 1991; Morgan & Hunt, 1994).  In 

management literature, commitment is defined as   

A psychological state generated by an individual’s perceptions, beliefs, and 
emotions which provoke the willingness or intention of developing and maintaining 
a stable and durable relationship, because the individual wants it or feels that he/she 
should make it, and which manifests itself in a behavior which bears certain 
obligation. (Sanchez, & Iniesta, 2004, p. 231)   
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In the organizational behavioral literature, commitment has been shown to lead to 

such significant outcomes as decreased turnover (Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 

1974), higher motivation (Farrell & Rusbult, 1981), increased organizational citizenship 

behaviors (Williams & Anderson, 1991), and job equity (Williams & Hazer, 1986).   

In public relations scholarship, commitment is also a central concept for 

organization-public relationships and some scholars have proposed definitions.  Hon and 

J. E. Grunig (1999) conceptualized commitment as “the extent to which each party 

believes and feels that the relationship is worth spending energy to maintain and 

promote” (p. 3).  According to Meyer and Allen (1984), commitment has two underlying 

dimensions—continuance and affective.  Continuance commitment is “commitment to 

continue a certain line of action” (Meyer & Allen, 1984, p. 373).  The other view of 

commitment, affective commitment, is “an emotional orientation,” which indicates a 

psychological attachment between people and organizations (Buchanan, 1974; Kanter, 

1968; Porter, Crampon, & Smith, 1976; Porter et al., 1974; Sheldon, 1971; Steers, 1977).  

Stressing corporate social responsibility as evidence of commitment, Ledingham and 

Bruning (1998) defined commitment as “the organization being committed to the welfare 

of the community.”  

This study defines commitment as “the belief that an ongoing relationship with the 

other party is important as to warrant maximum efforts at maintaining it.”  This means 

that the committed party believes the relationship is worth working on to ensure that it 

endures indefinitely. 

Despite the research done in the aims of creating a reliable and valid measurement 

scale for the organization-public relationship (e.g., Huang, 2001b; Jo, 2003, 2006; Ki & 
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Hon, 2007; Kim, 2001), a scale is still needed for more independent research to refine the 

existing measurements.  In response to this necessity, the current study attempts to exact 

a relationship quality outcome measurement using multiple-item development procedures.  

Therefore, another research question is suggested: 

• Research Question 3: What is a reliable and valid relationship quality outcome 
measurement?  

Although the four indicators comprise the most widely used scales for 

relationship measurement, studies have not addressed which of the four indicators 

captures organization-public relationships most.  Thus, the following research question is 

suggested: 

• Research Question 4: Which of the four indicators represents relationship quality 
outcomes the most? 

Linkages among the Four Relational Dimensions 

Although the significance of the key relationship quality outcomes—control 

mutuality, satisfaction, trust, and commitment—has been well acknowledged in the 

organization-public relationship literature, some important questions concerning the 

interrelationships among these relationship quality outcomes have yet to be addressed 

properly.  Some scholars have argued that some of the relationship indicators are actually 

antecedents of others (e.g., Ki & Hon, 2005, 2007; Jo, 2003, 2006).  Looking at 

relationship theory in other disciplines, these scholars have suggested that satisfaction 

might be a predictor of trust and that trust is an antecedent of commitment.  One of the 

objectives of this study is to explore the possible longitudinal sequence of the key 

relationship quality outcomes in organization-public relationships.   Therefore, the 

following research question was drawn: 
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• Research Question 5: How do relationship quality outcome indicators affect each 
other? 

 
Satisfaction and trust 

Relationship studies in marketing have found that satisfaction is an important 

predictor of trust (Anderson & Narus, 1990; Ganesan, 1994; Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; 

Selnes, 1998).  The parties gain positive experience (satisfaction) about the relationship 

as time goes by and they learn to trust each other.  Trust might be formed when the 

relationship between the two parties develops.  A member of the public can hardly deny 

that a certain number of positive experiences with an organization will at least support the 

development of trust toward that organization.  If members of a public have already 

decided that an organization is able and willing to fulfill their needs and demands, and the 

organization is reliable and predictable, then the public is satisfied and will be likely to 

trust the organization.  

Based on the literature, the following hypothesis is posed:    

• HP1: The degree of satisfaction will positively influence the degree of trust.   
 
Trust and commitment 

Diverse disciplines investigating relationships have found that trust has a direct 

positive impact on commitment or is even a major determinant of commitment (i.e., 

Achrol, 1991; Anderson & Narus, 1990; Ganesan, 1994; Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; 

Miettilä & Möller, 1990; Morgan & Hunt, 1994).  For example, the business-to-business 

relationship literature has shown that when a firm trusts its supplier, the firm is more 

committed to staying in the relationship (Anderson & Weitz, 1989; Morgan & Hunt, 

1994).  International research on business relationships has discovered that trust 

significantly impacts commitment (Friman, Gärling, Millett, Mattsson, & Johnston, 2002).  
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Also, research on supply chain relationships found that trust is a critical factor for 

fostering commitment (Kwon & Suh, 2004).  Trust has even been called an essential 

predictor of commitment (i.e., Dyer, 1996).  People are less likely to be committed to a 

relationship if trust is not developed because commitment involves vulnerability and 

sacrifice.  As Morgan and Hunt (1994) have suggested, parties tend to seek only 

trustworthy partners because commitment encompasses vulnerability.  

If an organization is not perceived to be honest and trustworthy, a public cannot 

depend on the organization and thus will not commit to the relationship.  Applying this 

logic to organization-public relationships, the following hypothesis can be made: 

• HP2: The degree of trust will positively influence the degree of commitment.   
 

Satisfaction Trust Commitment

HP2HP1

 
Figure 2-5.  Proposed model for linkages among relationship quality outcomes 

 
Part III: A Comprehensive Model Linking Relationship Quality, Attitude, and 

Behaviors 

Organization-Public Relationships as Perception 

A relationship is an abstract and elusive construct because of its intangibility.  The 

majority of literature dealing with defining the construct has shown that a ‘relationship’ is 

established by individuals’ perceptions.  For instance, social relationships literature has 

measured relationships based on the “individual’s viewpoint” (Duck, 1973, p. 147).  In 

negotiation literature, relationship has been defined as “a subjective experience” 

(Greenhalgh, 1987, p. 237).  One interpersonal relationship study measured relationship 
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as “a perception of the participants or as a function of that perception, not as a 

phenomenon independent of their observations” (Kenny & Kashy, 1991, p. 6). 

Like in other disciplines, the construct of relationship as conceptualized in the 

public relations scholarship involves the perceived quality of an organization-public 

relationship.  It has been demonstrated that relationship quality outcomes have been well 

captured by the perceptions of the parties involved in the relationships (Dougall, 2006; Ki 

& Hon, 2005, 2007).  Along the same lines, Broom, Casey, and Ritchey (1997) indicated 

that a relationship is built when the parties “have perceptions” about the relationship (p. 

95).  For instance, Broom and Dozier (1990) measured organization-public relationships 

based on the perceptions of organizations and key publics to evaluate the degree of 

agreement and accuracy.  Another study that measured organization-public relationships 

focused on the public’s perceptions about trust, openness, involvement, investment, and 

commitment with an organization (Ledingham & Bruning, 1998) and demonstrated that 

these variables impacted both the public’s loyalty and supportive behavioral intentions 

toward the organization as long as the members of the public perceived the organization’s 

relationship building efforts.  

Based on Huang’s (1997) study, Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999) identified the four 

relationship dimensions of control mutuality, satisfaction, trust, and commitment by 

measuring the public’s perceptions of the relationship.  Bruning and Ledingham (2000) 

also assessed organization-public relationships by measuring the public’s perceptions of 

personal,6 professional,7 and community8 relationships.  They revealed that the 

                                                 
6 Personal relationship - how a member of the public is treated as an individual (Bruning & 
Ledingham, 2000).  
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perceptions members of the public had about their personal and professional relationship 

with the organization strongly influenced the public’s assessment of overall satisfaction 

with the organization.  Additionally, popularly employed relationship measurement 

scales have their roots in interpersonal communication studies.  Most scholars in the field 

of interpersonal relations conceptualized relationships either as individuals’ perceptions 

or a function of their perceptions (Ki & Hon, 2007).  Thus, it is logical to make an 

assumption that relationships can be measured by the perceptions held by the members of 

the public.  

Attitude 

Attitude is one of the most extensively used concepts in social science research and 

has been defined in various but similar ways for several decades.   In the early ‘60s, 

Rosenberg and Hovland (1963) conceptualized attitude as “predispositions to respond in 

a particular way toward a specified class of objects” (p. 1).  One of the most popularly 

used definitions of attitude is “a learned predisposition to respond in a consistently 

favorable or unfavorable manner with respect to a given object” (Fishbein & Ajzen, 

1975, p. 6).  Mitchell and Olson (1981) demonstrated that attitude is “an individual’s 

internal evaluation of an object” (p. 318). 

Scholars in psychology described several characteristics and features of attitude.  

For instance, Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) illustrated the characteristics of attitude as “a 

learned predisposition to respond in a consistently favorable or unfavorable manner with 

                                                                                                                                                 
7 Professional relationship - how good of a job an organization performs for a public in providing 
services or products (Bruning & Ledingham, 2000).  

8 Community relationship - how an organization is thought of as a corporate citizen or a member 
of the community (Bruning & Ledingham, 2000).  
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respect to a given object” (p. 6).  This description explains the three fundamental features 

of attitude: 1) the notion that attitude is learned; 2) attitude predisposes action (behavior); 

and 3) such actions are consistently favorable or unfavorable toward the object (Fishbein 

& Ajzen, 1975).  Attitude is usually viewed as a latent or underlying variable that is 

assumed to guide or influence behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).   

In public relations, greater attention has been given to evaluating the public’s 

attitude in order to measure the overall impact or effectiveness of a public relations 

program.  As Lindenmann (2002) pointed out, attitude research measures not only what 

the public says about something but also what they feel and how they are inclined to act 

(their motivational or drive tendencies).  Given the importance of attitude research in 

measuring public relations outcomes, the perceptions of organization-public relationships 

are used here to predict the public’s attitude toward the organization.  This research 

assumes that perceptions precede shifts in attitude because the relationship literature 

suggests that relationship perceptions are antecedents of supportive (or absence of 

unsupportive) feelings and behaviors among publics toward organizations.  In particular, 

this study defines attitude as “evaluation of an organization by members of a public.”  

This study assumes the relationship perception that members of a public have impact the 

way they feel about the organization.  

Behavior Intentions  

Behavioral intention is also one of the most popularly used concepts in social 

behavior research.  Scholars have produced various definitions of behavioral intention.  

Behavioral intention is “the immediate determinant of behavior, and when an appropriate 

measure of intention is obtained it will provide the most accurate prediction of behavior” 

(Azen & Fishbein, 1980, p. 41).  In another definition, Perloff (2003) explained the 



46 

 

conceptualization of behavioral intentions as “the intention to perform a particular 

behavior, a plan to put behavior into effect” (p. 92).  

This study adopted behavioral intentions instead of actual behavior for several 

reasons.  First, observing actual behavior is often difficult, particularly at the time that 

research is conducted, so social scientists frequently measure behavioral intentions as a 

predictor of actual behavior (Ki & Hon, 2007).  Second, and more importantly, asking 

people about their behavioral intentions is the most reliable predictor of behavior, and 

behavioral intentions tend to be identical to behavior since most social behavior is under 

the individual’s control (Perloff, 2003).  Lastly, behavioral intentions are an intermediate 

variable between attitude and behavior, according to the theory of reasoned action 

(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) and the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991).   

Hierarchy of Effects  

The current study adopts a hierarchy of effects model to explain the sequence of 

influence among relationship perceptions, attitude toward the organization, and behavior.  

The theory explains the long-term effect of communication activities, which is related to 

today’s public relations goals which emphasize relationship management, especially a 

stable, long-term relationship with the organization’s strategic publics.  The effect that 

the hierarchy of effects theory explains is precisely the type of communication that 

researchers have considered public relations activities to be.  Therefore, the theory can be 

used to measure the effectiveness of public relations depending on each developmental 

stage.  

A “hierarchy” refers to “graded or ranked series” (Merriam-Webster's collegiate 

dictionary, 2006, p. 586).  As the definition implies, the hierarchy theory explains that 

communication effects occur through a number of stages.  This theory can provide a 
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meaningful description of the connections between relationship perception, attitude, and 

behavior as a series of stages that members of a public might go through (see Jeffres & 

Perloff, 1997).   

While Lavidge and Steiner (1961) established the fundamental theoretical 

perspective of the hierarchy theory to measure advertising’s effectiveness, according to 

Barry (1987), Palda (1964) was the first to use the term, ‘hierarchy of effects.’9  This 

theoretical perspective originates in social learning (Bandura, 1986; Lavidge & Steiner, 

1961) and the diffusion of innovations theory (Rogers, 1995; Valente, Paredes, & Poppe, 

1998), and has functioned as a major theoretical framework in marketing communication 

(Ray, 1973; Barry, 1987) and other research areas related to behavioral decision-making.  

Studies in such mass communication areas as advertising (Ray, 1982), public relations, 

health communication, and political communication have actively applied this 

perspective (Chaffee & Roser, 1986).  

Three primary classifications—cognition (=perception), affect (=attitude), and 

behavior—are involved in the hierarchy of effects.  They are parallel to the three major 

levels of the typical attitude structure components of cognitive, affective, and conative 

(Ray, 1973).  The cognitive element contains several variables such as attention, 

awareness, comprehension, and learning.  Although some studies considered them to be 

somewhat different variables (e.g., Greeno & Bjork, 1973; Kintsch, 1970), they all have 

                                                 
9 For a detailed description of the historical development of the hierarchy of effects, see Barry, T. 

E. (1987). The development of the hierarchy of effects: An historical perspective. Current Issues 
and Research in Advertising, 10, 251-295.  He categorized three development steps of the 
hierarchy of effects—early development, modern development, and challenge and defense 
(Barry, 1987, p. 252).  The current study adopted the framework of the theory for the modern 
development stage since the hierarchy of effects model in the early development stage focuses 
on only immediate outcomes or effects.  The focus of communication effects in public relations 
is the long-term.  
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typically fallen under the cognitive category (Ray, 1973).  The affective component 

includes the variables of interest, evaluation, attitude, feeling, conviction, and yielding.  

The variables intention, behavior, and action are grouped under the category of ‘conative’ 

(Ray, 1973).   

Despite the on-going debate on the sequence of influence by which the three 

components are arranged, this theoretical perspective suggests that communication 

effects occur through a series of steps, including cognition, affect, and behavior (CAB) 

(Berelson, 1996; Lavidge & Steiner, 1961; McGuire, 1986; Severin & Tankard, 2001).  

Cognitive reaction is thought to precede the effect on attitude, which precedes a 

behavioral reaction (Ray, 1973).  Attitude is a reasoned product of perception and is a 

reliable predictor of behavior (Chaffee & Roser, 1986).  Herein, public relations is 

considered a communication activity so that the theory of a hierarchy of effects can 

explain how the effects of public relations can occur. 

Although scholars in public relations have not extensively applied the theory of 

hierarchy of effects to relationship cognitions, attitude, and behaviors, some have 

attempted to link relationship perceptions and attitude or relationship attitude and 

behaviors.  For example, Ledingham and Bruning (1998) examined the link between five 

relationship dimensions—trust, openness, involvement, investment, and commitment—

and attitude toward an organization.  Their study revealed that “organizational 

involvement in, and support of, the community in which it operates can engender loyalty 

toward an organization among key publics when that involvement/support is known by 

key publics (p. 63).”  In another study, Bruning and Ledingham (2000) investigated 

consumers’ perceptions of three types of relationships (personal, professional, and 
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community relationships) with a bank and found that consumers’ perceptions of personal 

and professional relationships had a significant impact on their evaluations of their 

overall satisfaction with the organization.  Bruning (2002), who studied the university-

student relationship as it relates to student retention, found that relationship attitude is 

different between students who return and those who leave, suggesting that links between 

relationship attitude and outcome behaviors exist.  None of these studies, however, has 

suggested a comprehensive model explaining perceptions, attitude, and behavior, nor 

their linkages.  

Therefore, this study drew the following research question.  
 

• Research Question 6: What is a model linking relationship quality perception, 
attitude, and behavioral intentions? 

Based on the literature, the two following hypotheses were drawn.    

• HP3: A public’s perceptions of its relationship with the organization will influence 
the public’s attitude toward the organization.  

• HP4: A public’s attitude toward the organization will influence the public’s 
behavioral intentions.  

 

Relationship 
Perception Attitude

Behavioral 
Intention

 HP 3  HP 4

 
Figure 2-6.  Proposed model linking relationship quality perception, attitude, and 

behavioral intentions 

 
In addition to the traditional sequential model explained above (cognition → affect 

→ behavior), several alternative orders among cognition, affect, and behavior have been 

suggested (Ray, Sawyer, Rothschild, Heeler, Strong, & Reed, 1973).  From available 

alternative orders, this study adopted a low-involvement hierarchy which might usefully 
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explain the sequential influence of public relations on the members of a low-involvement 

public.  Therefore, the current study adopted a low-involvement hierarchy to find the best 

model of sequence for the linkages between relationship perception, attitude, and 

behavior for low-involved publics.   

The Low-Involvement Hierarchy  

The low-involvement hierarchy is also called the cognitive-conative-affective 

model.  Krugman (1965) attacked the standard sequential order in the hierarchy of effects 

model, which is conceptually similar to Fishbein’s theory of reasoned action’.10  

Krugman (1965) developed the low-involvement hierarchy to explore why television 

advertisements had significant combination effects on the viewer even though 

experimental research seemed to reveal only minimal effects on an individual’s attitude 

change.  He implied that most television watchers do not pay attention to the 

advertisement, meaning there was either no or little perceptual defense against the 

messages.  

According to the theory, when individuals are in a low involvement condition, they 

might proceed directly from their cognitive impact to action without reasoned action, 

followed by attitude change.  In other words, minimal awareness comes first, followed by 

behavior or trial, and then attitude process.  This theory has usually been used to explain 

situations in which individuals are involved, but alternatives have led to little or no 

differentiations. 

                                                 
10 The basic concept of the ‘theory of reasoned action’ is the collection of attitude toward 
behavior and subjective norms that cause behavioral intentions, which drive behavior (Fishbein, 
1980).  For a detailed description of the theory of reasoned action, see Fishbein, M. (1980). A 
theory of reasoned action: Some applications and implications. In M. M. Page (Ed.), Nebraska 
symposium on motivation (Vol. 27). Lincoln, Nebraska: University of Nebraska Press. 
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The theory of the low-involvement hierarchy of effects can be applied to 

organization-public relationships.  Take for example how a member of a public who is 

only marginally aware of his or her relationship with the American Cancer Society or of 

the organization itself will donate money to a breast cancer prevention program run by 

the American Cancer Society.  Although that member of the public did not form any 

attitude toward the organization prior to their donation (behavior), he or she is more 

likely to establish a positive attitude toward the organization to justify behavior after 

conducting that behavior.   

Applying the theory to an organization-public relationship, members of a public, 

who have just started a relationship with an organization or have been in the relationship 

for only a short period of time, are most likely to have minimal awareness of the 

relationship or even the organization than those who have been in a relationship with an 

organization for a long period of time.  Although members of the public did not have any 

attitude toward the organization initially or prior to starting the relationship with the 

organization, they are more likely to develop a positive attitude toward the organization 

in order to support their choice.   

The behavioral intentions in this study are based on the low-involvement hierarchy 

theory, which assumes that the relationship perception of a public with low-involvement 

with an organization (meaning in a relationship with that organization for a short period 

of time) might affect their behavior toward that organization.  Also, their attitude toward 

the organization might be affected by their behavioral intentions.  Based on this logic, the 

following two hypotheses were drawn: 

o HP-5: For a public experiencing low-involvement, the public’s 
relationship perception will positively influence their behavior. 
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o HP-6: For a public experiencing low-involvement, the public’s behaviors 
will positively influence their attitude toward the organization. 

 

Relationship
Perception Behavior Attitude

 HP5  HP6

 
Figure 2-7.  Proposed model linking relationship quality outcome perception, behaviors, 

and attitude (based on low-involvement hierarchy of effects) 

 
Comprehensive Model  

Based on the literature explained throughout this chapter, the suggested 

comprehensive model links relationship maintenance strategies, relationship quality 

outcomes, attitude, and behaviors.  Figure 2-8 illustrates the relationship maintenance 

strategies that precede relationship quality outcomes, and positively affect attitude, a 

predictor of supportive behavior.  Thus, this study suggests the following research 

question: 

• Research Question 7: What is a model linking relationship maintenance strategies, 
relationship quality outcomes, attitude, and behavior? 

 

Relationship 
Maintenance 

Strategies

Positive 
Attitude

Supportive 
Behaviors

Relationship 
Quality 

Outcome

Figure 2-8.  The comprehensive model 
 

Summary of Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Based on the nature of this study and the literature review, seven research questions 

and six hypotheses were drawn.  
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• Research Question 1: How can relational maintenance strategies be measured? 

• Research Question 2: To which and what extent is relationship maintenance 
strategies positively connected with which relationship quality outcomes? 

• Research Question 3: What is a reliable and valid relationship quality outcome 
measurement?  

• Research Question 4: Which of the four indicators represents relationship quality 
outcomes the most? 

• Research Question 5: How do relationship quality outcome indicators affect each 
other? 

o HP-1: The degree of satisfaction will positively influence the degree of 
trust. 

o HP-2: The degree of trust will positively influence the degree of 
commitment. 

 
• Research Question 6: What is a model linking relationship quality perception, 

attitude, and behavioral intentions? 

o HP-3: A public’s perceptions of its relationship with the organization will 
influence the public’s attitude toward the organization.  

o HP-4: A public’s attitude toward the organization will influence the 
public’s behavioral intentions.  

o HP-5: For members of a public experiencing low-involvement, their 
relationship perception will positively influence their behaviors. 

o HP-6: For members of a public experiencing low-involvement, their 
behaviors will positively influence their attitude toward the organization.  

 
• Research Question 7: What is a model linking relationship maintenance strategies, 

relationship quality perception, attitude and behavior?
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this study is to elucidate the concepts of relationship maintenance 

strategies and relationship quality outcomes and to test causal linkages among 

relationship maintenance strategies, relationship quality outcomes, attitude, and 

behavioral intentions.  The following models were proposed and tested: 

Two measurement models: 

• A measurement model of relationship maintenance strategies—access, positivity, 
openness, sharing of tasks, networking, and assurances  

• A measurement model of relationship quality outcomes—control mutuality, 
satisfaction, trust, and commitment 

Five causal models (structural equation models): 

• A model to test linkages among relationship quality outcomes 

• A model to test which and to what extent relationship maintenance strategies affect 
relationship quality outcomes  

• Two models to test linkages between relationship quality outcome perception, 
attitude, and behavioral intentions  

o Sequential order 1: relationship quality perception → attitude → behavior 
o Sequential order 2: relationship quality perception → behavior → attitude  
 

• A comprehensive model that links relationship maintenance strategies, relationship 
quality outcomes, attitude, and behavior toward an organization  

This chapter first explains the approach to developing measurement scales and the 

appropriateness of the method for this study and goes on to describe the ways in which 

the data were collected.  This chapter then gives an overview of the operationalization of 

variables, validity and reliability tests, pretest procedures/results, and statistical methods.  
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Multiple regression, principal component analysis, confirmatory factor analysis, and 

structural equation modeling were the main statistical procedures used for analyzing the 

collected data.  

The Process of Developing Measurement Scales 

The first step necessary for testing the proposed models is to develop measurement 

scales for each variable.  This study develops a measurement scale for relationship 

maintenance strategies and refines an existing measurement scale for organization-public 

relationship based on the steps for developing a summated rating scale, which is also 

known as multivariate measurements, proposed by Spector (1992).  Latent constructs 

such as relationship maintenance strategies and relationship quality outcomes require 

multiple items to more accurately capture the complexity of the constructs.  The 

framework introduced by Spector (1992) is useful for multiple-item scale development 

and is composed of five major steps.  Figure 3-1 shows the procedures involved in scale 

development.    

1. Define Construct

2. Design Scale

3. Pilot Test

4. Administration & Item   
    Analysis

5. Validation and Norm
 

Figure 3-1.  Major steps for developing a measurement scale (Spector, 1992, p. 8) 
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During the first step of scale development, the constructs of interest—relationship 

maintenance strategies and relationship quality outcomes—should be defined as clearly 

as possible.  As described in the previous chapter, this study defines relationship 

maintenance strategies as “any organizational behavioral efforts that attempt to sustain or 

cultivate relationships with strategic publics” and relationship quality outcomes as 

“factors that determine or characterize successful relationships between an organization 

and its strategic publics.”  

The second step involves designing the scale, which is associated with the format 

of the scale and includes selecting response choices.  In this study, all of the questions 

aside from demographic background information were asked using a nine-point Likert 

scale.   

A nine-point Likert scale was chosen for this study based on the guidelines of 

summated rating scale construction.  According to Spector (1992), a greater number of 

choices would be better, because more choice results in greater accuracy.  Regarding the 

number of response choices, it has been suggested that between five and nine choices are 

optimal for most uses (Ebel, 1969; Nunnally, 1978).   The researcher selected the nine-

point scale, which provides respondents with the most choices.  Additionally, the nine-

point Likert scale includes options ranging from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree 

(9) and Neutral (5).  However, no verbal labels for the remaining scale points were 

employed for this study.  This format of agreement choices, which is bipolar and 

symmetrical around a neutral point, is one of the most appropriate to use for summated 

scale development (Spector, 1992).   

In the third step of scale development, the researcher should conduct a pilot-test for 

the initial version of measurement items with a handful of participants who were asked to 
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critique the measurement items.  In this step, these participants should identify which 

items are unclear or confusing as well as which items cannot be rated along the 

dimension chosen.  The measurement items then should be revised based on feedback 

and comments from the participants (the pilot test procedure will be explained later in 

this chapter).    

The fourth step involves a full administration with at least 100 to 200 respondents 

completing the measurement items and a subsequent item analysis.  The data then are 

used to determine internal consistency of the measurement items.  The coefficient alpha 

is used to calculate the extent to which the items are internally consistent and reliable.  

When successful internal consistency of the measurement items is determined, it is 

possible to proceed to the final step.  Otherwise, the researcher should go back to an 

earlier step to revise the scale.   

A series of validation checks should be conducted to identify whether the items 

measure as predicted (the validation process is explained in detail in the reliability and 

validity section).  This step tests whether the underlying items measure each construct 

properly.  Then, data are collected for verification of the theoretical prediction.  On the 

basis of evidence collected, the scale is evaluated to determine whether it measures the 

construct as intended.   

 Spector (1992) identified four characteristics that make a scale a summated rating 

scale.  First, a scale should incorporate multiple items.  As the name literally indicates, 

multiple items should be combined or summated.  Each variable in this study is 

represented by at least four measurement items to assess each indicator.  Second, each 

individual item should measure something that has an underlying, quantitative 

measurement continuum, meaning that the scale measures an attribute of something that 
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varies quantitatively rather than qualitatively.  This study quantitatively measures each 

variable using a nine-point Likert scale with responses ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) 

to 9 (strongly agree).  Third, each item has no “right” or “wrong” answer.  This 

characteristic differentiates the summated rating scale from a multiple-choice test.  

Respondents can independently rate each statement based on their own thoughts and 

feelings.  Lastly, each measurement item should be a statement that participants are asked 

to rate using several response choices.  As mentioned above, this study uses nine-point 

Likert scales for each statement so that respondents have several response choices.  The 

researcher selected the procedures of developing summated rating scales, because the 

measurement scales the researcher is developing are well-suited for the four 

characteristics explained above.  Moreover, a well-developed summated rating scale can 

demonstrate reliability and validity.  This chapter follows the order of the scale 

development procedure framework. 

Population and Samples 

To select an organization for this study, the researcher sent a letter requesting 

sponsorship for the research to five organizations listed as places of employment for 

members of a departmental advisory council for a public university.  The letter 

highlighted the objectives of the study and the benefits that an organization would receive 

if it sponsored the research.  Two of the organizations responded to the letter, and the 

researcher selected the one that was more responsive and willing to support the research.   

The selected organization was the Florida Farm Bureau (FFB hereafter), which is 

the largest agricultural organization in Florida, a state in which agriculture is the second 

most important economic activity (“Florida Quick Facts,” 2006).  The organization was 

created in the 1940s in order to handle a broad range of agricultural issues or concerns 
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(“The 1940s”, 2006).  FFB is an independent, non-governmental, voluntary organization 

representing its members, who are primarily farmers and ranch families.  As of 2006, the 

organization also represents sixty-four county level farm bureaus in Florida (“Welcome 

to Florida Farm Bureau,” 2006). 

The programs and services FFB provides are diverse, including those related to 

insurance,1 labor, and legislation.  The organization provides services such as estate 

planning, safety, research on taxation and environmental rules, legislative lobby, and 

testimony before various agriculture hearings on behalf of the Farm Bureau among many 

others (“The 1960s,” 2006).  Since FFB is a grass roots organization, communication 

with its members is vital to the organization’s operation.  As a part of its public relations 

programs, the organization offers regular communication to its members through such 

efforts as publishing FloridaAgriculture and producing regular radio and television 

programs (“The 1970s,” 2006).    

In the United States, all 50 states and Puerto Rico have a state level farm bureau 

and several county level farm bureaus.2  Individual members belong to a county farm 

bureau, which is a member of a state farm bureau.  State level farm bureaus attempt to 

enforce policies or rules that their members suggest and provide programs and services 

which can improve members’ quality of life and well-being (“We are Farm Bureau,” 

2006).  The relationship with members is essential to organizations such as the Farm 

Bureaus, because all of the organizations’ activities are based on their interactions with 

members.  More importantly, the organization’s life and power are dependent on its 
                                                 
1 Insurance that has been provided to its members is not limited to general causality insurance 
such as fire, wind, hail, hurricane, etc, but also includes life and auto mobile insurances, etc.  

2 All state level farm bureaus in the United States are listed in the following Web site of the 
American Farm Bureau.  http://www.fb.org/state/ 
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membership.  The best way for this kind of organization to improve its power and 

influence is to increase its number of members, which in turn increases the sheer force of 

its membership (Kile, 1948).  If a farm bureau did not make efforts to sustain or cultivate 

better relationships with its members, members would not likely remain affiliated with 

the organization.  

The population of this study is composed of current members of FFB, which now 

has a membership of over 140,000 (“Welcome to Florida Farm Bureau,” 2006).  These 

members could provide meaningful evaluations about the strategies FFB has employed 

for maintaining relationships with them as well as the quality of their relationships with 

FFB.  It is obvious that the members are a key public and target for FFB’s relationship 

building efforts.   

The researcher sent questionnaires to 2,100 of the current FFB members.  This 

sample size was selected based on several criteria.  To test the proposed models using 

structural equation modeling, at least 200 valid cases are required.  The general response 

rate of mail surveys ranges between 5 and 40% (Babbie, 2001).  Using invitation, follow-

up, and replacement survey questionnaires will increase the response rate by at least 5%.  

To reach the minimum number of valid responses based on the mail survey literature, it 

was necessary to send about 2,000 questionnaires.  An additional 100 questionnaires were 

added for replacement of unusable cases.  The individuals used in this study were 

randomly selected from the FFB membership directory (N=2,100).   

Quantitative Research Approach 

This study employed a survey as the primary data collection method.  Babbie 

(2001) referred to survey research as “the administration of questionnaires to a sample of 

respondents selected from some population” (p. 282).  The major concerns of this study 
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dealt with developing a solid measurement scale for the two main constructs—

relationship maintenance strategies and relationship quality outcomes—and exploring the 

causal links among these constructs.  The survey method, which is applicable to non-

experimental data, is most suitable for these research purposes.  According to Weisberg, 

Krosnick, and Bowen (1996), the survey method is appropriate to use when measuring 

answers to questions concerning attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors.  They also suggested 

that surveys are appropriate for measuring attitudes (or preferences), belief (including 

predictions and assessments of importance), or facts (including past behavioral 

experiences).  

Like any other research method, the survey method has its strengths and 

weaknesses.  The first strength of the method is that a survey can be employed to 

investigate problems in a realistic setting (Wimmer & Dominick, 2000).  Second, the cost 

of a survey is reasonable considering the amount of information it allows a researcher to 

gather (Wimmer & Dominick, 2000).  A researcher also can control expenses by 

choosing the most appropriate of the four survey research techniques—telephone, mail, 

personal interview, or group administration.  Third, a researcher can easily collect a large 

amount of data from a variety of people, examine a large number of variables (e.g., 

demographics, social economic status, motives, attitude, behavioral intentions, etc.), and 

use multivariate statistics to analyze the data collected.  

Despite these strengths, survey research has been criticized for displaying several 

weaknesses.  As Babbie (2001) noted, a survey can seldom effectively address the 

context of social life.  Babbie also pointed out that survey researchers can rarely develop 

a “feel” for the total life situation in which respondents are thinking and operating to the 

same extent as participant observers are able to (p. 237).  Similarly, Sypher (1990) 



62 

 

pointed out that traditional quantitative methods cannot “bring to life the nuances of work 

life and talk” (pp. 3-4).  Qualitative methods are needed to often deal with a depth of 

contextual information (Marshall & Rossman, 1998).  Despite these weaknesses, 

quantitative research is still the most useful approach for this study.  As stated in the first 

chapter, the primary purpose of this study is not to explore the impact of the specific 

contextual variables on public relations practices or to use these variables as the basis for 

data interpretation.  Rather, one of the objectives of this study is to attempt to find cause-

and-effect models among relationship maintenance strategies, relational outcomes, 

attitude, and behaviors in reality.  The cause-and-effect models function on verifiable 

truth, Popper (1965) argued.  Therefore, a quantitative research method is more suitable 

for this study than a qualitative one. 

Pretest 

Before mailing the survey, a one-time pilot test was conducted to ascertain the 

quality of the questionnaire items.  The primary purpose of the pretest was to make sure 

that the questionnaire was understandable and that the questions would produce valid 

responses.  The pilot test was administered online from April 21 to April 29, 2006 with 

one e-mail reminder.  An e-mail requesting participation in the pilot study was sent to 

140 current members of FFB.  Out of 140, 16 emails failed to be delivered.  Out of 124 

valid samples, 28 members participated in the pilot test, resulting in a 23 percent response 

rate for the pilot study.  Respondents were asked to identify ambiguous or unclear items 

and provide suggestions for changes.  

The pilot test revealed that a couple of questions related to relationship 

maintenance strategies were not applicable to the members of the public in this study.  

For example, several members commented that they have never used the organization’s 
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Web site, so that they could not answer the questions related to Web site.  It is reasonable 

that many current members of FFB may not be familiar with new technology due to their 

industry (agriculture) characteristics as well as the fact that the participant demographics 

were skewed toward older members.  As a result, the word ‘Web site’ was dropped from 

the survey, and Web site related questions were modified to become questions related to 

general communication medium.  One of the original questions, ‘The information FFB 

provides on its Web site for members is of little use to them,’ was changed to ‘The 

information FFB provides for members is of little use to them.’  The other question was 

changed from ‘FFB’s Web site provides members with adequate contact information’ to 

‘FFB provides members with adequate contact information.’   

Mail survey 

A large-scale mail survey was conducted to measure relationship maintenance 

strategies and organization-public relationships and to test the models proposed.  A mail 

survey was favored over other available survey methods such as one-on-one interviews, 

telephone surveys, etc.  Because it is necessary to have at least 200 data points for each 

variable to test the proposed models using structural equation modeling, it would not 

have been feasible to conduct one-on-one interviews.  In addition, telephone surveys have 

a high rejection rate due to people’s annoyance with telemarketing calls.  Furthermore, 

telephone surveys are useful for asking only a short list of questions, while a mail survey 

can make large samples feasible at a reasonable cost and easily accommodates the long 

list of questions required for this study (Babbie, 2001).   

The mail survey was administered statewide.  Generally, a mail survey achieves a 

response rate of 5 to 40 percent.  However, a low return casts doubt on external validity 

of the findings.  To generalize the results of any study’s findings, it is essential to produce 
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a response rate that is as high as possible.  A response rate of about 50 percent is 

commonly considered as generalizable (Babbie, 2001).   To increase response rate, this 

study used three waves of mailing.  A brief pre-notice postcard was sent to each 

respondent a few days prior to sending the main questionnaire.  In the second mail, each 

of the randomly selected individuals received a package that contained a cover letter, the 

survey questionnaire, and a return envelope with paid postage (see Appendix A to F for 

samples of mail survey items).  As the last wave, a follow-up reminder was mailed one 

week after the original questionnaire was sent.  Additionally, a replacement survey packet 

was sent to the participants who had not responded two weeks after the initial mailing.   

Measures 

Relationship maintenance strategies 

In this study, relationship maintenance strategies describe the organization’s 

behavioral efforts to maintain or cultivate a relationship with its key publics.  Concepts 

representing six dimensions of relationship maintenance strategies—access, positivity, 

openness, sharing of tasks, networking, and assurances—were adopted from Hon and J. 

E. Grunig (1999).  A nine-point Likert scale, including responses ranging from Strongly 

Disagree (1) to Neutral (5) and Strongly Agree (9) with no verbal labels for scale points 

two through eight, accompanies each statement.   

To develop the measurement items for relationship maintenance strategies, this 

study adopted the scales by Stafford and Canary (1991) and significantly modified them 

to be applicable to organization-public relationship settings.  For example, one of the 

items measuring positivity in interpersonal relationships originally stated, “S/he is very 

nice, courteous and polite when we talk” and was changed to “FFB’s communication 

with members is courteous.”  To establish additional measurement items for relationship 
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maintenance strategies, the researcher asked three top-level public relations professionals 

who are key decision-makers in FFB’s public relations program to list all the 

communication strategies and tactics that they believe represent each relationship 

maintenance strategy.  The practitioners were provided with the definition of each 

maintenance strategy and then were asked for specific examples.  Based on their answers, 

some of the relationship maintenance strategies were developed.  The strategy items were 

randomly ordered.  Table 3-1 shows questionnaire items for each strategy.  

Table 3-1.  Relationship maintenance strategies measurement items 
 
Access 
  2. FFB provides members with adequate contact information. 
  8. FFB provides members with opportunities to meet its staff.  
26. When members have questions or concerns, FFB is willing to answer their inquiries. 
29. FFB provides members with adequate contact information for specific staff on  
      specific issues. 
 
Positivity 
  1. Attending FFB’s annual meeting is helpful to members. 
  7. The member benefits (i.e. insurance services, bank services, etc.) FFB provides are  
      important to members. 
13. Receiving regular communications (e.g., FloridaAgriculture) from FFB is beneficial  
      to members.  
15. FFB’s communication with members is courteous. 
18. FFB attempts to make its interactions with members enjoyable. 
27. The information FFB provides members with is of little use to them. [R] 
28. FFB is cooperative when handling disagreements with members. 
 
Openness 
  3. FFB’s Annual Report is a valuable source of information for members about what  
      FFB has done. 
12. FFB shares enough information with members about the organization’s governance. 
22. FFB’s member meetings are a valuable way for members to communicate their  
      opinions to FFB. 
24. The issue briefings FFB provides help members understand the issues. 
25. FFB does not provide members with enough information about what FFB does with   
      members’ dues. [R] 
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Table 3-1.  Continued 
 
Sharing of Tasks 
  5. FFB works with members to develop solutions to problems that benefit members. 
6. FFB is involved in managing community issues that members care about  

      (e.g., disaster relief, environmental protection). 
  9. FFB works effectively to resolve regulatory issues its members are facing such as  
      pesticide or food safety issues. 
16. FFB and members do not work well together at solving joint problems. [R] 
 
Networking 
11. FFB effectively builds coalitions with groups (i.e. Suwannee Partnership) that impact  
      members. 
17. The coalitions that FFB forms with other agricultural groups benefit FFB members. 
20. The Ag Coalition for legislative activities that FBB is involved in is helpful to FFB  
      members. 
21. FFB’s alliances with other like-minded groups are useless to members. [R] 
 
Assurances 
  4. FFB makes a genuine effort to provide personal responses to members’ concerns. 
10. Members do not believe that FFB really cares about their concerns. [R] 
14. FFB communicates the importance of members. 
19. FFB’s policy development process allows members adequate opportunity to raise an  
     issue and propose a solution. 
23. When members raise concerns, FFB takes these concerns seriously. 
Note: [R] indicates reverse code. 
 
Relationship quality outcomes 

Items representing the four dimensions of organization-public relationships—

control mutuality, satisfaction, trust, and commitment—were adopted from Hon and J. E. 

Grunig’s (1999) relationship indices.  This study adopted the full version of their 

measurement items, which had never previously been tested so that version needed to be 

refined.  The relationship items were presented in random order.  Table 3-2 shows the 

initial version of the organization-public relationship measurement items for the FFB.  
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Table 3-2.  Relationship quality outcome measurement items 
 
Control Mutuality 
  4. FFB believes the opinions of members are legitimate. 
  5. Florida Farm Bureau (FFB) neglects members. [R] 
  9. When dealing with members, FFB has a tendency to throw its weight around. [R] 
12. FFB really listens to what members have to say. 
16. FFB seems to ignore members’ opinions in the decisions that affect members. [R] 
21. When members interact with FFB, members feel that they have some sense of control. 
24. FFB cooperates with members. 
29. Members have influence with the decision makers at FFB. 
 
Satisfaction 
  7. Both FFB and members benefit from their relationship.  
11. Members are dissatisfied with their interaction with FFB. [R] 
13. Members are happy with FFB.  
15. Generally speaking, members are unhappy with the relationship FFB has established  
      with them. [R] 
19. Members enjoy dealing with FFB. 
26. FFB fails to satisfy members’ needs. [R] 
27. Members feel they are important to FFB. 
31. In general, nothing of value has been accomplished by FFB for members. [R] 
 
Trust 
  2. FFB treats members fairly and justly. 
6. Whenever FFB makes an important decision, members know FFB will consider the  
    decision’s impact on members. 

10. FFB can be relied on to keep its promises to members. 
14. FFB takes the opinions of members into account when making decisions. 
17. Members feel very confident about FFB’s abilities. 
22. Members believe that FFB lacks the ability to accomplish what it says it will do. [R] 
25. Sound principles guide FFB’s behavior. 
29. FFB misleads members. [R] 
 
Commitment 
  1. FFB is trying to maintain a long-term commitment to its members. 
  3. There is only a short-term bond between FFB and its members. [R] 
  8. FFB wants to maintain a positive relationship with its members. 
18. Compared to other farm organizations, members value their relationship with  
      Florida Farm Bureau the most. 
20. Members would rather work with FFB than without it. 
23. Members want to have a relationship with FFB. 
30. Members feel a sense of loyalty to FFB. 
Note: [R] indicates reverse code. 
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Although these four relationship indicators have been examined and commonly 

used as the measure of organization-public relationships, it is uncertain that these 

relationship indicators are actually measuring the relationship between an organization 

and its public.  Therefore, this study examines the extent to which these four indicators 

explain relationship quality outcomes.  This study assesses relationship quality by asking 

respondents to state their overall assessment of the quality of their relationships with the 

organization on a nine-point Likert scale ranging from very negative (1) to very positive 

(9). 

Attitude 

The category of attitude toward the organization is defined as the public’s overall 

evaluation of the organization.  Attitude was also evaluated by using a nine-point scale 

ranging from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (9) and Neutral (5) with no verbal 

labels for scale points two through eight accompanying each statement.  The following 

statements were used to measure attitude (“Members’ impression of Florida Farm Bureau 

is favorable.” “Members’ impression of Florida Farm Bureau is negative,” “Florida Farm 

Bureau is useful to members,” and “Members dislike Florida Farm Bureau.”).  Most of 

the studies using this scale have reported a highly reliable coefficient of items, ranging 

from .84 to .97 (Woo, 2001).   

Behavioral intentions 

Scholars have often used behavioral intentions rather than measures of actual 

behavior, because intentions are the most reliable predictor of people’s real behavior.  

Moreover, behavior intention, behavior, and action are grouped under the same 

“conative” heading (Ray, 1973).  Thus, it was reasonable to use behavioral intentions 
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instead of behavior for the current study.   Also, the current study considers behavioral 

intentions and behaviors equally.  

The scales measuring behavioral intentions were taken from Zeithaml, Berry, and 

Parasuraman (1996), although they were significantly modified for the organization and 

the purposes of this research.  Three items were developed that used the same nine-point 

Likert scale as the organization-public relationship items (Very Unlikely (1) to Very 

Likely (9) and Neutral (5)).  The statements measuring current members’ behavioral 

intentions were the following: [“Members would recommend membership in Florida 

Farm Bureau to other farmers.” “Members would retain their membership in Florida 

Farm Bureau even if membership in a comparable association were available.” “Members 

would like to retain their membership with FFB for at least another five years.”]. 

Involvement 

Although there are several different ways of measuring involvement (Day, Stafford, 

& Camacho, 1995), this study uses the number of years each individual has been a 

member of the organization to measure involvement.  Length of time is often considered 

an involvement because a measure of involvement increases as the length of time 

increases (Evans, 1993).   

More often than not, varying the direction of questions can minimize bias from 

participants.  So roughly a third of the questionnaire items were negatively worded.  

Researchers usually add negative words such as no or not to reverse the questionnaire 

items.  However, this approach can increase measurement error because participants 

easily miss the word or true meaning of questions (Spector, 1992).  Adopting the 

suggestion of Spector (1992), the meanings of a third of the questionnaire items were 

reversed without using negatives if possible.  For example, a measurement item for 
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control mutuality stating, “This organization and people like me are attentive to what 

each other say,” was changed to “Florida Farm Bureau neglects members” to reverse the 

meaning of the statement.   

Demographic information 

Several demographic items were addressed at the end of the questionnaire, 

including gender, age, level of education, ethnicity, area of the state the respondents came 

from, and their main commodity.  

Reliability and validity test 

In quantitative research, two important concepts should be considered in order to 

establish the quality of measurement—reliability and validity.3  Using the summated 

rating-scale format to develop measurement items for relationship maintenance strategies 

and relationship quality outcome items ensures reliability and validity.  It is often 

suggested that a well-developed summated rating scale can have sound reliability and 

validity, because the scale usually has good psychometric properties (Spector, 1992).  

Reliability means the ability of a measure to provide the same result comparably 

over time.  Reliability is important, because unreliable measures cannot be used to 

determine the relationships between variables.  Of the several types of reliability, this 

study focuses on internal reliability, which is also known as internal consistency.  Internal 

consistency reliability is associated with the question of whether various subparts of a test 

can provide comparable data.  By and large, Coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1951) is used 

to measure internal consistency.  Alpha is an overall measure of how well the items that 

                                                 
3 To see the overview of reliability and validity in detail, see Carmines, E. G., & Zeller, R. A. (1979). 
Reliability and validity assessment. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 
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measure the same characteristics are correlated with each other.  The results of reliability 

for this study are discussed in the following chapter.  

Reliability is not a sufficient condition for establishing validity.  That is, a 

consistent measure does not guarantee that it measures what it is designed to measure.  

Validity is related to whether a scale actually measures what the researcher intended it to 

measure.  Several types of validity have been widely tested in social science research—

face validity, content validity, and construct validity.  Face validity is the simplest and 

most basic kind of validity.  This validity can be achieved by looking over the 

questionnaire items to check if, on the surface, they measure what they appear to 

measure.  Face validity is usually accepted based on the credibility of the researcher.  

Content validity can occur by asking experts in the study area to review the measures.  

Content validity should investigate two aspects: “the thoroughness with which the 

construct to be scaled and its domain were explicated and the extent to which the scale 

items represent the construct’s domain” (Parasuraman et al., 1988, p. 28).  Since these 

two validities (face and content) are based on credibility and authority, they were 

achieved through several scholars’ examination of the measures before the survey was 

conducted.  Before the pretest, the researcher consulted with three public relations 

professors, each of whom had more than five years of experience in conducting empirical 

research in the area of relationship management, to ensure the quality of the 

questionnaire.   

The last validity to be considered for this study is construct validity, which relates 

to whether the scores measure the hypothetical construct that the researcher believes they 

do (Calder, Phillips, & Tybout, 1983; Kline, 2005).  Construct validity is measured 

indirectly because hypothetical constructs cannot be directly observed.  Among numerous 
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available options for assessing construct validity, confirmatory factor analysis is a 

valuable tool.  Therefore, this study uses confirmatory factor analysis to evaluate 

construct validity of the hypothetical constructs for this study.  

Data Reduction and Data Analysis 

Prior to the data analysis procedure, the scores of negatively worded items, i.e. 

items 10, 16, 21, 25, 27 in relationship maintenance strategies measurement, items 3, 5, 9, 

11, 15, 16, 22, 26, 29, 31 in organization-public relationship measurement, and items 2 

and 4 in attitude measurement were reversed to gain a factor score in a positive direction.  

Items without responses were coded as missing data. 

Statistical Procedures for Data Analysis 

The following statistical methods were employed for data reduction and data 

analysis.  For the construct measurements such as relationship maintenance strategies and 

relationship quality outcome, this study used principal component analysis (PCA)4 to 

reduce the observed variables to a small set of composite components.  In other words, 

PCA was used to form a composite indicator.   

It was determined that PCA would be more appropriate to use for this study than 

exploratory factor analysis, which is also called common factor analysis.5  In order to 

justify using PCA as a factor analytic method for this study, it is necessary to explain the 

difference between inductive and deductive approaches and the appropriate factor 

analysis for each approach.  In the deductive approach, which is an exploratory approach, 

                                                 
4 To find the overview of principal component analysis, the following reference is recommended:  
Dunteman, G. H. (1989). Principal component analysis. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

5 To see the detailed comparison of principal component analysis and exploratory factor analysis, 
the following source is useful: Park, H. S., Dailey, R., & Lemus, D. (2002). The use of 
exploratory factor analysis and principal components analysis in communication research. Human 
Communication Research, 28, 562-577.  
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items are administrated to subjects first.  Then factor analytic procedures are performed 

in an attempt to reveal the constructs within the items.  The deductive approach is an 

exploratory approach, and the conceptual work is focused on result interpretation instead 

of developing hypotheses.   In this case, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is more 

appropriate because the purpose of EFA is to find a latent structure of observed variables 

by uncovering common factors that influence the measured variables (Park, Dailey, & 

Lemus, 2002).   

A study using an inductive approach starts the defining constructs based on the 

existing literature (Spector, 1992).  Then, the definitions of the constructs guide 

subsequent measurement items.  The theoretical ideas guide the validation of the 

developmental work.  It is obvious that this research used an inductive approach for scale 

development, because the definition of each construct (i.e., six indicators of relationship 

maintenance strategies and four indicators of relationship quality outcomes) was 

established based on guidelines in the existing literature on the topic.  The construct 

definition guides the subsequent scale development (subsequent measurement items for 

each construct).  For a study employing an inductive approach, PCA is more appropriate 

than EFA because the objective of PCA is to reduce measured variables (observed 

variables) into a smaller set of composite components.  Also, a principal component is an 

exact mathematical transformation of the original variables (Algina, 2005).  This means 

that the principal components are not latent variables (factors), and scores of the principal 

components can be computed exactly.  

In order to determine how many factors to extract, the current study used the 

eigenvalue-greater-than-one rule and the scree test.  The items with low factor loadings 

on intended factors or those highly loaded on unintended factors were eliminated.    
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After removing those items, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to 

confirm the theoretical factor structure and test for the generalizability of the factor 

structure over different data sets and to obtain answers to the following two research 

questions: “How can relational maintenance strategies be measured?” (RQ 1) and “What 

is a reliable and valid relationship quality outcome measurement?” (RQ3).  CFA can 

specify which variables define which factor.  It can test construct validity (reliability 

between items) and discriminant validity (difference between factors).  Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficient was employed to test the internal consistency of the measurement items.   

Multiple Regression Analysis 

This study used stepwise regression analysis to obtain answers to the following two 

research questions: “To which and what extent is relationship maintenance strategies 

positively connected with which relationship quality outcomes? (RQ2) and “Which of the 

four indicators represent relationship quality outcomes the most?” (RQ4).  In research 

question 2, relationship maintenance strategies are independent variables, and 

relationship quality outcomes are dependent variables.  Multiple regression analysis is 

useful to identify which relationship maintenance strategies (i.e., access, positivity, 

openness, sharing of tasks, networking, and assurances) significantly relate to 

relationship quality outcomes (i.e. control mutuality, satisfaction, trust, and commitment).  

In the fourth research question, each relationship quality outcome is an independent 

variable, and the overall evaluation of the relationship is a dependent variable.  It has 

been suggested that to regress the public’s perceptions regarding overall relationship 

quality on each relationship dimensions can be an effective approach for evaluating the 

relative importance of relationship dimensions (Huang, 2001b; Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & 
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Berry, 1988).  Therefore, multiple regression analysis identifies which relationship 

indicators explain overall relationship quality most accurately.   

Structural Equation Modeling 

To test if the proposed models fit the data, this study used structural equation 

modeling (SEM), a multivariate technique combining aspects of multiple regression and 

factor analysis to simultaneously estimate a series of interrelated relationships.  Kaplan 

(2000) also described SEM as “a melding of factor analysis and path analysis into one 

comprehensive statistical methodology” (p. 3).  One of the greatest advantages of SEM is 

its ability to accommodate measurement error directly into the estimation of a series of 

dependent relationships (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998).  A two-step procedure 

of structural equation modeling was used.  In the process, the first stage estimates the 

measurement model, which establishes associations between latent (unobserved or factor) 

variables6 and multiple observed items, and relates to confirmatory factor analysis.  The 

second stage estimates the structural model, which uses the measurement model that was 

estimated from the first stage (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Hair et al., 1998; James, 

Muliak, & Brett, 1982; Kenny, 1979; Kline, 2005; Muliak, James, Van Alstine, Bennett, 

Lind, & Stillwell, 1989; Williams & Hazer, 1986).  

SEM helps to obtain answers to the following research questions and hypotheses:  

• Research Question 5: How do relationship quality outcome indicators affect each 
other? 

o HP-1: The degree of satisfaction will positively influence the degree of 
trust. 

                                                 
6 Latent variables are the underlying constructs that cannot be directly measured by any one set of 
measures, but they are hypothesized to affect particular observed variables in the measurement 
model (Holbert & Stephenson, 2002).  However, the latent variables are what researchers want to 
capture, which cannot be measured by any one form of observed variable (Duncan, 1975). 



76 

 

o HP-2: The degree of trust will positively influence the degree of 
commitment.   

 
• Research Question 6: What is a model linking relationship quality perception, 

attitude, and behavioral intentions? 

o HP-3: A public’s perceptions of its relationship with the organization will 
influence the public’s attitude toward the organization.  

o HP-4: A public’s attitude toward the organization will influence the 
public’s behavioral intentions.  

o HP-5: For members of a public experiencing low-involvement, their 
relationship perception will positively influence their behaviors. 

o HP-6: For members of a public experiencing low-involvement, their 
behaviors will positively influence their attitude toward the organization. 

 
• Research Question 7: What is a model linking relationship maintenance strategies, 

relationship quality perception, attitude and behavioral intentions? 

 
In structural equation modeling, sample size plays a significant role in the 

estimation and interpretation of the results.  Although there is no universally accepted 

single indicator for determining a reasonable sample size in SEM, it has been suggested 

that a minimum of four cases per parameter to be investigated is a desirable sample size 

(Tanaka, 1987).  Also, a minimum sample size of 200 is recommended in order to be 

suitable (Hoyle & Kenny, 1999).  The final sample size of this study is 385, which is 

sufficient for using the SEM to analyze the data.7 

Model Fit 

In order to evaluate the degree to which the proposed models fit the observed data, 

this study utilized several criteria, as shown in Table 3-3. The most widely used model 

estimator is maximum likelihood (ML) (Bollen, 1989; Chou & Bentler, 1995).  ML is 

appropriate to use for large samples because it assumes normality of the sample, which 

                                                 
7 The following four factors influence the sample size: 1) the specific model fitted to the analyzed data, 2) 
model size, 3) normal distribution of observed variables, and 4) statistical method(s) employed for purposes 
of parameter estimation and model testing (Hair et al., 1998, pp. 604-605).  
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leads to normal error distribution.  In other words, with a large sample size, ML is robust 

to deviation from normal distribution (Hu, Bentler, & Kano, 1992). 

First, the χ2 goodness of fit statistic is used as an index of model adequacy with a 

nonsignificant value indicating a good fit to the data.  Instead of using the value of χ2 

itself, this study used the ratio of χ2 to the degree of freedom because χ2 is quite sensitive 

to sample size, according to Bollen (1989). A value less than five of the ratio generally 

indicates a good fit (Bollen, 1989).  Other common fit indices indicating how well the 

specified model explains the observed data are as follows: comparative fit index (CFI), 

goodness of fit index (GFI), normed fit index (NFI), root mean squared residual 

approximation (RMSEA), and root mean squared residual (RMR).  For CFI, GFI, and 

NFI, values range from 0 to 1.00, with higher values indicating better fit; .90 and above is 

commonly regarded as a good fit.  RMSEA values close to .08 or less typically indicate 

good fit (Byrne, 2001; Kline, 2005).  RMR should be equal to or smaller than .05.  Also, 

regression coefficients for the hypothesized structural relations also were reported with 

their statistical significance.  Significant alpha levels for all tests are .05. 

Table 3-3.  Model fit criteria 
Models Fit  Criteria 
Chi-square/(df) <5 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI)  >.90 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) > .90 
Normed Fit Index (NFI) > .90 
Rood Mean Squared Error Residual (RMSEA)  <.08 
Root Mean square Residual (RMR) <.05 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 

This chapter consists of five parts.  The first portion offers a description of the data 

collected, specifying respondents’ demographic information and response rates.  The 

second section addresses descriptive statistics while the third part provides an overview 

of the results of the two measurement models – relationship maintenance strategies and 

organization-public relationship.  Fourth, the results of stepwise regression analysis 

including correlation analysis are provided followed by path analysis.  Last, the results of 

structural equation modeling for all proposed and tested models are explained.   

Description of Samples 

A statewide mail survey was distributed on May 11, 2006.  One week before the 

mail survey packages were sent, an invitation postcard was sent to each member of the 

sample group.   Twenty-one hundred questionnaires were sent to randomly selected 

members from the current membership directory of the Florida Farm Bureau.  One week 

later, reminders were sent to each sample member.  Two weeks after mailing the original 

questionnaires, replacement packages were sent to those in the sample group who did not 

initially respond.   

Response Rate 

Of the 2,100 questionnaires mailed, a total of 453 were collected.  Among the 453 

collected surveys, 405 surveys were completed, 5 surveys were incomplete, 18 were 

refused and returned by the respondents, and 25 surveys failed to deliver and were 

returned by the United States Postal Service (USPS).  Although response rate is typically 
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calculated based on the number of complete questionnaires with reporting units divided 

by the number of usable questionnaires in the sample (Frankel, 1983; Groves, 1989; 

Massey, 1995), there are numerous ways of determining response rates.  Based on the 

response rate equations suggested by the American Association for Public Opinion 

Research, the response rates calculated for this study range from 19.00 percent to 19.75 

percent (“Standard definitions,” 2006) as shown in Table 4-1.  On the basis of the most 

extensively used response rate, RR4, the response rate of this study is 19.75 percent.   

Among the 410 complete or partially complete surveys, only complete surveys (N 

= 405) were considered for analysis, thus eliminating the incomplete surveys (N = 5) 

from the data set.  Out of 405 complete surveys, 20 of the questionnaires which displayed 

response set (i.e., answers that were the same for all of the questions) were dropped.  As a 

result, only 385 surveys remained for use in the final data analysis.  

Table 4-1.  Response rate calculation 
RR Type Formula Application Result 
RR11 Complete / total  405/2100 19.00
RR2 Complete / (total – non-delivered) 405/ (2100-25) 19.51
RR3 (Complete + incomplete) / total  (405+5) /2100 19.52
RR4 (complete + incomplete) / (total – non-

delivered) 
(405+5)/(2100-25) 19.75

Adopted from American Association for Public Opinion Research (AAPOR, 2006, p.32).  
Note: RR indicates response rates.  Total=the number of surveys mailed 
 
Demographics  

As shown in Table 4-2, among the 381 respondents in the sample, 251 (67.8%) 

were males, 119 (32.2%) were females, and 11 respondents did not answer the gender 

question.  Comparing the proportion of gender for the pretest (82% for male vs. 28% for 

female), females demonstrated greater participation in the main survey.  However, the 

composition of gender of the sample showed an explicit difference with that of the 

                                                 
1 RR1 is the minimum response rate.  
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population2 (“2002 Census of Agriculture State Profile”), indicating that the sample was 

skewed toward male individuals.   

As Table 4-2 shows, the sample included a notably low number of young members 

(under 35 years old) (N = 10, 2.8%) and a large number of older (65 and older) members 

(N = 190, 52.4%) compared to the population (8.6% (under 35 years old) vs. 22.1% (65 

and older)).  The average respondent age was 64, which is older than the average 

population age (M = 57).  Also, as compared to the average age of the pretest participants 

(M = 49), the main survey participants were significantly older.  Therefore, it can be said 

that the sample was skewed toward older members. 

With respect to education, approximately 7% of respondents had some schooling, 

another 29% had received a high school diploma, about 50 percent attended college, and 

another 17% had received a graduate degree.3  In terms of race, respondents indicating a 

‘White/Caucasian’ background dominated participation in the survey (N = 360, 96.5%), 

accurately reflecting the ethnic distribution of the population. Only one African American 

participated (.3%) along with three Latino/Hispanics (.8%), seven Native Americans 

(1.9%), one Anglo (.3%), and one respondent indicated other (e.g., multiracial).   

With regard to the geographical background of the respondents, most were from the 

North Central portion of the state (N = 84, 22.8%) followed by the Southeast (N = 78, 

21.2%).  Sixty-three respondents were from Northwest (17.1%), 46 resided in the 
                                                 
2 This study uses the demographic data from United States Department of Agriculture - Florida 
Agricultural Statistics Service, because the demographic information about the member 
population of Florida Farm Bureau is not available. There may be some differences between the 
demographic information from Florida Agricultural Statistics Service and the member population 
of Florida Farm Bureau. However, the demographic information used here is the most similar 
available to that of the population of the Florida Farm Bureau members.  

3 The demographic information from United States Department of Agriculture does not provide 
educational information about the population.  Therefore, comparison of demographic 
information in this category could not be provided.  
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Northeast (12.5%), 36 indicated East Central (9.2%), 30 answered West Central (11.5%), 

and 11 participants were from the Southwest (4.2%).  

In response to the question concerning the participants’ representative commodity, 

the most prevalent commodity indicated was livestock (N = 138, 38.7%).  Approximately 

13% were engaged in work related to forestry (N = 46), approximately ten percent dealt 

with citrus (N = 37), about nine percent were involved in ornamental horticulture (N = 

33), seven percent produced field crops (N = 25), about six percent grew other fruits and 

vegetables (N = 21), one percent specialized in dairy (N = 4), and about 15 percent 

indicated other in response to this question (e.g., gardening, hay, etc).  The mean number 

of years that participants had been members of the organization was 26 years.  Compared 

to the pretest participants (M = 17 years), the main survey participants had been affiliated 

with the organization for a longer period of time.   

In summary, the sample of the current study was skewed toward older male White 

individuals.  

Table 4-2.  Sample demographic description 
Variables Category Frequencies Percentage 
Gender Male 251 65.9
 Female 119 32.2
 Total 370 100.0

Under 25 years old 2 .6
24-34 8 2.2
35-44 12 3.3
45-54 67 18.5
55-64 83 22.9
65-74 99 27.3
75 years and older 91 25.1

Age 

Total 362 100.0
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Table 4-2.  Continued 
Variables Category Frequencies Percentage 

Some schooling 25 6.7
High school diploma 108 29.0
Some college 106 28.5
Bachelor’s degree 71 19.1
Some graduate school 23 6.2
Graduate degree 29 7.8
Doctoral degree 10 2.7

Education 
(Highest level 
of education) 

Total  372 100.0
Race White/Caucasian 360 96.5
 African American 1 .3
 Asian American 0 0
 Latino/Hispanic 3 .8
 Native American 7 1.8
 Anglo 1 .3
 Other 1 .3
 Total 373 100.0

North Central 84 22.8
Southeast 78 21.2
Northwest 63 17.1
West Central 47 12.8
Northeast 46 12.5
East Central 36 9.8
Southwest 13 3.5
Other 1 .3

Area of the state 

Total 368 100.0
Livestock 138 38.7
Forestry 46 12.9
Citrus 37 10.4
Ornamental horticulture 33 9.2
Field crops 25 7.0
Other fruits and vegetables 21 5.9
Dairy 4 1.1
Others 53 14.8

Representative 
Commodity 
 

Total 357 100.0
 N Min Max Mean  SD
Years of 
Membership 

328 1 61 25.88 13.83

 
Descriptive Statistics  

For the descriptive statistics, mean and standard deviation were utilized because all 

of the measurement variables—relationship maintenance strategies, relational outcomes, 

attitude and behavioral intentions—were metric (=numeric).  The means and standard 
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deviations of all measurement items and constructs appear in Table 4-3 for relationship 

maintenance strategies, Table 4-4 for relationship quality outcomes, and Table 4-5 for 

attitude and behavioral intentions.  As previously stated, nine-point Likert scales ranging 

from (1) strongly disagree to (9) strongly agree were used in all measures.     

Relationship Maintenance Strategies   

The mean score for the total relationship maintenance strategies was 7.03.  Among 

the measures of six relationship maintenance strategies, the respondents rated positivity 

highest and openness lowest (M = 7.23 vs. M = 6.75).  Apparently, respondents generally 

believed that the organization made an effort to foster a positive relationship with 

members, but they felt the organization has not effectively provided enough information 

about the nature of the organization and its current activities.  Sharing of tasks was 

ranked as the second highest relationship maintenance strategy (M = 7.17, SD = 1.49) 

followed by assurances (M = 7.10, SD = 1.47), access (M = 7.05, SD = 1.53), networking 

(M = 6.89, SD = 1.40), and openness (M = 6.75).   

With respect to access, the respondents moderately agreed that FFB provided 

enough contact information to them (M = 7.39) and that the organization was willing to 

answer their inquiries or concerns that are raised (M = 7.19).  However, they thought the 

opportunities of meeting FFB’s staff (M = 6.72) and obtaining contact information for 

specific staff on specific issue were more limited (M = 6.87).   

In regard to positivity, respondents believed that FFB’s communication with them 

was courteous (M = 7.89) and that the communication materials they received were quite 

beneficial (M = 7.85) and useful to them (M = 7.33).  Also, they moderately agreed that 

the membership benefits they received were important to them (M = 7.73) and that FFB 

made efforts to make its interaction with members enjoyable (M = 7.41).  The 
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respondents, however, demonstrated the lowest levels of agreement with respect to the 

helpfulness of the annual meeting (M = 6.05) and FFB’s cooperation with handling their 

disagreements (M = 6.44).  Specifically, approximately 50 percent of the respondents 

said that they had no positive or negative opinions about the annual meeting (N = 180) 

while only 17 percent strongly agreed that the annual meeting was useful to them.  In 

reference to the cooperation of the organization in handling disagreements, more than 40 

percent of the respondents had a neutral opinion (N = 149) while 21 percent strongly 

agreed with the statement about cooperativeness (N = 77).  

On the questions regarding openness, the respondents agreed moderately that the 

annual report is a valuable source of information concerning FFB’s accomplishments and 

efforts of the year (M = 7.09) and that the member meetings provide a valuable venue for 

them to communicate their opinions to FFB (M = 7.01).  Respondents indicated lower 

levels of agreement regarding the manner in which FFB shares governance of the 

organization with members (M = 6.63) and the helpfulness of issue briefings in 

understanding the issues (M = 6.98).  They least agreed that FFB provided members with 

information about how the organization utilizes member dues (M = 6.02).  Particularly, 

more than 50 percent of the respondents disagreed with the statement to some degree (N 

= 189).  

The respondents’ answers to the four items dealing with sharing of tasks were 

similar in ranges with the average values ranging from 7.09 to 7.23, indicating that 

participants moderately agreed that FFB had made significant efforts to work on projects 

or solve problems of mutual interest between themselves and the organization.  They 

thought that FFB and members worked well together to solve joint problems (M = 7.12) 

and that the organization worked with them to develop solutions that benefit members (M 
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= 7.22).  Specifically, the respondents seemed to agree that FFB worked effectively to 

solve regulatory issues they were facing (M = 7.23) and also took care of community 

issues (M = 7.09).  

With respect to networking, the respondents believed that the Ag coalition (M = 

7.28) and the coalition that FFB formed with other agricultural groups (M = 7.14) were 

useful to them.  Specifically, more than 55% of the respondents highly agreed with the 

usefulness of the Ag coalition (N = 203).  They agreed to a somewhat lesser extent with 

the statements specifying that FFB’s alliance with other like-minded groups are useful to 

them (M = 6.82) and that FFB effectively builds coalitions with groups that impact 

members (M = 6.31).  

With reference to assurances, the respondents displayed the highest levels of 

agreement with the idea that FFB communicated the importance of members (M = 7.34).  

Specifically, more than 55 percent of them strongly or somewhat agreed with the 

statement (N = 123).  Also, they believed that FFB cared about their concerns (M = 7.26), 

that the organization made a genuine effort to provide personal responses to members’ 

concerns (M = 7.24), and that the organization seriously addressed the concerns that 

members raised (M = 6.99).  However, the respondents agreed least with the statement 

that FFB’s policy development process provided enough opportunity for members to 

raise issues and propose solutions (M = 6.66).  Particularly, approximately 30 percent of 

the respondents had neutral opinions about the statement (N = 114).         
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Table 4-3.  Descriptive statistics for relationship maintenance strategies 
Variables Mean SD 
Relationship Maintenance Strategies  (N = 365) 
Access  7.05 1.53
Q1-2. FFB provides members with adequate contact information. 7.39 1.66
Q1-8. FFB provides members with opportunities to meet its staff. 6.72 2.02
Q1.26. When members have questions or concerns, FFB is willing to  
             answer their inquiries. 

7.19 1.91

Q1-29. FFB provides members with adequate contact information for  
            specific staff on specific issues. 

6.87 1.84

Positivity 7.23 1.33
Q1-1. Attending FFB’s annual meeting is helpful to members. 6.05 1.87
Q1-7. The member benefits (i.e. insurance services, bank services, etc.)  
          FFB provides are important to members. 

7.73 1.69

Q1-13. Receiving regular communications (e.g., Florida Agriculture) from  
            FFB is beneficial to members. 

7.85 1.47

Q1-15. FFB’s communication with members is courteous. 7.89 1.60
Q1-18. FFB attempts to make its interactions with members enjoyable. 7.41 1.65
Q1-27. The information FFB provides members with is of little use to  
             them. [R] 

7.33 2.04

Q1-28. FFB is cooperative when handling disagreements with  
            members. 

6.44 1.97

Openness  6.75 1.40
Q1-3. FFB’s Annual Report is a valuable source of information for  
          members about what FFB has done. 

7.09 1.80

Q1-12. FFB shares enough information with members about the   
            organization’s governance. 

6.63 1.76

Q1-22. FFB’s member meetings are a valuable way for members to  
            communicate their opinions to FFB. 

7.01 1.89

Q1-24. The issue briefings FFB provides help members understand the  
            issues. 

6.98 1.75

Q1-25. FFB does not provide members with enough information about  
            what FFB does with members’ dues. [R] 

6.02 2.48

Sharing of Tasks  7.17 1.49
Q1-5. FFB works with members to develop solutions to problems that  
           benefit members. 

7.22 1.85

Q1-6. FFB is involved in managing community issues that members care  
          about (e.g., disaster relief, environmental protection). 

7.09 1.40

Q1-9. FFB works effectively to resolve regulatory issues its members are  
          facing such as pesticide or food safety issues. 

7.23 1.79

Q1-16. FFB and members do not work well together at solving joint  
            problems. [R] 

7.12 2.14
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Table 4-3.  Continued 
Variables Mean SD 
Relationship Maintenance Strategies  (N = 365) 
Networking  6.89 1.40
Q1-11. FFB effectively builds coalitions with groups (i.e. Suwannee  
            Partnership) that impact members. 

6.31 1.69

Q1-17. The coalitions that FFB forms with other agricultural groups  
            benefit FFB members. 

7.14 1.82

Q1-20. The Ag Coalition for legislative activities that FFB is involved in  
            Is helpful to FFB members. 

7.28 1.69

Q1-21. FFB’s alliances with other like-minded groups are useless to  
             members.  [R] 

6.82 2.41

Assurances  7.10 1.47
Q1-4. FFB makes a genuine effort to provide personal responses to  
           members’ concerns. 

7.24 1.89

Q1-10. Members do not believe that FFB really cares about their concerns.   
            [R] 

7.26 2.21

Q1-14. FFB communicates the importance of members. 7.34 1.78
Q1-19. FFB’s policy development process allows members adequate  
            opportunity to raise an issue and propose a solution.  

6.66 1.85

Q1-23. When members raise concerns, FFB takes these concerns seriously. 6.99 1.87
Note: N = the sample size after listwise deletion for missing variables. [R] indicates reverse-coding.  
 
Relationship Quality Outcomes  

The mean score for the total relational outcomes was 7.35, which indicated a 

positive evaluation by the respondents concerning their relationship with FFB.  The mean 

values for the four indicators in the relationship quality outcomes were as follows: 7.48 

for commitment, 7.45 for satisfaction, 7.32 for trust, and 7.14 for control mutuality as 

indicated in Table 4-4. 

Overall, the respondents most strongly agreed that something of value had been 

accomplished by FFB for its members (M = 7.93), which is one of satisfaction items.  

This response correlates with participants’ high overall satisfaction rating concerning 

their relationship with the organization.  More than 70 percent of the members who 

participated in this study strongly agreed with the statement (N = 226).  However, 

respondents agreed least with the statement regarding the influence they had with 
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decision makers at the organization (M = 6.53), which is one of the control mutuality 

measurement items.  This item seemed to lead to a lower average score in the category of 

control mutuality (M = 7.14) as compared to the other three relationship indicators.   

Broadly, the respondents indicated a moderate degree of agreement on statements 

related to control mutuality in the relationship.  Seventy-two percent of the respondents 

noted some levels of agreement with the statement, FFB believes the opinions of 

members are legitimate (M = 7.14, N = 262).  Similarly, 80 percent of the respondents 

agreed that the organization did not have a tendency to throw its weight around when 

dealing with them4 (M = 7.16, N = 292).  The results showed that the respondents 

possessed similar levels of agreement with the following two statements, FFB seems to 

ignore members’ opinions in the decisions that affect members5 and FFB cooperates with 

members (M = 7.31 and M = 7.37, respectively).  Also, about 50 percent of the 

respondents demonstrated some level of agreement in reference to the statement that FFB 

listened to what they had to say (M = 6.98), and approximately 60 percent of them agreed 

with the statement, When members interact with FFB, members feel that they have some 

sense of control (M = 6.79).  Nevertheless, only 46 percent of respondents agreed that 

they had influence with the decision makers at the organization (M = 6.53).  

The respondents were highly satisfied with the relationship they had with FFB 

(overall mean of satisfaction = 7.46).  Especially, more than 60 percent of the 

respondents strongly agreed that FFB had achieved something valuable for them (M = 

7.97, N = 226), and 43 percent of them expressed strong agreement that both they and 

FFB benefited from the relationship (M = 7.75, N = 155).  Approximately 40 percent of 

                                                 
4 The statement was reverse-coded. 

5 The statement was reverse-coded.  



89 

 

them were highly satisfied with their interaction with the organization (M = 7.30), and 

similar portions of the participants indicated a great deal of happiness with the 

relationship FFB had established with them (M = 7.41).  Likewise, 46 percent strongly 

believed that FFB successfully satisfied their needs (M = 7.51).  The remaining three 

statements had relatively lower levels of agreement than other satisfaction items: 

Members are happy with FFB (M = 7.22), Members enjoy dealing with FFB and 

Members feel they are important to FFB (M = 7.24 for the last two).  

The members in this study generally had established some level of trust with the 

organization.  Particularly, a majority of the respondents (59%) strongly believed that the 

organization did not mislead them (M = 7.82, N = 214).  Forty-two percent of them 

strongly agreed that FFB treated them fairly and justly (M = 7.72, N = 153).  

Additionally, they believed that sound principles guided the behavior of the organization 

(M = 7.36).  Although many agreed with the statement, Whenever FFB makes an 

important decision, members know FFB will consider the decision’s impact on members 

(M = 7.28), about 26 percent expressed some level of disagreement that the organization 

took members’ opinions into account when making decisions (M = 6.96).  The remaining 

three statements related to trust received similar levels of agreement: Members feel very 

confident about FFB abilities, Members believe that FFB lacks the ability to accomplish 

what it says it will do,6 and FFB can be relied on to keep its promises to members (M = 

7.26, 7.16, and 7.12, respectively).  

Overall, the members of the publics who responded to this study expressed a higher 

level agreement related to commitment in the relationship between themselves and the 

organization than they did for any other relationship indicator.  More than 45 percent of 

                                                 
6 The statement was reverse-coded. 
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the participants in this study expressed strong agreement with both of the following 

statements: FFB wants to maintain a positive relationship with members and Members 

would rather work with FFB than without it (M = 7.82 and M = 7.74, respectively), and 

43 percent strongly disagreed that there was only a short-term bond between them and 

FFB7 (M = 7.16).  Forty-four percent of the respondents strongly agreed that the 

organization was attempting to maintain a long-term commitment to them (M = 7.71).  

More than 50 percent of the members of the public who participated in this study wanted 

to keep a relationship with FFB (M = 7.59) and a similar portion of respondents felt 

loyalty to the organization (M = 7.37).  Meanwhile, approximately 30 percent disagreed 

or had neutral opinions about the statement that compared to other farm organizations, 

members value their relationship with the organization the most (M = 7.04).  

In summary, the members of the publics who participated in the current study 

evaluated their relationship with the organization (FFB) fairly positively across all 

indicators of relationship quality outcomes including control mutuality, satisfaction, trust, 

and commitment.  In particular, they rated commitment at the highest level followed by 

satisfaction, trust, and control mutuality.  Therefore, the members are fairly committed to 

their relationship with FFB, however; they believed that comparatively more power 

balance is needed.  

Table 4-4.  Descriptive statistics of relationship quality outcomes  
Variables Mean SD 
Relationship Quality Outcome (N = 366) 
Control Mutuality  7.14 1.61
Q2-4. FFB believes the opinions of members are legitimate. 7.20 1.87
Q2-5. Florida Farm Bureau (FFB) neglects members. [R] 7.77 1.95
Q2-9. When dealing with members, FFB has a tendency to throw its  
           weight around. [R] 

7.16 2.23

 
                                                 
7 The statement was reverse-coded. 
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Table 4-4.  Continued 
Variables Mean SD 
Relationship Quality Outcomes (N = 366)        
Control Mutuality  7.14 1.61
Q2-12. FFB really listens to what members have to say. 6.98 2.07
Q2-16. FFB seems to ignore members’ opinions in the decisions that affect  
            members. [R] 

7.31 2.03

Q2-21. When members interact with FFB, members feel that they have  
             some sense of control. 

6.79 1.99

Q2-24. FFB cooperates with members. 7.37 1.77
Q2-28. Members have influence with the decision makers at FFB.  6.53 2.02
Satisfaction  7.46 1.47
Q2-7.   Both FFB and members benefit from their relationship. 7.75 1.65
Q2-11. Members are dissatisfied with their interactions with FFB. [R] 7.30 2.02
Q2-13. Members are happy with FFB.  7.22 1.82
Q2-15. Generally speaking, members are unhappy with the relationship  
             FFB has established with them. [R] 

7.41 1.94

Q2-19. Members enjoy dealing with FFB. 7.24 1.77
Q2-26. FFB fails to satisfy members’ needs. [R] 7.51 2.04
Q2-27. Members feel they are important to FFB. 7.24 1.91
Q2-31. In general, nothing of value has been accomplished by FFB for  
             Members. [R] 

7.97 1.73

Trust  7.32 1.53
Q2-2. FFB treats members fairly and justly. 7.62 1.85
Q2-6. Whenever FFB makes an important decision, members know FFB 
will consider the decision’s impact on members. 

7.28 1.78

Q2-10. FFB can be relied on to keep its promises to members. 7.12 1.98
Q2-14. FFB takes the opinions of members into account when making 
decisions. 

6.96 1.98

Q2-17. Members feel very confident about FFB’s abilities. 7.26 1.74
Q2-22. Members believe that FFB lacks the ability to accomplish what it 
says it will do. [R] 

7.16 2.12

Q2-25. Sound principles guide FFB’s behavior. 7.36 1.86
Q2-29. FFB misleads members. [R] 7.82 1.88
Commitment  7.49 1.38
Q2-1.   FFB is trying to maintain a long-term commitment to members. 7.71 1.70
Q2-3.   There is only a short-term bond between FFB and members. [R] 7.16 2.29
Q2-8.   FFB wants to maintain a positive relationship with members. 7.82 1.73
Q2-18. Compared to other farm organizations, members value their  
             relationship with Florida Farm Bureau the most. 

7.04 1.83

Q2-20. Members would rather work with FFB than without it. 7.74 1.65
Q2-23. Members want to have a relationship with FFB. 7.59 1.54
Q2-30. Members feel a sense of loyalty to FFB. 7.37 1.74
Note: N = the sample size after listwise deletion for missing variables. [R] indicates reverse-coding. 
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Attitude and Behavioral Intentions 

As indicated in Table 4-5, the mean scores for attitude and behavioral intentions 

were 8.01 and 7.73, respectively.  The respondents rated attitude toward the organization 

somewhat higher than their supportive behavioral intentions (M = 8.01 vs. M = 7.73).  

Moreover, the mean score of attitude was rated as highest across all indicators.  

Specifically, sixty-six percent of the respondents strongly disagreed with the statement 

that members dislike Florida Farm Bureau8 (M = 8.25, N = 241).  Also, fifty-eight 

percent of the members who responded to this study expressed strong disagreement with 

the item stating that Florida Farm Bureau is negative (M = 8.05, N = 213).  Consistent 

with the results, more than 40 percent of the respondents strongly agreed with the 

usefulness (M = 7.94) and favorableness of the organization (M = 7.79).   

The majority of the respondents had strong behavioral intentions, meaning that they 

would recommend membership in the organization to other farmers (M = 7.88) and that 

they would like retain their membership with the organization for at least another five 

years (M = 7.76).  Approximately forty-two percent of the members who participated in 

the survey strongly believed that they would retain their membership in FFB even if 

membership in a comparable association were available (M = 7.53).  

In summary, the respondents overall tended to have strong positive attitude toward 

the organization and were more likely to behave in a supportive manner toward the 

organization while attitude scores were higher than behavioral intentions.   

                                                 
8 The statement was reverse-coded. 
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Table 4-5.  Descriptive statistics of attitude and behavioral intentions  
Variables Mean SD 
Attitude (N = 374) 8.01 1.36
Q3-1. Florida Farm Bureau is favorable. 7.79 1.56
Q3-2. Florida Farm Bureau is negative. [R] 8.05 1.60
Q3-3. Florida Farm Bureau is useful to members. 7.94 1.46
Q3-4. Members dislike Florida Farm Bureau. [R] 8.25 1.44
Behavioral Intentions (N = 374) 7.73 1.55
Q4-1. Members would recommend membership in Florida Farm Bureau to  
          other farmers. 

7.88 1.67

Q4-2. Members would retain their membership in FFB even if  
          membership in a comparable association were available. 

7.53 1.88

Q4-3. Members would like to retain their membership with FFB for at  
          least another five years. 

7.76 1.68

Note: N = the sample size after listwise deletion for missing variables. [R] indicates reverse-coding.  
 
Reliability of Initial Measurement Items 

Table 4-6 displays the result of Cronbach’s alpha reliability test for the initial 

measurement items.  Although there is no universally accepted standard, one of the most 

widely accepted rules of thumb is that the alpha should be at least .70 for a scale to 

demonstrate internal consistency (Nunnally, 1978).  It has been suggested that a 

Cronbach coefficient alpha of approximately .90 is excellent, around .80 is very good, 

and values around .70 are adequate (Hair et al., 1998; Kline, 2005).  Based on the 

suggested criteria of reliability, three relationship quality outcome indicators—control 

mutuality, satisfaction, and trust—and attitude were considered to have an ‘excellent’ 

reliability because the alphas for the variables were larger than .90.  Three relational 

maintenance strategies (access, positivity, assurances), the relational outcome 

commitment, and behavioral intentions were deemed to have ‘very good’ reliability 

because the alphas were larger than .80.  All of the remaining variables demonstrate 

alphas higher than .70, which are perceived to be in the ‘good’ reliability range.  

Therefore, all of the items examined had appropriate levels of reliability.  
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Table 4-6.  Results of reliability tests of initial measurement items 
Variable # of items # of cases Cronbach’s α Cronbach’s α 

(standardized) 
 
Relationship Maintenance Strategies 
Access 4 374 .84 .84
Positivity 7 373 .82 .83
Openness 5 376 .77 .79
Sharing of Tasks 4 375 .79 .79
Networking 4 377 .71 .75
Assurances 5 375 .83 .83
 
Relationship Quality Outcomes 
Control Mutuality 8 371 .93 .93
Satisfaction 8 371 .91 .92
Trust 8 375 .92 .93
Commitment 7 374 .88 .89
Attitude 4 375 .92 .92
Behavioral 
Intentions 

3 376 .88 .88

 

Measurement Models 

In order to examine the two sets of measures of relational maintenance strategies 

and organization-public relationship as related to research questions 1 and 3, two 

statistical analysis procedures – principal factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis 

– were used.  

Factor Analysis 

As the first step in developing measurement models, factor analysis, especially 

principal component analysis, was conducted.  As a general guide for sample size when 

using factor analysis, there should be at least five observations per variable (Hair et al., 

1998).  In this study, 60 variables were observed for consideration in factor analysis with 

381 samples; therefore, the sample size for the factor analysis is adequate based on the 

general guideline. 
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In order to eliminate the items with low factor loadings and to check factor 

loadings of each measurement items on its intended factor, factor analysis was conducted.  

In this step, the primary goal was to assess the dimensionality and the appropriateness of 

the measurement variables for each latent variable.  Measurement items were deleted if 

they 1) were extracted as the second factor of the intended factor, 2) included opposite 

signs of factor loading coefficients among the other items in the intended factors, and 3) 

had factor loading values of less than .65 with the other items of their respective 

subscales based on the suggestion.  In other words, items having low communalities9 

with their intended factor or that produced high loading on unintended factors were 

dropped.   

The ten latent variables with multiple items were targeted for this analysis.  For 

example, in order to measure relationship maintenance strategies, 29 items were 

employed: four items for access, seven items for positivity, five items for openness, four 

items for sharing of tasks, four items for networking, and five items for assurances.  Also, 

to measure relationship quality outcomes, a total of 31 items were used: eight items for 

control mutuality, eight items for satisfaction, eight items for trust, and seven items for 

commitment.  

This study used composite variables that were produced from principal component 

analysis for the latent variables with multiple items due to identification10 issues of 

                                                 
9 Communality is the total amount of variance an original variable shares with all other variables 
included in the analysis (Hair et al., 1998, p. 88) 

10 All structural equation models should be over-identified (Hoyle, 1991; Raykov & Marcoulides, 
2000).  Over-identified means that there should be more equations for the model than unknown 
parameters, which are those for which the SEM produces numerical values.  A model is over-
identified if it has one or more degree of freedom.  If a model has zero degree of freedom, then 
the model is just-identified.  A just-identified model always produces perfect fit and cannot be 
properly assessed (MacCallum, 1995).  If a model is under-identified, meaning there is more 
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confirmatory factor analysis.  Additionally, using composite variables is useful for 

making the proposed causal model more parsimonious and easy for convergence.  

Relationship maintenance strategies 

A nine-point Likert scale with responses ranging from (1) strongly disagree, (5) 

neutral to (9) strongly agree was employed for relationship maintenance strategies 

measurement.  Respondents were instructed to evaluate what the organization (Florida 

Farm Bureau) has done in terms of maintaining relationships with them.    

Table 4-7 shows that all initial items of access have fairly high factor loadings 

ranging from .78 to .87.  The extracted components accounted for approximately 70 

percent of the variation in the observed variables with a 2.77 eigenvalue.  All initial 

measurement items were retained for final analysis because they have sufficient factor 

loadings.  

Table 4-7.  Factor loadings for access 
Items Loading 
AC1.  When members have questions or concerns, FFB is willing to answer  
           their inquiries. 
AC2.  FFB provides members with adequate information for specific staff     
         on specific issues.  
AC3.  FFB provides members with adequate contact information. 
AC4.  FFB provides members with opportunities to meet its staff. 

.87
 

.84
 

.81

.78
Eigenvalue 
Percentage variance accounted for 
Cronbach’s α (standardized) 

2.77
69.46

.84
 
With respect to positivity, as provided in Table 4-8, seven items were initially 

included in the measure, while the following two items with low factor loadings – 

Attending FFB’s annual meeting is helpful to members and The information FFB 

provides members with is of little use to them—were eliminated.  The remaining items 

                                                                                                                                                 
parameter than degree of freedom, programs cannot perform the analysis. Therefore, in order to 
perform SEM analysis, there should be more equations for a model than unknown parameter.    
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have factor loadings ranging from .68 to .82.  The extracted components accounted for 

approximately 50 percent of the variation in the observed variables with a 3.49 

eigenvalue.   

Table 4-8.  Factor loadings for positivity 
Items Loading 
PO1. FFB attempts to make its interactions with members enjoyable 
PO2. FFB’s communication with members is courteous. 
PO3. Receiving regular communication from FFB is beneficial to members. 
PO4. The member benefits FFB provides are important to members. 
PO5. FFB is cooperative when handling disagreements with members 
PO6. The information FFB provides members with is of little use to 

them.[R]a 
PO7. Attending FFB’s annual meeting is helpful to members.a  

          .82
.80
.77  
.69
.68
.63

.50
Eigenvalue 
Percentage variance accounted for 
Cronbach’s α (standardized) 

3.49
    49.83

.84b

Note: a indicates the item which eventually was deleted from the factor. [R] indicates that the item was    
           reverse-coded. b This was calculated after removing the two items with low factor loadings and  
           communality.  
 
Table 4-9.  Factor loadings for openness 
Items Loading 
OP1. The issue briefings FFB provides help members understand the issues. 
OP2. FFB shares enough information with members about the organization’s 

governance.  
OP3. FFB’s annual report is a valuable source of information for members 

about what FFB has done.  
OP4. FFB’s member meetings are a valuable way for members to 

communicate their opinions to FFB. 
OP5. FFB does not provide members with enough information about what 

FFB does with members’ dues.a [R] 

         .85

.78

.76

.75

.55
Eigenvalue 
Percentage variance accounted for 
Cronbach’s α (standardized) 

2.77
55.35

.81b

Note: a indicates the item which eventually was deleted from the factor. [R] indicates the item was reverse- 
coded.  b This was calculated after removing one item with low factor loadings. 

 
Five items were initially designed to measure openness as shown in Table 4-9.  The 

fifth statement, FFB does not provide members with enough information about what FFB 

does with members’ dues, was discarded due to its low factor loading.  The items 

remaining for the final analysis have relatively high factor loadings ranging from .75 to 
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.85.  The extracted components explained about 55 percent of the variation in the 

observed variables with a 2.77 eigenvalue.   

Four items were initially designed to investigate sharing of tasks as given in Table 

4-10.  Factor analysis revealed that all these items could be included for the final 

analysis. Among the four items, the first three items had factor loadings ranging from .80 

to .86.  The last item had .66 factor loadings.  The extracted components explained about 

62 percent of the variation with a 2.49 eigenvalue.   

Table 4-10.  Factor loadings for sharing of tasks 
Items Loading 
ST1. FFB is involved in managing community issues that members care 

about (e.g., disaster relief, environmental issues). 
ST2. FFB works effectively to resolve regulatory issues its members are 

facing such as pesticide. 
ST3. FFB works with members to develop solutions to problems that benefit 

members.  
ST4. FFB and members do not work well together at solving joint problems.  

[R] 

 .86
 

.82

.80

.66

Eigenvalue 
Percentage variance accounted for 
Cronbach’s α (standardized) 

2.49
62.18

.80
Note: a indicates the item which eventually was deleted from the factor. [R] indicates that the item was  
          reverse-coded. 
 
Table 4-11.  Factor loadings for networking 
Items Loading 
NE1. The Ag Coalition for legislative activities that FFB is involved in is 

helpful to its members. 
NE2. The coalitions that FFB forms with other agricultural groups benefit its 

members.  
NE3. FFB effectively builds coalitions with groups (i.e. Suwannee 

Partnership) that impact members. 
NE4. FFB’s alliances with other like-minded groups are useless to members. 

[R]a 

 .85
 

.83

.83

.48

Eigenvalue 
Percentage variance accounted for 
Cronbach’s α (standardized) 

      2.33
58.19

.81b

Note: a indicates the item which eventually was deleted from the factor. [R] indicates that the item was  
          reverse-coded. b This was calculated after eliminating one item with low factor loadings. 
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Four items were constructed in the measure of networking as seen in Table 4-11, 

while one item with low factor loadings, FFB’s alliances with other like-minded groups 

are useless to members, was eliminated.  All of the three remaining items have similar 

factor loadings ranging from .83 to .85.  The extracted components explained 

approximately 58 percent of the variation in the observed variables with a 2.33 

eigenvalue.   

Five items initially were designed to measure assurances as shown in Table 4-12. 

Factor analysis demonstrated that the following four items were included in the final 

analysis, and one item stating that Members do not believe that FFB really cares about 

their concerns had low factor loadings and was removed for the final analysis.  The 

remaining four items had factor loadings ranging from .79 to .86.  The extracted 

components explained approximately 58 percent of the variation in the observed 

variables with a 2.33 eigenvalue.   

Table 4-12.  Factor loadings for assurances 
Items Loading
AS1. When members raise concerns, FFB takes these concerns seriously. 
AS2. FFB makes a genuine effort to provide personal responses to members’ 

concerns. 
AS3. FFB’s policy development process allows members adequate opportunity 

to raise an issue and propose a solution. 
AS4. FFB communicates the importance of members.   
AS5. Members do not believe that FFB really cares about their concerns. [R]a 

 .86
 .81

.79

.79

.62
Eigenvalue 
Percentage variance accounted for 
Cronbach’s α (standardized) 

3.02
60.33

.85b

Note: a indicates the item which eventually was deleted from the factor. [R] indicates that the item was  
          reverse-coded.  b This was calculated after removing one item with low factor loadings. 
 

In summary, factor analysis suggested measuring relationship maintenance 

strategies with 24 items, consisting of four items for access, five items for positivity, four 

items for openness, four items for sharing of tasks, three items for networking, and four 

items for assurances.  The composite scores of each indicator from principal component 
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factor analysis after deleting the items with low factor loadings and communality were 

used throughout the analysis in this study. 

Relationship quality outcomes 

In order to measure relationship quality outcomes, 31 items were initially used: 

eight items for control mutuality, eight items for satisfaction, eight items for trust, and 

seven items for commitment.  

With respect to control mutuality, the factor analysis revealed that all measurement 

items were included in the final measures as shown Table 4-13.  The highest loadings 

were found in the following item: FFB cooperates with members, which demonstrated a 

.89 factor loading.   In terms of eigenvalue and explained variance, more than 66 percent 

of the variances were explained by the extracted factor analysis, with an eigenvalue of 

5.31. 

Table 4-13.  Factor loadings for control mutuality 
Items Loading 
CM1. FFB cooperates with members. 
CM2. FFB really listens to what members have to say. 
CM3. FFB believes the opinions of members are legitimate. 
CM4. FFB seems to ignore members’ opinions in the decisions that affect     
          members. [R] 
CM5. Members have influence with the decision makers at FFB. 
CM6. When members interact with FFB, members feel that they have some 

sense of control. 
CM7. When dealing with members, FFB has a tendency to throw its weight 

around. [R]  
CM8. FFB neglects members. [R] 

          .89
          .84

.84

.82

.81

.78

.77

.76
Eigenvalue 
Percentage variance accounted for 
Cronbach’s α (standardized) 

5.31
66.35

.93
Note: [R] indicates that the item was reverse-coded.  
 

Similarly, all eight items used for measuring satisfaction were included in the 

subscale as provided in Table 4-14.  The loadings range from .73 to .84.  Also, in terms 
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of eigenvalue and explained variance, about 63 percent of the variance was accounted for 

by the extracted factor analysis with a 5.03 eigenvalue.  

Table 4-14.  Factor loadings for satisfaction 
Items Loading 
S1. Members are happy with FFB. 
S2. Members feel they are important to FFB. 
S3. Both FFB and members benefit from their relationship. 
S4. Members enjoy dealing with FFB. 
S5. FFB fails to satisfy members’ needs. [R] 
S6. Generally speaking, members are unhappy with the relationship FFB has  
      established with them. [R] 
S7. In general, nothing of value has been accomplished by FFB for members.   
      [R] 
S8. Members are dissatisfied with their interaction with FFB. [R] 

.84

.83

.83

.82

.78

.76

.75

.73
Eigenvalue 
Percentage variance accounted for 
Cronbach’s α (standardized) 

 5.03
62.88

.92
Note: [R] indicates that the item was reverse-coded.  
 
Table 4-15.  Factor loadings for trust 
Items Loading 
T1. FFB takes the opinions of members into account when making   
      decisions. 
T2. Members feel very confident about FFB’s abilities. 
T3. FFB can be relied on to keep its promises to members. 
T4. Whenever FFB makes an important decision, members know it will   
      consider the decision’s impact on members. 
T5. FFB treats members fairly and justly. 
T6. FFB misleads members. [R] 
T7. Sound principles guide FFB’s behavior. 
T8. Members believe that FFB lacks the ability to accomplish what it says it 

will do.a [R] 

.86

.86

.86

.85

.85

.79

.77

.64

Eigenvalue 
Percentage variance accounted for 
Cronbach’s α (standardized) 

5.29
66.12

.93b

Note: a the item eventually was deleted from the factor. [R] indicates that the item was reverse-coded.   
          bThis was calculated after removing one item with low factor loadings. 
 

As shown in Table 4-15, eight items were initially designed to measure trust.  The 

factor analysis identified seven of these items to be included for final analysis in this 

study.  The factor loadings of the remaining items range from .77 to .86.  With respect to 

eigenvalue and explained variance, approximately 66 percent of the variance was 
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accounted for by the extracted factor analysis with a 5.29 eigenvalue.  One item, 

Members believe that FFB lacks the ability to accomplish what it says (T8), was 

eliminated because of its low factor loadings.   

Regarding commitment, seven items were initially constructed to measure 

commitment as shown in Table 4-16, while two items were removed.  The item stating 

that there is only a short-term bond between FFB and members was deleted due to low 

factor loading, and the other item indicating that members want to have a relationship 

with FFB’ was eliminated due to low communality.  The factor loadings of the five 

remaining items range from .77 to .85.  With regard to eigenvalue and explained variance, 

about 60 percent of the variance was accounted for by the extracted factor analysis with a 

4.16 eigenvalue.   

Table 4-16.  Factor loadings for commitment 
Items Loading 
C1. FFB is trying to maintain a long-term commitment to members. 
C2. FFB wants to maintain a positive relationship with members. 
C3. Compared to other farm organizations, members value their relationship  
       with FFB the most. 
C4. Members would rather work with FFB than without it. 
C5. Members feel a sense of loyalty to FFB. 
C6. There is only a short-term bond between FFB and members.a [R] 
C7. Members want to have a relationship with FFB.a 

.85

.83

.78

.83

.77

.63

.67
Eigenvalue 
Percentage variance accounted for 
Cronbach’s α (standardized) 

4.16
59.45

.89b

Note: a the item eventually was deleted from the factor. [R] indicates that the item was reverse-coded.  
          b This was calculated after deleting two items with low factor loadings. 
 

In summary, the factor analysis produced measuring relationship quality outcomes 

with 28 items, consisting eight items for control mutuality, eight items for satisfaction, 

seven items for trust, and five items for commitment.  After deleting the items with low 

factor loadings, the composite scores of each indicator of relationship quality outcomes 
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were calculated through principal component analysis.  The composite scores for each 

indicator were employed for all analyses throughout this study.  

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

As the second step, confirmatory factor analysis was conducted in order to assess 

the adequacy of the factor structure that had been constructed (i.e. relationship 

maintenance strategies and relationship quality outcomes) using AMOS 6.0.11   

Confirmatory factor analysis confirms if a hypothesized factor model or measurement 

model fits the given data and is appropriate to use following principal component factor 

analysis for a couple of reasons.  First, confirmatory factor analysis is appropriate for the 

proposed structural validity that is derived from questions such as: 1) the number of 

factors (i.e., latent variables) that underlie responses to items on a test, 2) the associations 

among those factors, and 3) the contribution of the factors to the items of the test (Hoyle 

& Smith, 1994).  Research questions 1 and 3 in this study are such questions.  Second, 

confirmatory factor analysis can offer a statistical test of the extent to which a proposed 

measurement model fits observed, empirically collected data (Hoyle, 1991).  More 

importantly, confirmatory factor analysis is more appropriate for this study than 

exploratory factor analysis because the hypothesized factor structure was inductively 

established.  In other words, the structure was developed based on existing literature and 

theories.  To handle missing data,12 a list-wise deletion procedure was used.  This 

                                                 
11 AMOS is a statistical software package for running structural equation modeling.  In social 
science research, AMOS, LISREL, and EQS are the most popularly used software packages.  
Detailed information about how to use LISREL can be found at Jöreskog, K., & Sörbom, D. 
(1996). LISREL 8: User's reference guide. Chicago: Scientific Software International.  
Information about EQS can be found at Bentler, P. M. (1992). EQS: Structural equations 
program manual. Los Angeles: BMDP Statistical Software; Bentler, P. M., & Wu, E. J. C. 
(1993). EQS/Windows user's guide. Los Angeles: BMDP Statistical Software.  
 
12 There are several methods of handling missing data in structural equation modeling.  Here, the 
following three most commonly used procedures of handling missing data in SEM are introduced.  
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reduced the sample from 381 to 365 individuals who responded to every item on the 

questionnaire (N = 365).   

Table 4-17 provides the results of the confirmatory factor analysis for the 

measurement model of relationship maintenance strategies.  All of the indicators were 

significantly and successfully loaded on their designated factors.  The magnitude of the 

factor loadings demonstrated that all indicators in the relationship maintenance strategies 

measurement model demonstrated highly strong loadings with the relationship 

maintenance strategies.  All indicators had higher than .75 standardized loadings.  Among 

the six indicators, assurances had the highest loading at .95, followed by .91 for 

positivity, .89 for access, .88 for sharing of tasks, .85 for openness, and .78 for access.  

All factor loadings in the standardized solutions were statistically significant at p <.001  

Table 4-17.  Confirmatory factor analysis of relationship maintenance strategies 
Indicators Relationship Maintenance Strategies 

Access .89a 
Positivity .91*** (.04) 
Openness .85*** (.04) 
Sharing of tasks .88*** (.04) 
Networking .78*** (.05) 
Assurances .95*** (.04) 
Note: aValues were not calculated because loading was set to 1.0 to fix construct variance.   
          The numbers outside parentheses indicate standardized estimates (β). The numbers in  
          parentheses indicate standard error.  *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 
 

                                                                                                                                                 
The most commonly used procedure is listwise deletion which eliminates any participant from the 
data set with one or more scores missing on the variables being analyzed.  This method is good 
for goodness-of-fit indices. However, if sample size is small with lots of missing cases, the 
method is not recommended.  The second most frequently used procedure is full information 
maximum likelihood.  In this procedure, if a participant has scores on a subset of the variables or 
on all of the variables, the participant’s scores are utilized to calculate the likelihood function.  
Thus, all available data are used in the analysis.  However, this procedure often causes a problem 
in goodness-of-fit indices. The last method is multiple imputation, which eliminates missing 
scores based on the relationships among the variables. This method is the least frequently used of 
the three methods due to its complexity of multiple analyses and combining results (Algina, 
2005).  
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Moreover, as shown in Table 4-18, all model fit indices indicated that the 

measurement model reasonably fits the data (CFI = .99, NFI = .99, and RMSEA = .07).  

Therefore, the measurement model of relationship maintenance strategies had good 

construct reliability and validity.  Figure 4-1 illustrates the measurement model of 

relationship maintenance strategies.  

Table 4-18.  Fit measures for relationship maintenance strategies measurement model 
Fit Index Criteria Fit Statistics 

Chi-square > .005 25.43 (p<.05; df = 9) 
Chi-square/df < 3   2.83 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) > .9     .99 
Normed Fit Index (NFI) > .9     .99 
Root Mean Squared Error Residual 
(RMSEA) 

< .08     .07 

 

Relationship
Maintenance

Strategies

 Access

Positivity

Openness

Sharing of task

Networking

Assurances

.89 (.03)

.91*** (.03)

.85*** (.03)

.88*** (.03)

.78*** (.03)

.95*** (.04)

 

Note: The number outside parentheses indicates standardized coefficient and the number  
           inside parenthesis indicates standardized error.   
           The solid line indicates significant path. ***p<.001 

Figure 4-1.  Measurement model of relationship maintenance strategies13 
                                                 
13 This study also analyzed the two measurement models that include multiple items for each 
indicator.  However, the relationship quality outcome measurement model, which includes 
multiple items for each indicator including control mutuality, satisfaction, trust, and commitment, 
was not identified.  Because the model has more parameter than equations, the analysis could not 
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Table 4-19 illustrates the results of the confirmatory factor analysis for the 

relationship quality outcome measurement model.  Like the relationship maintenance 

strategies measurement model, every indicator of relationship quality outcomes was 

significantly and successfully loaded on its corresponding factor.  The magnitude of the 

factor loadings identified that all of the indicators in the relationship quality outcome 

measurement model had higher than .90 standardized loadings.  All factor loadings in the 

standardized solutions were statistically significant at p<.001.   Among four indicators of 

the relationship quality outcomes, trust had the highest loading value (β = .97), followed 

by satisfaction at .96, control mutuality at .95, and commitment at .92.  Moreover, as 

shown in Table 4-20, the measurement model generally indicated appropriate model fits 

with the exception of RMSEA.  Although Chi-square and the ratio of Chi-square/degree 

of freedom, which are sensitive to sample size, were not satisfactory, other important fit 

indices demonstrated the measurement model to be desirable (CFI = .99 and NFI = .99).  

Therefore, it can be said that the measure of the relationship quality outcomes displayed 

good construct reliability and validity.  Figure 4-2 presents a visual of the measurement 

model of relationship quality outcomes.  

Table 4-19.  Confirmatory factor analysis of relationship quality outcomess 

                                                                                                                                                 
be performed. For this reason, each indicator was considered an observed variable for the rest of 
model testing. 

Indicators Relationship Quality Outcomes 
Control Mutuality .95a  
Satisfaction .96*** (.02)  
Trust .97*** (.02) 
Commitment .92*** (.03) 
Note: aValues were not calculated because loading was set to 1.0 to fix construct variance.   
          The numbers outside parentheses indicate standardized estimates (β). The numbers in parentheses 
          indicate standard error.  *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001
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Table 4-20.  Fit measures for relationship quality outcome measurement model 

Fit Index Criteria Fit Statistics 
Chi-square > .05 22.46 (p<.001; df = 2) 
Chi-square/df < 5 11.23 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) > .9    .99 
Normed Fit Index (NFI) > .90    .99 
Root Mean Squared Error Residual 
(RMSEA) 

< .08    .17 

 

Relationship Quality 
Outcome

 Control Mutuality

Satisfaction

Trust

Commitment

.95 (.02)

.92 (.03)

.97 (.02)

.96 (.02)

 
Note: The number outside parentheses indicates standardized coefficient and the number inside parentheses   
         indicates standardized error.  The solid line indicates significant path. p<.001 
Figure 4-2.  Measurement model of relationship quality outcomes 

Additionally, since the two initial measurement models for both relationship 

maintenance strategies and the relationship quality outcomes were satisfactory, 

respecification was not necessary.  Therefore, the initial measurement models were used 

as the final measurement model throughout model testing.  

Reliability and Validity Test 

The last step of testing measurement models is the reliability and validity check.  

This study used internal consistency as a reliability check.  Also, this study assessed 

construct validity of the confirmatory factor analysis model on the basis of the average 
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amount of variance in indicator variables as explained by each factor in the measurement 

model.  

Reliability test.  In order to examine the internal consistency of the measurement 

scales, Cronbach’s alpha was used.  The values of coefficient alpha for internal 

consistency were .95 for relationship maintenance strategies and .97 for relationship 

quality outcome measurements.  Although relationship maintenance strategies had 

slightly lower internal consistency, both measurements demonstrated an ‘excellent’ level 

of reliability (internal consistency) (Hair et al., 1998; Kline, 2005).  Reliabilities of each 

indicator for relationship maintenance strategies are as followed: .84 for access and 

positivity, .81 for openness, .80 for sharing of tasks, .81 for networking, and .85 for 

assurances.  All indicators with multiple items for relationship maintenance strategies 

have acceptable reliability.  Internal consistencies of each indicator for relationship 

quality outcomes are as follows: .93 for control mutuality, .92 for satisfaction, .93 for 

trust, and .89 for commitment.  All display excellent levels of internal consistency aside 

from commitment, which is close to the excellent level.  

Validity test.  As explained in the previous chapter, the two fundamental validities, 

face and content validities, were checked before the main data collection.  In order to 

assess the other important validity of the measurement models, the current study used 

construct validity, which indicates the extent to which the scores measure the 

hypothetical construct.  Confirmatory factor analysis is one of the most widely used 

procedures for evaluating construct validity.  Construct validity was measured based on 

the average amount of variance in indicator variables accounted for by each factor in the 

confirmatory factor analysis.  Hancock and Muller (2001) suggested that an appropriate 

level of construct validity is equal to or higher than .50 for the variance extracted.  The 
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factors of both relationship maintenance strategies and relationship quality outcomes 

surpassed the desirable level of construct validity.  The extracted variances in the latent 

variables were .80 for relationship maintenance strategies and .91 for relationship quality 

outcomes.  Therefore, the two measurement models met the desirable levels of reliability 

and validity.   

In summary, the first and third research questions relating to the measurement 

models of relationship maintenance strategies and relationship quality outcomes were 

answered.  The results from confirmatory factor analysis indicated that both measurement 

models were adequate.  Comparing the two measurement models, it seemed that the 

measurement model of the relationship quality outcomes is better in terms of loading 

values.  Moreover, both measurement models achieved higher levels than acceptable 

reliability and validity criteria.   

Correlation Analysis 

The composite scores obtained from principal component analysis for each of the 

ten indicators on the two sets of measures—relationship maintenance strategies and 

relationship quality outcomes—were employed for correlation analysis.  Prior to 

performing a regression statistical analysis, a correlation analysis was conducted to check 

the relationships between independent and dependent variables in addition to identifying 

any violations of regression assumptions, especially multicollinearity.  In this part, 

relationship maintenance strategies are independent variables and relationship quality 

outcomes act as dependent variables. Table 4-21 presents the results of correlation 

analysis of relationship maintenance strategies and relationship quality outcome 

variables.  Overall, all variables of relationship maintenance strategies and relationship 

quality outcomes are significant and demonstrate high association with each other.   
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Overall, control mutuality displayed significant associations with all relationship 

maintenance strategies.  In particular, control mutuality had the highest correlations with 

assurances (r = .80).  Additionally, control mutuality is highly associated with access (r = 

.75), positivity (r = .74), and sharing of tasks (r = .73).  Compared to other strategies, 

control mutuality had relatively low associations with openness (r = .69) and networking 

(r = .62).   

Satisfaction also had statistically and significantly strong associations across all 

relationship maintenance strategies.  In particular, satisfaction had the strongest 

relationship with assurances (r = .78).  Moreover, control mutuality displayed a 

significantly high association with positivity (r = .75), access (r = .72), and sharing of 

tasks (r = .70).  Compared to other strategies, satisfaction had relatively weak correlations 

with openness (r = .67) and networking (r = .59).  

Trust had significant associations with all of the relationship maintenance strategy 

indicators.  Similar to control mutuality and satisfaction, trust also had the strongest 

association with assurances (r = .82).  Additionally, the indicator was also highly 

correlated with other relationship maintenance strategies including positivity (r = .77), 

access (r = .75), sharing of tasks (r = .73), and openness (r = .71).  Similar to the results 

of control mutuality and satisfaction, trust demonstrated the weakest correlations with 

networking (r = .63).   

The last variable of relationship quality outcomes, commitment, also displayed 

strong associations with all strategy variables.  Unlike the results of other relationship 

quality outcome variables, commitment had the strongest associations with both 

positivity (r = .79) and assurances (r = .79).  Additionally, commitment displayed good 

substantial associations with access (r = .71), followed by sharing of tasks (r = .69) and 
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openness (r = .68).  Like the results of the other relationship quality indicators, 

commitment also produced the least association with networking (r = .60).  

In summary, among the relationship maintenance strategies, assurances displayed 

the highest associations across all of the relationship quality outcome variables.  This 

might indicate that the degree of the organization’s efforts to communicate to publics that 

their concerns are reasonable and attended to represent substantial communication 

strategies to maintain and sustain better relationships with publics.  Networking had the 

lowest associations across all of the relationship quality outcome variables, possibly 

indicating that coalitions with groups the publics care about may not be the best 

communication strategies to foster relationships with a target public.  However, due to 

high correlations between and among the relationship maintenance strategies and 

relationship quality outcome variables, this study’s reported associations should be 

interpreted cautiously.   

Multiple Regression Analysis 

Prior to regression analysis, several underlying statistical assumptions were 

assessed, including normality, linearity, and multicollinearity.  First, normality, which is 

the most frequently violated assumption (Hair et al., 1998) was tested through Shapiro-

Wilks test statistics (n < 2000) and visual normal QQ plot inspection (Johnson & 

Wichern, 1992).  Second, the linearity was checked using a partial regression plot, which 

represented the association between a single independent variable and the dependent 

variable.  Last, multicollinearity was checked among independent variables by using 

correlation analysis (relationship maintenance strategy variables for the second research 

question and relationship quality outcome variables for the fourth research question).  

None of the assumption was violated.   
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Table 4-21.  Correlation matrix between relationship maintenance strategies and relationship quality outcomes 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Access -----  
2. Positivity .82** -----  
3. Openness .77** .75** -----  
4. Sharing of tasks .76** .78** .76** -----  
5. Networking .66** .73** .68** .71** -----  
6. Assurances .84** .86** .81** .84** .72** ----- 
7. Control mutuality .75** .74** .69** .73** .62** .80** -----
8. Satisfaction .72** .75** .67** .70** .59** .78** .92** -----
9. Trust .75** .77** .71** .73** .63** .82** .93** .93** -----
10. Commitment   .71** .79** .68** .69** .60** .79** .85** .89** .91** -----
* p< .05; **p< .01 
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The correlation analysis revealed the high associations between all of the variables 

in relationship maintenance strategies and relationship quality outcomes.  Although none 

of the variance-inflating factors (VIF) for any of the independent variables is over 10, 

which is a determining criteria for multicollinearity violation (Gujarati, 2003), it would 

be more appropriate to conduct path analysis when variables are highly correlated.  Due 

to the correlation among variables, stepwise regression analysis31 was conducted.  The 

second and fourth research questions were tested through the regression analysis.   

• RQ2: Which and to what extent are relationship maintenance strategies positively 
connected with which relationship quality outcomes? 

• RQ4: Which of the four indicators represents relationship quality outcomes the 
most? 

The second research question asked to which and what degree relationship 

maintenance strategies positively affect which relationship quality outcomes.  With 

reference to the relative influence of relationship maintenance strategies on the relational 

outcomes, the relational outcomes were regressed on the maintenance strategy factors 

using step-wise regression analysis.  Relationship maintenance strategies are independent 

variables, and each indicator of relationship quality outcomes is a dependent variable for 

the regression analysis.  Therefore, the regression models are defined as follows: 

(1) Control Mutuality = α1 + β1Access + β2 Positivity + β3Openness + 
                                       β4Sharing of Tasks + β5Networking + β6Assurances + ε1 

 
(2) Satisfaction = α2 + β7Access + β8 Positivity + β9Openness + 

              Β10Sharing of Tasks + β11Networking + β12Assurances + ε2 

                                                 
31 Stepwise regression estimation is a method of selecting variables for inclusion in the regression 
model which starts by selecting the best predictor of the dependent variable.  Additional 
independent variables are chosen based on the incremental explanatory power they can add to the 
regression model.  Independent variables are added until their partial correlation coefficients are 
statistically significant (Hair et al., 1998).  This method is often used as a partial remedy for 
highly correlated independent variables.  
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(3) Trust = α3 + β13Access + β14 Positivity + β15Openness +β16Sharing of Tasks +  
                  β16Networking + β17Assurances + ε3 

 
(4) Commitment = α4 + β18Access + β19 Positivity + β20Openness + β21Sharing of  

Tasks + β22Networking + β23Assurances + ε4 
 
where 
ΒS=standardized regression coefficients 
ΕS= error term 

 

Each coefficient (=β) in equation 1 through 4 represents the magnitude of the effect 

of each strategy on each dimension of organization-public relationship. 

As shown in Table 4-22, the analysis revealed several findings.  First, the 

regression model of control mutuality as a dependent variable was significant (F = 243.79, 

p = .002) and explained about 67 percent of the total variance.  Among the six 

relationship maintenance strategy indicators, three indicators including assurances, access, 

and sharing of tasks, demonstrated significant effects on control mutuality.  It should be 

noted that the magnitude effect of assurances on control mutuality is 1.7 times bigger 

than that of access and 2.6 times bigger than that of sharing of tasks.  The other three 

indicators, positivity, openness, and networking, were excluded in the stepwise regression 

analysis because they do not significantly impact control mutuality. It should be noted 

that the magnitude effect of assurances is bigger on control mutuality than approximately 

1.7 times that of access and 2.6 times that of sharing of tasks.  The other three indicators 

such as positivity, openness, and networking were excluded in the stepwise regression 

analysis because they do not significantly impact on control mutuality. 

In addition, the regression analysis of satisfaction as a dependent variable was also 

significant (F = 208.73, p = .025) and accounted for about 63 percent of the total variance.  
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Out of the six relationship maintenance strategy indicators, the three indicators of 

assurances, positivity, and access produced significant effects on satisfaction.  In terms of 

the magnitude of effects, assurances on satisfaction are greater than positivity and access 

by about 1.5 times 3 times, respectively.  The remaining three indicators of openness, 

sharing of tasks, and networking were excluded in the analysis.  

Third, the stepwise regression analysis of trust as a dependent variable was 

statistically significant (F = 267.36, p = .03) and explained approximately 69 percent of 

the total variance.  Among the six relationship maintenance strategy indicators, the results 

suggested that the three strategy indicators, including assurances, positivity, and access, 

significantly influenced trust.  In terms of the magnitude of the effects, assurances on 

trust are greater than access and positivity by approximately 3 times and about 4 times, 

respectively.  The remaining three indicators, including openness, sharing of tasks, and 

networking, were excluded in the analysis. 

Finally, the stepwise regression analysis of commitment as a dependent variable 

was also significant (F = 361.72, p = .00) and accounted for approximately 67 percent of 

the total variance.  Among the six relationship maintenance strategy indicators, only two 

indicators, positivity and assurances, significantly affected commitment, and these 

showed the similar range of effects size on commitment (β = .43 for positivity and β = .42 

for assurances).  The other four strategy indicators, including access, openness, sharing of 

tasks, and networking, were excluded in the analysis.  

In summary, all tested stepwise regression analysis produced significant results. 

First, the public’s perceptions of maintaining a relationship through assurances was the 

primary predictor of control mutuality, satisfaction, and trust.  Second, the public’s 
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evaluation of positivity best predicted the public’s perception of commitment in the 

relationship.  Third, the public’s evaluation of the organization’s efforts in maintaining 

relationships by positivity and access were important (i.e., second or third), and positivity 

and access influenced the three relationship quality outcome indicators of control 

mutuality, satisfaction, and trust.  The public’s assessments of openness and networking 

were not significantly associated with any of the relationship quality outcomes.  

Additionally, the amount of explained variance of the relational outcomes is consistent 

and strong, with adjusted R2 ranging between .63 and .69.  Overall, the ways in which the 

members of the public perceived an organization’s relationship maintenance strategies 

affected their evaluation of relationship quality outcomes of control mutuality, trust, 

satisfaction, and commitment.   

Table 4-22.  Stepwise regression analysis of relationship maintenance strategies on 
relationship quality outcomes 

Relationship Quality Outcome Variables  Relationship 
Maintenance 

Strategies factor Control Mutuality Satisfaction Trust Commitment 

Access .27 (2) .14 (3) .13 (3) 
Positivity .28 (2) .19 (2) .43 (1)
Openness  
Sharing of Tasks .17 (3)  
Networking  
Assurances .45 (1) .41 (1) .55 (1) .42 (2)
F 243.79** 208.73* 267.36* 361.72**
R2 .67 .63 .69 .67
Adjusted R2 .67 .63 .69 .67
Note: Numbers outside parentheses indicate standardized β.  Numbers in parentheses refer to the order of  
          inclusion in step-wise regression equation.  Each of the relationship quality outcome indicators of  
          control mutuality, satisfaction, trust, and commitment were the dependent variables for each  
          regression analysis. *p<.05; **p<.01 

 
The research question addressing which indicator best represents the relationship 

quality outcomes among the four indicators was tested using stepwise regression analysis.  

In this analysis, the four relationship quality outcome indicators were independent 
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variables, and evaluation of overall relationship quality was a dependent variable.  

Therefore, the regression model is defined as follows:  

Overall Relationship = α + β1Control Mutuality + β2 Satisfaction + β3Trust +  
                                     β4Commitment 

As shown in Table 4-23, the regression model was significant (F = 340.04, p 

= .015) and explained about 74 percent of the total variance.  Among the four 

relationship indicators, the three indicators of commitment, satisfaction, and trust 

produced significant effects on the overall relationship quality while the magnitude of 

effects was different.  Among the three significant indicators, commitment produced the 

highest standardized coefficient (β = .69), followed by satisfaction and trust, indicating 

that commitment is the best predictor of overall relationship quality (β = .45 and β = .33, 

respectively).  It is noteworthy that the effect size of commitment on overall quality 

relationship is bigger than satisfaction by approximately 1.5 times and trust by 2 times.  

The other indicator, control mutuality, was excluded in the analysis.    

Table 4-23.  Stepwise regression analysis of relationship quality outcomes on overall 
relationship 

Independent Variables 
(Relational Outcome Indicator) Standardized β 

Control Mutuality  
Satisfaction .45 (2) 
Trust .33 (3) 
Commitment .69 (1) 
F 340.04* 
R2 .74 
Adjusted R2 .74 
Note: Numbers outside parentheses indicate standardized β.  Numbers  
          in parentheses refer to the order of inclusion in the step-wise  
          regression equation. Overall, relationship quality was the        
          dependent variable. *p<.05 
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Testing the Model of Relationship between Relationship Maintenance Strategies and 
Relationship Quality Outcomes 

Although the regression analysis provided easily understandable results related to 

the second and fourth research questions, the current study performed path analysis for 

the two research questions because of the drawback of regression analysis, 

multicollinearity.  When using regression analysis, it is not easy to deal with 

multicollinearity problems.  As shown in the correlation analysis, the variables used in 

this study have strong associations.   

Access

Control Mutuality

Assurances

Networking

Sharing of Tasks

Openness

Positivity

Commitment

Trust

Satisfaction

 

Figure 4-3. Initial model of the relationship between relationship maintenance strategies 
and relationship quality outcomes 
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Path analysis, however, can be a practical method to reduce the multicollinearity problem 

since the technique allows interdependent relationships among independent variables.  

Path analysis, thus, utilizes simple bivariate correlations by specifying the relationships in 

a series of regression-like equations that can then be estimated by determining the 

amount of correlation attributable to each effect in each equation simultaneously (Hair et 

al., 1998).  To test the model with all its paths, the study uses a goodness-of-fit test from 

a structural equation program.   

In public relations scholarship, it has been suggested that the six maintenance 

strategies—access, positivity, openness, sharing of tasks, networking, assurances—tend 

to produce relationship quality outcomes such as control mutuality, satisfaction, trust, and 

commitment (J. E. Grunig & Huang, 2000; Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999).   Based on this 

suggestion, this study tested to what extent the six identified relationship maintenance 

strategy variables positively influenced which relationship quality outcomes.  In this 

model testing, relationship maintenance strategies are exogenous variables,32 and 

relationship quality outcomes are endogenous variables33.   Figure 4-3 illustrates the 

initial model of relationship between relationship maintenance strategies and relationship 

quality outcomes.  

Table 4-24 shows the results of path model analysis for the relationship between 

each variable of relationship maintenance strategies and each variable of relationship 

quality outcomes.  Access significantly affected control mutuality.  Positivity had a 

significant impact on control mutuality, satisfaction, and trust.  Sharing of tasks 

                                                 
32 Exogenous variables are those that do not have causes specified in the model.   

33 Endogenous variables are those that have causes specified in the model. They are dependent 
variables here.  
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significantly influenced control mutuality and satisfaction.  Assurances had a significant 

impact on all of the relationship quality outcome indicators.  Interestingly, openness and 

networking did not have any significant association with any relationship variables.  

Table 4-24.  Path model of relationship maintenance strategies and relationship quality 
outcomes 

Path Standardized 
coefficient Standardized Error 

Access → Control mutuality  .20*** .06
Access → Satisfaction  .12 .06
Access → Trust .10 .06
Access → Commitment .01 .06
Positivity → Control mutuality .07*** .06
Positivity → Satisfaction .24* .07
Positivity → Trust .14*** .06
Positivity → Commitment .40 .06
Openness → Control mutuality .02 .05
Openness → Satisfaction .04 .06
Openness → Trust .08 .05
Openness → Commitment .07 .05
Sharing of tasks → Control mutuality .16** .06
Sharing of tasks → Satisfaction .13* .06
Sharing of tasks → Trust .09 .06
Sharing of tasks → Commitment .02 .06
Networking → Control mutuality .00 .05
Networking → Satisfaction -.04 .05
Networking → Trust -.01 .04
Networking → Commitment -.03 .05
Assurances → Control mutuality .36*** .08
Assurances → Satisfaction .49*** .07
Assurances → Trust .40*** .07
Assurances → Commitment .42*** .07
Note: ***p<.001; **p<.05; *p<.01 

 
Figure 4-4 provides the results of the statistical tests for the individual paths, 

including magnitude and significances of the coefficients for the model.  Overall, the 

analysis is consistent with the stepwise regression analysis.  Access, positivity, sharing of 

tasks, and assurances significantly affected control mutuality even though the effect sizes 

are different.  The effect size of assurances on control mutuality (β = .36, p<.001) is 
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bigger than 1.8 times that of access (β = .20, p<.001), about that 2.3 times of sharing of 

tasks (β = .16, p<.05), and 5.1 times that of positivity (β = .07, p<.001).  The remaining 

maintenance strategies, openness and networking, did not significantly affect control 

mutuality.  

Positivity, sharing of tasks, and assurances presented significant impacts on 

satisfaction.  The effect size of assurances on satisfaction (β = .49, p<.001) is 

approximately 2 times bigger than that of positivity (β = .24, p<.01) and 4 times larger 

than that of sharing of tasks (β = .13, p<.01).  The remaining maintenance strategies—

access, openness, and networking—were not significant predictors of satisfaction.    

Only two relationship maintenance strategy variables, positivity and assurances 

were significant predictors of trust, even though the effect size of assurances on trust (β = 

.40, p<.001) is approximately 3 times more than positivity (β = .14, p<.001).  The 

remaining four maintenance strategies—access, openness, sharing of tasks, and 

networking—were not significant predictors of trust. 

Only assurances showed significant impact on commitment (β = .42, p<.001), and 

all of the remaining maintenance strategies were not significant predictors of 

commitment. 

The two strategy variables of openness and networking did not significantly 

influence any relationship quality outcome variable.  Interestingly, networking is 

negatively associated with satisfaction, trust, and commitment even though the magnitude 

and significance of this variable is not substantial.  

In summary, assurances were found to be most significant among the six 

relationship maintenance strategies across all relationship quality outcome variables.  
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Positivity, sharing of tasks, and access had some degree of significant impact on some 

relationship quality variables.  However, openness and networking did not have any 

significant effect on any relationship quality outcome variables.  

Access

Control Mutuality

Assurances

Networking

Sharing of Tasks

Openness

Positivity

Commitment

Trust

Satisfaction

.20 (.06)***

.07 (.64)***

.24 (.06)*

.14 (.06)***

.16 (.06)** .13 (.06)*

.36 (.08)***

.49 (.07)***

.40 (.07)***

.42 (.07)***

 

Note: Dotted lines indicate non-significant paths.  Solid lines indicate significant paths.   
          The numbers outside parentheses indicate standardized coefficient and those in parentheses  
          indicate standardized error.  *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Figure 4-4.  Final model linking relationship maintenance strategies and relationship 
quality outcomes 

 
Best Indicator of Overall Relationship Quality 

This study also tested the relative influence of relationship quality outcome 

indicators on overall relationship quality using path analysis.  In this model testing, the 
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four relationship quality outcome indicators are exogenous variables, and the public’s 

evaluation of the overall relationship quality with the organization is an endogenous 

variable.    

Table 4-25 shows the results of a path analysis with a maximum likelihood 

estimation for the relationship between four relationship quality outcome variables and 

the overall relationship quality variable.  Consistent with the results of the stepwise 

regression analysis, path analysis indicated that commitment had the strongest and most 

significant impact on overall relationship quality (β = .42, p<.001).  Also, satisfaction 

and trust significantly affected overall relationship quality (β = .25 and β = .18, 

respectively).  It should be noted that effect size of commitment on overall relationship 

quality is 1.68 times greater than that of satisfaction and 2.33 times greater than that of 

trust.  However, control mutuality did not show any significant effect on overall 

relationship quality.  Figure 4-5 displays the results of the path model.  

Table 4-25.  Path model of relationship quality outcomes on overall relationship quality 

Path Standardized 
coefficient 

Standardized 
Error 

Control mutuality → Overall Relationship Quality  .04 .13
Satisfaction → Overall Relationship Quality .25** .14
Trust → Overall Relationship Quality .18* .15
Commitment → Overall Relationship Quality .42*** .11
Note: ***p<.001; **p<.05; *p<.01 
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 Control Mutuality

Satisfaction

Trust

Commitment

.42 (.11)***

.18 (.15)*

.25 (.14)**

Overall Relationship 
Quality

 
Note: Dotted lines indicate non-significant paths.  Solid lines indicate significant paths.   
          The numbers outside parentheses indicate standardized coefficients and those in 
          parentheses indicate standardized errors.  *p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001 
Figure 4-5.  Path model of relationship quality outcome on overall relationship quality 

Structural Equation Modeling 

The following research questions and hypotheses were tested and answered through 

path analysis and structural equation modeling: 

• RQ5: How do relationship quality outcome indicators affect each other? 

o HP-1: The degree of satisfaction will positively influence the degree of 
trust. 

o HP-2: The degree of trust will positively influence the degree of 
commitment. 

• RQ6: What is a model linking relationship quality perception, attitude, and 
behavioral intentions? 

o HP-3: A public’s perceptions of its relationship with the organization will 
influence the public’s attitude toward the organization.  

o HP-4: A public’s attitude toward the organization will influence the 
public’s behavioral intentions.  
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o HP-5: For a public experiencing low-involvement, the public’s 
relationship perception will positively influence their behavioral 
intentions. 

o HP-6: For a public experiencing low-involvement, the public’s behaviors 
will positively influence their attitude toward the organization.  

• RQ7: What is a comprehensive model linking relationship maintenance strategies, 
relationship quality outcomes, attitude, and supportive behavior? 

The analysis of the proposed models, including path models and causal models, on 

principal component scores was conducted.   Principal component scores were employed 

for the 12 factors: six for maintenance strategies, four for relationship quality outcomes, 

one for attitude, and one for behavioral intentions, meaning that the twelve constructs 

were treated as twelve observed variables.  This approach is helpful for accomplishing 

model parsimony and ease of convergence.  The proposed model was tested through a 

structural equation model using maximum likelihood in AMOS 6.0 (Byrne, 2001), which 

also provides a set of modification indices for each possible parameter not specified in 

the original theoretical model.  The maximum likelihood (ML) is the most extensively 

used model estimator (Bollen, 1989; Chou & Bentler, 1995) and is appropriate for large 

samples, because normality of the sample is its basic assumption, leading to normal error 

distribution.  

Relationship among Relationship Quality Outcome Indicators 

The relationship among relationship quality outcome indicators was tested using 

path analysis with maximum likelihood estimation.  In this model testing, satisfaction is 

an exogenous variable, and trust and commitment are endogenous variables.  

Table 4-26 shows the results of a path analysis with maximum likelihood 

estimation for the linkages between the three relationship indicators—satisfaction, trust, 

and commitment.  Both of the hypotheses were strongly supported.  For the first 
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hypothesis, satisfaction was found to be a strong and significant predictor of trust (β = 

.92, p <.001).  Also, trust strongly and significantly affected commitment (β = .90, 

p<.001).  Table 4-27 demonstrates that the important fit indices such as CFI, GFI, NFI, 

and RMR fit the path model’s excellent level of satisfaction.  Although a couple of fit 

indices (e.g., ratio of chi-square/df, RMSEA) did not meet the criteria, it can be said that 

the proposed model fits the data based on other fit indices.  Figure 4-6 shows the results 

of the path model.  

Table 4-26.  Path model of the relationship among relationship quality outcome 
indicators 

Path Standardized 
coefficient 

Standardized 
Error Conclusion 

HP-1: Satisfaction → Trust .93*** .02 Strongly supported
HP-2: Trust →  Commitment .90*** .02 Strongly supported
Note: ***p <.001 

 
Table 4-27.  Fit measures of the relationship among relationship quality outcome 

indicators 
Fit Index Criteria Fit Statistics  

Chi-square > .05      26.97 (p<.001; df = 1)
Chi-square/df < 5 26.97
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) > .9 .98
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) > .90 .95
Normed Fit Index (NFI) > .90 .98
Root Mean Squared Error Residual (RMSEA) < .08 .27
Root Mean square Residual (RMR) <.05 .02

 
 

Satisfaction CommitmentTrust
.93 (.20)*** .90 (.23)***

HP-1 HP-2

 
Note: The solid lines indicates significant paths.  The numbers outside the parentheses indicate standardized 

coefficients and those in parentheses indicate standardized errors. ***p<.001  
Figure 4-6.  Path model of the relationship among relationship quality outcome indicators 
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Linkages among Relationship Quality Outcomes, Attitude, and Behavioral 
Intentions 

The research question and hypotheses related to the linkages among perceptions of 

organization-public relationship, attitude, and behavioral intentions were tested using 

structural equation modeling with maximum likelihood estimation.  The model tested had 

four exogenous variables—control mutuality, satisfaction, trust, and commitment—and 

two endogenous variables—attitude and behavioral intentions.  

Table 4-28 shows the results of structural equation models for the linkages between 

relationship quality outcomes, attitude, and behavioral intentions (See Figure 4-7 for the 

initially proposed model).  Hypothesis three is related to the link between perceptions of 

the organization-public relationship and attitude, and hypothesis four is related to the link 

between attitude and behavioral intentions.  Both hypotheses were strongly supported. Of 

the four relationship indicators, commitment most strongly and significantly affected 

attitude, followed by trust (β = .33 and β = .28, p<.05).  Also, attitude was found to be a 

very strong predictor of behavioral intentions (β = .79, p<.001).  As shown in Table 4-29, 

according to the given fit indices, the fit of the model, including CFI, GFI, and NFI, met 

the satisfaction level.  

Although it can be said that the proposed model fits the data, it was determined that 

the model should be revised based on the modification index and theoretical justification. 

The modification index suggested that adding a path from commitment to behavioral 

intentions improves the model significantly.  More importantly, Garbarino and Johnson 

(1999) discovered that customers’ perceptions of commitment directly affected future 

behavioral intentions.  Also, another study suggested that the perception of commitment 

is most closely related to behavior (Becker, Randall, & Riegel, 1995).   
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As shown in Table 4-28, the newly added path (commitment → behavioral 

intentions) in the revised model had significant impact (β = .50, p<.001).  Moreover, 

compared to the original model, the fit measures were greatly improved: from .97 to .99 

for CFI, from .93 to .99 for GFI, and from .97 to .99 for NFI as appeared in Table 4-29.  

Also, all of the non-significant fits in the originally tested model reached significant fit 

indices as follows: from 22.97 to 2.57 for the ratio of Chi-square to the degree of 

freedom, from .25 to .07 for RMSEA, and from .06 to .01 for RMR.  According to the 

statistical analysis, the revised model was better than the initial model.  Additionally, the 

revised model demonstrates almost perfect fit in terms of fit measures and theoretical 

support.  Figure 4-8 shows the revised model.   

Table 4-28.  Tested model linkages among relationship quality perception, attitude, and 
behavioral intentions 

Path Initial Model Revised Model 
Control mutuality → Attitude  .14      (.08) .14      (.08)
Satisfaction → Attitude .14      (.09) .14      (.09)
Trust → Attitude .28**  (.09) .28**  (.09)
Commitment → Attitude .33***(.07) .33***(.07)
Attitude → Behavioral Intentions .79***(.03) .37***(.03)
Commitment → Behavioral Intentionsa            N/A .50***(.05)
Note: The numbers outside the parentheses indicate standardized coefficients. The numbers in the  
           parentheses indicate standardized errors.  ***p<.001; **p<.05; *p<.01  
           a The new path is added in the revised model.  
 
Table 4-29.  Fit measures of linkages among relationship quality perception, attitude, and 

behavioral intentions 
Fit Index Criteria Fit Statistics (Initial Model) Fit Statistics (Revised Model) 

Chi-square > .05 91.88 (p<.001; df = 4) 7.70 (p<.01; df = 3)
Chi-square/df < 5 22.97 2.57
CFI > .9 .97 .99
GFI > .90 .93 .99
NFI > .90 .97 .99
RMSEA < .08 .25 .07
RMR <.05 .06 .01
Note: CFI= Comparative Fit Index; GFI= Goodness of Fit Index; NFI= Normed Fit Index;  

RMSEA=Root Mean Squared Error Residual; RMR= Root Mean square Residual 
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Control Mutuality

Attitude
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Trust

Satisfaction
Behavioral Intention

.28 (.09)**

.33 (.06)***

.787 (.03)***

Note: Dotted lines indicate non-significant paths.  Solid lines indicate significant paths.   
          The numbers outside parentheses indicate standardized coefficients, and those in parentheses indicate     
          standardized errors.  **p<.01; ***p<.001 
Figure 4-7.  Initial model linking relationship quality outcomes, attitude and behavioral  

        intentions 
 

Control Mutuality

Attitude

Commitment

Trust

Satisfaction
Behavioral Intention

.28 (.09)**

.33 (.06)***

.37 (.03)***

.50 (.05)***

Note: Dotted lines indicate non-significant paths.  Solid lines indicate significant paths.   
          The numbers outside parentheses indicate standardized coefficients, and those in parentheses indicate     
          standardized errors.  **p<.01; ***p<.001 
Figure 4-8.  Revised model linking relationship quality outcomes, attitude and behavioral 

intention 

Linkages among Relationship Quality Perception, Attitude, and Behavioral 
Intentions of Low-Involved Group 

This study tested the last two hypotheses regarding the sequential order of 

relationship perception, attitude, and behavioral intentions on a group of a public who 
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indicated a relatively short-term relationship with the organization, which was defined as 

low-involvement in this study.  Hypothesis five indicates that for a low-involvement 

public, relationship perceptions will positively affect behavior,34 and hypothesis six 

indicates that attitude is positively affected by behavior.  The model tested had four 

exogenous variables—control mutuality, satisfaction, trust, and commitment—and two 

endogenous variables—attitude and behavioral intentions.  

Table 4-30 shows the results of structural equation models for the linkages between 

perceptions of relationship quality outcomes, behavior, and attitudes for a group of low-

involvement public.  The two proposed hypotheses were partially supported.  Among 

four relationship indicators, only perceptions of commitment strongly and significantly 

affected behavior (β=.62, p<.001).  Also, behavior was shown to be a strong predictor of 

attitude (β=.81, p<.001).  According to the given fit indices, Table 4-31 displays that the 

fit of the model met the satisfaction level, including CFI, GFI, and NFI.  Therefore, it can 

be said that the proposed model adequately fits the data (See Figure 4-9 for a visual 

illustration of the model).   

Table 4-30.  Tested model linkages among perceptions of relationship quality perception, 
attitude, and behavioral intentions on low-involvement 

Path Standardized 
Coefficient Standardized Error  

Control Mutuality → Behavior .16 .135
Satisfaction → Behavior .22 .156
Trust → Behavior -.15 .170
Commitment → Behavior .62*** .111
Behavioral Intentions → Attitude .81*** .043
Note: The number outside the parentheses indicates standardized coefficient and those in parentheses 

indicate standardized error.  ***p<.001; **p<.05; *p<.01  
 

                                                 
34 In this study, behavior was measured as behavioral intention because both are categorized into 
a conative.  Therefore, behavior and behavioral intention will be treated equally.  
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Table 4-31.  Fit measures of linkages among relationship quality outcome, attitude, and 
behavioral intentions on low-involved public 

Fit Index Criteria Fit Statistics  
Chi-square > .05 61.483 (p<.001; df=4)
Chi-square/df < 5 15.371
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) > .90 .964
Normed Fit Index (NFI) > .90 .962
Root Mean Squared Error Residual (RMSEA) < .08 .286
Root Mean square Residual (RMR) <.05 .086

 

Control Mutuality

Behavior

Commitment

Trust

Satisfaction
Attitude

.62 (.11)***

.81 (.04)***

Note: Dotted lines indicate non-significant paths.  Solid lines indicate significant paths.   
          The numbers outside parentheses indicate standardized coefficient and those in parentheses indicate     
          standardized error.  **p<.01; ***p<.001 
Figure 4-9.  The model tested model linkages among relationship quality outcomes, 

attitude, and behavioral intentions on low-involvement 

Comprehensive Model Linking Maintenance Strategies, Relationship Quality 
Outcomes, Attitude and Behavioral Intentions 

This study also tested the comprehensive model linking relationship maintenance 

strategies, relationship quality outcomes, attitude, and behavioral intentions.  In the 

model, six relationship maintenance strategy variables (access, positivity, openness, 

sharing of tasks, networking, and assurances), four relationship quality outcome variables 

(control mutuality, satisfaction, trust, and commitment), as well as attitude and behavioral 
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intentions are observed exogenous variables. The unobserved exogenous variable is the 

relationship maintenance strategy construct, while the relationship quality outcome 

construct is an unobserved endogenous variable.  Here, the two latent constructs, 

relationship maintenance strategies and relationship quality outcomes, are represented by 

composite indicators (i.e. access, positivity, control mutuality, satisfaction, etc.) that 

include multiple items with the exception of attitude and behavioral intentions, which are 

represented by single-item composite indicators.  Bollen (1989) suggested that even 

though multiple-item indicators are more desirable than single-item indicators in terms of 

internal consistency and reliability, single-item indicators have been commonly used in 

the structural equation modeling approach and have produced acceptable model fit, 

because the effects of unreliability on the analysis are addressed using a latent variable 

model.  

As shown in Table 4-32, all effects of the paths linking relationship maintenance 

strategies, relationship quality outcomes, attitude, and behavioral intentions were strong 

and significant.  Specifically, the effect of relationship maintenance strategy on 

relationship quality outcome was the strongest (β = .88, p<.001), followed by relationship 

quality outcomes to attitude (β = .87, p<.001) and attitude to behavioral intentions (β = 

.79, p<.001).  Moreover, as Table 4-33 shows, the fit of the proposed comprehensive 

model was generally satisfactory according to the given fit indices (the ratio of χ2/df, CFI, 

GFI, NFI, and RMR).  Although RMSEA (.10) did not meet the criteria, it is close to 

doing so.  Therefore, it can be noted that according to the several fit indices, the tested 

comprehensive model fits the data.  
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In summary, the direct relationship between relationship maintenance strategy and 

relationship quality outcome was stronger than any other relationship in the 

comprehensive model.  Also, all the paths in the model are strong and significant with 

desirable fit measures for the model.  

Table 4-32.  Testing comprehensive model 

Path Standardized 
Coefficient 

Standardized 
Error  

Relationship Maintenance Strategy → Access .89*** .03
Relationship Maintenance Strategy → Positivity  .91*** .03
Relationship Maintenance Strategy → Openness .85*** .03
Relationship Maintenance Strategy → Sharing of Tasks .87*** .03
Relationship Maintenance Strategy → Networking .77*** .04
Relationship Maintenance Strategy → Assurances .95a      
Relationship Maintenance Strategy → Relationship 
Quality Outcomes 

.88*** .03

Relationship Quality Outcomes → Control Mutuality  .95a   
Relationship Quality Outcomes → Satisfaction .96*** .03
Relationship Quality Outcomes → Trust .97*** .02
Relationship Quality Outcomes → Commitment .92*** .03
Relationship Quality Outcomes → Attitude .87*** .03
Attitude → Behavioral Intentions .79*** .03
Note: ***p<.001; **p<.05; *p<.01 a Values were not calculated because loading was set to 1.0 to fix   
          construct variance.   
 
Table 4-33.  Fit measures of comprehensive model 

Fit Index Criteria Fit Statistics  
Chi-square > .05 261.38 (p<.001; df = 53) 
Chi-square/df < 5 4.93
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) > .9 .96
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) > .90 .90
Normed Fit Index (NFI) > .90 .96
Root Mean Squared Error Residual (RMSEA) < .08 .10
Root Mean square Residual (RMR) <.05 .05
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Note: ***p<.001; **p<.05; *p<.01 a Values were not calculated because loading was set to 1.0 to fix construct variance.  The rectangles indicate observed  
          variables, and the ovals represent latent variables.  

Figure 4-10.  Comprehensive model linking maintenance strategies, relationship quality outcomes, attitude, and behavioral intentions 
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Post Hoc Analysis 

A couple of post hoc analyses were performed based on the length of the 

respondents’ relationship with the organization: 1) the model linking relationship quality, 

attitude and behavioral intentions, 2) the comprehensive model linking relationship 

maintenance strategies, relationship quality outcomes, attitude, and behavioral intentions.  

This study asked the respondents how many years they had had a relationship with the 

organization.  The average length of the respondents’ relationships is 25 years, which is a 

relatively long time period.  In these additional analyses, the respondents were divided 

into two groups based on the length of their relationship with the organization.  The 

respondents who had associations shorter than 25 years were put into the first group (N = 

177), and the remaining respondents with a relationship longer than 25 years were placed 

into the second category (N = 150).   

Revised Model Linking Relationship Quality Outcomes, Attitude, and Behavioral 
Intentions  

The first additional analysis is the revised model linking relationship quality 

outcomes, attitude, and behavioral intentions across the two groups.  Table 4-34 shows 

the results of the two models – Model 1, based on respondents with organizational 

relationships shorter than 25 years, and Model 2, which dealt with respondents who had 

associations for longer than 25 years.  In the first model, among the four relationship 

quality outcome indicators, satisfaction is the best predictor of attitude (β = .37, p<.001), 

followed by commitment (β = .26, p<.05).  The remaining two indicators, control 

mutuality and trust, are not significant predictors of the attitude.  Attitude and 

commitment strongly and significantly affected behavioral intentions (β = .43 and β = 

.47, respectively, p<.001).   
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In the second model looking at the longer relationship group, trust is the best 

predictor of attitude among the four relationship quality outcome indicators, followed by 

commitment (β = .45, p<.05 and β = .34, p<.001, respectively).  The remaining two 

relationship indicators, control mutuality and satisfaction, did not significantly impact 

attitude.  Both attitude and commitment are strong and significant predictors of 

behavioral intentions (β = .41 and β = .43, p<.001 for both).   

Commitment was the strongest and most significant predictor of attitude and 

behavioral intentions across the two models.  Also, attitude produced substantial impacts 

on behavioral intentions for both models.  

Table 4-34.  Tested model linkages among relationship quality outcomes, attitude, and   
behavioral intentions on the length of the relationship 

Path Model 1 Model 2 
Control mutuality → Attitude  .10      (.13) .21      (.13)
Satisfaction → Attitude .37**  (.15) -.12      (.13)
Trust → Attitude .13      (.16) .45**  (.15)
Commitment → Attitude     .26**  (.10) .34***(.11)
Attitude → Behavioral Intentions .43***(.07) .41***(.08)
Commitment → Behavioral Intentions .47***(.06) .43***(.09)
Note: The numbers outside the parentheses indicate standardized coefficients. The numbers in the  
           parentheses indicate standardized errors.  ***p<.001; **p<.05  
 
Table 4-35.  Fit measures of linkages among relationship quality outcomes, attitude, and 

behavioral intentions on the length of the relationship  
Fit Index Criteria Fit Statistics (Model 1) Fit Statistics (Model 2) 

Chi-square > .05 2.09 (p = .555; df = 3) 12.668 (p<.05; df = 3)
Chi-square/df < 5 .70 4.22
CFI > .9 1.00 .99
GFI > .90 .99 .97
NFI > .90 .99 .99
RMSEA < .08 .00 .15
RMR <.05 .00 .02
Note: CFI= Comparative Fit Index; GFI= Goodness of Fit Index; NFI= Normed Fit Index;  

RMSEA=Root Mean Squared Error Residual; RMR= Root Mean Square Residual 
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As shown in Table 4-35, both models adequately fit the data.  Although the number 

of significant paths in both models is the same, the fit measures of the models indicate 

that the first model demonstrates a better fit.  

The Comprehensive Model Linking Relationship Maintenance Strategies, 
Relationship Quality Outcomes, Attitude, and Behavioral Intentions 

The second additional analysis, which is the comprehensive model linking 

relationship maintenance strategies, relationship quality outcomes, attitude, and 

behavioral intentions, was tested across the two groups.   As displayed in Table 4-36, the 

comprehensive models across the two groups produced similar results in terms of the 

number of significant paths and fit measures, although minor differences of magnitude 

exist.  Therefore, it can be said that the tested comprehensive model is more likely to 

apply to different groups of publics.  

Table 4-36.  Testing the comprehensive model on the length of the relationship 
Path Model 1 Model 2 

Relationship Maintenance Strategy → Access .90***(.04) .890***(.05)
Relationship Maintenance Strategy → Positivity  .91***(.04) .898***(.05)
Relationship Maintenance Strategy → Openness .87***(.05) .823***(.06)
Relationship Maintenance Strategy → Sharing of 
Tasks 

.89***(.04) .859***(.05)

Relationship Maintenance Strategy → Networking .80***(.05) .742***(.06)
Relationship Maintenance Strategy → Assurances .96a   .946a 
Relationship Maintenance Strategy → Relationship 
Quality Outcomes 

.85***(.05) .898***(.06)

Relationship Quality Outcomes → Control Mutuality  .95a .953a 
Relationship Quality Outcomes → Satisfaction .97***(.03) .939***(.04)
Relationship Quality Outcomes → Trust .98***(.03) .977***(.03)
Relationship Quality Outcomes → Commitment .93***(.04) .915***(.04)
Relationship Quality Outcomes → Attitude .85***(.05) .852***(.05)
Attitude → Behavioral Intentions .81***(.05) .760***(.05)
Note: The numbers outside the parentheses indicate standardized coefficients. The numbers in the  
          parentheses indicate standardized errors.  a Values were not calculated because loading was set to     
          1.0 to fix construct variance.   ***p<.001; **p<.05  
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Table 4-37.  Fit measures of the comprehensive model on the length of the relationship  
Fit Index Criteria Fit Statistics (Model 1) Fit Statistics (Model 2) 

Chi-square > .05 213.93 (p<.001; df = 53) 165.08 (p<.001; df = 53)
Chi-square/df < 5 4.04 3.12
CFI > .9 .95 .95
GFI > .90 .84 .85
NFI > .90 .93 .93
RMSEA < .08 .13 .12
RMR <.05 .07 .05
Note: CFI= Comparative Fit Index; GFI= Goodness of Fit Index; NFI= Normed Fit Index;  

RMSEA=Root Mean Squared Error Residual; RMR= Root Mean Square Residual 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

This study explores two central concepts—relationship maintenance strategies and 

relationship quality outcomes—and their measures.  In addition, this study investigates 

the relationships between or among 1) relationship maintenance strategies and 

relationship quality outcomes; 2) the influence of sequence in relationship indicators; 3) 

the influence of order in relationship perceptions, attitude, and behavioral intentions; and 

4) relationship maintenance strategies, relationship quality outcomes, attitude, and 

behavioral intentions.  

This chapter consists of three sections.  The first section summarizes the findings of 

the study, followed by a discussion of theoretical and managerial implications. The third 

section identifies the study's limitations as well as notes possible directions for future 

research.  

Summary of Results 

This section summarizes the findings from statistical analysis, including 1) 

descriptive statistics, 2) correlation analysis between relationship maintenance strategies 

and relationship quality outcomes, 3) measures of relationship maintenance strategies and 

relationship quality outcomes, 4) causal links between relationship maintenance strategies 

and relationship quality outcomes, 5) best indicators of relationship quality outcomes of 

overall relationship quality, 6) influential order among relationship quality outcome 

indicators, 7) linkages among relationship quality perception, attitude, and behavior, 8) 
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the comprehensive model linking relationship maintenance strategies, relationship quality 

outcomes, attitude, and behavioral intentions, and 9) post hoc analysis.  

Descriptive Statistics 

Relationship maintenance strategies 

The members who participated in this study evaluated the various relationship 

maintenance strategies used by the Florida Farm Bureau (FFB) as daily communication 

activities.  Participants noted that the FFB put the most effort into maintaining quality 

relationships with publics through courteous communications, but did little to provide 

information about the organization’s nature and purpose.  Members asserted that the 

FFB’s second greatest effort was in sharing projects and problems of mutual interest with 

their publics.  Participants evaluated the FFB’s attempts to communicate with members 

and determined that the organization’s third greatest effort was in ensuring members that 

they and their concerns were addressed.  Members also noted the organization’s attempts 

to provide channels for communication, such as contact information.  Lastly, the 

members agreed less that the organization’s efforts to build coalitions was a helpful 

maintenance strategy.  

Relationship quality outcomes 

Members of the public participating in this study generally evaluated their 

relationship with the Florida Farm Bureau positively for all relationship indicators, 

including control mutuality, satisfaction, trust, and commitment.  Commitment rated 

highest in participants’ evaluations, followed by satisfaction, trust, and control mutuality.  

Because they strongly believed the organization made an effort to maintain positive and 

lasting relationships with them, the study participants are likely to commit to the 
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organization-public relationship.  However, they believed that comparatively more power 

balance is necessary.  

Correlation Analysis 

Correlation analysis showed that control mutuality displayed significant 

associations with all relationship maintenance strategies.  In particular, control mutuality 

had the strongest association with assurances.  This relationship can be understood if an 

organization made a communication effort to assure the members of its publics that their 

concerns were being attended to, the publics are more likely to have higher levels of 

power balance between themselves and the organization.  

Like control mutuality, satisfaction had statistically and significantly high 

correlations across all relationship maintenance strategies.  In particular, satisfaction had 

the strongest relationship with assurances.  This finding might imply that the degree of an 

organization’s efforts to assure the members of publics that they and their concerns are 

attended to is related to the degree of member satisfaction in their relationship with the 

organization.  

Trust had significant associations with all of the relationship maintenance strategy 

indicators.  Similar to control mutuality and satisfaction, trust also had the strongest 

association with assurances.  Additionally, the indicator also was highly correlated with 

other relationship maintenance strategies including positivity, access, sharing of tasks, 

and openness.  

The last variable of relationship quality outcomes, commitment, also displayed 

strong associations with all strategy variables.  Unlike the results of other relationship 

quality outcome variables, commitment had the strongest associations with both 

positivity and assurances.  Both the organizational concerns of making communication 
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activities enjoyable and attempting to assure the publics that their concerns are attended 

to are related to the degree of commitment. All relationship quality outcome factors 

produced the least association with networking.  

Measures of Relationship Maintenance Strategies and Relationship Quality 
Outcomes 

A primary purpose of this study was to construct the means for measuring both 

relationship maintenance strategies and relationship quality outcomes.  Relationship 

maintenance strategy measures were developed based on the guidelines provided by Hon 

and J. E. Grunig’s (1999) study, while existing relationship quality outcome measures 

were refined using multiple-item measurement procedures suggested by Spector (1992).  

These two constructed measures were further refined using factor analysis.  Factor 

analysis suggested the inclusion of 24 items in the final relationship maintenance strategy 

measure, consisting of four items for access, five items for positivity, four items for 

openness, four items for sharing of tasks, three items for networking, and four items for 

assurances.  The final measurement items appear in Table 5-1.  Factor analysis also 

proposed including 28 items in the final relationship quality outcome measurement, 

consisting of eight items for control mutuality, eight items for satisfaction, seven items 

for trust, and five items for commitment.  The final measurement items are provided in 

Table 5-2.  Confirmatory factor analyses were used to evaluate the hypothesized factor 

structure and showed that measures for relationship maintenance strategies and 

relationship quality outcomes both had reliable and valid factor structures.  
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Table 5-1.  Final measurement items for relationship maintenance strategies 
Access  
1. _____ provides members with adequate contact information. 
2. _____ provides members opportunities to meet its staff. 
3. When members have questions or concerns, _____ is willing to answer their inquiries. 
4. _____ provide members with adequate contact information for specific staff on specific  
    issues. 
Positivity 
1. The member benefits _____ provides are important to members. 
2. Receiving regular communications from _____ is beneficial to members. 
3. _____’s communication with members is courteous. 
4. _____ attempts to make its interactions with members enjoyable. 
5. _____ is cooperative when handling disagreements with members. 
Openness  
1. _____’s Annual Report is a valuable source of information for members about what _____   
    has done. 
2. _____ shares enough information with members about the organization’s governance. 
3. _____’s member meetings are a valuable way for members to communicate their opinions   
    to _____. 
4. The issue briefings _____ provides help members understand the issues. 
Sharing of Tasks  
1. _____ works with members to develop solutions to problems that benefit members. 
2. _____ is involved in managing community issues that members care about (e.g., disaster     
   relief, environment protection). 
3. _____ works effectively to resolve regulatory issues its members are facing such as  
   Pesticide or food safety issues. 
4. _____ and members do not work well together at solving joint problems. [R] 
Networking  
1. _____ effectively builds coalitions with groups that impact members. 
2. The coalitions that FFB forms with other agricultural groups benefit _____ members. 
3. The Ag Coalition for legislative activities that _____ is involved in is helpful to _____     
     members. 
Assurances  
1. _____ makes a genuine effort to provide personal responses to members’ concerns. 
2. _____ communicates the importance of members. 
3. _____’s policy development process allows members adequate opportunity to raise an issue 
    and propose a solution.  
4. When members raise concerns, _____ takes these concerns seriously. 
Note: The blanks need to be replaced with the name of the organization.  [R] indicates reverse-coding. 
 
Table 5-2.  Final measurement items for relationship quality outcomes 
Control Mutuality  
1. _____ believes the opinions of members are legitimate. 
2. _____ neglects members. [R] 
3. When dealing with members, _____ has a tendency to throw its weight around. [R] 
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Table 5-2.  Continued 
Control Mutuality  
4. _____ really listens to what members have to say. 
5. _____ seems to ignore members’ opinions in the decisions that affect members. [R] 
6. When members interact with _____, members feel that they have some sense of control. 
7. _____ cooperates with members. 
8. Members have influence with the decision makers at _____.  
Satisfaction  
1. Both _____ and members benefit from their relationship. 
2. Members are dissatisfied with their interaction with _____. [R] 
3. Members are happy with _____.  
4. Generally speaking, members are unhappy with the relationship _____ has established with 
    them. [R] 
5. Members enjoy dealing with _____. 
6. _____ fails to satisfy members’ needs. [R] 
7. Members feel they are important to _____. 
8. In general, nothing of value has been accomplished by _____ for members. [R] 
Trust  
1. _____ treats members fairly and justly. 
2. Whenever _____ makes an important decision, members know _____ will consider the  
    decision’s impact on members. 
3. _____ can be relied on to keep its promises to members. 
4. _____ takes the opinions of members into account when making decisions. 
5. Members feel very confident about _____ abilities. 
6. Sound principles guide _____’s behavior. 
7. _____ misleads members. [R] 
Commitment  
1. _____ is trying to maintain a long-term commitment to members. 
2. _____ wants to maintain a positive relationship with members. 
3. Compared to other farm organizations, members value their relationship with _____ the 
most. 
4. Members would rather work with _____ than without it. 
5. Members feel a sense of loyalty to _____. 
Note: The blanks need to be replaced with the name of the organization.  [R] indicates reverse-coding. 
 
Causal Links between Relationship Maintenance Strategies and Relationship 

Quality Outcomes 

Using stepwise regression analysis and path analysis (which produced similar 

results), this study examined how relationship maintenance strategies used by an 

organization affected publics' perceptions of relationship quality outcomes.  Links among 

the six relationship maintenance strategies and relationship quality outcomes provide new 

information concerning the function of maintenance effects.  Overall, relationship 
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maintenance strategies like access, positivity, sharing of tasks, and assurances represent 

the proactive approaches that organizations may employ to maintain or cultivate positive 

quality relationship with its target publics.   

Access Control Mutuality

Assurances

Sharing of Tasks

Positivity

Commitment

Trust

Satisfaction

+

+

+
+

+

+

+
+

+ +

Maintenance Strategies Relationship Quality Outcome

 
Note: + (plus symbol) indicates positive impact. 
Figure 5-1.  Relationships among relationship maintenance strategies and relationship 

quality outcomes 

First, a public’s perception of an organization’s efforts to maintain a relationship 

through assurances was the primary predictor of all relationship quality outcome 

indicators (i.e., control mutuality, satisfaction, trust, and commitment).  Namely, the use 
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of assurances as a relationship maintenance strategy increased a public’s perceptions 

about control mutuality, satisfaction, trust, and commitment in the relationship with an 

organization and its public.   

Second, an organization’s effort to make an organization-public relationship more 

enjoyable via courteous communication and interaction with the public positively 

affected power balance (control mutuality), satisfaction, and trust in both analyses.   

Third, both analyses found that an organization that provides communication 

channels to facilitate public feedback and interaction significantly influences a public’s 

evaluation of power balance.  Although the regression analysis suggested that access had 

a substantial impact on satisfaction and trust, the path analysis did not reveal the same 

results.  These differing results may be attributed to the high correlations among the 

relationship quality outcome variables.  Fourth, only the path analysis indicated that 

sharing of tasks, or an organization’s effort to share projects and problems of mutual 

interest to both parties, impacted control mutuality and satisfaction.  Last, both analyses 

revealed that the relationship maintenance strategies openness and networking were not 

significant predictors of any relationship quality outcome indicators.  Figure 5-1 

illustrated the overall results. 

Best Indicator of Relationship Quality Outcomes of Overall Relationship Quality 

This study asked which indicator of relationship quality outcomes best assesses the 

overall quality of a relationship.  To answer this question, regression and path analyses 

were conducted.  Although the magnitude of impact of each relationship quality 

outcomes on overall relationship quality is different between the regression analysis and 

path analysis, both analyses produced the same results in terms of the order of 

significance.  The analyses showed that commitment is the strongest predictor of overall 
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relationship quality, followed by satisfaction and trust.  Control mutuality did not 

significantly impact overall relationship quality in both analyses. 

Influential Order among Relationship Indicators 

This study asked how relationship quality outcome indicators affect each other and 

draws two specific hypotheses based on the previous literature.  The first hypothesis 

posits that degree of satisfaction will positively affect degree of trust, and the second 

asserts that the degree of trust will positively influence the degree of commitment.  Both 

hypotheses were strongly supported in this study, as satisfaction proved a strong and 

positive predictor of trust and trust preceded commitment.  Therefore, the influential 

order of relationship indicators is as follows:  

Satisfaction CommitmentTrust
+ +

  
 

Figure 5-2.  The influential sequence among relationship quality outcome indicators  

Linkages among Relationship Quality Perception, Attitude, and Behavioral 
Intentions 

This study was designed to empirically test the linkages between perceptions of 

relationship quality, attitude, and behavioral intentions with members of a key public 

based on a standard hierarchy of effects model using structural equation modeling.  

Although the originally tested model met the criteria, the model was revised based on the 

modification index and theoretical justification.  A new path from commitment of the 

relationship quality outcomes to behavioral intentions was added.  The revised model 

significantly improved the model fit.  The final revised model, which links relationship 

perceptions, attitude, and behavioral intentions, is illustrated as follows.  
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As shown in the revised final model, perceptions of trust and commitment in the 

relationship are significant predictors of attitude, and attitude is a strong predictor of 

behavioral intentions.  Among the four relationship indicators, a public’s perception of 

commitment in the relationship strongly impacted behavioral intentions.  

Control Mutuality

Attitude

Commitment

Trust

Satisfaction

Behavioral Intention
+

+

+

+

  
 
Figure 5-3.  Final model linking relationship quality perception, attitude, and behavioral 

intentions 

The Comprehensive Model 

This study was designed to empirically test a comprehensive model that links 

relationship maintenance strategies, relationship quality outcomes, attitude, and 

behavioral intentions using structural equation modeling.  The results illustrated that all 

effects of the paths linking relationship maintenance strategies, relationship quality 

outcomes, attitude, and behavioral intentions in the tested comprehensive model were 

significantly strong.  
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Figure 5-4.  Comprehensive model linking relationship maintenance strategies, relationship quality outcomes, attitude, and behavioral 
intentions 

Relationship
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Post Hoc Analysis 

This study performed the following additional analyses based on the length of the 

relationship members of the public had with the organization: 1) the model which links 

perceptions of organization-public relationships, attitude, and behavioral intentions; 2) 

the comprehensive model which links relationship maintenance strategies, perceptions of 

relationship quality, attitude, and behavioral intentions.   

Linkage among relationship quality perceptions, attitude, and behavioral intentions 
on relationship length 

The first additional analysis showed that satisfaction was the best predictor of 

public attitude toward the organization when the organization-public relationship has 

lasted for a brief period of time.  The remaining two indicators of the relationship, control 

mutuality and trust, did not affect attitude toward the organization.  In this group, 

perceptions of relationship commitment are also a good predictor of attitude toward the 

organization.  Furthermore, attitude and perceptions of commitment strongly and 

significantly affected behavioral intentions.   

In the second model, which focused on longer relationships, perceptions of trust 

most significantly affected attitude toward the organization, followed by commitment.  

The remaining two indicators of relationship perception were found to be insignificant 

predictors of attitude.  Like the other model, commitment and attitude proved good 

indicators of a public’s supportive behavioral intentions.  

The comprehensive model on length of relationship 

The comprehensive model links relationship maintenance strategies, perceptions of 

organization-public relationships, attitude, and behavioral intentions based on two 

groups—those who had comparatively short relationships with an organization and those 



151 

 

with longer organization-public relationships.  The analysis revealed that the two models 

indicated no differences for either group.   

Theoretical and Managerial Implications 

This research contributes to several substantial topics in public relations 

scholarship by revealing 1) a new measure of relationship maintenance strategies; 2) a 

more refined measure of relationship quality outcomes; 3) the sequential order of the 

relationship indicators; 4) the best indicator of overall relationship quality; 5) the ways in 

which communication activities as relationship maintenance strategies contribute to 

relationship quality; 6) the ways in which relationship quality outcome contributes to 

attitude toward an organization and their supportive behavior toward an organization; and 

7) a comprehensive model linking relationship maintenance strategies, relationship 

quality outcomes, attitude, and behaviors.  This section concludes with implications for 

teaching. 

New Measure of Relationship Maintenance Strategies 

Relationship maintenance strategies have gained little attention due to existing 

scholarship’s emphasis on organization-public relationships as a means of measuring the 

effectiveness of public relations.  Thus, this is the first study to focus on and develop 

empirical measures for relationship maintenance strategies, or the daily communication 

activities performed by organizations.  As such, this study should identify methods of 

maintaining and improving organization-public relationships. The measures of 

relationship maintenance strategies developed in this research were established as reliable 

and valid.  These developed measures can help practitioners better understand how to 

maintain or cultivate relationships with their target publics.   
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The instrument designed provides a basic skeleton for the evaluation format and 

statements for each of the six relationship maintenance strategy dimensions so that it can 

be applicable to other types of organization-public relationships.  However, the skeleton 

can be adapted when necessary or supplemented to fit the characteristics or needs of a 

particular organization.  Table 1 can guide relationship maintenance strategies measure 

applicable to an organization. 

This instrument would prove valuable when used periodically to track the quality 

of relationship maintenance strategies, and when used in conjunction with the refined 

measures of organization-public relationships.  Specifically, by administering both 

instruments of relationship maintenance strategies and relationship quality outcomes 

among a target public, an organization would learn a great deal about the strategies 

available to improve its public relations.  In addition, the survey could provide quality 

information by allowing practitioners to solicit and analyze the publics’ suggestions or 

complaints.  

Furthermore, the instrument could evaluate the quality of maintenance strategies 

that an organization uses along each of the six strategy dimensions by averaging the 

different scores on items.  It also can assess an overall measure of the maintenance 

strategies in the form of an average score across all six dimensions.  However, 

respondents surveyed should have some relationship or experience with the organization 

being researched, as meaningful responses to the perception statements can be gained 

from a public’s experiences.   

The relationship maintenance strategies instrument can be used for an 

organization’s multiple target publics to track the quality levels of each strategy used by 
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the organization.  This would allow organizations to identify which strategies need to be 

improved or revised based on the needs of specific publics.  

More Refined Measure of Relationship Quality Outcomes 

Like several previous studies, this study attempted to refine a measure of 

relationship quality outcomes (i.e., Huang, 2001b; Jo, 2003, 2006; Kim, 2001).  This 

measure achieved desirable levels of reliability and validity and can be used to better 

understand a public’s perceptions of its relationship with organizations, thus helping 

organizations assess how to improve these relationships.  

The instrument that measures relationship quality outcomes can be used to improve 

program management in public relations.  For example, if control mutuality was found to 

be an essential relationship dimension but scores for the items are low, an organization 

would know to consider ways of improving its publics' involvement in the organizational 

decision-making process.  

As discussed previously, the refined measure of relationship quality outcomes 

would prove useful when used in conjunction with the instrument for relationship 

maintenance strategies.  An organization that uses the refined measure to identify the 

most salient relationship quality dimensions for its strategic publics and to compare its 

strengths and weaknesses in these dimensions will get a sense of what its public relations 

program's priorities should be with regard to relationship maintenance.  

Sequential Order of the Relationship Quality Outcome Indicators 

The current study also presents an opportunity to gain a better understanding of, 

and better insights into, the sequential order of the three indicators (satisfaction, trust, and 

commitment) of relationship quality outcomes through information obtained by path 
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analysis.  The results show that a public’s perceptions of satisfaction with the 

organization-public relationship play a significant role in generating perceptions of trust.  

This finding is consistent with studies in relational marketing which support the positive 

effect of satisfaction on trust (Anderson & Narus, 1990; Ganesan, 1994; Garbarino & 

Johnson, 1999; Selnes, 1998) and previous suggestions made by scholars in public 

relations (Jo, 2003, 2006; Ki & Hon, 2007).  In accordance with the existing literature in 

relational marketing (Anderson & Narus, 1990; Ganesan, 1994; Garbarino & Johnson, 

1999; Miettilä & Möller, 1990; Kwon & Suh, 2004; Morgan & Hunt, 1994), this study 

also documented that trust is a strong predictor of commitment in relationship quality 

outcomes.   

The empirically tested sequential order of satisfaction, trust, and commitment will 

aid organizations seeking to improve relationships with their target publics.  The most 

effective way to ensure publics of an organization's honesty, competence, and 

benevolence during the initial stages of the relationship is to provide publics with positive 

experiences and a sense of satisfaction.  If the members of a public know that an 

organization is able and willing to satisfy their needs and provide reliable and predictable 

service, publics are more likely to establish trust in organization-public relationships.  

Recognizing the importance of satisfaction for establishing a relationship in the initial 

stages would allow public relations practitioners to work on developing satisfied 

relationships with their strategic publics.   

As Hrebiniak (1974) claimed, trust is an essential factor in every relationship 

because the parties involved are more likely to commit themselves to such relationships.  

Once trust is developed in the final stage of relationship building, organizations must 
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devote their public relations programs to establishing public commitment in the 

relationship.  Public relations programs that seek to establish commitment should 

encourage long-term relationships once public perceptions of trust are developed (Dwyer, 

Schurr, & Oh, 1987; Morgan & Hunt, 1994). 

Best Indicator of Overall Relationship Quality  

This study determined the relative importance of the four dimensions of 

relationship quality outcomes in affecting publics' overall relationship perceptions.  As 

mentioned previously, three relationship indicators—satisfaction, trust, and 

commitment—are the significant predictors of overall relationship quality.  Consistent 

with Hon and Brunner's (2002) study, control mutuality was the only insignificant 

variable.  The findings of this study reveal that these three indicators are key to 

understanding relationship quality.  Furthermore, this finding is consistent with and 

confirm Jo’s (2006) study, which suggested that satisfaction, trust, and commitment are 

the global measures of relationship quality.   

Among the three significant indicators, this study found that commitment is the 

most critical factor in predicting publics' perceptions of overall organization-public 

relationships, followed by satisfaction and trust.  The remaining factor, control mutuality, 

was the only insignificant predictor of relationship quality perceptions.  The findings of 

this study are inconsistent with Huang’s (2001b) study which identified control mutuality 

as the best predictor of relationship perceptions and commitment as the second best 

predictor of relationship perceptions.  This inconsistency might be attributed to the 

differences in relationship characteristics between this study and Huang's.  Public 

members who participated in this study had relatively long relationships with the 
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organization, as illustrated by an average relationship length of 25 years.  As the 

sequential order of relationship indicators proved, commitment forms in the last stage of 

the relationship.  

Although control mutuality was the most substantial factor in Huang’s study, it was 

the only insignificant factor in predicting overall relationship quality.  The relationship 

Huang measured was the executive-legislative relationship, which can be characterized as 

one with high political involvement and face-to-face interaction.  Unlike the relationship 

in Huang's study, members of the Florida Farm Bureau are not directly involved in the 

organization's decision-making process because individual members belong to the county 

organization rather than the state organization, rendering power balance difficult to 

evaluate in this context.  Additionally, members of the public may have few opportunities 

to interact with organization managers.  However, as Ki and Hon (2007) noted, control 

mutuality might be an important factor in predicting overall employee-, stockholder-, or 

activist-organization relationships where power balance in the decision making process is 

considered important. 

Comparing the results of Huang (2001b), Jo (2006), Ki and Hon (2007), and the 

current study suggests that satisfaction, trust, and commitment are essential dimensions 

for relationships that offer little or no direct contact or face-to-face communication with 

management, such as relationships established with large corporations.   

The Ways in Which Communication Activities as Relationship Maintenance 
Strategies Contribute to Relationship Quality Outcomes 

This study examined how publics’ perceptions of an organization’s relationship 

maintenance strategies (access, positivity, openness, sharing of tasks, networking, and 

access) affect evaluations of the relationship quality outcomes (control mutuality, 
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satisfaction, trust, and commitment).  Based on suggestions in the scholarship (i.e., Hon 

& J. E. Grunig, 1999; J. E. Grunig & Huang, 2000), it is assumed that a public’s 

assessment of relationship maintenance efforts positively affects the relationship quality.  

The associations between the proposed relationship maintenance strategies and the 

relationship quality outcomes provide new information about the function of the 

organization’s maintenance efforts.  This study found that the maintenance strategies 

affected different relationship quality outcomes in a variety of ways.  The maintenance 

strategies, especially the four strategies of access, positivity, sharing of tasks, and 

assurances, represent proactive approaches that organizations can use to maintain or 

cultivate relationship with their strategic publics.  

The strategy of access was found to have a positive impact on control mutuality.  

Given the characteristics of control mutuality, which are related to the decision-making 

process and the extent to which a party’s opinion is reflected in the final decision, having 

accessibility to express one’s opinion is critical.  The access factor includes items that are 

clear ways to get members of publics to join in the decision-making process of the 

organization, such as referring contact information, meeting with the organization’s staff, 

and being willing to answer public inquiries.  

An organization’s use of positivity as a maintenance strategy was found to be a 

significant factor predicting control mutuality, satisfaction, and trust.  That positivity was 

significant to satisfaction is consistent with studies on interpersonal communication.  For 

instance, Dindia (1989) found that the perception of one’s positivity maintenance efforts 

positively affected the partner’s relational satisfaction.  Courteous and enjoyable 

communication with members of publics might encourage publics’ cooperation in the 
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organization and help the relationship preserve interdependence.  The positivity items 

clearly show the rewards or benefits the organization provides to publics.  From a social 

exchange perspective, a clear display of rewards and benefits to publics instills them with 

a positive perception that increases their satisfaction because as the rewards and benefits 

increase, publics feel that the costs incurred by the relationship decrease (Kelly & 

Thibaut, 1978; Jo et al., 2004).  These economic benefits, which can be great at times, 

can give publics strong incentive to remain in a relationship with the organization.  

Sharing of tasks was an important factor predicting control mutuality and 

satisfaction.  In this study, the concept of ‘sharing of tasks’ is similar to the concept of 

corporate social responsibility.  Performing corporate social responsibility activities has 

frequently appeared as an essential issue in public relations.  Such actions as learning 

what concerns a public and participating in activities such as disaster relief, 

environmental protection in the community, and resolving regulatory issues are necessary 

to accomplishing the interdependent goals and objectives an organization and its publics 

have.  As Lez-Herrero and Pratt (1996) argued, the sharing of tasks (corporate social 

responsibility) can be a proactive strategy to respond to the media’s negative coverage 

during a crisis.  The causal relationship which the sharing of tasks promotes between 

control mutuality and satisfaction confirms the adage that actions speak much louder than 

words.  

Assurances were the key strategy for producing all of the relationship quality 

outcomes.  This finding is consistent with studies on interpersonal relationship which 

have discovered and confirmed that assurances is the most effective strategy for 

maintaining relationship commitment between two individuals (Canary & Stafford, 1992, 
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1993; Stafford & Canary, 1991).  Assurances also have been a significant predictor of 

trust in several studies on interpersonal relationships (Canary & Stafford, 1993; Stafford 

& Canary, 1991).  In accordance with a study by Canary and Stafford (1992), the current 

study revealed that an organization’s use of assurances as a maintenance strategy can 

engender commitment in organization-public relationships.  Assurances items include the 

organization’s efforts to provide personal responses to the public’s concerns, to 

communicate to the members of a public how important they consider the public to be, 

and to allow the members opportunities to raise issues and propose solutions during the 

policy development process.  The organization’s demonstration of a desire to assure the 

publics that they and their concerns are attended to implies the organization’s 

commitment to a long-term and stable relationship with the public.  Moreover, 

perceptions of assurances probably lead the public to believe that the organization is 

willing to invest organizational resources in the relationship to ensure its success.   

This study’s finding about openness is consistent with the interpersonal relationship 

literature, but not consistent with the public relations literature.  For example, Stafford 

and Canary (1991) found that openness was the least predictive of relational features in a 

couple’s relationship.  However, scholars in public relations have consistently found and 

suggested that openness is an important predictor of relationship quality outcomes.  

Specifically, Ledingham and Bruning (1998) discovered that openness was a significant 

predictor of relational satisfaction.  Also, it has been proposed that openness is a 

fundamental indicator to evaluate relationship quality with an organization’s target public 

(L. A. Grunig et al., 1992).  Successful relationships with target publics can indeed be 

maintained through open communication, but the insignificant finding related to 
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openness might be due to the fact that openness is not mutually exclusive but rather a 

dimension of all of the relationship maintenance strategies.  

This study revealed that an organization’s use of networking does not generate any 

relationship quality outcomes.  Although personal networking opportunities have been 

found to be the most important means of attracting and retaining members in farm bureau 

organizations (King & Walker, 1992), the importance of public networks was not shown 

in this study.  This study’s finding about networking also might be due to insufficient 

number of measurement items (i.e., only 3 items) included for tapping the networking 

strategy the organization used.  

The findings indicate that maintenance strategies vary in their relevance to 

relational outcomes; therefore, causal linkages between maintenance strategies and 

relationship quality outcomes could provide guidelines for how an organization should 

use each strategy to affect specific relationship quality outcomes.  Accordingly, 

organizations may select one maintenance strategy approach over another depending on 

the relationship quality outcome of concern.  For example, an organization can use the 

assurance strategy to maintain or promote commitment among a strategic public.  Also, 

an organization can use access to ensure control mutuality. 

For more than a decade, the effective management of relationships between an 

organization and its target publics has become an increasingly important topic for both 

public relations scholars and practitioners.  Quality relationships improve an 

organization’s effectiveness (Dozier et al., 1995; Hon, 1997; Huang, 1999; L. A. Grunig 

et al., 2002), help resolve conflicts between the organization and its publics (Huang, 
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1997), and affect publics’ supportive attitude and behaviors toward the organization 

(Bruning, 2002; Ki & Hon, 2007). 

The results of this study provide some strategic implications for institutions that are 

seeking to build their organization-public relationships.  In essence, this study found that 

the ways in which publics perceived an organization’s relationship maintenance strategies 

directly affected their ratings of the relationship quality outcomes of control mutuality, 

satisfaction, trust, and commitment.  

Although there are many ways for organizations to cultivate or maintain better 

relationships with their strategic publics, the assurance strategy was the most successful 

across all relationship quality outcomes.  In most conditions, providing publics with 

benefits and participating in enjoyable and courteous communication with them 

effectively engenders control mutuality, satisfaction, and trust in the organization-public 

relationship.  For public relations professionals or managers of organizations, providing 

assurances and looking for ways to demonstrate positivity are crucial for improving 

relationships with publics.  

The Ways in Which Relationship Quality Outcomes Contribute to Attitude and 
Behavior 

This study was designed to empirically test a model that posited the linkages 

between perceptions of the organization-public relationship, attitude, and behavioral 

intentions toward an organization among members of a key public. The test produced 

results with strong support of some theoretical assumptions that underlie the relationship 

management perspective for public relations theory and its practice.  It has been assumed 

that positive, long-term relationships with strategic publics can be valuable because 

quality relationships are more likely to drive supportive behaviors such as sales, 
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donations, favorable legislation, and high employee performance (L. A. Grunig et al., 

2002).  The linkages tested here substantiated assumptions about the effects of 

organization-public relationships on publics’ supportive attitude and behaviors toward an 

organization.  These linkages can be used as a toolbox to measure public relations 

effectiveness.  

For the four relationship dimensions used in this study—control mutuality, 

satisfaction, trust, and commitment—participants’ perceptions of relationship 

commitment were key to their positive attitude toward the organization.  More 

importantly, the final model shows that perceptions of commitment also can engender 

supportive behavior toward the organization among members of a key public.  Members 

of the public studied here with strong perceptions of relationship commitment were more 

likely to recommend membership to others and retain their membership even if 

membership in a comparable association was available.  This finding is consistent with 

those from a study in relational marketing which found that customers’ relationship 

commitment directly affected their behavioral intentions (Garbarino & Johnson, 1999).  

This finding confirms the notion that commitment is most related to behavior (Becker et 

al., 1995). 

Perceptions of trust also strongly affected members’ attitude toward the 

organization.  A positive attitude and supportive behavior toward the organization were 

affected by members’ perceptions of whether they felt some degree of confidence in and 

willingness to rely on the organization.  These results suggest that using positivity and 

assurances, which can engender trust, are key relationship maintenance strategies.  
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As found in the study by Garbarino and Johnson (1999), among the relational 

dimensions, trust and commitment are key predictors of attitude and behavioral intentions 

for members of a public who have strong relationships.  In the current study, the average 

relationship length was approximately 25 years, which could be considered a long 

relationship.  For members of a public who have long-term relationships, perceptions of 

trust and commitment drive supportive attitudes and behaviors toward the organization.  

Even when the relationship is well-established, an organization might need to continue to 

use strategies to build trust and commitment among members of a public.  Therefore, 

public relations programs focused on managing satisfaction will be more effective for 

members of a public within a short period time.  Public relations programs directed 

toward long-term members of a public should focus on maintaining and building trust 

and commitment rather than satisfaction.   

Although the sequential model linking perceptions of organization-public 

relationships, attitude, and behavioral intentions shows a good fit with the data, some of 

the proposed theoretical paths among the individual dimensions were not found in the 

empirically collected data set.  For example, perceptions of control mutuality and 

satisfaction had no significant effects on attitude and behavioral intentions.  These results 

are inconsistent with Ki and Hon’s (2007) study which tested the sequential order of 

perceptions of organization-public relationships, attitude, and behavioral intentions based 

on the university-student relationship.  In their study, using attitude as a mediating 

variable, they found that satisfaction and control mutuality were the two key predictors of 

supportive behaviors.  
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The insignificant findings related to control mutuality’s effect on attitude and 

behavioral intentions might be explained by the characteristics of the organization-public 

relationship used in this study.  As mentioned previously, since there are relatively few 

opportunities for direct contact between members of this public and the decision-makers 

of the organization, control mutuality might not be reflective of members’ attitude and 

behavioral intentions.  This may be especially true for this study which focuses on the 

relationship between state farm bureaus (the organization) and members of a public who 

belong to a county-level organization. 

The insignificant findings about satisfaction’s effect on attitude and behavioral 

intentions might come from the sequential order of satisfaction, trust, and commitment.  

As found in this study, satisfaction is a predictor of trust and trust generates commitment.  

Since most of the members already formed perceptions of trust and commitment, 

satisfaction might be the foundation of the relationship because members of the publics 

have repeat satisfied experiences over several years that lead to trust and commitment.  

A Comprehensive Model Linking Relationship Maintenance Strategies, 
Relationship Quality Outcomes, Attitude, and Behavior 

The current research also was designed to empirically test a model that posited the 

linkages among relationship maintenance strategies, relationship quality outcomes, 

supportive attitude, and behaviors toward an organization among members of a key 

public.  One of the most important contributions this study makes to the public relations 

arena is an explanation of the effects of relationship maintenance strategies on 

relationship quality outcomes and connect those to the public’s supportive attitude and 

behavior toward an organization in one comprehensive model (Figure 5-4; the detailed 

causal linkages are explained throughout this chapter).  Even post hoc analysis, which 
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analyzes the model across different groups, supported the validation of the 

comprehensive model.  These findings indicate that an organization’s effort to build and 

maintain quality organization-public relationships should be the focus of public relations 

programs that endeavor to eventually achieve the objectives and goals of the organization. 

As the scholarship shows, an organization’s efforts and its strategies to maintain 

and cultivate quality relationships are essential for producing quality relationships with 

members of a key public (J. E. Grunig & Huang, 2000; Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999).  The 

current study documents that relationship maintenance strategies can effectively generate 

quality relationships between an organization and its publics.  Furthermore, a public’s 

supportive attitude and behaviors toward the organization can occur through positive 

perceptions of organization-public relationships.  

Since a quality, long-term relationship with an organization’s strategic publics is 

not established by a one-shot public relations strategy, an organization should conduct 

research to obtain information about key publics’ perceptions of the quality of the 

organization-public relationship.  Based on the information, relationship maintenance 

strategies should be planned and executed with the goal of improving particular 

perceptions of the relationship.  For example, if an organization wants to increase the 

public’s perceptions of satisfaction, it needs to implement positivity since positivity is the 

most effective strategy for engendering satisfaction.  By doing this, public is more likely 

then to display supportive attitude and behavioral intentions toward the organization.  As 

shown in Figure 5-5, an organization should continue to evaluate each stage and make a 

continual effort to improve.   
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The models tested throughout this study are suggested models but they are not the 

only possible models.  It is always arguable that any model can be mis-specified to some 

degree (Whang & Hancock, 1997).  In addition, the models in this study are not complete 

inasmuch as “it is impossible to account for all potential causal elements in a system” 

(Whang & Hancock, 1997).  However, in terms of model respecification, future research 

should rely on a scholarly, theoretical basis for finding better models for measuring and 

understanding public relations effectiveness.  

Relationship
Quality

 Outcome

Public’s
Supportive

Attitude

Public’s
Supportive
Behavior

Relationship
Maintenance

Strategies

 

Figure 5-5.  A suggested comprehensive model 
 

The findings of this study also suggested some implications for teaching.  First of 

all, the comprehensive model should be introduced into the classroom as a measure of 
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public relations effectiveness.  The model is especially relevant to addressing how 

organizations’ communication activities affect the quality of their relationships with their 

strategic publics.  These organization-public relationships are crucial in helping 

organizations to achieve their goals and objectives, which are associated with the public’s 

supportive attitudes and behaviors toward the organizations.  Secondly, research method 

courses need to include teaching of SEM, which would be beneficial in public relations 

research.  The use of SEM, including CFA, might be helpful in finding better causal 

models to explain the impact of public relations programs on organizations’ planned 

outcomes.    

Limitations and Future Research 

Although this study is original and compelling in several ways, it has its limitations 

which can nonetheless help guide future research endeavors.  To begin with, points 

related to newly developed measures of maintenance strategies are worth mentioning.  

The definitions and measurement tools used in this study were developed based on the 

literature.  However, there is no guarantee that this newly developed measurement system 

proves scientifically or practically useful, or that it will measure what it intends to 

measure.  Also, there are some shortcomings to the measurements of the relationship 

maintenance strategies.  For example, although the reliabilities of all the indicators met 

their acceptable level, they were somewhat weak at around .80 compared to the ones used 

to measure the organization-public relationship (those exceeded .90).  These low 

reliabilities are probably due to the insufficient number of items used for each scale, 

especially for access, networking, sharing of tasks, and assurances, all of which have only 

three or four items.  Therefore, future research should increase the number of items for 

these scales to better tap each dimension.  Moreover, because of the characteristics of the 
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public targeted in this study, questions related to new technologies for communication 

were dropped.  However, corporate Web sites are a commonly used communication 

channel, suggesting that measurement items for relationship maintenance strategies 

through Web sites should be considered in future research. 

Since the six dimensions of maintenance strategies originated in the field of 

interpersonal relationship studies, there might be some gaps between relationship 

maintenance strategies used in interpersonal relationships and those in organization-

public relationships since the nature of the two relationships is different even though 

theories of interpersonal relationships are well applicable to organization-public 

relationships.  Future research should consider a qualitative approach to find original 

measurement items for relationship maintenance strategies applicable to public 

relationships.   

Secondly, this study collected data from a single organization.  Although the 

random sampling method was used to select the sample, the findings in this study must be 

cautiously applied to other types of organization-public relationships because each 

organization faces different situations.  In order to improve external validity of the newly 

developed measures and proposed models, as well as develop more refined measures of 

organization-public relationships, independent studies must apply the two measures and 

the models to diverse types of organizations such as for-profit, non-profit, and 

multinational companies until they achieve consistent findings.  

Third, the current research treated members of a key public as a homogeneous 

group.  Although it is obvious that all of the respondents in this study have a relationship 

with the organization, the levels of involvement in the relationship might vary and the 
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sequential order of relationship perception, attitude, and behavior that each person in the 

group experiences may differ.  Therefore, future research should segment members of 

key publics based on their involvement and other variables that might impact relationship 

perceptions.  

Fourth, the relationship perspective assumes a two-way model of public relations 

so that evaluating both sides’ perceptions of the relationship and determining the effects 

of the relationship on both parties is essential (Ki & Hon, 2007).  This study evaluated 

only one side of the relationship, the public side.  Therefore, future research might assess 

the organization’s perception of its relationship with publics and evaluate whether and 

how perceptions among organizational members are different from the publics’ 

perceptions.  By doing this, an organization can evaluate gaps in the way management 

and publics perceive the relationship.  As Lindenmann (1999) indicated, this kind of gap 

analysis can provide strategies for relationship maintenance. 

Fifth, involvement, which was measured in terms of the length of membership with 

the organization, might not assess the strength of the relationship the members of a public 

might have with the organization.  Although some members of a public have long-term 

membership in an organization, they might not be engaged in the relationship.  In other 

words, they just remain as members but refrain from active participation.  On the other 

hand, although some members of a public have had relationships with the organization 

for only a short-period of time, they could be actively involved in the relationship with 

the organization.  Therefore, future research might need to differentiate members of a 

public based on their level of involvement.   J. E. Grunig and Hunt suggested three 
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categories of publics based on situational theory —latent1, aware2, and active3 public—

that could be applied in future studies.  Using these categories, latent public can be 

classified as the low-involved public and active public as the high-involved public.  

Based on the level of public’s involvement in the relationship, future research should 

explore how these different groups of publics differ in terms of the perceptions they have 

of their relationship with the organization and how differently or similarly these 

perceptions drive their attitude and behavioral intentions or behavior.  

 Although the links and effects between relationship maintenance strategies, 

perceptions of relationship quality outcomes, and public’s supportive attitude and 

behaviors toward an organization are neither straightforward nor simple, more attention 

should be paid to how the effects of relationship maintenance strategies are translated 

into public’s perceptions of relationship quality and how the public’s perceptions of 

relationship quality are translated into attitudes and behaviors.  Therefore, future research 

should investigate conditions such as time lag on the effects of relationship maintenance 

strategies on the public’s perceptions of relationship quality as well as the publics’ 

attitudes and behavioral intentions that may influence the relative superiority of the 

model. 

 

                                                 
1 Latent public is a group that does not recognize a situation as problematic.  This group might 
have the lowest involvement in the relationship with an organization.  

2 Aware public is a group that has moved from a latent stage and recognizes a problem.  This 
group might have higher involvement in the relationship with an organization but lower 
involvement than the active public.  

3 Active public is a group that is active and organizes to discuss and do something about the 
situation.  This group might have the highest involvement in the relationship among the three 
groups.  
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Conclusion 

Numerous scholarly works have emphasized the importance of relationship 

measurement in public relations effectiveness (e.g., Dozier et al., 1995; J. E. Grunig & 

Huang, 2000; L. A. Grunig et al., 2002; Hon, 1997; Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999; Huang, 

1997, 1999, 2001a, 2004; Ki & Hon, 2007; Jo, 2003, 2006; Kim, 2001).  However, none 

of the studies comprehensively documented how organizations’ relationship maintenance 

efforts produce quality relationships with their strategic publics and how quality 

relationships between an organization and its public drive the public’s supportive 

attitudes and behavioral intentions or behaviors toward an organization.  The empirical 

data gathered in this study through administration of a mail survey to members of an 

organization’s essential public supported the linkages and causal effects among 

relationship maintenance strategies, relationship quality outcomes, the public’s 

supportive attitude, and behavioral intentions and/or behaviors.  In other words, this study 

documented evidence that organizations’ communication activities result in relationship 

quality outcomes that drive public’s supportive attitudes and behaviors toward an 

organization.  Therefore, these findings are essential in understanding and assessing the 

effectiveness and value of public relations not only for organizations but also for 

members of their publics as well as society.  The researcher believes the current study 

provides significant insight into understanding the potential of relationship management 

for demonstrating the effectiveness of public relations and its contribution to the field. 
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APPENDIX A 
SURVEY INVITATION  

Dear Florida Farm Bureau member: 
 
In a few days you will receive a packet from Florida Farm Bureau.  In this packet, you 
will find a survey about the relationships between the organization and its members.  
Having you rate the job it is doing will help Florida Farm Bureau improve its level of 
service to you in the future.  
 
Please look for the questionnaire to arrive in the next few days.  It is extremely important 
that you complete and return it promptly. 
 
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (352) 846-1048 or 
ejki@jou.ufl.edu 
 
Sincerely 
Eyun-Jung Ki, Ph.D. Candidate 
College of Journalism and Communications 
University of Florida 

mailto:ejki@jou.ufl.edu
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APPENDIX B 
COVER LETTER 

Date: 
 
Member’s Address: 
 
 
 
Dear Name of the member: 
 
On behalf of Florida Farm Bureau, I am currently conducting a study to examine your 
perceptions of Florida Farm Bureau and FloridAgriculture magazine. The study will 
concentrate on what Florida Farm Bureau does to maintain or improve its relationships 
with members and what are the results of those efforts. Also, this research will examine 
how these efforts affect members’ attitudes and future behavior toward Florida Farm 
Bureau.  You were randomly selected from the current membership directory of Florida 
Farm Bureau. 
  
This survey will take about 15 minutes.  Since only a limited number of questionnaires 
have been distributed, your response is extremely important and valuable to this research. 
Your answers will be used for statistical purposes only and will remain strictly 
confidential to the extent provided by law.  All responses are confidential and no 
individual data will be reported. You may return the completed questionnaire in the self-
addressed stamped envelope.  If you have any questions about the project, please feel free 
to call me at (352) 846-1048 or email me at ejki@jou.ufl.edu.  Also, you may keep the 
attached informed consent form.  
 
Thank you for your help in this important endeavor. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
Eyun-Jung Ki 
Ph.D. candidate 
College of Journalism and Communications 
University of Florida, Gainesville 

mailto:ejki@jou.ufl.edu
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APPENDIX C 
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

Thank you for taking time to answer the questions in this survey. This research is abou
t members’ perceptions of, as well as members’ attitudinal and behavioral intentions to
ward Florida Farm Bureau. Please write the number that best describes what you belie
ve members in general think and feel. Your answers will be used only for statistical pur
poses and will remain strictly confidential to the extent provided by law. Please read th
e instructions and questions carefully.  

 

Section I  
 Please write the number in the blank that you believe best indicates members’ agreement 
with each item and what Florida Farm Bureau has done.  Responses range from strongly 
disagree to strongly agree.  For example, if you strongly disagree with the provided 
statement, write 1 in the blank. If you strongly agree with the provided statement, write “9” 
in the blank.  If you feel neutral about a statement, write “5” in the blank. 

         
         

Strongly Disagree                                           Neutral                                                Strongly Agree 
 

______  1. Attending FFB’s annual meeting is helpful to members. 
 

______  2. FFB provides members with adequate contact information. 
 

______  3. FFB’s Annual Report is a valuable source of information for members about what FFB  
                  has done. 
 

______  4. FFB makes a genuine effort to provide personal responses to members’ concerns. 
 

______  5. FFB works with members to develop solutions to problems that benefit members. 
 

______  6. FFB is involved in managing community issues that members care about (e.g.,   
                  disaster relief, environment protection). 
 

______  7. The member benefits (i.e. insurance services, bank services, etc.) FFB provides are  
                  important to members. 
 

______  8. FFB provides members opportunities to meet its staff.  
 

______  9. FFB works effectively to resolve regulatory issues its members are facing such as  
                  pesticide or food safety issues. 
 

______10. Members do not believe that FFB really cares about their concerns. 
 

______11. FFB effectively builds coalitions with groups (i.e. Suwannee Partnership) that impact  
                 members. 
  

______12. FFB shares enough information with members about the organization’s governance. 
 

______13. Receiving regular communications (e.g., FloridaAgriculture) from FFB is beneficial to  
                 members.                   
 

______14. FFB communicates the importance of members.  
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______15. FFB’s communication with members is courteous.  
 

______16. FFB and members do not work well together at solving joint problems. 
 

______17. The coalitions that FFB forms with other agricultural groups benefit FFB members. 
 

______18. FFB attempts to make its interactions with members enjoyable. 
 

______19. FFB’s policy development process allows members adequate opportunity to raise an  
                 issue and propose a solution. 
 

______20. The Ag Coalition for legislative activities that FFB is involved in is helpful to FFB  
                  members. 
 

______21.  FFB’s alliances with other like-minded groups are useless to members.    
 

______22. FFB’s member meetings are a valuable way for members to communicate their  
                  opinions to FFB.  
 

______23. When members raise concerns, FFB takes these concerns seriously. 
 

______24. The issue briefings FFB provides help members understand the issues. 
 

______25. FFB does not provide members with enough information about what FFB does with  
                  members’ dues. 
 

______26. When members have questions or concerns, FFB is willing to answer their inquiries.  
 

______27. The information FFB provides with members is of little use to them. 
 

______28. FFB is cooperative when handling disagreements with members. 
 

______29. FFB provide members with adequate contact information for specific staff on specific  
                  issues. 
 

Section II 
 Please evaluate quality of the relationship between members and Florida Farm Bureau.  

Please write the number that you believe best indicates members’ agreement with each item. 
If you strongly disagree with the provided statement, please write “1” in the blank. If you 
strongly agree with the provided statement, please write “9” in the blank.  

         
         

Strongly Disagree                                           Neutral                                                Strongly Agree 
 

______  1. FFB is trying to maintain a long-term commitment to members. 
 

______  2. FFB treats members fairly and justly. 
 

______  3. There is only a short-term bond between FFB and members.  
 

______  4. FFB believes the opinions of members are legitimate. 
 

______  5. Florida Farm Bureau (FFB) neglects members.  
 

______  6. Whenever FFB makes an important decision, members know FFB will consider the  
                  decision’s impact on members. 
 

______  7. Both FFB and members benefit from their relationship. 
 

______  8. FFB wants to maintain a positive relationship with members. 
 

______  9. When dealing with members, FFB has a tendency to throw its weight around. 
  

______10. FFB can be relied on to keep its promises to members. 
  

______11. Members are dissatisfied with their interaction with FFB. 
 

______12. FFB really listens to what members have to say. 
 

______13. Members are happy with FFB. 
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______14. FFB takes the opinions of members into account when making decisions. 
 

______15. Generally speaking, members are unhappy with the relationship FFB has established  
                  with them. 
 

______16. FFB seems to ignore members’ opinions in the decisions that affect members. 
 

______17. Members feel very confident about FFB abilities. 
 

______18. Compared to other farm organizations, members value their relationship with Florida  
                  Farm Bureau the most.  
  

______19. Members enjoy dealing with FFB. 
  

______20. Members would rather work with FFB than without it. 
  

______21. When members interact with FFB, members feel that they have some sense of  
                 control.  
 

______22. Members believe that FFB lacks the ability to accomplish what it says it will do. 
  

______23. Members want to have a relationship with FFB. 
  

______24. FFB cooperates with members. 
  

______25. Sound principles guide FFB’s behavior.  
 

______26. FFB fails to satisfy members’ needs.  
 

______27. Members feel they are important to FFB. 
  

______28. Members have influence with the decision makers at FFB. 
  

______29. FFB misleads members. 
 

______30. Members feel a sense of loyalty to FFB. 
 

______31. In general, nothing of value has been accomplished by FFB for members. 
   

______32. Please rate the overall quality of members' relationship with FFB based on 1 to  
                 9 point scale. (1=very negative, 9= very positive) 

 

Section III 
 Please write the number that you believe best indicates members’ agreement with each item 

and how it describes members’ attitude toward Florida Farm Bureau. If you strongly disagree 
with the provided statement, write “1” in the blank. If you strongly agree with the provided 
statement, write “9” in the blank.   

         
         

Strongly Disagree                                           Neutral                                                Strongly Agree 
 

_______ 1. Members’ impression of Florida Farm Bureau is favorable. 
 

_______ 2. Members’ impression of Florida Farm Bureau is negative. 
 

_______ 3. Florida Farm Bureau is useful to members. 
 

_______ 4. Members dislike Florida Farm Bureau.  
 

Section IV 
 Based on your overall experience with Florida Farm Bureau, please indicate how likely or 
unlikely you believe members are to take the following actions.  If you believe they are very 
unlikely to take the stated action, write “1” in the blank. If you believe they are very likely 
to take the stated action, write “9” in the blank.  

         
         

Very Unlikely                                                  Neutral                                                      Very Likely 
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______  1. Members would recommend membership in Florida Farm Bureau to other farmers. 
 

______  2. Members would retain their membership in FFB even if membership in a comparable  
                  association were available. 
 

______  3. Members would like to retain their membership with FFB for at least another five  
                  years. 
 

Section V Demographics  
 

1. Gender              Male [                ]           Female    [                    ] 
 

2. What year were you born?      [                  ] 
 

3. Total number of years as a Florida Farm Bureau member:  ____________ years 
 

4. What is your highest level of education?  
[                      ] Some schooling                          [                      ] Bachelor’s degree 
[                      ] High school diploma                   [                      ] Some graduate school 
[                      ] Some college                              [                      ] Graduate degree 
[                      ] Doctoral degree 

 

5. Which of the following best describe your racial or ethnic identification? 
[                      ] White/Caucasian  [                      ] Latino/Hispanic  
[                      ] African American  [                      ] Native American 
[                      ] Asian American   [                      ] Anglo 
[                      ] Other: ______________________ (please specify)  

 

6. What area of the state are you from? 
[                      ] Northwest  [                      ] West Central 
[                      ] Northeast  [                      ] Southwest 
[                      ] North Central  [                      ] Southeast 
[                      ] East Central 

 

7.  Pick the best representation of your main commodity: 
[                      ] Livestock  [                      ] Dairy 
[                      ] Citrus   [                      ] Other fruits and vegetables 
[                      ] Ornamental horticulture  [                      ] Field crops 
[                      ] Forestry   [                      ] Other: ________(please specify) 

 

Thank you so much for your participation!
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APPENDIX D 
INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

STATEMENT OF INFORMED CONSENT 
  

Dear Florida Farm Bureau Member: 
 
On behalf of Florida Farm Bureau, I am currently conducting a study to examine your 
perceptions of Florida Farm Bureau and FloridAgriculture magazine. The study will 
concentrate on what Florida Farm Bureau does to maintain or improve its relationships 
with members and what are the results of those efforts. Also, this research will examine 
how these efforts affect members’ attitudes and future behavior toward Florida Farm 
Bureau.  You were randomly selected from the current membership directory of Florida 
Farm Bureau. 
  
This survey will take about 15 minutes.  Since only a limited number of questionnaires 
have been distributed, your response is extremely important and valuable to this research. 
Your answers will be used for statistical purposes only and will remain strictly 
confidential to the extent provided by law.  All responses are confidential and no 
individual data will be reported. You may return the completed questionnaire in the self-
addressed stamped envelope.  If you have any questions about the project, please feel free 
to call me at (352) 846-1048 or email me at ejki@jou.ufl.edu.  If you have any questions 
about your rights as a participant, please call the UF Institutional Review Board at (352) 
392-0433.  Thank you in advance for your participation. 
 
“I have read the procedure described above.   I voluntarily agree to participate in 
the procedure and I have received a copy of this description.” 
 
Principal Investigator: __________________________   Date: ______________________ 

 

mailto:ejki@jou.ufl.edu
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APPENDIX E 
FOLLOW-UP POSTCARD CONTENT 

Dear Florida Farm Bureau Member: 
 
A few days ago you received a survey asking you to evaluate Florida Farm Bureau’s 
relationship with its members.  Florida Farm Bureau wants to know how you think it is 
doing in order to do a better job of serving Farm Bureau members.  
 
If you have already completed the survey and mailed it back, thank you so much.  If not, 
please take the time to complete the questionnaire and return it in the self-addressed, 
stamped envelope in the packet.  
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (352) 846-1048 or 
ejki@jou.ufl.edu 
 
 
Eyun-Jung Ki, Ph.D. candidate 
College of Journalism and Communications 
University of Florida, Gainesville

mailto:ejki@jou.ufl.edu
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APPENDIX F 
COVER LETTER SAMPLE OF REPLACEMENT MAIL  

Date 
 
Address: 
 
 
 
 
Dear Name of the member: 
 
 A short time ago I sent you a survey about the relationship between Florida Farm 
Bureau and its members on behalf of Florida Farm Bureau. Having you rate the job it is 
doing will help Florida Farm Bureau improve its level of service to you in the future.  
 
 Your opinion of what Florida Farm Bureau does and what it should be doing is 
important.  
 
 If you have completed the survey questionnaire and returned it to me, thank you!  
If, however, you have misplaced it, or not quite found the time to respond, a replacement 
questionnaire is enclosed in the packet.  Please take the 10-15 minutes and return it to me 
in the enclosed self-addressed, pre-paid envelope. 
 
 Thanks again for your help in this important endeavor. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
Eyun-Jung Ki, Ph.D. candidate 
College of Journalism and Communications 
University of Florida
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