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Summary 

Scientists say that trust in inter-organisational relationships leads to high performance, 
project success, and better quality in construction work. Later research shows that distrust 
also plays an important role in preventing excessive trust in relationships. It is better to say 
that a stable state of trust is the balance between trust and distrust and leads to optimal 
performance. As an employee at the Dutch rail infrastructure manager (the asset owner), my 
experience in the rail maintenance market is that trust has a limited role in inter-
organisational relationships. Inter-organisational relationships are organised via contracts 
where the output (performance), minimum standards, and tasks and roles are described in 
detail. Corporate lawyers regularly discuss the requests of change  (technically and 
financially) from the rail maintenance contractors. Trust may have a larger role in inter-
organisational relationships between the key figures who manage the contract to improve 
the output (performance).  
 
Moreover, the rail sector is highly regulated by the EU Directives and domestic law. The Dutch 
asset owner is the only buyer of rail maintenance. There are four Dutch rail maintenance 
contractors that offer rail maintenance activities. Therefore, the Dutch rail maintenance 
market consists of a monopsony (or buying monopoly), which has monopsony power, and 
the limited suppliers as an oligopoly, which forms a countervailing power. This research 
examines how trust works and how trust can created in this context. The research framework 
is described in Figure 1. 
 
 

 
Figure 1 | Research framework 

 
The research question is: What key trust factors affects the inter-organisational relationship 
in a regulated tender environment and monopsony-oligopoly markets? 
 
The key trust factors are the central theme in this research. First, the key trust factors were 
identified using a literature review. Second, the identified key trust factors were applied to 
the rail maintenance market. A case study research was conducted at the Dutch and Swiss 
rail maintenance market from both sides of the inter-organisational relationship. Nine cases 
were analysed. After analysis, the key trust factors were adjusted and finalised to the rail 
maintenance market. To generalise the key trust factors, 32 simulation games were 
performed using two target groups: rail professionals and externals. Analyses showed that 
the results match to both target groups and with that the key trust factors are for general 
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use in inter-organisational relationships in monopsony-oligopoly markets. With the 
generalisation of the key trust factors, these factors are validated.  
 
This research resulted in a multi-layered framework of trust and distrust, which is shown in 
Figure 2. This framework shows a general state of trust. The general state of trust level is an 
average of the system and personal trust layers. The system layer consists of the key trust 
factors norms and values, power, goals, communication systems, and contract. The personal 
layer consists of the key trust factors behaviour, characteristics, cooperation, affection, and 
no fear. Each key trust factor has multiple sub factors. The sub factors may create trust, 
distrust, or either. Therefore, three continua are possible to determine the trust level. For 
sub factors that creates trust, the extremes of the continuum are trust and neutral. For sub 
factors that creates distrust, the extremes of the continuum are distrust and neutral. For the 
sub factors that could create either, the extremes of the continuum are trust and distrust. 
The trust levels of the sub factors can be determined via questionnaires. The sum of the sub 
factors’ trust level divided by the number of sub factors is the trust level of the related key 
trust factor.  
 
The case study research identified three mechanisms that influence the trust in inter-
organisational relationships and thus the output. These mechanisms are limited funds, 
interference from management, and the preferred management styles of the key figures. 
Limited funds causes a slightly lower trust level. In contradiction to the identified mechanism 
from case study, the results of the simulation games showed that interference from asset 
owner’s management causes a higher level of trust and the maintenance contractor is willing 
to help the asset owner out. Interference from the maintenance contractor’s management, 
however, is not wanted. It causes lower trust levels. The third mechanism showed that 
respondents of the simulation games prefer to adopt the contractual management style 
instead of the relational management style. Results showed that when both organisations 
adopt the contractual management style, the chance on solving issues is low. Inter-
organisational trust is low. More is explained in the system-personal trust matrix below and 
in Figure 3. 
 
The multi-layered framework of trust and distrust creates a snapshot of the inter-
organisational relationship. It shows which trust factors need work to develop trust. 
However, interaction between two practitioners in an inter-organisational relationship keeps 
changing the levels of trust. One actor influences the other and vice versa. Therefore, the 
system-personal trust matrix is developed to create awareness of ones actions. However, this 
matrix is not in the scope of this research, but it is still useful for practitioners to be aware of 
the different management styles. Future research may develop this matrix into a working 
interaction tool in inter-organisational relationships. See the system-personal trust matrix in 
Figure 3. 
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Figure 2 | Multi-layered framework of trust and distrust1 

 
 

                                                                 
1 The blue levels are showed as an example and are no actual results of this research 
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Practitioners may use the contractual or relational management style in managing contracts 
in the inter-organisational relationship. The contractual management style means that the 
primary focus is on the system trust layer and a relational management style means that the 
primary focus us on the personal trust layer. However, the likelihood of solving issues is low 
when one or both of the practitioners in the inter-organisational relationship use the 
contractual management style. While when both practitioners use the relational 
management style, the likelihood of solving issues is high. The conclusion is when both 
practitioners are  focussing on the personal trust layer in the inter-organisational relationship 
has the biggest likelihood to solve issues. 
 
Inter-organisational relationships in public tender environment and monopsony-oligopoly 
markets is under the influence of the contract and the relationship. The multi-layered 
framework of trust and distrust can be used to analyse the trust in the inter-organisational 
relationship. Low trust levels can be discussed and worked on to increase trust, which results 
in increased performance. The matrix in Figure 3 is a classical ´prisoner´s dilemma´. It is hard 
for both respondents to get to personal trust, which leads to the best result. 
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Samenvatting 

Wetenschappelijk onderzoek heeft aangetoond dat vertrouwen de sleutel is tussen 
organisaties wanneer het gaat om prestaties te verbeteren, projectsucces en kwaliteit in de 
bouwnijverheid te vergroten. Later onderzoek leverde op dat het concept wantrouwen – als 
tegenhanger van vertrouwen – ook opgenomen diende te worden als sleutel in onderhavige 
studie. Hoge mate van vertrouwen leidt immers tot blind vertrouwen. Bij blind vertrouwen 
wordt vaak niet meer gecontroleerd of de contractpartner juist handelt. Een zienswijze is van 
belang, namelijk om te streven naar een stabiel niveau van vertrouwen tussen organisaties; 
dat stabiele niveau bestaat uit vertrouwen en wantrouwen. Deze stabiliteit leidt vervolgens 
tot de optimale prestatie. Vanuit mijn ervaring als werknemer van ProRail (de Nederlandse 
manager van de spoorinfrastructuur) en door mijn kennis van contractrelaties is het lastig 
voor te stellen dat er überhaupt ruimte is voor een concept als ‘vertrouwen’. De prestatie in 
contracten is bepaald, het minimumniveau van de kwaliteit van de infrastructuur is 
vastgelegd en zelfs de taken en rollen zijn nauw omschreven. De contracten tussen 
organisaties worden vertegenwoordigd door sleutelfiguren, maar bij onregelmatigheden is 
het verplicht om bedrijfsjuristen in te zetten om geschillen te beslechten. Als vertrouwen al 
een rol heeft, dan bestaat die in de relatie tussen de sleutelfiguren. De relatie op basis van 
vertrouwen wordt ook nog eens bemoeilijkt door Europese en Nederlandse regelgeving die 
het kader vormen van de spoorsector, inclusief de werkzaamheden aan het spooronderhoud. 
Daarnaast heeft ProRail, als enige inkoper van het spooronderhoud (monopsonie) veel 
inkoopkracht. Daar tegenover staan vier spooronderhoudsaannemers die tezamen een 
tegenkracht vormen (oligopolie). De werking van vertrouwen is door mij onderzocht, oftewel, 
vertrouwen is ontrafeld in deze studie om inzicht te krijgen hoe dit vertrouwen werkt. 
Vandaar dat de titel van dit proefschrift luidt: Vertrouwen ontrafeld in de samenwerking 
tussen twee organisaties in een gereguleerde inkoopomgeving. Het onderzoekschema is te 
zien in Figuur 1. 
 

 
Figuur 1 | Onderzoeksmodel 

 
De onderzoeksvraag is: Welke factoren van vertrouwen beïnvloeden het effect in de relatie 
tussen organisaties in een gereguleerde inkoopomgeving in een monopsonie-oligopolie-
markt? 
 
De factoren van vertrouwen vormen het centrale thema in dit onderzoek. Als eerste worden 
de factoren geïdentificeerd in de literatuur. Vervolgens worden de geïdentificeerde factoren 
van vertrouwen geprioriteerd door te bepalen welke factoren van toepassing zijn op de 

Factoren van 
vertrouwen 

Publiek gereguleerd 
inkoopomgeving in een 
monopsonie-oligopolie 

markt 
 

Contract Inter-
organizationele 

relatie Relatie Output 



16 
 

spooronderhoudsmarkt. Een casusonderzoek wordt daarvoor opgezet door in totaal negen 
Nederlandse en Zwitserse casussen te vergelijken. Beide partijen van de samenwerking zijn 
opgenomen in het onderzoek. De geprioriteerde factoren van vertrouwen is het resultaat van 
de casusonderzoek en vormen de input voor de simulatiespellen. In deze 
onderzoeksmethode zijn 32 simulaties gedaan met twee doelgroepen: de spoorprofessionals 
en externe professionals. Analyse heeft aangetoond dat de resultaten vergelijkbaar zijn. 
Daarmee zijn de factoren van vertrouwen generiek toepasbaar bij andere markten die zich 
kenmerken als gereguleerde inkoopomgeving in een monopsonie-oligopolie-markt. 
 
Het resultaat van het onderzoek is een multi-gelaagd model van vertrouwen en wantrouwen, 
die te zien is in Figuur 2. Dit model laat een algehele staat van vertrouwen zien dat ontstaat 
door vertrouwen op de systeem- en op de persoonlijke laag. De algehele staat van 
vertrouwen is het gemiddelde van het vertrouwen op de verschillende lagen. De systeem-
laag kent de sleutelfactoren: normen en waarden, macht, doelstellingen, 
communicatiesystemen en contract. De persoonlijke laag kent de sleutelfactoren: gedrag, 
karaktereigenschappen, samenwerking, affectie en angsten. Elke sleutelfactor kent 
meerdere sub-factoren. Deze sub-factoren zorgen voor het niveau van vertrouwen of 
wantrouwen. Sommige sub-factoren activeren vertrouwen, anderen juist wantrouwen. Een 
derde categorie sub-factoren kan zowel vertrouwen als wantrouwen activeren. Hierdoor zijn 
drie continua van vertrouwen en wantrouwen te onderscheiden. Het eerste continuüm kent 
vertrouwen en neutraal als de uiterste waarden. Het tweede continuüm kent wantrouwen 
en neutraal als uiterste waarden. Het derde continuüm kent vertrouwen en wantrouwen als 
uiterste waarden. De waarden van het niveau van vertrouwen worden in onderhavige studie 
verkregen via vragenlijsten die de respondent invult. De som van het totaal aantal sub-
factoren per sleutelfactor gedeeld door het totaal aantal sub-factoren is het gemiddelde van 
de betreffende sleutelfactor.  
 
Het multi-gelaagde model van vertrouwen en wantrouwen geeft een momentopname weer 
van de relatie. Het maakt duidelijk welke factoren ontwikkeld moeten worden om een betere 
vertrouwensrelatie op te bouwen. In werkelijkheid schommelt het niveau van vertrouwen op 
verschillende factoren voortdurend. De ene factor beïnvloedt de andere factor en vice versa. 
Daarom is een matrix ontwikkeld dat het effect weergeeft wanneer systeem-vertrouwen en 
persoonlijk vertrouwen tegenover elkaar worden gezet. Deze matrix is een propositie voor 
de wetenschap. Deze matrix behoorde namelijk niet tot de scope van dit onderzoek en is 
bijvangst. Toekomstig onderzoek zal deze matrix verder ontwikkelen tot een werkbaar 
interactiemodel in contractuele relaties tussen organisaties. Verdere uitleg van de matrix is 
te lezen nabij Figuur 3. Het multi-gelaagde model van vertrouwen en wantrouwen, het 
casusonderzoek en de simulatiespellen gaven inzicht in het volgende: op welke wijze kan de 
output van de vertrouwensrelatie tussen organisaties beïnvloed worden? Het 
casusonderzoek identificeerde drie mechanismen die de vertrouwensrelatie beïnvloed 
hebben. Deze mechanismen zijn ´beperkt budget´, ´interferentie van het management´ en 
´de persoonlijke voorkeur van managementstijl van de sleutelfiguren´. Beperkt budget bij de 
leverancier zorgt voor een licht verminderd vertrouwen. Interferentie vanuit het 
management van de cliënt zorgt voor een hoger vertrouwen. De leverancier helpt de cliënt 
graag met het oplossen van problemen en/of doelstellingen. Aan de andere kant wordt 
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interferentie vanuit het management van de leverancier niet gewaardeerd. Dit laatste leidt 
juist tot een lager niveau van vertrouwen. Het derde mechanisme laat zien dat respondenten 
een voorkeur hebben voor een contractuele managementstijl in plaats van een relationele. 
 

 
Figuur 2 | Multi-gelaagd model van vertrouwen en wantrouwen2 

 

                                                                 
2 De blauwe niveau-aanduidingen zijn weergegeven als voorbeeld en geven geen uitkomsten weer 
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Respondenten laten verschillende managementstijlen zien bij het beheersen van contracten 
in de relatie met de contractant. De meest zichtbare managementstijlen zijn de contractuele 
en de relationele managementstijl. De contractuele managementstijl betekent dat de focus 
ligt op het systeemvertrouwen. Bij de relationele managementstijl ligt de focus op het 
persoonlijk vertrouwen. De kans dat kwesties tussen organisaties opgelost worden door het 
hanteren van de contractuele managementstijl is relatief klein, terwijl de kans wordt vergoot 
wanneer beide organisaties de relationele managementstijl gebruiken. Het is gebleken dat 
dit kwadrant dezelfde werking heeft als de klassieke Prisoner’s dilemma model, waarbij de 
kans dat kwesties opgelost worden het grootst is als beide partijen hun focus behouden in 
het persoonlijk-vertrouwen-matrix, maar dat het niet eenvoudig is om daar te komen. 
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Figuur 3 | systeem-persoonlijk vertrouwen kwadrant 

 
Contractuele relaties tussen organisaties in een gereguleerde aanbestedingsomgeving en in 
monopsonie-oligopolie-markten is onder invloed van een contract en de relatie. Het multi-
gelaagde model van vertrouwen en wantrouwen kan gebruikt worden om de 
vertrouwensrelatie tussen de organisaties te meten en te analyseren. Zodoende kan de 
vertrouwensband worden geoptimaliseerd. Prestatie en projectsucces is gerelateerd aan het 
niveau van vertrouwen. Met het optimaliseren van de vertrouwensrelatie worden ook 
prestaties verhoogd en betere projectsuccessen gerealiseerd. 
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Foreword 

I have worked in the rail sector since 2010. The rail sector has a long history. Before 1995, 
just one company provided maintenance on rail infrastructure and trains and train services. 
After 1995, the company was split up. The goal was to provide cheaper train services by 
bringing in competition. However, the asset owner and the rail maintenance contractor are 
still close, but in different roles. Instead of being colleagues, like before the split, their 
relationships turned into a client-supplier relationship. The market the government intended 
to create is (according to some) not a market, but a creation of the liberalisation of regulated 
markets. There is still just one buyer of the rail infrastructure and only a few suppliers who 
provide rail knowledge, rail infrastructure, and rail contractors.  
 
According to microeconomics, this market is an imperfect market. An imperfect market 
characterised by limited buyers and suppliers. A market with only one buyer is called a buying 
monopoly, or monopsony. A market with limited suppliers is called an oligopoly. Monopsony-
oligopoly markets brings great purchasing power, but also countervailing power. The forces 
due to the economic structures, in combination with the inter-dependency of the rail sector, 
create interesting inter-organisational relationships. The market gets more interesting, 
because of the shared interests of the inter-organisational relationship and the own interests 
of the practitioners at the same time. Practitioners may experience conflicts within 
themselves of how to deal with the conflicting interests.  
 
This research would not have been successful without help from many people. First, I want 
to thank Marc Beeftink. Marc and I wrote the first concept of the literature review together. 
Thanks to the challenging discussions with Marc, I developed the multi-layered framework of 
trust and distrust. Next, I want to thank my employer for this fantastic opportunity, especially 
Nout Verhoeven, who gave me permission to spend one day per week on my research for a 
period of four years. I also want to thank my promotor Rolf Dollevoet, who was willing to 
support me and to finance congress trips. Also special thanks to my other promotor Sicco 
Santema for his invitation to perform doctoral research and for his critical reviews and 
challenging conversations. In one of our sessions, I came in the room with a list of questions 
and left with twice as many questions. Special thanks to my co-promotor Wijnand Veeneman, 
who had the difficult task of being my daily supervisor. His agenda was as busy as mine, so I 
am grateful for our discussions at his office, over Skype, and on WhatsApp. Wijnand, thank 
you for your support and your endless energy and love for science. Also, many thanks for the 
close cooperation we had with the simulation games. I got to know you not just as a 
professor, but also as a person. Thank you for showing me that part of yourself.  
 
These three promotors did not know each other before I brought them into my promotion 
team. Rolf provided knowledge about the rail infrastructure. Sicco provided knowledge about 
the interaction in inter-organisational relationships. Wijnand provided knowledge about 
simulation games and multi-actor systems. The combination of these three knowledge 
dimensions provided the knowledge I needed for my doctoral thesis. 
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1 Trust for performance: Introduction 

 

1.1 Research motivation 
As an employee of ProRail, the Dutch rail infrastructure manager, I wondered why ProRail 
faces challenges about performances of the rail infrastructure. ProRail is the Dutch rail 
infrastructure manager in the Netherlands, 100% owned by the Dutch government. ProRail 
has the contract until 2025 to manage the Dutch rail infrastructure. ProRail’s performance 
determines the extension of the contract. Therefore ProRail’s aim is to increase performance 
by focusing on technical and juridical issues. By being compliant on juridical issues, new 
tender strategies are implemented. This caused friction between ProRail and the rail 
maintenance contractors. The friction has its effect on the inter-organisational relationships. 
Due to the micro economical positions of ProRail and their rail maintenance contractors, 
market power is involved. The whole new situation brings challenges to the practitioners. 
 
The practitioners who are involved are the contract manager of ProRail and the contract 
manager of the rail maintenance contractor. Both practitioners show contractual and 
relational management style. When the contractual management style is used, practitioners 
argue about the contractual terms in the contract, that is, who is responsible and who is 
paying for it. In contrast, the relational management style is about identifying conflicts and 
being willing to help each other.  
 
Besides the management styles, the position of the organisation in the market brings market 
power (monopsony power versus oligopoly power) to the practitioners. Unlike client-supplier 
relationships in commercial sectors, the discussions between ProRail and the rail 
maintenance contractors are a game of who has the most power to win the discussion. The 
power level depends on the position of the organisation in the market. ProRail is the only 
buyer in the Dutch rail market, making the market a monopsony (Robinson, 1933). At the 
time of writing the dissertation (2014-2018), there are four rail maintenance contractors, 
making the market an oligopoly. Oxera (2012) concluded that monopsony power is usually 
harmful for the maintenance contractors. However, because the four rail maintenance 
contractors form an oligopoly, they have countervailing power (Galbraith, 1952). In a 
monopsony-oligopoly market, countervailing power is beneficial for the maintenance 
contractors (Oxera, 2012). The position of the organisations in the rail maintenance market 
supports the question of why there are discussions between ProRail and the rail maintenance 
contractors, since both organisations have significant power to use in discussions.  
 
Market power plays a role in discussions in contracts and in the tender phase. A public tender 
is a threat to maintenance contractors. Their main market is the Dutch rail maintenance 
market. Therefore, they are highly dependent on ProRail. As an oligopoly, the maintenance 
contractors have two main strategies: collude or compete (Day, Hobbs, & Pang, 2002). In 
2002 were irregularities in the Dutch construction industry. It leads to an investigation of  
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construction industry. It turned out that contractors colluded and make forbidden 
agreements to influence market prices. Contractors who are involved received sanctions for 
their participation. With that in mind, there is one strategy left: to compete to win tenders. 
This results in lower profits or even unprofitable contracts. This outcome might contradict 
the theory that an oligopoly has enough countervailing power to benefit the suppliers. An 
explanation that contractors in an oligopoly will not benefit from their position, can be found 
in the theory of Robinson (1933) and Galbraith (1952). These theories were originally 
designed for retail markets. Retails markets are commercial with limited influence from 
government. On the contrary, the Dutch rail maintenance market is highly regulated by the 
EU Directives and domestic law. One of the regulations is that government-owned 
organisations where public funding is involved are obligated to publicly tender the activities 
that are outsourced to the market. The public tender procedures are written in regulations 
that have to be strictly applied. Therefore, the rail maintenance market operates in a 
regulated tender environment and the market strategies of Robinson and Galbraith cannot 
be applied without breaking the law. 
 
There is a connection between the monopsony-oligopoly market in a regulated tender 
environment, where the asset owner and the maintenance contractor have their personal 
management styles, and the performance they deliver. The inter-organisational relationship 
determines the output (performance). I wondered how the output of the rail infrastructure 
can be improved (e.g., better performance of the rail infrastructure). The literature about 
trust says that performance improves when there is more trust in inter-organisational 
relationships (e.g., Blomqvist, 1997; Connelly, Miller, & Devers, 2012; Kadefors, 2004; 
McAllister, 1997). According to these researchers, a more trusting inter-organisational 
relationship leads to better performance. However, there is a point that trust creates an 
unhealthy inter-organisational relationship. For example, too much trust may lead to ‘blind 
trust’, which may cause one party to no longer verify the objectives of its counterpart, which 
may lead to lower performance. More recent research suggested that ‘a stable state of trust 
is not possible, but to keep trust near its optimum leads to high performance’ (Stevens, 
MacDuffie, & Helper, 2015). This hypothesis is the starting point of this research, since trust 
is the key to improving the output (e.g. performance and project success) (Blomqvist, 1997, 
p. 271; Connelly et al., 2012; Kadefors, 2004, p. 175; Lewis & Weigert, 1985, p. 968; 
McAllister, 1997, p. 87; Mellewigt, Madhok, & Weibel, 2007, p. 837; Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & 
Camerer, 1998). 
 
The subtitle of this research refers to a regulated tender environment. The term regulated 
tender environment is commonly used for (governmental) organisations that are obligated 
to apply the Directives from Europe, since the Netherlands is a member of the European 
Union (Steller, 2018, p. 68). For tendering, ProRail is obligated to follow EU Directive 
2014/25/EU, which is translated into local tender law (Aanbestedingswet 2012, revised in 
2016). However, this research focusses on the execution phase of contracts, where contracts 
are already tendered and signed. Nevertheless, tender law must still be followed due to 
governance reasons (Steller, n.d.), so these regulations form a specific environment for client-
supplier relationships (Csáki & Adam, 2010).  
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More details about ProRail’s strategical goals, the transition of traditional maintenance 
contracts to performance-based maintenance contracts, and the complexity of the regulated 
tender environment of ProRail are given in Appendix A. 
 

1.2 Research aim 
In this research, the aim is to improve the output in the relation between ProRail and their 
rail maintenance contractors. The hypothesis is that optimising trust in inter-organisational 
relationships will improve the outputs, such as performance or project success. Another 
possible output will be a better understanding between the asset owner (ProRail) and the 
maintenance contractor, which will result in fewer disruptions of the rail infrastructure due 
to better maintenance and preventive solutions. Following the hypothesis, this research 
examines trust. 
 
To optimise trust, given the context as described in Section 1.1, trust was examined. Trust is 
a multifaceted phenomenon (Blomqvist, 1997). Therefore, a literature review was performed 
on the various aspects of trust. Key trust factors that create trust or distrust were identified. 
By understanding which key trust factors influence trust, the output can be optimised. To my 
knowledge, no earlier research has applied this hypothesis to the rail infrastructure sector in 
general and to the Dutch rail infrastructure market in particular. 
 

1.3 Contribution  
 

1.3.1 Scientific contribution 
This research provides a deeper understanding of trust. Two main contributions are the 
identified key trust factors and the multi-layered concept of trust and distrust. The identified 
key trust factors provide insight into the level of trust between two people or organisations.  
 
Trust and distrust are separate constructs and can exist at the same time (Seppänen & 
Blomqvist, 2006). Both aspects have a function in inter-organisational relationships. But few 
studies (Lumineau, 2017; Seppänen & Blomqvist, 2006) investigated the effect of trust and 
distrust in inter-organisational relationships. The multi-layered concepts of trust and distrust 
show how trust and distrust can exist at the same time. The multi-layered concept of trust 
and distrust contain three layers: system, cognitive, and personal trust. Each layer has 
multiple key trust factors and sub factors. People tend to see trust as one, while trust can be 
experienced on different layers. The experience of trust on different layers may be 
contradictory. This feeling of doubt explains why someone does not know if another person 
can be trusted or not. Scientists can develop this concept to better understand trust. 
 

1.3.2 Practical contribution 
Organisations in monopsony-oligopoly markets can apply the key trust factors and the multi-
layered concept of trust and distrust in their organisations to build or repair trust. 
Practitioners are trained to develop optimal inter-organisational relationships. By improving 
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the inter-organisational relationship, the output will also be improved, which results in cost 
savings, increased profit, better employee satisfaction, and fewer disruptions. The latter 
benefits customers, users of the system, and the organisation’s reputation. 
 
This research is limited to monopsony-oligopoly markets. Future research can apply the key 
trust factors and the multi-layered concept of trust and distrust to other markets, so that 
other markets can benefit from this research. In the meantime, other markets can 
experiment with the key trust factors and the multi-layered concept of trust and distrust to 
improve their output as well, as the same advantages for monopsony-oligopoly markets 
could apply to other markets as well. 
 

1.4 Structure of this dissertation 
The aim of the dissertation is the development of the key trust factors (KTFs). All chapters 
support to identify, adjust and finalised the key trust factors. The structure of the thesis is 
shown in Figure 4. 
 

 
Figure 4 | Structure of the thesis 

 
Chapter 1 provides the introduction of the dissertation. The research question, framework, 
and process are presented in Chapter 0. The research framework is based on the theoretical 
exploration, provided in Chapter 3. This chapter explores trust on multiple levels and provides 
the generic framework for the key trust factors. This chapter ultimately provides the multi-
layered framework of trust and distrust. This framework is used for the case study in Chapter 
4. The identified key trust factors from Chapter 3 were applied on cases at ProRail and SBB, 
the Swiss rail infrastructure manager. The case study provided a list of finalised key trust 
factors. The finalised key trust factors are considered the most important factors in regulated 
tender environment in monopsony-oligopoly markets. In Chapter 5, simulation games 
validate the finalised key trust factors. Chapter 6 provides with the conclusion, 
recommendations and discussion.  
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2 Toward trusted outcomes: Research Design 

 

2.1 Introduction 
This chapter describes the research design, which is a plan of the research that assess the 
cause and effect relationships between independent and dependent variables (Jang, 1980). 
Since trust is the key topic of this research, a deeper understanding of trust is needed. Trust 
is theoretically explored in Section 2.2. Based on the literature exploration, the research 
framework is developed in Section 2.3. From the literature exploration and the research 
framework, the research question is formulated in Section 2.4. Finally, the research process 
and methodology are given in Section 2.5. 
 

2.2 Theoretical exploration 
This section provides a deeper understanding of the multi-dimensional meaning of trust. This 
section contains the definition of trust (Subsection 2.2.1), the concepts of trust and distrust 
(Subsection 2.2.2), and three frameworks that show the multi-dimensional angles of trust: 
Wong’s framework for trust in construction contracting (Subsection 2.2.3), Pinto’s 
conceptual framework of trust in project management (Subsection 2.2.4), and Lumineau’s 
eight propositions on trust and distrust (Subsection 2.2.5). 
 

2.2.1 Definition of trust 
There are many definitions of trust in the literature depending on the field of research. One 
field in trust research is the inter-organisational relationships. As Section 3.2 will show, trust 
will be examined from the societal and neo-classical economic perspective. The definition of 
Rousseau et al. (1998) shows the societal perspective on trust from the viewpoint of the 
trustor:  
 

Trust is a psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon 
positive expectations of the intentions or behaviour of another. 

 
In the same paper, Rousseau et al. gave another definition of trust from the viewpoint of the 
trustee, which is more commonly known (e.g., Lumineau, 2017):  
 

Trust, as the willingness to be vulnerable under conditions of risk and interdependence, 
is a psychological state that researchers in various disciplines interpret in terms of 
‘perceived probabilities,’ ‘confidence,’ and ‘positive expectations.’ 

 
According to both definitions, trust is a relationship between two individuals. The trustor and 
trustee find a balance between their trust for each other through their behaviour and the 
intention or willingness to trust each other. Lewicki, McAllister and Bies (1998) extended the 
definition by adding negative expectations because of potential distrust, which was adopted 
by Lumineau (2017): 
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Trust [is defined] as the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of 
another party based on positive expectations regarding another’s conduct and 
distrust in terms of confident negative expectations regarding another’s conduct. 

 
From the neo-classical economics perspective, Williamson (1985, 1993) argues that trust is 
not a mechanism in inter-organisational relationships, since trust is not needed when there 
is a contract. The role of a contract is to provide rules how to interact in the inter-
organisational relationship.  
 
This research is about the inter-organisational relationship where trust and distrust influence 
this relationship and the output as a result. In trust research, positive experiences are 
considered trust creators and negative experiences as distrust creators. Trust and distrust 
both have a function in inter-organisational relationships. 
 

2.2.2 Concepts of trust and distrust 
The concepts of trust and distrust and how these two concepts are related form the basics of 
how trust is perceived in inter-organisational relationships. The aim of this subsection is to 
study different concepts of trust and distrust to use in this research. 
 

 
Figure 5 | Concepts of trust and distrust 

 
The definition of trust also defines distrust. Some scientists see trust and distrust in one 
continuum, other scientists see trust and distrust as separate constructs. One way or the 
other, the question is: How are trust and distrust related? Guo, Lumineau, and Lewicki (2017, 
p. 24) mention that distrust is not the same as low trust. According to Guo et al. (2017, p. 25), 
the first concept places trust and distrust as two extremes in one continuum, the second 
concept places trust and distrust as two extremes on one continuum but with a neutral zone 
on the middle, and the third concept sees trust and distrust as two different, but related, 
concepts. See Figure 5 for a visualisation of these concepts. 
 
The first concept assumes that high and low trust (or low and high distrust) are at the 
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trust is seen as positive and distrust as negative (Lewicki et al., 1998; Luhmann, 1979). In this 
concept, low trust equals high distrust and vice versa. People may experience trust or 
distrust, but not at the same time. This concept assumes that there is trust or distrust, with 
nothing in between. A key point in this concept is that the absence of trust is equivalent of 
distrust (Guo et al., 2017, p. 26). 
 
The second concept of trust and distrust places high trust and high distrust on the same 
continuum with a neutral zone in the middle. The neutral zone means that someone can be 
unsure whether to trust or distrust (Guo et al., 2017, p. 26). Zucker (1986) mentions this 
neutral zone as an area a profound confusion when trust is disrupted, although it does not 
necessarily lead to distrust. Moreover, Guo et al. (2017, p. 27) mention that individuals in the 
neutral zone might be uncertain about whether to accept or ignore the information they 
receive. 
 
The third concept sees trust and distrust are separate constructs (Lewicki et al., 1998; Sitkin 
& Roth, 1993). In this concept, trust and distrust can be both seen as positive and negative 
(Connelly et al., 2012) and can have positive and negative effects (Lumineau, 2017). In this 
concept, low trust and high distrust (or high trust and low distrust) are not the same 
phenomenon (Connelly et al., 2012; Lumineau, 2017; Mesquita, 2007, p. 75; Seppänen & 
Blomqvist, 2006). This means that trust and distrust are separate, but linked constructs. 
Lewicki et al. (1998) argue that trust is about hope and distrust is about fear. Fear has both 
negative and positive effects. It makes the trustor remain critical about the trustee. The blue 
line in Figure 5 is a visualisation of the degree of trust at a specific moment. 
 
This research assumes that trust and distrust can exist at the same time and are related. 
Section 3.5 provides the multi-layered framework of trust and distrust regarding how trust 
and distrust are related in inter-organisational relationships. The basis for this framework 
comes from the frameworks in Subsections 2.2.3–5. 
 

2.2.3 Framework for trust in construction contracting 
The framework for trust in construction contracting (Wong et al., 2008) was selected because 
the rail infrastructure can be categorised in the construction industry. Wong et al. see trust 
as a multi-dimensional concept (Wong et al., 2008, p. 822). This framework looks at trust and 
its attributes (the outer layer of his model) from three angles: system-based, cognition-based 
and affect-based (see Figure 6).  
 
Each angle on trust contains several attributes, which are needed to develop the level of 
trust. Contracts and agreements, communication systems, and organisational policy are 
attributes to develop system-based trust. Knowledge and communication-interaction are 
attributes of cognition-based trust. Emotional investments and being thoughtful are 
attributes on affect-based trust. 
 
The weakness of the framework is that these attributes are not defined. The consequence is 
that the model can be interpreted differently than Wong et al. did. For this research, the 
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three angles of trust are the basis for the multi-layered framework of trust and distrust. From 
now on the three angles on trust are called the layers of trust. 
 
 

 
Figure 6 | A framework for trust in construction contracting (Wong et al., 2008) 

 

2.2.4 Pinto’s conceptual framework of trust in project management 
Pinto, Slevin, and English (2009) provide a conceptual framework of trust in project 
management. They describe that owner trust consists of competence, integrity, and intuitive 
trust. Contractor trust consists of competence, integrity, and intuitive trust. If the owner trust 
and the contractor trust is positive, it will result in project success and satisfaction with the 
working relationship. Pinto et al. (2009) found that integrity trust is the most significant 
factor. See Figure 7 for the conceptual framework. 
 

 
Figure 7 | Conceptual Framework of project success (Pinto et al., 2009) 

 
Pinto et al. (2009) do not include environmental aspects or examine trust on a more abstract 
level, such as a society, law, and culture. Therefore, their scope was limited. That does not 
mean that the conceptual framework has no value. Pinto et al. (2009) bring in the inter-
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organisational aspect that trust on both organisations needs to be developed to create 
satisfaction in the relationship and project success. The insight that both organisations have 
their own trust level and both need to be developed is taken into account in this research.  
 

2.2.5 Eight propositions on trust and distrust 
Lumineau’s (2017) focus on trust and distrust stems from two main mechanisms: contractual 
control and contractual coordination (see Table 1). These mechanisms are important in inter-
organisational relationships for achieving competitive advantage, as contracts facilitates 
trust by creating better cooperation between organisations. Lumineau’s propositions 
contains three dimensions: controlling and coordinating aspects of contracts, trust and 
distrust, and calculative and non-calculative aspects of the development of trust and distrust.  
 
The controlling and coordinating aspects of contracts are made up of two mechanisms. The 
controlling aspect is the formal contract and the coordinating aspect is the way trust is 
facilitated in contracts. As Lumineau chooses in his study to follow the third concept in Figure 
5, trust and distrust are viewed as separate but related constructs. Lack of trust is not 
necessarily the same as distrust.  
 
Table 1 |The influence of contractual control and contractual coordination on trust and distrust of 
Lumineau (2017) 

  Contractual Control Contractual coordination 

Trust Calculative Enhances positive outcomes 
(proposition 1)I 

Enhances positive outcomes 
(proposition 5)I 

 Non-calculative Diminishes positive 
outcomes (proposition 3)II 

Enhances positive outcomes 
(proposition 7a)I, then 
enhances negative outcomes 
(proposition 7b)II 

Distrust Calculative Enhances positive outcomes 
(proposition 2a)I, then 
enhances negative outcomes 
(proposition 2b)II 

Diminishes negative 
outcomes (proposition 6)I 

 Non-calculative Enhances negative outcomes 
(proposition 4a)II, then 
diminishes negative 
outcomes (proposition 4b)I 

Diminishes negative 
outcomes (proposition 8)I 

I Beneficial effects (i.e., increase in positive outcomes or decrease in negative outcomes) 
II Detrimental effects (i.e., increase in negative outcomes or decrease in positive outcomes) 

 
The propositions Lumineau makes shows the dualism in inter-organisational relationships. 
Contractual control and contractual coordination go hand in hand and both are needed to 
enhance positive outcomes. Few other researcher agree that contract and relation go hand 
in hand. A group of researchers believe that contracts are needed because a lack of trust. 
They argue that a trusting inter-organisational relationship means contracts have no added 
value (Klein Woolthuis, Hillebrand, & Nooteboom, 2005; McAllister, 1995). Another group of 
researchers believe that trust and contracts are complementary and are both needed 
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(Camén, Gottfridsson, & Rundh, 2011; Connelly et al., 2012, p. 820). Finally, some researchers 
argue that the level of specified contractual agreements are related to the level of trust; for 
example, the lower the trust, the more specific the contractual agreements must be (Connelly 
et al., 2012; Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005).  
 
Lumineau’s study concludes there is dualism of contractual control and contractual 
coordination and the belief that trust and contracts are complementary. This insight was 
adopted in this research. 
 

2.3 Research framework 
The research framework, shown in Figure 8, is based on the literature exploration of the 
previous section. Trust is the central theme in the research framework, since trust is the key 
for increasing the output (e.g., performance, project success or expectation (Möllering, 
2001). The mechanisms of contractual control (contract) and contractual coordination 
(relationship) were used as input to identify factors of trust. The factors of trust are 
structured in the multi-layered framework of trust and distrust, where the three layers of 
trust from Wong et al. form the basis in this research. The context is the regulated tender 
environment in monopsony-oligopoly markets. Several mechanisms of the context put 
pressure on trust, as Subsection 4.5.5 explains. The regulated tender environment in 
monopsony (asset owner)-oligopoly (rail contractors) markets provide power to both the 
asset owner (buying power) and the rail contractor (countervailing power).  
 
Reynolds (1997) mentioned that relationship based on power does not create trust at all. If 
trust is developed or repaired, the output will improve. The output can be seen as a result of 
the level of trust in the inter-organisational relationship. However, the output is outside the 
scope of this research.  
 
In short, the contract and relation are the inputs to the factors of trust. The context put 
pressure on the factors of trust. The input and the context affects the inter-organisational 
relationship, and the trust level of the inter-organisational relationship determines the 
output. 
 
 

 
Figure 8 | Research framework 
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2.4 Research question 
The research question that follows from the research framework is:  
 

RQ: What key trust factors affect the inter-organisational relationship in a 
regulated tender environment and monopsony-oligopoly markets? 

 
The research question was answered in three phases: a literature review, a case study 
research, and simulation games. Each phase has its own sub question. 
 

SQ1: What factors of trust and distrust in the inter-organisational relationship can 
be identified from literature review? 
SQ2: What factors of trust and distrust can be applied to inter-organisational 
relationships in a regulated tender environment and monopsony-oligopoly 
markets from the case study research? 
SQ3: What factors of trust and distrust in the inter-organisational relationship can 
be validated for inter-organisational relationships in a regulated tender 
environment and monopsony-oligopoly markets from the simulation games? 

 
The literature review provides the basic key trust factors. The case study research provides 
particular information from several inter-organisational relationships in the regulated tender 
environment and from a monopsony-oligopoly market. The simulation games are a useful 
method for validating results, since mechanisms in inter-organisational relationships can be 
simulated in a simplified environment. The three phases are described in detail in Section 2.5. 
 

2.5 Research process and methodology 
The research process model in Figure 9 describes how the key trust factors were developed 
from the research design and validated. This process included five phases of development. 
Each of the phases describes the methodology in this research. 
 
Phase 0 Research design 
Based on literature exploration, a research framework was developed. 
 
Phase 1 Literature review 
A literature review was conducted on trust and distrust in the context of inter-organisational 
relationships involving contracts to identify key trust factors.  
 
Phase 2 Case study research 
The key trust factors identified in phase 1 are inputs for phase 2. The key trust factors come 
from different papers with different contexts. To ensure that the key trust factors are 
applicable to highly regulated tender environments in monopsony-oligopoly markets, the 
case study research narrowed the list of the key trust factors and added new identified key 
trust factors. This phase resulted in an adjusted list of key trust factors. These factors are the 
finalised key trust factors. 
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The case study research was conducted in the Dutch rail maintenance market. Three best 
performing cases of the rail maintenance were compared to three worst performing cases. 
During the case study, it became clear that the availability of funds are an important sub 
factor. The availability of funds did not differ between the selected cases. Therefore, two 
more cases with a strong contractual component were added as an independent variable to 
the case selection to cross analyse contractual behaviour to limited funds. To understand 
whether the Dutch cases work the same as in other countries, a Swiss case was compared to 
the Dutch cases. 

 
Figure 9 | Research process model 

 
Phase 3 Simulation games 
The finalised key trust factors are based on the rail maintenance market. It is desirable that 
organisations in other contexts can also benefit from the finalised key trust factors. Therefore 
the key trust factors were validated using simulation games. By conducting 32 simulation 
games among rail professionals and other external professionals the factors were 
generalised. The result of this phase are the validated key trust factors. 
 
During the case study research, three mechanisms were identified that cause issues in the 
inter-organisational relationships. These three mechanisms were used for scenario 
descriptions for the simulation games. Two mechanisms consist of two scenario descriptions 
and the third of four scenario descriptions. The scenario descriptions per mechanism and the 
results between the rail professionals and the externals were compared. The latter showed 
that the validated key trust factors can be applied to inter-organisational relationships. 
 
Phase 4 Conclusion 
Phase 4 answers the research question, which are the validated key trust factors that 
influence the inter-organisational relationship in a regulated tender environment and 
monopsony-oligopoly markets.  
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3 Building trust on trust: Literature study 

 

3.1 Introduction 
Trust is important, or even critical, in inter-organisational relationships to achieve 
performance or project success (Kadefors, 2004, p. 175; McAllister, 1997, p. 87). ‘According 
to practitioners, trust is even the most important factor for doing their business’, because it 
is one of the basic variables in human interaction (Blomqvist, 1997, p. 271). Furthermore trust 
reduces complexity in relationships (Lewis & Weigert, 1985, pp. 968–969; Powell, 2011, p. 
36), because the availability of limited time and resources to rationally predict and control 
the future. In inter-organisational relationships, ‘trust enables cooperative behaviour, 
reduces harmful conflict, decreases transaction costs, and promotes effective responses to 
crisis’ (Rousseau et al., 1998, p. 394). Olsson and Espling (2004, pp. 237, 239) sum up the 
importance of trust: The need for trust is one of the six elements of successful partnering 
(Barlow, Cohen, Jashapara, & Simpson, 1997) and mutual trust is one of six critical success 
factors (Cheng, Li, & Love, 2000, p. 87).  
 
Trust is the key in inter-organisational relationships for a positive output. The aim of this 
chapter is to identify what key trust factors on multiple layers in inter-organisational 
relationships can be identified and what determines the level of general trust. As Wong et al. 
(2008) mentioned, trust consists of three layers: system-based trust, cognition-based trust, 
and affect-based trust. Guo (2017) suggests that trust and distrust are separate constructs 
and may appear at the same time. Following this logic, there could be, for example, trust on 
the system layer and distrust on the affect layer. The general state of trust is a proposition as 
a sum of the level of trust from the system, cognition, and affection layers. 
 
Trust is a broad concept. To understand the concept of trust, more information is required, 
which is presented in this chapter. The next two sections explain trust. The perspectives on 
trust are discussed in Section 3.2 and the layers of trust in Section 3.3. Next, each layer 
(system, cognition, and personal) is defined as a framework to categorise the identified key 
trust factors (Section 3.4). Finally, the multi-layered concept of trust and distrust is presented 
in Section 3.5 based on the framework from Sections 3.2 and 3.3 and the identified key trust 
factors in Section 3.4. The multi-layered concept of trust and distrust shows what determines 
the level of general trust. 
 
Information about trust was gathered using a literature review. The research framework 
consists of contract and relationships as input on trust. Trust is influenced by the context, a 
regulated tender environment in monopsony-oligopoly markets. The output of trust is not in 
the research scope, but the output is the performance, project success and expectations. 
Since there are no papers in this specific context, papers on trust in inter-organisational 
relationships under the influence of contract and relationships were used. The following key 
words were entered as free text in several databases: trust, distrust, inter-organisational 
relationship, contract. These keywords are the result of the research framework in Chapter 
0. Entering the keywords in databases, results in the number of hits, shown in Table 2. The 



34 
 

number of hits varied from one hit on the database of Web of Science to 7,510 hits on Google 
Scholar. Google Scholar contains the most online peer reviewed academic journals in Europe 
and North America as well as books and journals that are not peer reviewed. The number of 
papers on Google Scholar before 2000 is lower than the number of papers on JSTOR. The 
number of papers on JSTOR grew until 2016. A logical conclusion is that JSTOR’s database has 
mainly older papers. So, using the Google Scholar as the database to find relevant papers 
probably provided the most promising papers for this research. 
 
Table 2 | Comparison databases with relevant hits keywords: trust, distrust, inter-organisational 
relationship, contract 

Database Until 2016  Until 2014  Until 2010  Until 2000  

Web of Science 1 1 1 1 

Scopus 2 2 2 1 

Science Direct 1,762 1,376 1,042 507 

JSTOR 1,397 1,393 1,301 931 

Google Scholar 7,510 6,150 3,650 610 

 
The selection process of the papers was based on the Google Scholar database. From the 
7,510 hits, the first four pages of the results in the database were scanned for relevance using 
several steps. The first step was to check the title of the paper. If the title of the paper 
sounded promising, the abstract was read. If the abstract still sounded promising, the 
introduction and the conclusion were checked. If the paper still appeared relevant, it was 
used for the literature review.  
 
Thirty relevant papers were found on Google Scholar. Their reference lists were used for the 
snowball method to identify more relevant papers. Nineteen papers of using the reference 
lists were considered relevant and can be added to the number of relevant papers. The effect 
of the snowball method is that mostly older papers were reviewed. Besides the snowball 
method, the citation index was also used to identify key papers. Sixteen relevant papers were 
found and added to the number of relevant papers. Besides these two methods, 
recommended papers are found from the researcher’s personal network. One additional 
paper was found from feedback from peer reviews. In total, 66 papers were used: 30 papers 
published before 2000 (46.2%), 24 papers between 2000 and 2009 (35.4%), and 12 papers 
between 2010 and 2018 (18.4%).  
 

3.2 Perspectives on trust 
The research framework uses contract and relationships as input on trust, which suggests 
that trust can be seen from different perspectives. The literature review confirms this 
(Blomqvist, 1997). First, this section provides an overview of the identified perspectives and 
discusses their value. The aim of this section is to understand these perspectives and to 
connect them to contract and relationships. This section shows the value of using both 
contract and relationships. 
 
Blomqvist (1997) described trust from multiple perspectives, such as social psychology, 
philosophy, economics, contract law, and market research. Bachmann and Zaheer (2006) 
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provided an overview of perspectives on trust, such as management science (Lewicki et al., 
1998, p. 439; Rousseau et al., 1998), political theory (Welter, 2012), philosophy (Baier, 1986), 
and sociology (Luhmann & Cross, 2000, p. 92). Table 3 lists of perspectives and their 
descriptions. This table shows that perspectives on trust can vary considerably among the 
scientific disciplines. 
  
In social psychology, trust’s description varies from ‘being vulnerable to another’ to a 
‘function of imperfect information’. The descriptions of the economic perspective of trust 
also vary. The substitution of information is the main topic in economics. Trust is used to fill 
the absence of information, hence the statement: ‘the person who knows completely need 
not trust; while the person who knows nothing, can on no rational grounds afford even 
confidence’ (Simmel, 1906). In other words, ‘under perfect information, there is no trust but 
merely rational calculation’ (Blomqvist, 1997, p. 272).  
 
The sociological perspective is to seek out the ways and means in which reality is constructed 
and used as an experience of resistance in every place where autopoietic, operationally 
closed systems come into being. In the social context, these are the relationships between 
humans beings in societies (Luhmann & Cross, 2000, p. 92).  
 
The philosophical perspective on trust is that trust is just there—an unconscious process 
(Baier, 1986). Trust can even be unwanted or forced. Trust is not necessarily reciprocal, for 
example, trust in God or Marxism is absolute and unreciprocated (Blomqvist, 1997).  
 
In economics, no trust is involved in the neo-classical market. The neo-classical market is a 
market under perfect information and perfect competition (Blomqvist, 1997; Robinson, 
1933). Even in the rational choice theory, the trustworthiness of the partner in a business 
relation is calculated from proven information. In this perspective, trust is little more than 
(rationally) anticipating rational behaviour by the other party. Williamson (1993, p. 463) 
plainly states that there is no such thing as trust within economic activity:  
 

[trust] is redundant at best and [it] can be misleading to use the term ‘trust’ to 
describe commercial exchange for which cost-effective safeguards have been 
devised in support of more efficient exchange. Calculative-trust is a 
contradiction in terms. 

 
In micro-economics, long-term relationships are built because of imperfectly competitive 
markets. Even relational networks are built to work close together to stay competitive (Lane 
& Bachmann, 1996, p. 365). Economists who accept that trust has a place in economics see 
it as a response to expected future behaviour (Blomqvist, 1997). Central in this perspective 
on trust is the rationalisation of actions and expectations.  
 
In management science at the global marketplace centre in a hostile environment, trust and 
distrust appear simultaneously. Individuals are inclined to distrust and to trust (Lewicki et al., 
1998, p. 439; Rousseau et al., 1998).  
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Table 3 | Perspectives on trust 
Perspective of trust Description 

Social psychology 
(Blomqvist, 1997) 

Allowing oneself being vulnerable to another. 

Trust as a function of imperfect information. 

Under perfect information, there is no trust, but only rational 
calculation. 

Sociology (Luhmann & 
Cross, 2000, p. 92) 

To seek out the ways and means in which reality is constructed and used 
as an experience of resistance in every place where autopoietic, 
operationally closed systems come into being. 

Relationships between human beings in societies. 

Philosophy (Baier, 1986; 
Blomqvist, 1997) 

Trust can be unconscious, unwanted or forced, or it may be trust of 
which the trusted is unaware. 

Trust may be absolute and unreciprocated, like trust in God or Marxism. 

Neo-classical economics 
(Blomqvist, 1997; Lane & 
Bachmann, 1996, p. 365; 
Robinson, 1933; 
Williamson, 1993)  

No trust is involved in the neo-classical ideal market (perfect 
information and competition). 

Rational choice theory, the trustworthiness of the partner in a business 
relation. 

Micro-economics, building long-term relationships because of 
imperfectly competitive markets (small number of suppliers). 

Organisations are globally working together in close relational networks 
to be competitive in their markets. 

Economists see trust as a response to expected future behaviour. 

Management science 
(Lewicki et al., 1998, p. 
439; Rousseau et al., 
1998) 

The challenges of the modern global marketplace centre on the 
simultaneous management of trust and distrust in a hostile environment 
in which individuals may be just as inclined to distrust as they are to 
trust. 

Political theory (Welter, 
2012) 

Political parties try to make coalitions with each other to set a solid 
foundation for certain items, while they negotiate about disagreements 
on other items. 

Political leaders must be seen as trustworthy. 

Contract law (Blomqvist, 
1997) 

Performance is arranged in contracts. Not performing the contract can 
result in legal sanctions. However, legal procedures can be slow, 
expensive and may damage the relationship. There are also ethical 
principles involved, such as equity, responsibility, commitment, and 
trust. 

Firms often cooperate without a contract and under mutual 
understanding and trust. Or firms start to cooperate without a contract, 
before signing the actual contracts. 

A contract serves as the rules of the game, but does not safeguard 
success or commitment. 

Market research 
(Blomqvist, 1997) 

The atmosphere of the cooperation is determined by trust and 
marketing power. 

The customer’s willingness to trust the salesperson and the 
salesperson’s ability to demonstrate trustworthiness are necessary 
conditions for completing a sale. 

 
The political theory sees trust as a way to form coalitions to provide a stronger foundation 
for a political agenda. Political leaders, as the leader to form coalitions, must be seen as 
trustworthy by the public (Welter, 2012). 
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The perspective from contract law is that contracts cannot exist without relationships. The 
agreed performance of the delivered service is arranged in contracts. Lack of performance 
will be threatened by legal sanctions. However, legal sanctions can be slow, expensive and 
may cause damage in the relationship. Ethical principles, such as equity, responsibility, 
commitment, and trust are involved when threatening with legal sanctions. Another 
perspective from contract law is that organisations cooperate without a contract or with a 
contract that is not yet signed. However, having a contract signed, serves as the rules of the 
game, but do not safeguard success or commitment (Blomqvist, 1997).  
 
There are too many perspectives to take into account. The two most opposite perspectives 
were chosen, following the example of Furlong (1996). He distinguishes Bayesian trust and 
non-Bayesian trust when exploring the role of trust in economic thought. He saw the 
calculative process as the ‘Bayesian trust’ and trust as a shared norm as the ‘non-Bayesian 
trust’ (Furlong, 1996, p. 15). Möllering (2005, p. 283) mentions that the duality of trust and 
controls as opposite perspectives, arguing ‘that actors form positive expectations of others 
by interpreting complex interactions between structural influences on actors and the 
possibility of either benevolent or malevolent action’. Another example comes from Coleman 
(2000, p. 19), who states: 
 

Elements of these two intellectual traditions [economics and sociology] cannot 
be brought together in a pastiche. It is necessary to begin with a conceptually 
coherent framework from one and introduce elements of the other without 
destroying that coherence  

 
From the list of perspectives in Table 3, the perspectives of neo-classical economics, contract 
law, sociology and social psychology can be applied in this research. Neo-classical economics 
and contract law can be merged, since the neo-classical economics denies trust as a function 
in markets and since the contracts can be applied to inter-organisational relationships, 
because contracts contain the rules of the game and agreed performance. The other side of 
the extreme are the social psychological and sociological perspectives. Both perspectives 
accept trust—social psychology because of imperfect information and sociology because of 
human relations in societies. Market research might fit as well, however, the research scope 
is about existing relationships when there are contractual relationships. Marketing research 
is about the selling phase, when there is no contractual relationship. Henceforth, the 
perspectives on neo-classical economics and sociology are used in this research. 
 
Why are the neo-classical economics and sociology important perspectives to take into 
account? The split-brain theory of Nobel Prize winners Sperry, Hubel, and Wiesel (1980) can 
be used as an analogy. According to this theory, the brain is divided into the left and right 
hemispheres. These are connected in the middle by a part of the brain called the corpus 
callosum. The left side of the brain is important for logic, critical thinking, numbers, and 
reasoning. The right side of the brain is used to express and interpret emotions, music, art, 
colours, images, intuition, and creativity. Sperry (1974) concluded that a single side of the 
brain works as efficiently both sides of the brain working together. However, recent research 
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shows better results using both sides of the brain while both parts are connected via the 
corpus callosum (Singh & O’Boyle, 2004). Today’s view is that both sides of the brain, 
collaborate to perform a variety of tasks and that this leads to better results than the separate 
functioning of both sides together. By analogy with the split-brain theory, using both the neo-
classical economic perspective and the sociological perspective on trust are expected to lead 
to a better understanding of trust than using either perspective on its own. Neo-classical 
economics is related to the ‘contract’ in the research framework. Sociology is related to the 
‘relationships’ in the research framework. 
 

3.3 Multi-layered trust 
In Chapter 0, three layers of trust are identified in Wong et al.’s (2008) framework for 
construction contracting. Tejpal, Garg, and Sachdeva (2013, p. 53) mention that trust can be 
embedded in the trustor (feelings, emotions and cognition) and the trustee (competence, 
ability, brand, a piece of equipment, technology, calculations, institutional system, or 
security). Scientists identified different layers of trust (Höhmann & Malieva, 2005; Humphrey 
& Schmitz, 1998; Wong et al., 2008). The layers of trust are defined in the framework, shown 
in Table 4. The aim of this section is to provide a framework based on different layers of trust 
in literature. 
 
Höhmann and Malieva (2005, p. 4) distinguished three layers of trust: institutional trust on 
the macro level, collective trust on the meso level, and personal trust on the micro level. 
Institutional trust consists of cultural rules, formal regulations, business infrastructure, and 
government laws, manifested in norms, codes of conduct, values, laws, certifications, and 
licenses. Collective trust is about groups, for example communities, organisations and 
industries. The level of collective trust determines the quality of information, the reputation 
of an organisation, recommendations people give each other, and professional standards. In 
personal trust, the relationship is the standard. Emotions, intentions, goodwill, benevolence, 
knowledge, experiences, and competencies characterise an individual. 
 
Humphrey and Schmitz (1998) also distinguished three layers: macro, meso, and micro. Their 
definitions are short. On macro-level, there are impersonal interactions on all inter-
organisational transactions, manifesting in certifications. On meso-level there are groups 
involved or there is interaction on the sector level, manifesting in reputation. The micro level 
involves personal relationships and manifests in personal experience of the exchange.  
 
Wong et al. also identified three layers of trust: system-based, cognition-based, and affect-
based trust. They obtain their extensive definitions from multiple sources. System-based 
trust is characterised by the absence of emotional content. On this layer, there is an effective 
function of money or power exchange (Luhmann, 1979), the functioning of bureaucratic 
sanctions and safeguards in terms of the legal system (Lewis & Weigert, 1985), conflict 
management and cooperation, systems regulating education and professional practice 
(Hartman, 2000), and rules concerning appropriate behaviour (Kramer, 1999).  
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Table 4 | Overview of layers of trust 

Layers of 
trust 

Definition 

 
(Höhmann & Malieva, 2005, p. 4) 

Institutional 
trust 
(macro) 

Cultural rules, formal regulations, business infrastructure, and government; norms, 
codes of conduct, values, laws, certifications, and licenses 

Collective 
trust 
(meso) 

Community, organisation, industry; characteristics of groups, information, reputation, 
recommendations, and professional standards 

Personal 
trust 
(micro) 

Relationship, individuals; emotions, intentions, goodwill, benevolence, individual 
characteristics, experiences, knowledge, and competencies  

 
(Humphrey & Schmitz, 1998, p. 36) 

Macro Impersonal on all inter-organisational transactions; certification 

Meso Group or sector level; reputation 

Micro Personal relationships; experience of exchange 

 
(Wong et al., 2008) 

System-
based trust 

No emotional content, effective function of money or power exchange, bureaucratic 
sanctions and safeguards in terms of the legal system, legal systems, systems regulating 
education and professional practice, and system of rules concerning appropriate 
behaviour 

Cognition-
based trust 

Low emotionality and high rationality, the success of past interactions, organisational 
context considerations, references, certificates, diplomas, one’s perception of the 
other’s capacity to perform, act ethically, and be motivated not to take advantage, 
previous interactional information and experience, second-hand knowledge, 
capabilities, dispositions, motives, and intentions 

Affect-
based trust 

Emotional bond between individuals (its emotional component acts as a protective 
basis of trust when experiencing betrayal or destructive events), bonds of friendship 
and love, intention to provide extra help, continual interactions between individuals, 
emotions and personal attachments, intuition, general belief on early trust-related 
experience, conflict management, and cooperation 

 
In cognition-based trust, the distinguishing mark is that there is a mixture of low emotionality 
and high rationality based on constituting evidence (Lewis & Weigert, 1985) and trust is based 
on the success of past interactions and considering the organisational context (McAllister, 
1995). Perceptions based on references, certificates and diplomas lead to trust (Rousseau et 
al., 1998). Trust is one’s perception of the other’s capacity to perform, act ethically and be 
motivated not to take advantage (Hartman, 2000). Trust is based on previous interactional 
information and experience and second-hand knowledge, capabilities, dispositions, motives, 
and intentions (Kramer, 1999).  
 
Affect-based trust is based on the emotional bond between individuals and its emotional 
component that acts as a protective basis of trust when experiencing betrayal or destructive 
events (Luhmann, 1979). Lewis and Weigert (1985) see affect-based trust based in bonds of 
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friendship, love, and the intention to provide extra help. Continual interactions between 
individuals with emotions and personal attachments are also forms of affect-based trust 
(Rousseau et al., 1998). So is intuition (Hartman, 2000) and the general belief of people in 
early trust-related experience (Kramer, 1999). 
 
The identified layers of trust were used to create a framework to categorise the identified 
key trust factors in the next section. The framework is the combination of the trust layers 
from Wong et al. (2008). The population in the framework describes to what group or 
individual it belongs, as defined in all three models. The population for system and cognition 
layer is defined by Höhmann and Malieva (2005) and Humphrey and Schmitz (1998). For the 
personal layer, the population is defined by Höhmann and Malieva (2005), Humphrey and 
Schmitz (1998), and Wong et al. (2008). The names of the layers were adjusted. The system 
and cognition layers come from system-based and cognition-based trust of Wong et al. 
(2008). The lowest layer is now called the personal layer. Affect-based trust is the trust in 
another person. It is the ability of someone to show affection. The definition in the personal 
layer also describes intuition and a person’s general belief based on early trust-related 
experience. It is also the decision if and how someone shows affection. The personal layer 
includes more than just affection, which is why is called ‘personal’. See Table 5 for the multi-
layered framework of trust definitions. 
 
Table 5 | Multi-layered framework  

Layers 
of trust 

Population Definition 

System Institutions, 
government, 
inter-
organisational 

No emotional content, effective function of money or power exchange, 
bureaucratic sanctions and safeguards in terms of the legal system, 
legal systems, systems regulating education and professional practice, 
system of rules concerning appropriate behaviour 

Cognition Groups, 
communities, 
organisations, 
and industries 

Low emotionality and high rationality, the success of past interactions, 
organisational context considerations, one’s perception of the other’s 
capacity to perform, act ethically, and be motivated not to take 
advantage, previous interactional information and experience, second-
hand knowledge, capabilities, dispositions, motives, and intentions 

Personal Individuals Experience of exchange, emotional bond between individuals (the 
emotional component acts as a protective base of trust when 
experiencing betrayal or destructive events), bonds of friendship, love, 
intention to provide extra help, continual interactions between 
individuals, emotions and personal attachments, intuition, general 
belief in early trust-related experience, conflict management, and 
cooperation 

3.4 Key trust factors 
The aim of this section is to identify key trust factors in the inter-organisational relationship. 
The key trust factors influence the level of trust, which determines the output.  
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3.4.1 Identified key trust factors 
Table 6 shows the result of the identified key trust factors and their sub factors. The identified 
key trust factors are categorised under the definitions of the multi-layered framework, which 
resulted from the previous section. The trust layer column shows the different layers of trust. 
The key trust factors and sub factor columns show the identified key trust factors and sub 
factors. The output column labels the sub factor as trust, distrust, or ambiguous. 
 
Since trust and distrust are distinguishing key trust factors, as discussed in Chapter 0, the key 
trust factors are labelled as ‘trust’, ‘distrust’, and ‘ambiguous’. The key trust factor labelled 
‘trust’ creates trust. The key trust factors labelled ‘distrust’ creates distrust. The key trust 
factors labelled ‘ambiguous’ create trust or distrust, depending on the context.  
 
Table 6 | Overview of the identified key trust factors 
Trust layer Key trust factor Sub factor Output 

System Norms and values (Kadefors, 
2004; Klein Woolthuis et al., 
2005; Lewis & Weigert, 1985; 
Luhmann, 1979; Luhmann & 
Cross, 2000; Nooteboom, 
2002; Pinto et al., 2009; 
Rousseau et al., 1998; Tejpal 
et al., 2013; Williamson, 
1993; Zucker, 1986) 

Honesty (Agudo, Fernández-Gago, & Lopez, 2009, p. 4; 
Kwon & Suh, 2004, p. 5; Maister, Green, & Galford, 2001) 

Trust 

Integrity (Covey & Merrill, 2006, p. 13; Mayer et al., 1995, 
p. 175) 

Trust 

Reliability (Kwon & Suh, 2004, p. 5; Lewis & Weigert, 
1985; Tejpal et al., 2013, p. 59) 

Trust 

Confidentiality (Blomqvist, 2002, p. 261; Tejpal et al., 
2013, p. 58) 

Trust 

Power (Luhmann, 1979) Market power (Robinson, 1933, p. 215) Ambiguous 

Degree of dependency (Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005) Ambiguous 

Inter-dependency (Covey & Merrill, 2006, p. 21; Lewicki et 
al., 1998) 

Ambiguous 

Goals (Lewicki et al., 1998) Long term orientation (Blomqvist, 2002, p. 98) Trust 

Common goals (Lewicki et al., 1998) Trust 

Own interests (Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005, p. 824; 
Lewicki & Wiethoff, 2000) 

Ambiguous 

Communication systems 
(Tejpal et al., 2013) 

Information exchange (Höhmann & Malieva, 2005, p. 4; 
Tejpal et al., 2013) 

Trust 

Open communication (Tejpal et al., 2013) Trust 

Reputation (Covey & Merrill, 2006; Höhmann & Malieva, 
2005, p. 4; Stinchcombe & Heimer, 1985) 

Trust 

Contract (Lewis & Weigert, 
1985; Luhmann, 1979; 
Luhmann & Cross, 2000; 
Tejpal et al., 2013; 
Williamson, 1993; Zucker, 
1986) 

Contract and trust are complementary (Camén et al., 
2011; Connelly et al., 2012; Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005; 
Lumineau, 2017; Mellewigt et al., 2007) 

Ambiguous 

Penalty clauses in contract (Khan, Gul, & Shah, 2011, p. 
13542) 

Distrust 

Completeness of the contract (Klein Woolthuis et al., 
2005, p. 832) 

Ambiguous 

Roles and tasks (Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005, p. 817) Ambiguous 

Cognition Qualifications (Kadefors, 
2004; Tejpal et al., 2013, p. 
59) 

Knowledge (Höhmann & Malieva, 2005, p. 4; Lewis & 
Weigert, 1985, p. 970) 

Trust 

Qualifications (Kadefors, 2004; Tejpal et al., 2013, p. 59) Trust 

Skills (Goddard & Mannion, 1998; Höhmann & Malieva, 
2005; Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005; Mayer et al., 1995, p. 
717) 

Trust 

Experience (Höhmann & 
Malieva, 2005, p. 4) 

Experience (Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005, p. 825; Tejpal et 
al., 2013, p. 59) 

Ambiguous 
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Personal Behaviour (McAllister, 1997) Willingness (Mayer et al., 1995, p.712) Trust 

Commitment (Blomqvist, 1997; Covey & Merrill, 2006, p. 
21; Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005; Sako, 1992) 

Trust 

Identification (Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005, p. 816; Lewicki 
& Bunker, 1995; McAllister, 1995) 

Trust 

Intentions of others (Blomqvist, 1997; Covey & Merrill, 
2006, p. 21; Höhmann & Malieva, 2005, p. 4; Klein 
Woolthuis et al., 2005; Maister et al., 2001; Rousseau et 
al., 1998, p. 395) 

Trust 

Responsibility (Deutsch, 1958, p. 268) Ambiguous 

No risk-taking (Deutsch, 1958, p. 268) Ambiguous 

Betrayal (McAllister, 1997, p. 88) Distrust 

Egocentrism (McAllister, 1997, p. 103) Distrust 

Selfishness (McAllister, 1997, p. 103; Pinto et al., 2009; 
Rousseau et al., 1998) 

Distrust 

Self-absorption (McAllister, 1997, p. 103) Distrust 

Manipulation (McAllister, 1997, p. 93) Distrust 

Politeness/friendliness (Tejpal et al., 2013, p. 58) Trust 

Characteristics (Höhmann & 
Malieva, 2005, p. 4) 

Honesty (Agudo et al., 2009, p. 4; Kwon & Suh, 2004, p. 5; 
Maister et al., 2001) 

Trust 

Authentic loyalty (Prause, Mendez, & Garcia-Agreda, 
2013, p. 532) 

Trust 

Integrity (Covey & Merrill, 2006, p. 13; Mayer et al., 1995, 
p. 175) 

Trust 

Reliability (Kwon & Suh, 2004, p. 5; Tejpal et al., 2013, p. 59) Trust 

Confidentiality (Blomqvist, 2002, p. 261; Tejpal et al., 
2013, p. 58) 

Trust 

Timeliness (Tejpal et al., 2013, p. 59) Trust 

Sincerity (Blomqvist, 1997, p. 277) Trust 

Credibility (Höhmann & Malieva, 2005, p. 4; Kwon & Suh, 
2004, p. 5; Maister et al., 2001; Tejpal et al., 2013, p. 55) 

Trust 

Benevolence (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 717; Pinto et al., 2009, 
p. 640; Tejpal et al., 2013, p. 55) 

Trust 

Cooperation (Wong et al., 
2008) 

Sharing information (Blomqvist, 2002, p. 38; Kwon & Suh, 
2004, p. 5; Tejpal et al., 2013, p. 59) 

Trust 

Conflict management (Blomqvist, 2002, p. 181; Klein 
Woolthuis et al., 2005, p. 826) 

Trust 

Discuss doubts/distrust (Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005, p. 
829) 

Trust 

Depth of the conversation (Lewicki et al., 1998)  Trust 

Evaluate competences and trust up front (Klein Woolthuis 
et al., 2005, p. 830) 

Trust 

Affection (Wong et al., 
2008, p. 824) 

Bonding (Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005, p. 826) Trust 

Intimacy (Maister et al., 2001) Ambiguous 

Appreciate others’ skills (Lewicki et al., 1998)  Trust 

Appropriate distance in the relationship (Lewicki et al., 
1998)  

Ambiguous 

No fear (McAllister, 1997) Fear of opportunistic behaviour (Klein Woolthuis et al., 
2005, p. 824) 

Ambiguous 

Paranoia (Lewicki et al., 1998)  Ambiguous 

Suspicion (Deutsch, 1958, p. 267) Ambiguous 

Injury (Bies & Tripp, 1996) Distrust 

Harm (Bies & Tripp, 1996) Distrust 
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3.4.2 System layer 
On the system layer, trust consists of multiple key trust factors: norms and values (Kadefors, 
2004; Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005; Lewis & Weigert, 1985; Luhmann, 1979; Luhmann & Cross, 
2000; Nooteboom, 2002; Pinto et al., 2009; Rousseau et al., 1998; Tejpal et al., 2013; 
Williamson, 1993; Zucker, 1986), power (dominance) (Luhmann, 1979), goals (Lewicki et al., 
1998), communication systems (Höhmann & Malieva, 2005), and contract (Lewis & Weigert, 
1985; Luhmann, 1979; Luhmann & Cross, 2000; Tejpal et al., 2013; Williamson, 1993; Zucker, 
1986).  
 
Norms and values set the standard in organisations (Blomqvist, 2002, p. 230). However, 
Blomqvist also points out that organisations are formed by people. Each member with their 
personal history sets the organisational culture. The key trust factor norms and values 
contains the sub factors honesty (Agudo et al., 2009, p. 4; Kwon & Suh, 2004, p. 5; Maister et 
al., 2001), integrity (Covey & Merrill, 2006, p. 13; Mayer et al., 1995, p. 175), reliability (Kwon 
& Suh, 2004, p. 5; Tejpal et al., 2013, p. 59), and confidentiality (Blomqvist, 2002, p. 261; 
Tejpal et al., 2013, p. 58). The mentioned norms and values and their sub factors can also be 
applied to people. On the system layer, norms and values are applied to organisations. 
 
The key trust factor power is based on control mechanisms in inter-organisational 
relationships. A control mechanism exists when an organisation can punish his counterpart 
where performance is under target or to prevent opportunistic behaviour. The effect of 
punishment depends on the position in the market. A monopoly, monopsony, or an oligopoly 
has significant power to control the market players (Robinson, 1933, p. 215). Also the inter-
dependency of the organisation in a market has a role. The degree of dependency and the 
inter-dependency are sub factors that are closely related to market power. If the buyer is 
more dependent on the supplier than the supplier on the buyer, the relationship might be 
unequal. This can lead to lower trust (Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005). The chance of an equal 
relationship depends on the degree of dependency. Additionally, inter-dependency exists if 
the performance of one organisation depends on the performance of the other organisation 
(Covey & Merrill, 2006, p. 21; Lewicki et al., 1998). Both organisations can benefit and harm 
from the other, therefore trust plays a role to be good for the other. 

 
Another key trust factor is the agreement of goals (Lewicki et al., 1998). When both 
organisations consider joining in a long-term relationship, they examine the costs and 
benefits (Blomqvist, 2002, p. 98). In short term relationships, the costs may be higher than 
the benefits. Organisations can also agree to common goals, especially when there is high 
trust and low distrust (Lewicki et al., 1998). As a positive effect of having common goals, 
conversations in meetings are likely complex and rich. People are willing to develop their 
relationship. Besides the common goal, organisations may have their own goals and interests. 
In a good cooperation, one might be willing to understand the expectations, goals, and the 
needs of the other (Lewicki & Wiethoff, 2000). However, when one party safeguards its own 
interests, the level of trust might not increase (Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005, p. 824). 
 
Communication on the system layer is about communication systems (Tejpal et al., 2013). 
Tejpal et al. (2013, p. 59) states that ‘maintaining and building trust on inter-organisational 
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relationships relies on continued commitment to communicate together with sharing 
information and planning’. Information can be shared by personal contacts, regular reports, 
or integrating databases. According to Blomqvist (2002, p. 181), this enhances open 
communication and interaction and provides information to check that the other 
organisation is performing as expected. 
 
Trust and contracts are complementary (Camén et al., 2011; Connelly et al., 2012; Klein 
Woolthuis et al., 2005; Lumineau, 2017; Mellewigt et al., 2007). Therefore, the key trust 
factor contract plays an important role in inter-organisational relationships (Lewis & Weigert, 
1985; Luhmann, 1979; Luhmann & Cross, 2000; Tejpal et al., 2013; Williamson, 1993; Zucker, 
1986). The control mechanisms are in the contract. The relational aspect of the contract, 
which trust is part of, is needed as glue for the relationship. However, the completeness of 
the contract might be a sub factor. Klein Woolthuis (2005, p. 832) concluded that an 
incomplete contract does not necessarily mean there is lack of performance. The sub factor 
incomplete contracts might still exist. The sub factor penalty clauses in contracts are a sign 
of distrust between organisations, which might affect the inter-organisational relationship 
because the supplier does not want to receive financial sanctions (Khan, Gul, & Shah, 2011, 
p. 13542). The fourth sub factor is roles and tasks. Roles and tasks of employees can also be 
arranged in contracts (Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005, p. 817). This limits the freedom of 
professionals to organise work . These sub factors influence the performance of the contract. 
 

3.4.3 Cognition layer 
Trust on the cognition layer is the acceptance of the trustor by providing documents that 
prove the qualifications (Kadefors, 2004; Tejpal et al., 2013, p. 59) and experiences (Höhmann 
& Malieva, 2005, p. 4) of the contract partner.  
 
The key factor qualifications can be shown by knowledge (Lewis & Weigert, 1985, p. 970), 
qualifications (Kadefors, 2004; Tejpal et al., 2013, p. 59), skills and competences (Goddard & 
Mannion, 1998; Höhmann & Malieva, 2005; Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005; Mayer et al., 1995, 
p. 717), and experiences from the past (Höhmann & Malieva, 2005, p. 4; Klein Woolthuis et 
al., 2005, p. 825; Tejpal et al., 2013, p. 59). These are all tangible and objective information 
that lead to a positive trust feeling. 
 

3.4.4 Personal layer 
The identified key trust factors on the personal layer are expectation (Rotter, 1967), 
mutuality (Covey & Merrill, 2006, p. 21), behaviour (McAllister, 1997), characteristics 
(Höhmann & Malieva, 2005, p. 4), cooperation (Wong et al., 2008), affection (Wong et al., 
2008, p. 824), and no fear (McAllister, 1997).  
 
Sub factors of the key trust factor behaviour are willingness (Mayer et al., 1995, p.712), 
commitment (Blomqvist, 1997; Covey & Merrill, 2006, p. 21; Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005; 
Sako, 1992), identification (Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005, p. 816; Lewicki & Bunker, 1995; 
McAllister, 1995), intentions of others (Blomqvist, 1997; Covey & Merrill, 2006, p. 21; 
Höhmann & Malieva, 2005, p. 4; Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005; Maister et al., 2001; Rousseau 
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et al., 1998, p. 395), (ir)responsibility (Deutsch, 1958, p. 268), risk-taking (Deutsch, 1958, p. 
268), betrayal (McAllister, 1997, p. 88), egocentrism (McAllister, 1997, p. 103), selfishness 
(McAllister, 1997, p. 103; Pinto et al., 2009; Rousseau et al., 1998), self-absorption 
(McAllister, 1997, p. 103), manipulation (McAllister, 1997, p. 93), and politeness/friendliness 
(Tejpal et al., 2013, p. 58).  
 
The sub factor commitment has the following explanations. Covey and Merrill (2006, p. 21) 
recommend that the trustor has to make and keep commitments to create trust. And Klein 
Woolthuis (2005) sees contracts as a sign of commitment. Willingness is another sub factor 
mentioned by Mayer et al. (1995, p. 712). The sub factor willingness is ‘to take a risk in the 
relationship and to be vulnerable’ and in general the willingness to trust others, especially 
when the other has a different background. (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 714). Mutual willingness 
enhances working together. Another sub factor is identification which mitigates relational 
risks (Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005, p. 816). Identification makes the trustor and trustee think 
and feel the same way (Lewicki & Bunker, 1995; McAllister, 1995).  
 
Intentions of others is another sub factor (Blomqvist, 1997; Covey & Merrill, 2006; Klein 
Woolthuis et al., 2005; Rousseau et al., 1998). Klein Woolthuis (2005) use this sub factor to 
reveal the intentions from partners. According to Covey and Merrill (2006, p. 21) trustors 
judge their own intentions by their experiences and the intentions of others by their 
behaviour. Intentions to others is a source of suspicion, which relates to distrust. On the other 
hand, positive intentions lead to predictability and goodwill (Blomqvist, 1997, p. 277) and 
leads people ‘to accept vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or 
behaviour of another’ (Rousseau et al., 1998, p. 395). Maister, Green, and Galford (2001) 
mentioned that trading partners should never second-guess the other’s intentions. In other 
words, the trustor should trust the intentions of the trustee.  
 
The sub factor responsibility brings positive and negative expectations. Being responsible 
means that the trustee delivers what was expected by the trustor, while irresponsible 
behaviour means that they did not deliver what was expected (Deutsch, 1958, p. 268). The 
latter is a less trustworthy person. Risk-taking behaviour also leads to a less trustworthy 
person. Risk-taking behaviour means that a person gambles on situations, where the 
outcome is not certain. The trustor is trusting the trustee to have good intentions toward the 
trustor, but risk-taking behaviour does not always benefit the trustor.  
 
Misuse of trust can result in betrayal (McAllister, 1997, p. 88). To prevent misuse of trust, 
McAllister suggests that a ‘balanced perspective on interpersonal trust and the social process 
underlying trust’s development and maintenance is needed’. McAllister (1997, p. 103) further 
describes that people who take advantage of others shows characteristics such as 
egocentrism, selfishness, and self-absorption. They manipulate and betray others, so 
precautions are needed (McAllister, 1997, p. 93). In general, practitioner’s behaviour 
determines the inter-organizational relationship. Being warm, friendly, and polite and 
showing empathy can maintain and build trust (Tejpal et al., 2013, p. 58). 
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The key trust factor characteristics (Höhmann & Malieva, 2005, p. 4) consists of the sub 
factors honesty (Agudo et al., 2009, p. 4; Kwon & Suh, 2004, p. 5; Maister et al., 2001), 
authentic loyalty (Prause et al., 2013, p. 532), integrity (Covey & Merrill, 2006, p. 13; Mayer 
et al., 1995, p. 175), reliability (Kwon & Suh, 2004, p. 5; Tejpal et al., 2013, p. 59), 
confidentiality (Blomqvist, 2002, p. 261; Tejpal et al., 2013, p. 58), timeliness (Tejpal et al., 
2013, p. 59), sincerity (Blomqvist, 1997, p. 277), credibility (Kwon & Suh, 2004, p. 5; Maister 
et al., 2001; Tejpal et al., 2013, p. 55), and benevolence (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 717; Pinto et 
al., 2009, p. 640; Tejpal et al., 2013, p. 55). These factors determine whether someone is 
trustworthy. Trustworthiness is needed where trust is present (Rousseau et al., 1998, p. 402). 
Someone who has developed a set of positive characteristics and acts accordingly can be 
considered trustworthy.  
 

Cooperation (Wong et al., 2008) is the key trust factor regarding communication, which is 
one of the major success factors of a trusting relationship (Blomqvist, 2002, p. 38). A shared 
definition of communication is ‘the formal as well as informal sharing of meaningful and 
timely information’ (Zeffane, Tipu, & Ryan, 2011, p. 78). Formal communication includes 
contracts and reports. Informal communication is the interaction between individuals in a 
relationship. Sub factors of cooperation are information sharing (Blomqvist, 2002, p. 38; 
Kwon & Suh, 2004, p. 5; Tejpal et al., 2013, p. 59), conflict management (Blomqvist, 2002, p. 
181; Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005), discussing doubts or distrust up front (Klein Woolthuis et 
al., 2005), the depth of the conversation (Lewicki et al., 1998), and evaluating competences 
and trust up front (Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005).  
 
Sharing information is the basis of communication. It allows people to set goals, discuss 
conflicts (Blomqvist, 2002), and monitor agreements. Additionally, maintaining and building 
trust in inter-organisational relationships is based on information sharing (Tejpal et al., 2013). 
Open communication enhances social interaction between the trustor and trustee. It 
provides information about the status of the cooperation and whether promises are kept 
(Blomqvist, 2002, p. 181). Furthermore, contracts enable open communication to discuss 
details of the contract (Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005, p. 831). A trusting relationship means 
that conflicts do not necessarily break down trust. Open communication might even resolve 
conflicts (Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005, p. 826). Managing conflicts and resolving conflicts 
helps deepen the trusting relationship. Even when there are no conflicts, deep trust can be 
achieved by discussing doubts or distrust up front (Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005, p. 829). 
However, conversations between practitioners are mostly simple and casual, avoiding 
affective relationships when there is low trust and low distrust (Lewicki et al., 1998). 
Deepening the conversation might build a more trusting relationship. Moreover, 
continuously improving the relationship by understanding the partner’s organisation and 
their human behaviour may lead to a more effective inter-organisational relationship 
(Lewicki et al., 1998). These sub factors are helpful when there is already an inter-
organisational relationship, but evaluating competences of possible partner up front is also 
essential for long-term successful inter-organisational relationships (Klein Woolthuis et al., 
2005, p. 830).  
 



47 
 

Affection, the next key trust factor, is about two individuals in an inter-organisational 
relationship who can bond with each other (Wong et al., 2008, p. 824). Sub factors to 
affection are bonding (Klein Woolthuis et al., 2005, p. 826), intimacy (Maister et al., 2001), 
appreciating others’ skills (Lewicki et al., 1998), and appropriate distance in the relationship 
(Lewicki et al., 1998). When communication is simple and casual, intimacy does not exist 
(Lewicki et al., 1998). Bonding helps people understand their partners’ actions. However, the 
trusting inter-organisational relationship can be inappropriate (personal standards affects 
the professional standards) when the question shifts from ‘How much do I trust?’ to ‘In what 
areas and what ways do I trust?’. Keeping appropriate distances in the relationship can also 
be helpful to maintain the professional standards (Lewicki et al., 1998).  
 
The key trust factor ‘no fear’ contains the sub factors fear of opportunistic behaviour (Klein 
Woolthuis et al., 2005, p. 824), Paranoia (Lewicki et al., 1998), suspicion (Deutsch, 1958, p. 
267), injury (Bies & Tripp, 1996), and harm (Bies & Tripp, 1996). These sub factors might show 
up which can turn into distrust. It can lead to fear of opportunistic behaviour (Klein Woolthuis 
et al., 2005, p. 824) when this is not safeguarded in contracts. It also can lead to paranoia 
(Lewicki et al., 1998) and suspicion (Deutsch, 1958, p. 267) when people feel harmed. 
Someone might feel betrayed, which can be associated with injury and true harm (Bies & 
Tripp, 1996). However, fear has also a protective function, helping people stay sharp in the 
relationship.  
 

3.4.5 Overview of key trust factors 
The overview in Table 7 consists three layers of trust: system, cognition, and personal. Each 
layer consists of key trust factors, which consist of sub factors. Each sub factor is labelled as 
a trust creator or distrust creator, or as ambiguous.  
 
The key trust factors in the system layer that are trust creators are norms and values and 
communication systems. The key trust factor goals is also a trust creator, although the sub 
factor own interests can lead to distrust. The key trust factors power and contract contains 
sub factors that are ambiguous. On the cognition layer, the key trust factor qualifications 
creates trust and the key trust factor experience is ambiguous. On the personal layer, the key 
trust factors mutuality, characteristics, and cooperation create trust. The sub factor verbal or 
written statements in the key trust factor expectation create trust and the sub factors faith 
and promises are ambiguous. The key trust factor behaviour contains sub factors that creates 
trust (empathy and politeness/friendliness), distrust (betrayal, egocentrism, selfishness, self-
absorption, and manipulation), and are ambiguous creates(responsibility, risk-taking). The 
key factor no fear has sub factors that are ambiguous if they are enable trust or distrust (Fear 
of opportunistic behaviour, paranoia, suspicion) and the sub factors harm and injury are 
distrust creators.  
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Table 7 | Compact overview of key trust factors 
Trust layer Key trust factor Sub factor Output 

System Norms and values  Honesty, integrity, reliability, confidentiality Trust 

Power  Market power, degree of dependency, inter-dependency Ambiguous 

Goals  Long term orientation, common goals Trust 

Own interests Ambiguous 

Communication 
systems  

Information exchange, open communication, reputation Trust 

Contract  Contract and trust are complementary, completeness of the 
contract, roles and tasks 

Ambiguous 

Penalty clauses in contract Distrust 

Cognition Qualifications  Knowledge, qualifications, skills Trust 

Experience  Experience  Ambiguous 

Personal Behaviour  Willingness, commitment, identification, intentions of others, 
politeness/friendliness 

Trust 

Responsibility, no risk-taking Ambiguous 

Betrayal, egocentrism, selfishness, self-absorption, 
manipulation 

Distrust 

Characteristics  Honesty, authentic loyalty, integrity, reliability, 
confidentiality, timeliness, sincerity, credibility, benevolence 

Trust 

Cooperation  Sharing information, conflict management, discuss 
doubts/distrust, depth of the conversation, evaluate 
competences and trust up front 

Trust 

Affection  Bonding, appreciate different skills of others Trust 

Intimacy, appropriate distance in the relationship Ambiguous  

No fear Fear of opportunistic behaviour, paranoia, suspicion Ambiguous 

Injury, harm Distrust 

 

3.5 Multi-layered concept of trust and distrust 
In the previous section the creators of trust and distrust of the sub factors of the key trust 
factors are identified. Next, this section examines what determines the level of trust. Insights 
from the theoretical concepts of trust and the identified key trust factors are used to answer 
sub question 1. 
 
The concepts of trust and distrust are further explored in Subsection 3.5.1. In Subsection 
3.5.2, the concepts of trust and distrust are combined with the creators of trust and distrust. 
The average level of trust can be calculated from the sub factors and per trust-layer. This is 
shown in Subsection 3.5.3. The level of general trust is given in Subsection 3.5.4. This 
subsection also presents the framework of how the trust layers, the key trust factors, and 
their sub factors works are connected. 
 

3.5.1 Concepts of trust and distrust 
The overview of these concepts is reviewed in Figure 10. The first concept assumes that high 
trust and low trust (and likewise low distrust and high distrust) are at the opposite ends of a 
continuum (Arrow, 1974; Deutsch, 1958; Lewis & Weigert, 1985) and that trust is seen as 
positive and distrust as negative (Lewicki et al., 1998; Luhmann, 1979). In this concept, low 
trust equals high distrust and vice versa. People may experience trust or distrust, but not at 
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the same time. This concept assumes that there is trust or distrust, with nothing in between. 
The absence of trust as equivalent of distrust (Guo et al., 2017, p. 26). 
 
The second concept of trust and distrust sees high trust and high distrust in the same 
continuum with a neutral zone in the middle. The neutral zone means that someone is not 
sure whether to trust or to distrust (Guo et al., 2017, p. 26). The distinguishing difference 
between this concept and the first concept is that it is possible that there is no trust and no 
distrust in the continuum. Zucker (1986) describes this area as a profound confusion when 
trust is disrupted, but it does not necessarily lead to distrust. Moreover, Guo et al. (2017, p. 
27) mention that individuals in the neutral zone might be uncertain of the information they 
receive, accept it, or ignore it. 
 

 
Figure 10 | Concepts of trust and distrust3 

 
A more recent and third concept is that trust and distrust are separate constructs (Lewicki et 
al., 1998; Sitkin & Roth, 1993). From this point of view, trust and distrust can be seen as both 
positive and negative (Connelly et al., 2012) and can have positive and negative effects 
(Lumineau, 2017). In this concept, low trust and high-distrust (or high trust and low distrust) 
are not the same phenomenon (e.g., Connelly et al., 2012; Lumineau, 2017; Mesquita, 2007, 
p. 75; Seppänen & Blomqvist, 2006). This means that trust and distrust are separate, but 
linked, constructs. Lewicki et al. (1998) argue that trust is about hope and distrust is about 
fear. Fear has both positive and negative effects. It makes the trustor remains critical about 
the trustee.  
 
Guo et al. (2017, p. 29) gave four key assumptions for future study of trust and distrust. The 
first assumption is to consider whether trust and distrust involve one or two judgement(s). 
This relates to the first and second concept of trust and distrust. The second assumption is 
whether trust and distrust judgments are on the same or different dimension(s) and what 
facet(s) are involved in the dimension(s). If trust and distrust are both based on a single 
dimension, the first and second concept are applicable. If trust and distrust based on multiple 
dimensions, the third concept is applicable. Guo et al. (2017, p. 30) mention trust and distrust 
as multi-dimensional, because of the existence of trust on multiple levels. Guo et al. remark 
that the complexity of the multidimensional trust within and across each construct is an 
interpersonal judgment. Besides the constructs, the calculative and non-calculative trust also 
creates complexity. Calculative is seen from the perspective of neo-classical economics and 
the non-calculative from the societal perspective. The third assumption is whether 

                                                                 
3 The blue line shows the degree of trust on a specific moment. 

 
Hi
gh 
tru

st  
Lo
w 

tru
st 

Concept 1 
Continuum 

Concept 3 
Separate 

constructs 

 
Hi
gh 
tr

us
t 

Hig
h 

dist
rus

t 

Concept 2 
Continuum with 

neutral zone 

N
e
u
t
r
a
l 

Low 
distrust 

 High 
trust 

High 
distrust 

 Not 
trust 

Not 
distrust 

High 
distrust 

High 
trust 

Low 
trust 

High 
trust 

High 
distrust 



50 
 

judgements of trust and distrust are made from individual or collective perspective. The latter 
is a mixture of different opinions, tensions, and disagreements from different individuals, 
departments, or groups. It is recommended by Guo et al. (2017) to explain the role of decision 
makers’ functional positions and hierarchical levels. Even their background and context 
influence the decisions they make. The fourth assumption is about the business development 
over time. Trust may change when the business is changing. Managers have to be aware that 
trust might be restored at one time. 
 
The first two assumptions (considering trust and distrust in one or two judgments and 
whether trust and distrust is on the same or different dimensions) were taken into account 
in the cross analysis in this section. The concepts of trust and distrust and multi-layered trust 
are applied in this research. The third and fourth assumptions were not used into the 
theoretical research, because this research focusses on the interaction between two 
individuals. Time is also not an issue, because the case study research in Chapter 4 and 
simulation games in Chapter 5 are based on one point in time. 
 

3.5.2 Concepts of trust and distrust combined with key trust factors 
Trust is based on hope and distrust is based on fear (Lewicki et al., 1998). Another way to 
look at this is that some key trust factors create trust, others create distrust, and some can 
either create trust or distrust, depending on the situation. By combining the concepts of trust 
and distrust with the key trust factors, a new theory was developed that shows that trust and 
distrust are singular continua and that trust and distrust can still exist at the same time. 
 
Key trust factors operationalise trust and distrust in inter-organisational relationships. In 
other words, the key trust factors influence the trusting inter-organisational relationship. The 
key trust factors are also inter-related. One key trust factor may influence another. All the 
key trust factors are a system of inter-related factors that influence trusting inter-
organisational relationship. If trust is seen as a concept where trust and distrust are the 
opposites at each end of the continuum, it is hypothesised that each underlying sub factor 
also consists of a single continuum of trust. See Figure 11 for a visualisation of the continua. 
 

 
Figure 11 | The key trust factor and its sub factors consist of singular continua with high trust and 
high distrust at the extremes  

 
As a quick reminder: the first concept describes the extremes of the continuum as high trust 
and low trust (or low distrust and high distrust). The second concept describes the extremes 
of the continuum as high trust and high distrust, with a neutral zone in the middle. The third 
concept of trust and distrust provides the possibility to experience trust and distrust at the 
same time (Saunders, Dietz, & Thornhill, 2014) and has two continua with high trust and not 
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trust as the extremes on one continuum. The other continuum has not trust and high distrust 
as the extremes of the continuum.  
 
From now on, this research uses concept 2. This continuum uses high trust and high distrust 
as the extremes, which is easy to work with. Furthermore, it is logical that there is a neutral 
zone in the middle where the trustor do not know whether there is trust or distrust. However, 
the possibility that trust and distrust can exist at the same time cannot be ignored, since the 
identified sub factors are labelled as trust and distrust creators. These labels make three 
possible continua (see Figure 12). The first continuum has high trust and high distrust as the 
extremes. This continuum was applied to sub factors that are labelled as ´ambiguous´. The 
level of trust can be either trust or distrust creator. The second continuum has high trust and 
neutral as the extremes. This continuum was applied to sub factors with the label ´trust´. The 
level of trust can be somewhere between high trust and neutral. The third continuum has 
neutral and high distrust as the extremes. This continuum was applied to the sub factors 
which are labelled as distrust. Trust and distrust can exist at the same time among the sub 
factors and the sub factors within a key trust factor are related to each other. Therefore, 
concepts 2 and 3 are both applied on the sub factors. 
 

   

Figure 12 | Possible continua of the sub factors 

 

3.5.3 Calculating the level of trust 
Stevens et al. (2015) point out that optimal performance is reached when the level of trust 
and distrust are balanced near their ‘optimum’. This optimum is not defined and depends on 
the specific context. Even the expectations from the key persons in the inter-organisational 
relationship may differ. Stevens et al. (2015) propose how to influence trust and distrust 
through ‘reorientation’ and ‘recalibration’. The next step is to propose a framework to 
recalibrate the inter-organisational relationship, which is done in this section. This framework 
also calculates the level of trust of the respondent. The framework and the calculations are 
propositions, which are conducted through deductive research and tested in the case study 
research in Chapter 4 and the simulation games in Chapter 5. 
 
Now that the continua of the sub factors are known, the level of trust can be determined. 
The identified key trust factors were used to determine the level of trust to operationalise 
trust. The presence of the identified factors can be measured using questionnaires, where 
respondents score the level of trust on each sub factor. Depending on the background and 
personal experience of the respondent, each sub factor has a value. One sub factor may be 
more important to the respondent than another. The complication is that it is difficult to 
know exactly how much weight the respondent gave to different factors. In theory, the 
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respondent will value each sub factor and multiply this by the weight given to that sub factor. 
The level of (dis)trust of a key trust factor is the result of all the values of its sub factors. The 
formula is as follows: 
 

Level of (dis)trust of the key 
trust factor = 

SUM (value sub factor * weighing factor of the sub factor) 

Number of sub factors 
 
In theory, the formula includes someone’s weighing factor. Santema (1993) proved that 
weighing criteria is subjective, but that different weighing criteria do not lead to different 
outcomes. So he proposed using ‘1’ for weighing factors.  
 
As an example, the key trust factor norms and values is used. This key trust factor consists of 
the sub factors honesty, integrity, reliability, and confidentiality. This key trust factor has the 
continuum with neutral and high trust as the extremes, since the sub factors are labelled as 
trust creators. The respondent gave values to the sub factors based on a 5-point Likert scale. 
The values are based on the respondent’s personal experience and background. Honesty and 
integrity are valued as 5 out of 5 and reliability and confidentiality are valued as 4 out of 5. 
The weighing factor is set at 1, as discussed above. The result is 4.5 out of 5, meaning there 
is high trust on norms and values. See the calculation below: 
 

Level of trust of the key trust factor norms and values = 4.5 
= 

18 (5+5+4+4) * 1 

4 
 
In the example, the key trust factor consists of sub factors that are all trust creators, but sub 
factors can also create distrust. The level of trust of the sub factors results in trust, distrust 
or in the neutral zone, as shown in Figure 13. Based on the values of the sub factors, the 
average level of trust per key trust factor can be calculated.  
 

 
Figure 13 | The average level of trust of a key trust factor 

 
Each trust layer has multiple key trust factors. It is also possible to calculate the average level 
of trust per trust layer by the same formula of the sub factors. But instead of using the values 
of trust of the sub factors, the calculated average level of trust of the key trust factors was 
used. The complication here is also the unknown weighing criteria the respondents gave to 
the different key trust factors. Again, the solution was to use 1 for the weighing criteria. In 
theory, the following formula calculates the average level of trust per trust layer: 
 

Level of (dis)trust of the 
trust layer = 

SUM (value of the key trust factor * weighing factor 
of the key trust factor) 

Number of factors 
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Using the same example for calculating the average level of trust of the system layer with 1 
for the weighing factor, the key trust factor norms and values again has an average score of 
4.5. Other key trust factors calculated scores of 2 (power), 3.33 (goals), 2.33 (communication 
systems), and 2.75 (contract). The average trust level on the system layer is 2.98 out of 5. 
This means that there is little trust on the system layer. Table 8 shows the values used in the 
example. The values of the sub factors are scored by the respondent.  
 
Table 8 | Example of calculated trust level on the system layer 

Trust layer Key trust factor Sub factor Output 

System 
(3.05) 

Norms and values (4.5) Honesty (5), integrity (5), reliability (4), confidentiality (4) Trust 

Power (2.33) Market power (2), degree of dependency (3), inter-
dependency (2) 

Ambiguous 

Goals (3.33) Long term orientation (4), common goals (4) Trust 

Own interests (2) Ambiguous 

Communication systems 
(2.33) 

Information exchange (2), open communication (2), 
reputation (3) 

Trust 

Contract (2.75) Contract and trust are complementary (4), completeness of 
the contract (3), roles and tasks (3) 

Ambiguous 

Penalty clauses in contract (1) Distrust 

 
The system layer was calculated as follows: 
 

Level of trust of the system layer = 3.05 = 
18 (4.5+2.33+3.33+2.33+2.75)* 1 

5 
 
The sub factors have three possible continua. By calculating the average score of the key trust 
factor, these continua merge into one. The key trust factors in the layer may still consist of 
multiple continua. In the cases where the key trust factors only consist of trust enabling sub 
factors or distrust enabling sub factors, the continuum remains the same. Figure 14 shows 
the overview of the continua for the system layer. The key trust factors norms and values and 
communication systems still has a continuum where neutral and high trust are the extremes. 
 
Since Santema (1993) suggested using 1 for weighing criteria, this term was removed from 
the formulas. The following formulas were used: 
 
For calculating the level of trust of the key trust factor: 
 

Level of (dis)trust of the key trust 
factor = 

SUM (value sub factor) 

Number of sub factors 
 
For calculating the level of trust of the trust layer: 
 

Level of (dis)trust per trust layer = 
SUM (value of the key trust factor) 

Number of factors 
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Figure 14 | Visualisation of the trust levels in the system layer 

 

3.5.4 General state of trust 
The previous subsection explains how the level of trust was calculated based on the values 
of the sub factors collected from the respondents. Trust was divided into trust layers, the key 
trust factors per layer and their sub factors. However, there is one more question about trust. 
Is trust a single concept or is it experienced on different layers? Trust is a single phenomenon 
in the first two concepts discussed above, but in the third concept, trust and distrust can exist 
at the same time. Moreover, in other studies (Höhmann & Malieva, 2005; Humphrey & 
Schmitz, 1998; Wong et al., 2008) scientists accept that trust is multi-layered. However, most 
people probably experience trust as a single phenomenon. Therefore, the aim of this section 
is to see what will happen if there is a general state of trust. The assumption of general state 
of trust is that the general state of trust is the average of the level of trust in the trust layers 
(see Figure 15). 
 

 
Figure 15 | General state of trust 
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The formula to calculate the general state of trust is mostly the same as the formulas used 
before. The proposed theoretical formula is:  
 

Level of general state of 
trust = 

SUM (value of the trust layer * weighing factor of the 
trust layer) 

Number of trust layers 
 
Since all the weighing factors were set to 1, the formula can be simplified: 
 

Level of general state of 
trust = 

SUM (value of the trust layer) 

Number of trust layers 
 
The proposed continuum for the  general state of trust in this research is that it has one 
continuum with high trust and high distrust as the extremes of the continuum. At this point, 
continua from trust or distrust to neutral do not exist, since trust and distrust creators are 
mixed up with each other. If someone experiences trust and distrust at the same time, it is 
because trust and distrust exist at the same time in different trust layers. Someone might 
also experience trust and distrust at the same time on one layer, but on different key trust 
factors. 
 

3.6 Conclusion 
The literature review examined studies on trust and distrust with the aim to explore what 
determines the level of trust. Trust can be seen from different perspectives and the two most 
opposite perspectives on trust (sociology and neo-classical economics) are needed to add 
more value to the inter-organizational relationship than if trust is seen from one perspective. 
The literature review showed that the neo-classical economics and sociological perspectives 
on trust are the two most opposite perspectives. 
 
Trust exists on multiple layers: system, cognition, and personal. Each trust layer consists of 
multiple key trust factors, each of which has multiple sub factors. This insight combined with 
the concepts of trust and distrust showed that trust and distrust can exist at the same time. 
Cross analysing trust and distrust creators from the identified key trust factors with the 
concepts of trust and distrust led to the multi-layered concept of trust and distrust. This 
framework is the new proposition to science (and used in this research) of how trust works. 
See Figure 16. The blue line in this figure represents the level of trust and is chosen randomly 
as an example of how it would look when values are collected from the trustor. 
 
The general state of trust is a continuum with high trust and high distrust as the extremes of 
the continuum and a neutral zone in the middle. The neutral zone is the zone where the 
trustor does not know whether to trust or distrust. The general state of trust is the result of 
the three layers of trust. Trust exists on the system, cognition, and personal layer. Each layer 
has multiple key trust factors and sub factors, which are identified by analysis in literature. 
The sub factors are labelled ‘trust’, ‘distrust’, or ‘ambiguous’. The trust label is for trust 
creators, the distrust label for distrust creators, and ambiguous for sub factors that can create 
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trust or distrust. The sub factors can be used to score the trust level. The average of the sub 
factors of the key trust factor determines the level of trust. On a higher level, the average of 
the key trust factors results in the level of trust per trust layer. On the highest level, the 
average of the trust layers results in the general level of trust. 
 
The multi-layered framework of trust and distrust operationalises trust. It was used in the 
case study to understand how trust works and how layers of trust are related to each other. 
Moreover, the most important key trust factors were finalised to make the multi-layered 
concept of trust and distrust more compact. The multi-layered concept of trust and distrust 
show relations between the trust layers, key trust factors and sub factors. For the case study 
research, the overview given in Section 3.4 is useful. In Figure 16, the same framework is 
presented graphically.  
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Figure 16 | Multi-layered concept of trust and distrust4 

                                                                 
4 The blue levels are showed as an example and are no actual results of this research 
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4 Trusting reality to speak: Empirical analysis 

 

4.1 Introduction 
This chapter describes the case study research in the context of the regulated tender 
environment in monopsony-oligopoly markets. The aim of the case study was to prioritise 
the key trust factors. The developed multi-layered framework of trust and distrust in Chapter 
3 was the input for the case study research. From the case study research, mechanisms were 
identified to prioritise the key trust factors of the multi-layered framework of trust and 
distrust. The mechanisms show what key trust factors are successful and what mechanisms 
lead to issues in the inter-organisational relationship.  
 
The Dutch rail maintenance market matches the requirements of a regulated tender 
environment in a monopsony-oligopoly market. Therefore, cases from this market and one 
comparative case from the Swiss rail maintenance market were examined. Each case consists 
of at least one respondent from each side of the contract. Multiple cases with two units of 
analysis per case allowed both perspectives of an inter-organisational relationship to be 
analysed. To distinguish between the organisations, the rail infrastructure manager was 
named ‘asset owner’ and the rail maintenance contractor was named ‘maintenance 
contractor’. Each organisation is represented by a contract manager. However, the 
organisation and the contract manager who represents the organisation were not 
distinguished in this research. It was assumed that when the asset owner or maintenance 
contractor are mentioned, the context makes clear whether it refers to the organisation or 
the contract manager. 
 
The structure of this chapter was adopted from the procedure for multiple-case study from 
Yin (2014, p. 60). See Figure 17 for the outline. The first step of the procedure was 
accomplished in Chapter 3. The case selection is described in Section 4.2, followed by the 
data collection description in Section 4.3. The case studies are described and analysed 
individually in Section 4.4. Next, the cross-case analysis is presented in Section 4.5. The 
chapter ends with conclusions in Section 4.6. 
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Figure 17 | Multiple-case study procedure (Adopted from Yin (2014, p. 60) 

 

4.2 Case selection 
The aim of the case selection is to select cases representing the target population. Trust and 
performance are important aspects in the inter-organisational relationship. Therefore, the 
selection of the cases was based on the best performing and worst performing contracts. In 
addition, to understand the Dutch context better, the Swiss case was added. It is similar in its 
challenges (dense network, high standards, influence from Europe, etc.), but different in how 
the governance is set up. 
 
The first step of the case selection was to select the three best and three worst Dutch cases. 
Therefore, a ranking of the performance of the cases was needed. An engineer of the asset 
owner compared all the maintenance contracts in 2015. The comparison was based on the 
differences between the actual and the fabric failures of an object. The fabric descriptions 
describe how often an object may fail by prescriptive maintenance activities. The six most 
important objects were taken into account in the comparison: interlocking, rail crossings, 
signals, rail branch, train security detection, and point switch. These objects were responsible 
for 90% of disruptions in the Netherlands in 2015.  
 
Based on this ranking, the following list was created: the top three performing contracts were 
the maintenance contracts Region 1, Region 2, and Region 3. The worst three were Region 8, 
Region 7, and Region 6. In the case selection, the contracts can be distinguished between 
traditional maintenance contracts (OPC, output process contract) and performance-based 
maintenance contracts (PGO, ‘PrestatieGericht Onderhoud’, which means performance-
based maintenance). The asset owner is in the process of replacing the traditional contracts 
with performance-based contracts. 
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Additional cases were added as soon as the first analysis of the case study results showed 
that sub factors limited funds, interference from management, and preferred management 
style needed two more cases that characterises the extremes of these sub factors. The 
maintenance regions on performance ranking 4 and 13 represents the independent variables 
and were therefore added to the case selection. Table 9 gives a complete overview of the 
case selection. 
The case selection was checked on contract type, regions, and the length of the contract. The 
contract type5, regions, and the length of the contract6 are represented in both best and 
worst performance contracts. These factors do not correlate with best or worst performance. 
Therefore, the contract type, region, and the length of the contract were not taken into 
account in further analyses. 
 
Table 9 | Case selection 

Rank Rail maintenance contract Type of rail maintenance contract Length of the contract 

1 Maintenance region 1 PGO 3.0 10 years 

2 Maintenance region 2 OPC Extension every year 

3 Maintenance region 3 OPC Extension every year 

4 Maintenance region 4 PGO 2.0 5 years 

13 Maintenance region 5 PGO 1.0 5 years 

17 Maintenance region 6 OPC Extension every year 

18 Maintenance region 7 PGO 2.0 5 years 

19 Maintenance region 8 PGO 3.0 10 years 

 

4.3 Data collection 
This section describes the data collection. Subsection 4.3.1 focusses on the evidence of the 
case study. Subsection 4.3.2 describes the interview process and Subsection 4.3.3 the data 
processing. 
 

4.3.1 Case study evidence 
Before the interviews were started with the asset owners and maintenance contractors, the 
context needed to be understood. Before the interviews were planned, critical reports were 
studied and explorative interviews were held with engineers, administrative personnel, and 
managers. The critical reports were published on a governmental website. The explorative 
interviews were unstructured interviews where the interviewees could speak freely and 

                                                                 
5 With the introduction of the performance based maintenance contracts the number of 
disruptions improved. Therefore it seems obvious that the traditional maintenance contracts 
are not the best performing contracts and the performance based maintenance contracts 
replaced them. Apparently, there are also good performing traditional maintenance 
contracts. 
6 In June/July 2018 ProRail decided to bring back the 10 years period to 5 years. This was 
announced to the maintenance contractors during the interviews between November 2015 
and August 2016. 
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explain how maintenance contracts are monitored and managed to maintain performance. 
Also, the disruption-register-system was presented by the asset owner to the researcher. 
 

4.3.2 The interview process 
The interview protocol for the case interviews was based on the multi-layered framework 
presented in Chapter 3. The identified sub factors were included in the interview protocol. 
Each sub factor was turned into a statement. The interview protocol contained rating scale 
questions based on a 5-point Likert scale to score the respondent’s level of trust of the sub 
factors. The 5-point Likert scale is a broadly used instrument for gathering data (Choudhury 
& Bhattacharjee, 2014, p. 433) and ranged from 1 = disagree, 2 = slightly disagree, 3 = neither 
disagree nor agree, 4 = slightly agree, and 5 = agree. To gain more detailed information, open 
text fields allowed respondents to write additional responses. The questionnaire was used 
during the interview and filled in together with the respondent. 
 
The preparation of the interview protocol was as follows. First the interview protocol was set 
up in English. The case interviews were in a Dutch context with Dutch speaking respondents. 
Therefore, the interview protocol was translated into Dutch. The language differences may 
have consequences for the research data. Meanings may be interpreted differently in the 
translation and in the given definitions in Dutch (van Nes, Abma, Jonsson, & Deeg, 2010, p. 
315). This complexity was solved by providing spoken clarifications when the respondent 
requested it. To validate the interview protocol, it was tested with an asset owner as a 
potential respondent.  
 
A situation was created by the researcher to the managers of the respondents so that the 
respondent could speak freely. The interview protocol was sent to the respondents before 
the interviews took place. The length of the interview was between 1h20 and 1h50. The 
statements of the respondents were captured live by scoring the interview protocol together 
and making notes. The scores and notes were checked during the interview. All interviews 
were performed from November 2015 to August 2016. See the interview protocol in 
Appendix B. 
 

4.3.3 Data processing 
For data processing: editing, coding, data entry, and cleaning were used (Singleton & Straits, 
2009, p. 499). Editing is a quality-control process after the data is gathered. The second step 
is coding. The third step is entering the data into the spreadsheet to get a complete overview. 
finally, cleaning involves checking the data thoroughly for errors.  
 
The collected data from the interviews with the asset owner and maintenance contractor 
were first written in the interview protocol file. The data was checked during the interview 
and again after the interview. One respondent was re-contacted, because data was missing. 
 
The multi-layered framework of trust and distrust was applied to the pre-coded data 
(quantitative data) in Microsoft Excel. The qualitative data was analysed using the software 
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application Atlas.ti. The results of the pre-coded data are given in Appendix D. After analysis 
in Microsoft Excel and Atlas.ti, the data were cleaned. 
 

4.4 Case analysis 
A brief analysis and description of the cases are given in this section. The detailed descriptions 
can be found in Appendix C. 
 

4.4.1 Case 1 
This case is situated in the north of the country. It was selected as the best performing case 
in the objective measurements of the asset owner. The case showed high levels of mutual 
trust (4 out of 5) for both the maintenance contractor and asset owner. Their views on 
performance were mixed, with the maintenance contractor having a far less favourable view 
on delivering (additional) performance.  
 
Trust levels of the framework in Table 10 were also not aligned between the asset owner and 
the maintenance contractor, but in this case did not seem to harm performance. The asset 
owners showed trust in the maintenance contractor (‘maintenance contractors do not always 
strive for more profit, the same as the asset owner does not always for the lowest price’), but 
the maintenance contractor doubts its authenticity (‘I cannot estimate if his shown trust is 
played or authentic’). The framework in Table 10 shows that there is lower trust on the 
system layer than on the personal layer. Analysis of the key trust factors show that the key 
trust factor goals has very low trust (1.33 out of 5). Furthermore, the key trust factors norms 
and values (2.00 out of 5) and power (2.33 out of 5) also cause low trust levels. The key trust 
factor no fear on the personal layer also has a moderate trust of 2.80 out of 5. These figures 
show two properties that characterise this case. 
 
Table 10 | Results of case 1 in the multi-layered framework of trust and distrust 

Average level 
of trust asset 

owner 

Average level 
of trust 

maintenance 
contractor 

Average level of 
trust per layer 
asset owner 

Average level of 
trust per layer 
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per key trust factor 

asset owner 
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per key trust factor 
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3.27 

System 3.73 System 2.48 

Norms and 
values  

5.00 
Norms and 
values  

2.00 

Power 3.00 Power 2.33 

Goals 3.33 Goals 1.33 

Communication 
systems 

3.33 
Communication 
systems 

3.00 

Contract 4.00 Contract 3.75 

Cognition 4.83 Cognition 4.00 
Qualifications 4.67 Qualifications 5.00 

Experience 5.00 Experience 3.00 

Personal 3.70 Personal 3.32 

Behaviour 3.83 Behaviour 3.54 

Characteristics 3.56 Characteristics 3.44 

Cooperation 4.00 Cooperation 3.83 

Affection 3.50 Affection 3.00 

No fear 3.60 No fear 2.80 

 
The framework shows two properties that characterise this case. The first is that the 
maintenance contractor has mixed feelings about his counterpart. They work together in 
another maintenance region, which was not in the case selection. In that other maintenance 
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region the cooperation can be hostile sometimes due to lack of performance. The 
maintenance contractor says: ‘As long as the performance is good, my counterpart will be 
nice and easy. On the other side, if there are too many disruptions according to the 
expectations of my counterpart, his attitude is hostile. I do not know what to expect from 
him on this maintenance region.’ The maintenance contractor further explains that the trust 
level in this contract is high because he has had no incidents yet, but he is suspicious: ‘You 
never know when the wind blows from another direction.’ It also explains why he is unsure 
about the performance of the contract. As long as he is more critical than the asset owner, 
the asset owner will be satisfied. The attitude of the maintenance contractor showed 
insecurity during the interview. The moderate level of trust on the key trust factor no fear is 
a signal that the maintenance contractor is anxious. The low levels of the key trust factor 
norms and values and power of the maintenance contractor are also due to this behaviour. 
 
The second property that characterises the case is the possibility of a dissolution of the 
contract. The target to reduce disruptions was set too high at the start of the contract. The 
maintenance contractor allows 60–70% more disruptions than the given limit. This is a reason 
for the asset owner to break the contract. Another reason is that juridical analysis and 
political influence determined that the length of the contract (ten years) is illegal. The asset 
owner has the assignment from management to reset the length of the contract to 5 years. 
The maintenance contractor says: ‘With these insecurities of possible abrogation of the 
contract, it is difficult to invest in the rail infrastructure, because we are not sure if we get 
the possibility to earn back the investments.’ Due to the described contractual issues, it is 
likely that contractual trust levels are low, but it turns out that the key trust factor contract 
is high. The trust level of the key trust factor goals, in contrast, is low. 
 

4.4.2 Case 2 
This case is situated in the northwest of the country. It was selected as the second best 
performing case in the objective measurements of the asset owner. The case showed high 
levels of mutual trust: 4 out of 5 for the asset owner and 5 out of 5 for the maintenance 
contractor. Their views on performance are equal and show high performance. However, in 
the maintenance contractor’s opinion, he delivered far more performance than was agreed 
on.  
 
Trust levels of the framework in Table 11 are not aligned between the asset owner and the 
maintenance contractor, which in this case does not seem to harm performance. The 
contractual key performance indicators are easy to reach, but the asset owner prefers higher 
performance. The asset owner shows trust in the maintenance contractor (‘it is easy to reach 
the contractual targets in this contract. I expect that the maintenance contractor is 
challenged in performance-based maintenance contracts due to challenging key 
performance indicators. The relation will most likely come under pressure in those 
situations’), and the maintenance contractor shows trust in the asset owner (‘our teams do 
not have different goals. We are fully aligned. Only the financial goals are different’). The 
framework in Table 11 shows that there is lower trust on the system layer than on the 
personal layer. The key trust factor contract has low trust from the asset owner (2.00 out of 
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5), as do the key trust factors goals (2.33 out of 5), communication systems (2.33 out of 5) 
and power (2.67 out of 5). The key trust factor cooperation on the personal layer shows 
moderate trust (2.83 out of 5). The maintenance contractor sees the inter-organisational 
relationship more positively. His low trust levels are in the key trust factors affection (3.25 
out of 5) and power (3.33 out of 5). 
 
The framework shows three properties that characterise this case. The first is that this 
contract has no real key performance indicators. As long as the minimum quality of the rail 
infrastructure is not exceeded, the maintenance contractor has reached his contractual 
targets. Any disruption will be fixed and payed for by the asset owner. ‘The maintenance 
contractor will benefit from disruptions. The wrong incentive is used in this contract’, the 
asset owner explains. The maintenance contractor says that they invest in the rail 
infrastructure: ‘We build in new systems in the rail infrastructure on a pilot basis. If the 
disruptions on this part of the system decreases, we ask the asset owner to implement this 
system in the whole maintenance region. We send an offer first.’ This property leads to low 
levels of the key trust factors power, goals and contract for the asset owner. The asset owner 
has little power to force better performance, so the maintenance contractor aims for the 
minimum quality because that is what the contract demands. The same applies for the key 
trust factor goals. The asset owner wishes to have challenging targets. The maintenance 
contractor sticks to what was agreed in the contract, which leads to low trust on the key trust 
factor contract for the asset owner. If the asset owner wants better performance, he has to 
pay for it. The maintenance contractor feels comfortable in this contract by showing high 
levels of trust on these key trust factors. 
 
Table 11 | Results of case 2 in the multi-layered framework of trust and distrust 
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5.00 

Power 2.67 Power 3.33 

Goals 2.33 Goals 4.00 

Communication 
systems 

2.33 
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systems 

3.67 

Contract 2.00 Contract 5.00 

Cognition 5.00 Cognition 5.00 
Qualifications 5.00 Qualifications 5.00 

Experience 5.00 Experience 5.00 

Personal 3.49 Personal 4.35 

Behaviour 3.83 Behaviour 4.42 

Characteristics 3.78 Characteristics 4.78 

Cooperation 2.83 Cooperation 4.50 

Affection 3.00 Affection 3.25 

No fear 4.00 No fear 4.80 

 
The second property is the new rail infrastructure. This maintenance region has new rails, 
sleepers, and sleeper bed. Point switch and other critical objects have also been recently 
replaced. ‘It is no wonder that this maintenance region is a good performing contract, 
everything is brand new’, the asset owner says. This property is related to the key trust factor 
goals. It is easy to perform when everything is new. This affects the low level of the key trust 
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factor cooperation, as the asset owner feels that the maintenance contractor is not 
cooperating. 
 
The third property is the uncertainty of when the contract ends. The maintenance contractor 
says: ‘This contract was once for a period of five years. This period was exceeded. Nowadays 
we get an extension every year. This means that we are cautious regarding new investments. 
It causes also insecurity for our personnel.’ The asset owner recognises this, but he sees other 
interests for the maintenance contractor: ‘As long as they have this contract, they are making 
high profits. They are willing and helpful. They organise whatever you asked them to do. But 
do not complain when receiving the bill.’ This situation affects the moderate level on the key 
trust factor power. For the asset owner, it affects the trust level of the key trust factors 
cooperation and power—the latter due to the power of the maintenance contractor to send 
offers of extra work. Although the maintenance contractor has to deal with the insecurity, 
the trust levels on most key trust factors are high. 
 

4.4.3 Case 3 
This case is situated in the southeast of the country. It was selected as the third best 
performing case in the objective measurements of the asset owner. The case showed high 
levels of mutual trust: 4 out of 5 for the asset owner and 5 out of 5 for the maintenance 
contractor. Their views on mutual trust match, but their views on performance are different. 
In the maintenance contractor’s opinion, he delivers high performance. The asset owner 
explains that this contract does not have key performance indicators, so ‘it is unclear if the 
performances are reached.’  
 
Trust levels of the framework in Table 12 are aligned between the asset owner and the 
maintenance contractor. The asset owner trusts the maintenance contractor (‘although there 
are no key performance indicators contracted, my counterpart performs well’), and the 
maintenance contractor trusts the asset owner (‘my counterpart keeps his promises’). The 
framework in Table 12 shows that there is lower trust on the system layer than on the 
personal layer. Analysis of the key trust factors showed that the key trust factor power from 
the asset owner has low trust (2.67 out of 5). Furthermore, the key trust factor goals (3.33 
out of 5) also has low trust. The maintenance contractor sees the inter-organisational 
relationship more positively on the system and personal layer, but negatively on the 
cognition layer (1.83 out of 5). His low trust levels on the system level are on the key trust 
factors goals (3.00 out of 5) and communication systems (3.00 out of 5). 
 
The framework shows two properties that characterise this case. The first is that this contract 
has no real key performance indicators. As long as the minimum quality of the rail 
infrastructure is not exceeded, the maintenance contractor has reached his contractual 
targets. Any disruption will be fixed and payed for to by the asset owner. Therefore, ‘it is 
difficult to get the maintenance contractor motivated to perform, it must always benefit in 
their interests’, the asset owner explains. The maintenance contractor says about 
performance: ‘Targets are easy to reach. We try to set common goals. I do not want bonuses, 
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because my intrinsic motivation is not coming from that.’ The asset owner has little power 
over the maintenance contractor. Therefore, his trust is low on the key trust factor power.  
 
Table 12 | Results of case 3 in the multi-layered framework of trust and distrust 
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Power 2.67 Power 3.83 
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systems 

3.00 

Contract 4.00 Contract 4.50 

Cognition 4.17 Cognition 1.83 
Qualifications 4.33 Qualifications 1.67 

Experience 4.00 Experience 2.00 

Personal 4.00 Personal 4.66 

Behaviour 4.00 Behaviour 4.25 

Characteristics 4.11 Characteristics 4.89 

Cooperation 4.00 Cooperation 4.67 

Affection 3.50 Affection 4.50 

No fear 4.40 No fear 5.00 

 
The second property is the critical attitude of the maintenance contractor toward the 
qualifications of the asset owner’s personnel, which causes low trust on the key trust factors 
qualifications and experience for the maintenance contractor. In contrast, the asset owner is 
satisfied with the demonstrated performance and the qualifications and experience of the 
maintenance contractor’s personnel. The maintenance contractor says: ‘There are a few 
specialists at the asset owner, but the most of them just follow others.’ 
 
The third property is that the maintenance contractor wants the asset owner to stop 
interference from asset owner’s management. The maintenance manager says: ‘It is the job 
of my counterpart to avoid interference from their management. But that does not work out 
always. We have to do extra activities.’ The asset owner says: ‘There are many improvement 
programs from other departments. We are really busy with that. If I can, I try to keep away 
any such interference.’ Interference affects the key trust factor goals, which is moderate for 
both the asset owner and maintenance contractor. 
 

4.4.4 Case 4 
This case is situated in the southwest of the country. It was selected as an additional case and 
is the fourth best performing case in the objective measurements of the asset owner. The 
case showed somewhat high levels of mutual trust (both 4 out of 5). The asset owner and 
maintenance contractor’s views on performance are similar and show high performance. 
Both think that the maintenance contractor delivered more performance than that was 
agreed on.  
 
The trust levels of the framework in Table 13 are not aligned between the asset owner and 
the maintenance contractor, but does not seem to harm performance. The asset owner trusts 
the maintenance contractor (‘the performance of the contract was terrible, but against all 
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expectations they set high performance at the end’), and the maintenance contractor trusts 
the asset owner (‘the asset owner is really reliable as long as I accept his rules of how the 
game is played’). The framework in Table 13 shows that there is lower trust on the system 
layer than on the personal layer. The key trust factor goals from the asset owner shows low 
trust (1.67 out of 5). Furthermore, the key trust factors norms and values (2.00 out of 5), 
contract (2.25 out of 5), and no fear (2.60 out of 5) also show low trust levels. The 
maintenance contractor sees the inter-organisational relationship more positively. Her low 
trust levels are on the key trust factors norms and values (3.00 out of 5) and goals (3.00 out 
of 5), which are moderate. 
 
Table 13 | Results of case 4 in the multi-layered framework of trust and distrust 
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3.81 

System 2.45 System 3.48 

Norms and 
values  

2.00 
Norms and 
values  

3.00 

Power 3.33 Power 3.50 

Goals 1.67 Goals 3.00 

Communication 
systems 

3.00 
Communication 
systems 

3.67 

Contract 2.25 Contract 4.25 

Cognition 3.50 Cognition 4.00 
Qualifications 3.00 Qualifications 4.00 

Experience 4.00 Experience 4.00 

Personal 3.32 Personal 3.95 

Behaviour 3.38 Behaviour 3.38 

Characteristics 3.78 Characteristics 4.11 

Cooperation 3.33 Cooperation 4.00 

Affection 3.50 Affection 4.25 

No fear 2.60 No fear 4.00 

 
The framework shows two properties that characterise this case. The first is that this contract 
has limited funds. The maintenance contractor says: ‘I suspect that my counterpart truly 
believes that the key performance indicators are well defined. We interpreted these key 
performance indicators differently and our tender bid was based on our interpretations. 
After the award we lost the discussion about the interpretations.’ The asset owner says: 
‘maintenance contactors have other interests. They constantly look for opportunities to 
lower their prices and are willing to take high risks. It was no surprise that there was 
discussion about the interpretations of the key trust indicators.’ Limited funds cause low 
levels on the key trust factors goals and contract for the asset owner. The individual interests 
of the maintenance contractor are high, which does not match the common goals. 
Additionally, there are different interpretations of the contract, which leads to 
disagreements. 
 
The second property is the preferred management style of the asset owner. The maintenance 
contractor says: ‘Because of his behaviour I have doubted if I share all information. This is 
obligated by the contract. The dilemma is: If I report every aspect which is below the agreed 
values, I will follow my duties, but it costs a lot of money. If I do not report some incidents, 
he might not know it, which brings us a better financial situation.’ The asset owner says about 
the contract: ‘This contract appears to be a good vehicle to control the maintenance strategy 
of the maintenance contractor to force good performance.’ For the maintenance contractor, 
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the preferred management style leads to medium levels of the key trust factors norms and 
values, goals, and behaviour. 
 

4.4.5 Case 5 
This case is situated in the southeast of the country. It was selected as an additional case and 
is the 13th best performing case in the objective measurements of the asset owner. The case 
shows different levels of mutual trust: 4 out of 5 for the asset owner and 1 out of 5 for the 
maintenance contractor. Their views on performance are equal and show high performance.  
 
The trust levels of the framework in Table 14 are also not aligned between the asset owner 
and the maintenance contractor, which in this case does not harm performance, despite this 
case’s 13th position. The asset owner trusts the maintenance contractor’s organisation, but 
not in the maintenance contractor himself (‘I do not trust my counterpart. He aims only for 
more profit. I do trust the organisation he works for!’), and the maintenance contractor 
shows no trust in the asset owner (‘the asset owner does not keep his promises’). The 
framework in Table 14 shows that there is higher trust on the system layer than on the 
personal layer. The key trust factors affection (1.50 out of 5), goals (1.67 out of 5), norms and 
values (2.00 out of 5), behaviour (2.00 out of 5), cooperation (2.33 out of 5), and no fear (2.60 
out of 5) show low trust levels for the asset owner. The maintenance contractor sees the 
inter-organisational relationship more negatively. His low trust levels are on the key trust 
factors norms and values (1.00 out of 5), cooperation (1.00 out of 5), affection (1.00 out of 
5), behaviour (1.67 out of 5), communication systems (1.33 out of 5), contract (2.25 out of 5), 
no fear (2.40 out of 5), and power (2.50 out of 5). 
 
Table 14 | Results of case 5 in the multi-layered framework of trust and distrust 
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of trust asset 

owner 
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of trust 

maintenance 
contractor 

Average level of 
trust per layer 
asset owner 
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per key trust factor 
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1.99 

System 2.68 System 2.02 

Norms and 
values  

2.00 
Norms and 
values  

1.00 

Power 3.33 Power 2.50 

Goals 1.67 Goals 3.00 

Communication 
systems 

3.67 
Communication 
systems 

1.33 

Contract 2.75 Contract 2.25 

Cognition 5.00 Cognition 2.50 
Qualifications 5.00 Qualifications 3.00 

Experience 5.00 Experience 2.00 

Personal 2.31 Personal 1.45 

Behaviour 2.00 Behaviour 1.17 

Characteristics 3.11 Characteristics 1.67 

Cooperation 2.33 Cooperation 1.00 

Affection 1.50 Affection 1.00 

No fear 2.60 No fear 2.40 

 
The framework shows two properties that characterise this case. The first is that this contract 
has a low-trust inter-organisational relationship. The maintenance contractor says: ‘Financial 
sanctions are given too easily. Besides that, there are too many contractual tools in the 
interests of my counterpart.’ He adds: ‘The inter-organisational relationship with the former 
asset owner was based on cooperation. The current asset owner is taking too much distance 
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in the relationship.’ The asset owner does also not trust his counterpart: ‘The goal of the 
maintenance contractor is to get as much money as possible out of the asset owner.’ The 
core of the problem of the low trust in the inter-organisational relationship is the contractual 
management style of the asset owner. For the maintenance contractor, this management 
style turns into low trust levels on the key trust factors norms and values, behaviour, 
characteristics, cooperation, and affection. For the asset owner, the low level of trust is 
caused by the key trust factor goals. His response to the maintenance contractor’s attitude 
leads to low trust level of the key trust factor affection, behaviour, cooperation, and norms 
and values. The low trust levels of both for each other cause low trust levels of the key trust 
factor no fear. 
 
The second property is the preferred management style of the asset owner. The maintenance 
contractor says: ‘The distance in the inter-organisational relationship is not too close, it is the 
other way around: it is too big!’ The management style leads to low trust levels on the key 
trust factors affection, cooperation, behaviour, and norms and values. 
 

4.4.6 Case 6 
This case is situated in the northwest of the country. It was selected as the 17th best 
performing case in the objective measurements of the asset owner. The case showed high 
levels of mutual trust: 4 out of 5 for the asset owner and 5 out of 5 for the maintenance 
contractor. Their views on performance are equal and show high performance. Although in 
the maintenance contractor’s opinion, they delivered far more performance than was 
agreed.  
 
Table 15 | Results of case 6 in the multi-layered framework of trust and distrust 
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contractor 
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4.52 

System 2.67 System 4.20 

Norms and 
values  

4.00 
Norms and 
values  

5.00 

Power 2.67 Power 3.33 

Goals 2.33 Goals 4.00 

Communication 
systems 

2.33 
Communication 
systems 

3.67 

Contract 2.00 Contract 5.00 

Cognition 5.00 Cognition 5.00 
Qualifications 5.00 Qualifications 5.00 

Experience 5.00 Experience 5.00 

Personal 3.49 Personal 4.35 

Behaviour 3.83 Behaviour 4.42 

Characteristics 3.78 Characteristics 4.78 

Cooperation 2.83 Cooperation 4.50 

Affection 3.00 Affection 3.25 

No fear 4.00 No fear 4.80 

 
Trust levels of the framework in Table 15 are not aligned between the asset owner and the 
maintenance contractor, which in this case does not harm performance (despite the 17th 
position in the ranking). The asset manager shares the same interpretation as the 
maintenance contractor that the rail infrastructure is worn out and needs to be replaced. 
However, the asset owner wants to see more performance from the maintenance contractor. 
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The asset owner trusts the maintenance contractor (‘it is easy to reach the contractual targets 
in this contract. I expect that the maintenance contractor is challenged in performance-based 
maintenance contracts due to challenging key performance indicators. The relation will most 
likely get under pressure in those situations’), and the maintenance contractor trusts the 
asset owner (‘our teams do not have different goals. We are fully aligned. Only the financial 
goals are different’). The framework in Table 15 shows that there is lower trust on the system 
layer than on the personal layer. The key trust factors contract (2.00 out of 5), goals (2.33 out 
of 5), communication systems (2.33 out of 5) and power (2.67 out of 5) show low trust levels 
for the asset owner. The key trust factor cooperation on the personal layer also has a 
moderate trust of 2.83 out of 5. The maintenance contractor sees the inter-organisational 
relationship more positively. His low trust levels are on the key trust factors affection (3.25 
out of 5) and power (3.33 out of 5), which are relatively high. 
 
The framework shows three properties that characterise this case. The first is that this 
contract has no real key performance indicators. As long as the minimum quality of the rail 
infrastructure is not exceeded, the maintenance contractor has reached his contractual 
targets. Any disruption will be fixed and payed for by the asset owner. ‘The maintenance 
contractor will benefit from disruptions. The wrong incentive is used in this contract’, the 
asset owner explains. The maintenance contractor says that they invest in the rail 
infrastructure: ‘We build in new systems in the rail infrastructure on a pilot basis. If the 
disruptions on this part of the system decrease, we ask the asset owner to implement this 
system in the whole maintenance region. We send an offer first.’ This property leads to low 
levels of the key trust factors power, goals, and contract for the asset owner. The asset owner 
has little power to force better performance, so the maintenance contractor aims for the 
minimum quality needed to meet the contract. The same holds for the key trust factor goals. 
The asset owner wants to have challenging targets. The maintenance contractor sticks to 
what was agreed in the contract, which leads to low trust on the key trust factor contract for 
the asset owner. If the asset owner wants better performance, he has to pay for it. The 
maintenance contractor feels comfortable in this contract, as shown in his high levels of trust 
on these key trust factors. 
 
The second property is the worn-out rail infrastructure. This maintenance region needed new 
rails, sleepers, and a sleeper bed. Due to delayed projects for new infrastructure layout, 
critical objects have not been not renewed. ‘The rail infrastructure in this maintenance region 
is worn out. It should have been replaced years ago, but the renewal is delayed every time. 
They are doing a great job keeping worn out objects alive for train services!’ the asset owner 
says. This leads to high trust levels on the key trust factors qualifications and experience. 
 
The third property in this case is the uncertainty about when the contract ends. The 
maintenance contractor says: ‘This contract was once for a period of five years. This period 
was exceeded. Nowadays we get an extension every year. This means that we are cautious 
regarding new investments. It causes also insecurity for our personnel.’ The asset owner 
recognises this, but he sees other interests for the maintenance contractor: ‘As long as they 
have this contract, they are making high profits. They are willing and helpful. They organise 
whatever you asked them to do. But do not complain when receiving the bill.’ It appears that 
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this situation affects the moderate level on the key trust factor power. For the asset owner, 
it affects the trust level of the key trust factors cooperation and power, the latter due to the 
power of the maintenance contractor to send high offers of extra work. Although the 
maintenance contractor has to deal with the insecurity, his trust levels on most key trust 
factors are high. 
 

4.4.7 Case 7 
This case is situated in the centre of the country. It was selected as an additional case and is 
the 18th best performing case in the objective measurements of the asset owner. The case 
shows different levels of mutual trust: 2 out of 5 for the asset owner and 3 out of 5 for the 
maintenance contractor. Their views on performance are equal and show low performance.  
 
Trust levels of the framework in Table 16 are also not aligned between the asset owner and 
the maintenance contractor, which in this case harms performance, considering its ranking 
as the second worst performing maintenance region. The asset owner does not trust the 
maintenance contractor (‘This contract has unrealistic goals and very limited funds. They 
needed this contract to experience performance-based maintenance contracts. But they 
cannot keep the business case positive’), and the maintenance contractor shows no trust in 
the contract, but he trusts the asset owner (‘Sometimes I am held responsible for some 
disruptions which I disagree. Therefore I do not trust the contract. Personally I trust my 
counterpart’). The framework in Table 16 shows that there is lower trust on the system layer 
than on the personal layer. The key trust factors communication systems (2.00 out of 5), 
contract (2.50 out of 5), and experience (2.00 out of 5) show low trust levels for the asset 
owner. The maintenance contractor sees the inter-organisational relationship more 
positively. His low trust levels are on the key trust factors power (3.00 out of 5) and 
communication systems (3.33 out of 5). 
 
Table 16 | Results of case 7 in the multi-layered framework of trust and distrust 
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4.04 

System 3.07 System 4.05 

Norms and 
values  

4.00 
Norms and 
values  

5.00 

Power 3.83 Power 3.00 

Goals 3.00 Goals 4.67 

Communication 
systems 

2.00 
Communication 
systems 

3.33 

Contract 2.50 Contract 4.25 

Cognition 2.33 Cognition 3.83 
Qualifications 2.67 Qualifications 3.67 

Experience 2.00 Experience 4.00 

Personal 3.68 Personal 4.25 

Behaviour 3.96 Behaviour 4.17 

Characteristics 3.67 Characteristics 4.67 

Cooperation 3.00 Cooperation 3.50 

Affection 3.75 Affection 4.50 

No fear 4.00 No fear 4.40 

 
The framework shows three properties that characterise this case. The first is that this 
contract has limited funds. The maintenance contractor did not have any performance-based 
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maintenance contracts and wanted experience with it. They made a very low offer to win the 
tender. The maintenance contractor: “We took every chance we had. Even the qualitative 
criteria of the tender was sharp formulated. As an example, the choice for repairing time was 
between 45 – 90 minutes. We said we could do it in 45 minutes. We knew it was not realistic.” 
The asset owner: “Although we knew that their offer was unrealistic, we decided in 2013 to 
continue anyway.” Although the maintenance contractor says he does not trust the contract, 
the key trust factor contract shows a high level. It is more that the key trust level power 
causes a moderate trust level. For the asset owner, the limited funds causes low levels on the 
key trust factors communication systems, contract, experience and qualifications. The key 
trust factors goals and cooperation cause meditate trust levels. 
 
The second property in this case is that the incentives in the contract are not working. 
Bonuses are not possible due to the limited funds to invest in better maintenance. The 
financial sanctions in the contract are not working either. The asset owner explains why: “the 
maintenance contractor loses millions of euros on this contract. Every time I lay down 
financial sanctions, the maintenance contractor and his team get demotivated.” The 
maintenance contractor shared his experiences as well: “I get financial sanctions. My team 
does not feel the urgency. Moreover, laying down financial sanctions is administratively 
difficult. Therefore we receive lower sanctions.” Low levels on trust for the key trust factor 
contract on the asset owner’s side is the consequence. The asset owner may use her power 
to influence performance, but that causes moderate trust level on the key trust factor power 
for the maintenance contractor. 
 
The third property that characterizes this case is the cooperation in the inter-organizational 
relationship. The maintenance contractor: “Instead of receiving financial sanctions, we sit 
down together and discuss how to implement improvements.” The asset owner mentioned 
the same, but is critical: “The maintenance contractor is willing to listen, but it must be in the 
beneficial for them. Otherwise they are not cooperating. I think they are right to stay focussed 
on profit. As the asset owner we allow ourselves to benefit from the market power we have. 
As an example, we write the contracts. The choice the maintenance contractor has is to send 
an offer or to not send an offer.” These relational management style causes high levels of the 
key trust factors norms and values and characteristics. But the key trust level cooperation is 
still moderate.  
 

4.4.8 Case 8 
This case is situated in the centre of the country. It was selected as an additional case and is 
the 19th best performing (the lowest performing in the ranking) case in the objective 
measurements of the asset owner. The case showed difference levels of mutual trust: the 
asset owner 4 out of 5 and the maintenance contractor 3 out of 5. Their views on 
performance are equal and show high performance to their opinions. In the experience of 
the maintenance contractor he delivers much more performance than was agreed to, but the 
asset owner does not agree. 
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Trust levels of the framework in Table 17 are not aligned between the asset owner and the 
maintenance contractor, which in this case does not to harm performance, considering its 
ranking as the worst performing maintenance region. The asset owner shows trust to the 
maintenance contractor (“Among officials there is a different experience of trust levels, some 
better than others”), and the maintenance contractor does not know if there is trust (“There 
are issues from the tender phase which are still not solved”). The framework in Table 17 
shows that there is lower trust on the system layer than on the personal layer. Analysis of the 
key trust factors learn that the key trust factor goals (2.67 out of 5) from the asset owner has 
low trust. Furthermore, the key trust factor experience (2.00 out of 5) causes also a low trust 
level. The maintenance contractor sees the inter-organizational relationship more positive. 
His lowest trust level is on the key trust factor cooperation (3.17 out of 5). 
 
Table 17 | Results of case 8 in the multi-layered framework of trust and distrust 
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4.21 

System 3.41 System 3.77 

Norms and 
values  

4.00 
Norms and 
values  

4.00 

Power 3.10 Power 4.00 

Goals 2.67 Goals 3.67 

Communication 
systems 

3.67 
Communication 
systems 

3.67 

Contract 3.63 Contract 3.50 

Cognition 2.83 Cognition 4.75 
Qualifications 3.67 Qualifications 4.50 

Experience 2.00 Experience 5.00 

Personal 3.92 Personal 4.11 

Behaviour 3.63 Behaviour 3.96 

Characteristics 4.11 Characteristics 4.33 

Cooperation 4.08 Cooperation 3.17 

Affection 4.00 Affection 4.50 

No fear 3.80 No fear 4.60 

 
The framework shows three properties that characterizes this case. The first property that 
characterizes the case is that the personnel of the maintenance contractor have not much 
experience. The asset owner: “There are many young employees with little experience. Do 
they get space to learn? And who is controlling them?” For the asset owner, the consequence 
is a low trust level on the key trust factor experience and somewhat moderate trust level on 
the key trust factor qualifications. 
 
The second property in this case is the management styles of the maintenance contractor 
and the asset owner. The maintenance contractor and asset owner interacts in a way to 
improve performance. The asset owner explains: “By formulating common goals, the 
contract is getting supporting instead of leading. Better cooperation and better performance 
is the result of it.” The maintenance contractor wants to cooperate, but he has less positive 
experiences: “Once I received high financial sanctions due to wrong ordered points crossing, 
we consulted the asset owner. He suggest a solution which was better for the availability of 
the rail infrastructure, but causes higher financial sanctions. We took the decision together, 
while I hoped for less financial sanctions. That did not happen. The next time I will decide in 
my own interests, without having consultation with my counterpart.” Although setting 
common goals, the key trust level goals from the asset owner is rather low, which is better 
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perceived at the maintenance contractor. The key trust factor cooperation is moderate level 
for the maintenance contractor, but higher for the asset owner. 
 
The third property that characterizes the case is the bad performance according the objective 
measurements of the asset owner. The asset owner disagrees on that. “The maintenance 
contractor will receive big bonuses, because they are performing well considering what was 
agreed to in the contract. To me, they are high performing.” Also the maintenance contractor 
confirms their performance: “The contracted performance is reached. We probably will 
receive the maximum bonus. Surely, there are issues which can be improved.” Apparently, 
there are difference perspectives on performances. The asset owner and the maintenance 
contractor measure performance according to the contract, whereas the management of the 
asset owner use objective measurements for the level of performance. These do not match. 
These differences does not affect the trust levels in the framework. 
 

4.4.9 Swiss case 
This case is situated in Switzerland. It was selected as an reference case. The case showed 
difference levels of mutual trust: the asset owner 2 out of 5 and the maintenance contractor 
5 out of 5. Their views on performance are equal and show high performance. In the 
experience of the maintenance contractor he delivers much more performance than was 
agreed to, but the asset owner does not think that. 
 
Table 18 | Results of the Swiss case in the multi-layered framework of trust and distrust 
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3.92 

System 3.47 System 3.98 

Norms and 
values  

5.00 
Norms and 
values  

5.00 

Power 2.17 Power 3.67 

Goals 3.00 Goals 3.67 

Communication 
systems 

3.67 
Communication 
systems 

4.33 

Contract 3.50 Contract 3.25 

Cognition 1.75 Cognition 3.17 
Qualifications 1.00 Qualifications 3.33 

Experience 2.50 Experience 3.00 

Personal 4.27 Personal 4.62 

Behaviour 3.92 Behaviour 4.75 

Characteristics 3.89 Characteristics 5.00 

Cooperation 4.00 Cooperation 4.17 

Affection 4.75 Affection 5.00 

No fear 4.80 No fear 4.20 

 
Trust levels of the framework in Table 18 are not aligned between the asset owner and the 
maintenance contractor, which in this case does not harm performance. The asset owner 
does not trust the maintenance contractor much (“My counterpart is recruiting my 
personnel”), but the maintenance contractor trusts his counterpart (“Our meetings are based 
on trust, without notes”). The framework in Table 18 shows that there is lower trust on the 
system layer than on the personal layer. Analysis of the key trust factors learn that the key 
trust factor qualifications (1.00 out of 5) from the asset owner has low trust. Furthermore, 
the key trust factors power (2.00 out of 5) and experience (2.50 out of 5) cause also a low 
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trust level. The maintenance contractor sees the inter-organizational relationship more 
positive. His lowest trust level is on the key trust factor experience (3.00 out of 5), which is 
moderate. 
 
The framework shows three properties that characterizes this case. The first property that 
characterizes the case is that their main issue is that there are not enough qualified and 
experienced workers. The asset owner: “My counterpart is having troubles delivering enough 
rail workers. The quality of the work is low. They have to do it again for free to fix it.” The 
maintenance contractor acknowledges that: “As long as the asset owner is not willing to 
maintain the rail infrastructure during the day and on weekly days, the shortage of qualified 
and experienced personnel is getting worse in the next years.” This results in low trust levels 
of the key trust factors qualifications and experience for the asset owner. 
 
The second property in this case is that the maintenance contractor is recruiting rail workers 
from the asset owner. The asset owner: “We have a gentlemen’s agreement that he stops 
recruiting my personnel. He did that. Now I have another job, I heard that he is recruiting 
again from our personnel.” The cooperation between them creates high levels of the key 
trust factors norms and values, affection, and no fear. However, afterwards as soon as the 
asset owner left, the cooperation starts to decrease. 
 
The third property is that the maintenance activities from the asset owner are performed by 
their own maintenance department. They only hire rail workers and sometimes they source 
out small projects. The asset owner says: ‘We do not source maintenance out, we do it 
ourselves. We hire rail workers for extra capacity.’ This leads to less independence for the 
asset owner, which causes a low level of trust on the key trust factor power for the asset 
owner. 
 

4.4.10 Results of the individual cases 
The individual cases show both general and specific results. The general results are the 
agreement on the definition of performance. The respondents see performance as doing 
what is agreed in the contract. These can be contractual agreements of how the key 
performance indicators are set. The asset owner set these performance indicators based on 
historic results. In contrast, management of the asset owner has objective measurements of 
how they rank performances of the maintenance regions, without considering what was 
agreed to in the contracts. Cases 2, 6 and 8 show that in the perception of the asset owner 
and the maintenance contractor, the performance is good, although cases 6 and 8 are ranked 
among the three worst performing contracts. The overall performance of the contracts is 
high in most cases. Only case 7 performs below expectations. The trust levels of most cases 
are also good, but there are some exceptions. In case 5, for example, there is low trust 
between the asset owner and the maintenance manager. In conclusion, trust and 
performance show no connection. 
 
Another general result is the role of power. The asset owner writes the contract. They decide 
what clauses are taken into account without consulting the maintenance contractors, or only 
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consulting them a little. The asset owner decides what maintenance regions are tendered as 
well as when and how they are tendered. The maintenance contractors only have one client: 
the asset owner. They have no choice but to accept the conditions in the contract, even when 
the conditions are not beneficial for them. When there is a contract, there are differences in 
power. For the traditional maintenance contracts, the asset owners have little control over 
the maintenance contractor. The maintenance contractor, on the other hand, control the 
contract. For the performance-based maintenance contracts, in contrast, the control lies 
more with the asset owner. However, the asset owner does not feel they have power to 
control the maintenance contractor. The maintenance contractors also feel like they do not 
have power. Apparently, there are unwritten rules of who has the power, but the asset 
owners do not experience it that way. It is therefore not surprising that the key trust factors 
power, contract, and goals on the system layer have the lowest levels of trust. 
 
The specific results are limited funds, preferred management styles, and interference from 
management. Two cases (4 and 7) have limited funds. Both cases are managed by different 
asset owners with different management styles. The asset owner in case 4 managed the 
maintenance contractor through the contract. For every disruption, there was a financial 
sanction. At the end, the maintenance contractor acknowledged their losses and started to 
perform while taking losses every month. The asset owner holds the maintenance contractor 
responsible for what they agreed to according the contract.  
 
The asset manager in case 7 tried the relational management style. The asset owner and 
maintenance contractor looked at how to solve problems together. Sometimes the asset 
owner laid down financial sanctions, but she showed empathy as well. Her management style 
had less effect than the asset owner in case 4. The analyses of these cases show that limited 
funds lead to lower trust and that the preferred management style of the asset owner and 
the maintenance contractor determines the success of the inter-organisational relationship. 
 
The last specific result is the interference from management. The asset owner and 
maintenance contractor manage the contract together. The contract contains goals and is 
related to bonuses and penalty clauses. Management at the asset owner may interfere the 
inter-organisational relationship by adding extra goals. The asset owner and the maintenance 
contractor are asked to cooperate by the management of the asset owner. This starts 
discussions about compensations and scope changes. Interference from asset owner’s 
management is not in the interest of the asset owner and maintenance contractor, because 
the trust in the inter-organisational relationship gets under pressure. The maintenance 
contractors are asked to cooperate by the asset owner. Some are happier to cooperate than 
others; it depends on the contract. Maintenance contractors with traditional maintenance 
contracts are happy to cooperate. It means that the maintenance contractor gets 
compensated. But maintenance contractors with performance-based maintenance contracts 
are less happy, because they are expected to cooperate without compensation. 
 
The specific results are also analysed in the next section in the cross analysis. 
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4.5 Cross case analyses 
The aim of this section is to finalise the identified key trust factors from the literature. This 
was achieved by comparing the three best performing contracts with the three worst 
performing contracts (Subsection 4.5.1), the additional cases with the primary selected cases 
(Subsection 4.5.2), and the Dutch cases with the Swiss case (Subsection 4.5.3). The multi-
layered framework was used to calculate the levels of trust of the general state of trust and 
the trust layers based on values of sub factors given by the respondents. From the analysis, 
the key trust factors are finalised in Subsection 4.5.4. Adjustments of the key trust factors 
based on the case study results were made into the final key trust factors. Also, mechanisms 
that put pressure on trust are identified (Subsection 4.5.5), which served as input for the 
simulation games in Chapter 5. 
 

4.5.1 Three best versus three worst performing cases 
 
Three best performing cases 
Table 19 shows that the average level of general state of trust is a little higher for the asset 
owner (3.90 out of 5) than the maintenance contractor (3.75 out of 5). The average asset 
owner’s trust level of the system layer is a little lower (3.31 out of 5) than the maintenance 
contractor’s (3.52 out of 5). The asset owner’s trust level on the cognition layer is just over 
one point higher (4.67 out of 5) than the maintenance contractor’s (3.61 out of 5). This means 
that the asset owner has more trust in the qualifications and experience of the maintenance 
contractor’s personnel than the other way around. On the personal layer, the asset owner’s 
trust level is lower (3.73 out of 5) than the maintenance contractor’s (4.11 out of 5). This 
means that the maintenance contractor experiences more trust in his counterpart than the 
other way around. 
 
Table 19 | Level of trust of the three best performance cases 

Average level 
of trust asset 

owner 

Average level 
of trust 

maintenance 
contractor 

Average level of 
trust per layer 
asset owner 

Average level of 
trust per layer 
maintenance 

contractor 

Average level of trust 
per key trust factor 

asset owner 

Average level of trust 
per key trust factor 

maintenance 
contractor 
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3.75 

System 3.31 System 3.52 

Norms and 
values  

4.33 
Norms and 
values  

4.00 

Power 2.78 Power 3.17 

Goals 3.00 Goals 2.78 

Communication 
systems 

3.11 
Communication 
systems 

3.22 

Contract 3.33 Contract 4.42 

Cognition 4.67 Cognition 3.61 
Qualifications 4.67 Qualifications 3.89 

Experience 4.67 Experience 3.33 

Personal 3.73 Personal 4.11 

Behaviour 3.89 Behaviour 4.07 

Characteristics 3.81 Characteristics 4.37 

Cooperation 3.61 Cooperation 4.33 

Affection 3.33 Affection 3.58 

No fear 4.00 No fear 4.20 

 
Although there is little difference in the levels of trust on the system layer, the key trust factor 
contract shows differences of over one point. The asset owner experiences a trust level of 
3.33 out of 5 and the maintenance contractors 4.42 out of 5. The source of the difference 
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comes from the asset owner of maintenance region 2. He explains that his contract has 
existed since 2005. There are no steering controls in the contract, so he can only accept the 
offers from the maintenance contractor. ‘It feels like I am driving a car, but I cannot accelerate 
and steer the car,’ he says. He tries to have good conversations, but in the end, he has to pay 
the bill knowing that he is paying too much. 
 
The cognition layer shows big differences on both key trust factors: qualifications and 
experience. The difference is caused by the maintenance contractor of maintenance region 
3. The other two maintenance contractors and the three asset owners are highly satisfied, 
with scores around 4 and 5, while the maintenance contractor of maintenance region 3 
scored between 1 and 3. This maintenance contractor says he is not happy with another 
contract. That contract is further discussed in Subsection 4.5.2. It is why the additional cases 
were added to the case selection. It can be concluded that experience from one contract 
affect the experience in another contract, not related to the performance of that particular 
contract. 
 
The personal layer shows that the asset owner experiences less trust than the maintenance 
contractors. This is most likely because there are often discussions about the funds of the 
maintenance contractor. This argument is supported by several statements from the asset 
owner: ‘it is a game of the coins’, ‘money is a key driver’, ‘financial sanctions always works to 
force performance’, ‘long term goals are the same; the asset owner does not always want to 
have the lowest price and the maintenance contractor does not always want to have the 
largest profits’, ‘it is logical that my counterpart is egocentric, he works for a commercial 
organisation; their goal is to make profit’, ‘I am a bit suspicious, because his interests differs 
from mine’, and ‘I am not afraid that my counterpart will take advantage out of me, I know 
they do’. 
 
Besides the difference of the scores on the cognition layer, which was caused by the 
maintenance contractor of maintenance region 3, other respondents were satisfied, with 
most scores around 5 and a few scores around 4. The asset owners explain that they never 
check the qualifications and experience of the rail workers. They trust the certifications the 
maintenance contractors have, which allow them to apply for tenders. As one asset owner 
said: ‘why should I, the quality of the work is good, they work for us for years, and my 
employees know their counterparts well. Besides that, we have the procurement department 
who is checking every now and then the requirements for extending the certifications.’ From 
the maintenance contractors’ perspective, they also do not know whether their counterparts 
team have the required qualifications and diplomas. As one maintenance contractor explains: 
‘Well, they should have the required personnel. We train them and then they choose to work 
for the asset owner!’ 
 
Three worst performing cases 
The trust level of the general state of trust of the asset owner at the three worst performing 
cases are 3.38 out of 5 (see Table 20). The trust level of the maintenance contractors is almost 
one point higher (4.26 out of 5). On each trust layer, the trust level of the maintenance 
contractor is higher than the trust level of the asset owner. 
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The biggest differences ( of more than 0.75) are in the key trust factors goals, communication 
systems, contract, experience, and mutuality. The asset owners mainly score the sub factor 
long-term orientations low, whereas the maintenance contractors score these as high. The 
asset owner of maintenance region 8 explains that the performance-based maintenance 
contracts are based on the short term, while long term orientation is needed due to 
investments. Although this contract is based on the short term (five years) and no common 
goals are defined, the goals of the asset owner are more or less the same as the goals of the 
maintenance contractor and are easy to adopt.  
 
The differences in the communication system is caused by low information exchange and lack 
of open communication. The asset owners have the feeling that their counterparts are not 
truly open in their communication. The maintenance contractor of maintenance region 7 
explains that they acquired the contract by offering a very low price. The performance-based 
maintenance contracts were tendered and they missed chances to acquire one of these 
contracts. They felt the pressure of losing the market and they urgently wanted experience 
with performance-based maintenance contracts to learn from it and to gain more 
performance-based maintenance contracts in the future. However, they made a big mistake. 
The contract of maintenance region 7 cost them a lot of money. Every month they make 
losses on the contract. In the beginning of the contract, they tried to get more money from 
the asset owner or started discussions of who was responsible for what maintenance 
activities. But now, they accept the losses, but they do the minimum maintenance activities 
possible and wait for the contract period to end. His counterpart acknowledges this. She 
explains that she is helping him out by maintaining the quality of the rail infrastructure. She 
is doing that by helping him make maintenance plans and being gentle with financial 
sanctions by not laying down financial sanctions whenever the contract allows that. 
 
Table 20 | Level of trust of the three worst performing cases 

Average level 
of trust asset 

owner 

Average level 
of trust 

maintenance 
contractor 

Average level of 
trust per layer 
asset owner 

Average level of 
trust per layer 
maintenance 

contractor 

Average level of trust 
per key trust factor 

asset owner 

Average level of trust 
per key trust factor 

maintenance 
contractor 

G
en

er
al

 s
ta

te
 o

f 
tr

u
st

 

3.38 

G
en

er
al

 s
ta

te
 o

f 
tr

u
st

 

4.26 

System 3.05 System 4.01 

Norms and 
values  

4.00 
Norms and 
values  

4.67 

Power 3.20 Power 3.44 

Goals 2.67 Goals 4.11 

Communication 
systems 

2.67 
Communication 
systems 

3.56 

Contract 2.71 Contract 4.25 

Cognition 3.39 Cognition 4.53 
Qualifications 3.78 Qualifications 4.39 

Experience 3.00 Experience 4.67 

Personal 3.70 Personal 4.24 

Behaviour 3.81 Behaviour 4.18 

Characteristics 3.85 Characteristics 4.59 

Cooperation 3.31 Cooperation 3.72 

Affection 3.58 Affection 4.08 

No fear 3.93 No fear 4.60 

 
The experience of the personnel comes from the asset owners from maintenance regions 7 
and 8. In maintenance region 7, the low experience of personnel is caused by limited funds. 
Their employers are young. The same happened in maintenance region 8. It may be a 
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coincidence, but the same maintenance contractor from maintenance region 7 also performs 
the maintenance in region 8. The asset owners from maintenance region 8 state that there 
are many young employees involved. It is a daily issue of making mistakes or choices that are 
not best for the rail infrastructure. Employing young and unexperienced managers might be 
a strategy of this company to be competitive. 
 
For the key trust factor mutuality, the differences are caused by maintenance regions 7 and 
8. The asset owners scored the maintenance contractors lower than the maintenance 
contractors scored them. The asset owners scored low on willingness, commitment and their 
intentions toward the other. 
 
Comparison of the best and worst cases 
Comparing the results of the trust levels of the three best performing cases and the three 
worst performing cases shows that the asset owners of the three best performing cases have 
slightly more trust toward their counterparts (3.91) than the asset owners in the three worst 
performing cases (3.67), as Table 21 shows. However, the maintenance contractors of the 
three worst performing cases have more trust in their counterparts (4.27 out of 5) than the 
maintenance contractors of the three best performing cases (3.75). 
 
Table 21 | Comparison general state of trust: Three best performing vs. three worst performing cases 

 Level general state of trust of the 
asset owner 

Level general state of trust of the 
maintenance contractor 

Three best performing cases 3.90 3.75 

Three worst performing cases 3.38 4.26 

 
Looking at the trust levels on the trust layers in Table 22, the significant difference is in the 
cognition layer. The asset owners of the best performing cases have a trust level of 4.67, 
whereas the asset owners of the worst performing cases have a trust level of 3.39. This is 
most likely due to the inexperienced personnel of the maintenance contractors in the worst 
performing cases.  
 
Interestingly, the trust level of the system and cognition layer from the maintenance 
contractors of the worst performing cases are higher than the trust level of the maintenance 
contractors from the best performing cases. In particular, the cognition layer shows almost 
one point difference between the maintenance contractors of the worst performing cases 
(4.53) and the maintenance contractors of the best performance cases (3.61). This may be 
because the worst performing maintenance contractors have little experience and see their 
counterparts as experienced asset owners, while the more experienced maintenance 
contractors of the best performing cases have more experiences with different asset owners 
and may criticise their counterparts more. The maintenance contractor of maintenance 
region 7 says: ‘I have worked in this sector for two years. I cannot judge that’. The former 
asset owner of maintenance region 8 says: ‘We have certifications to ensure quality. But the 
inexperienced maintenance contractors of this maintenance region must get a chance to get 
experienced. But I am worried that support is missing.’ 
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Table 22 | Comparison trust layers: Three best performing vs. three worst performing cases 
 Level of trust of the 

asset owner 
Level of trust of the 
maintenance contractor 

Three best performing 
cases 

System 3.31 3.52 

Cognition 4.67 3.61 

Personal 3.73 4.11 

Three worst performing 
cases 

System 3.05 4.01 

Cognition 3.39 4.53 

Personal 3.70 4.24 

 
The distinguishing element between the best performing and the worst performing cases is 
the level of experience of the personnel of the maintenance contractors. The cognition layer 
is therefore distinguished from the system and personal layer. It must be taken into account 
that less experienced respondents may be less critical in the interview by giving higher scores 
than experienced respondents do. This makes their scores less reliable. Another subject that 
is present in all cases is financial discussions. All respondents acknowledge that financial 
discussions are often a part of the daily conversations, the asset owner and the maintenance 
contractor have in the inter-organizational relationship. The difference between the best 
performing and worst performing cases is that the financial discussions at the best 
performing cases are about extra activities, whereas the financial discussions at the worst 
performing cases are about limited funds. funds 
 

4.5.2 Additional cases versus primary selected cases 
The level of the general state of trust of the additional cases (maintenance regions 4 and 5) 
of the asset owner is 3.21 and of the maintenance contractors is 2.90. The trust level of the 
asset owner’s system layer (2.57) is slightly lower than the trust level of the maintenance 
contractor (2.75). On the cognition layer, the trust level of the asset owner is one point higher 
(4.25) than the trust level of the maintenance contractor (3.25). On the personal layer, the 
trust level of the asset owner is slightly higher (2.81) than the trust level of the maintenance 
contractors (2.70). Table 23 shows that the lowest level of trust for both the maintenance 
contractors and asset owner is on the system and personal layer. 
 
Table 23 | Level of trust additional cases 

Average level 
of trust asset 

owner 

Average level 
of trust 

maintenance 
contractor 

Average level of 
trust per layer 
asset owner 

Average level of 
trust per layer 
maintenance 

contractor 

Average level of trust 
per key trust factor 

asset owner 

Average level of trust 
per key trust factor 

maintenance 
contractor 
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2.90 

System 2.57 System 2.75 

Norms and 
values  

2.00 
Norms and 
values  

2.00 

Power 3.33 Power 3.00 

Goals 1.67 Goals 3.00 

Communication 
systems 

3.33 
Communication 
systems 

2.50 

Contract 2.50 Contract 3.25 

Cognition 4.25 Cognition 3.25 
Qualifications 4.00 Qualifications 3.50 

Experience 4.50 Experience 3.00 

Personal 2.81 Personal 2.70 

Behaviour 2.69 Behaviour 2.27 

Characteristics 3.44 Characteristics 2.89 

Cooperation 2.83 Cooperation 2.50 

Affection 2.50 Affection 2.63 

No fear 2.60 No fear 3.20 
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The trust level of the system and personal layers show little difference. The biggest difference 
is on the cognition level. The trust on cognition level of the maintenance contractors is lower 
than the trust of the asset owner. The low score is due to the maintenance contractor of 
maintenance region 5 with scores of 2 (qualifications) and 3 (experience). The maintenance 
contractor of maintenance region 5 is also the maintenance contractor of maintenance 
region 3. During the interview with this maintenance contractor, it became clear that he is 
frustrated. He says that the management style of the asset owner is contractual: ‘There was 
no relational aspect in it.’  
 
It was expected that the contractual and relational aspects would become visible in the case 
selection, since these aspects are considered as input on trust in the research framework. 
Table 24 shows that the maintenance contractors of the original case selection (maintenance 
regions 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, and 8) show the lowest level of general state of trust in maintenance 
regions 1 and 3. These trust levels are even lower than the trust levels from the three worst 
performing cases.  
 
Table 24 | Level of general state of trust of the cases 

 Three best performing cases Additional cases Three worst performing cases 

 Maintenance 
region 1 

Maintenance 
region 2 

Maintenance 
region 3 

Maintenance 
region 4 

Maintenance 
region 5 

Maintenance 
region 6 

Maintenance 
region 7 

Maintenance 
region 8 

Asset owner 4.10 3.74 3.89 3.09 3.32 3.74 3.02 3.38 

Maintenanc
e contractor 

3.29 4.52 3.45 3.78 1.97 4.52 4.03 4.25 

 
The strong contractual management style affects the inter-organisational relationship. The 
maintenance contractor of maintenance region 4 explains: ‘the asset owner is very black and 
white. He looks at the facts and he is not sensitive to relational interference. For every 
disruption, he sends financial sanctions straight away. The contract is sacred.’ The asset 
owner explains that the performance of the contract of maintenance region 4 was poor at 
first: ‘It took me two years to increase the performance. In my opinion, this is because of 
being consistent in my behaviour. Due to better performance, there were fewer disruptions 
due to lack of performance, thus fewer financial sanctions were needed.’ The performance 
increased was also visible on the performance ranking list. At the time of the interview, 
maintenance region 4 was number four. The maintenance contractor acknowledges this. She 
says: ‘The asset owner is very reliable as long as I agree to play this game by his rules. I know 
exactly when I will receive financial sanctions. There are no surprises.’ 
 
Accepting the asset owner’s rules seems to be the key for creating a trusting inter-
organisational relationship. However, the maintenance contractor of maintenance region 5 
cannot accept that. The maintenance contractor says: ‘I have a better team on maintenance 
region 5 than on maintenance region 3, so why is the asset owner not satisfied?’ This question 
can be answered by what every asset owner says about the performance ranking list. 
According to the asset owner of maintenance region 7: ‘It is impossible to make a ranking list 
for measuring performance, because the key performance indicators in contracts differ. If 
the key performance indicators are set too high, the maintenance contractor will not be able 
to reach the targets and will receive financial sanctions for that. The other way around is also 
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possible. Key performance indicators are set too low, so the maintenance contractor 
performs to the maximum of the contract. He probably will not want to perform better, 
because better performance demands more investment. Who benefits from that?’ The 
benefits go to the asset owner and not to the maintenance contractor. The contractual key 
performance indicators leads to the discussion of which maintenance contractor performs 
best. Individuals at the asset owner have different interpretations on performance. The 
management of the asset owner looks at the number of disruptions compared to all 
maintenance regions, while the maintenance contractors look at the performance of their 
contract. This might answer the question of the maintenance contractor of maintenance 
regions 3 and 5. He performs well according to the contract, but on the performance ranking 
list the management of the asset owner looks at, he is number 14. 
 
The maintenance contractor probably does not search for an answer to his question. The 
underlying need of the maintenance contractor is that he wants to receive acknowledgement 
from his counterpart. He scored the sub factor ‘appreciate the distance in the relationship’ a 
1 out of 5. He explains: ‘My counterpart is not too close in the relationship, he is too far away.’ 
The asset owner also scored this factor a 1 out of 5, because he experiences his counterpart 
as wanting to be close. The asset owner explains his vision: ‘Trust is a response to the 
delivered results. As an asset owner I try to disconnect my feelings. I want to be as objective 
as possible. I must be as predictable as possible, so that my counterpart knows what to do 
and what he can expect of me. If I do not, my fear is that the maintenance contractors will 
act to their own benefit. I will not let that happen.’ 
 

4.5.3 The Netherlands versus Switzerland 
The level of trust from the Swiss case is presented in Table 25. The level of general state of 
trust if lower for the asset owner is lower (3.16) than the maintenance contractor (3.92). The 
same trend can be seen on all the trust layers. On the system layer, the level of trust is 3.47 
for the asset owner and 3.98 for the maintenance contractor. On the cognition layer, the 
asset owner’s trust level is 1.75 and the maintenance contractor’s is 3.17. The trust level on 
the personal level is 4.27 for the asset owner and 4.62 for the maintenance contractor. The 
trust level of the cognition layer shows the biggest gap between the asset owner (1.75) and 
the maintenance contractor (3.17). The highest level of trust is experienced on the personal 
layer for both. 
 
On the system layer, the maintenance contractor faces difficulties in the key trust factors 
power (2.17 versus 3.67) and goals (3.00 versus 3.67). Looking into the details, it turned out 
that the sub factor market power (2.50 versus 2.00) and inter-dependency (1.00 versus 5.00) 
are the causes the low scores for the key trust factor power and the sub factor common goals 
(3.00 versus 1.00) causes the low scores on the key trust factor goals. The maintenance 
contractor comments: ‘The asset owner does not listen to my arguments that it is difficult to 
find qualified people. He just does whatever is in his mind and I have to solve the problems.’ 
He adds: ‘the asset owner will face difficulties in the near future, because the outstanding 
maintenance activities are getting bigger. Due to lack of maintenance more disruptions occur. 
He has to work in the weekends as well, instead of only at night.’ The asset owner 
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acknowledges that their workers only work at night: ‘My goal is to do maintenance without 
affecting the train services. It happens approximately twice a year that big maintenance 
activities are planned in a weekend.’  
 
Table 25 | Level of trust Swiss case 

Average level 
of trust asset 

owner 

Average level 
of trust 

maintenance 
contractor 

Average level of 
trust per layer 
asset owner 

Average level of 
trust per layer 
maintenance 

contractor 

Average level of trust 
per key trust factor 

asset owner 

Average level of trust 
per key trust factor 

maintenance 
contractor 

G
en

er
al

 s
ta

te
 o

f 
tr

u
st

 

3.16 

G
en

er
al

 s
ta

te
 o

f 
tr

u
st

 

3.92 

System 3.47 System 3.98 

Norms and 
values  

5.00 
Norms and 
values  

5.00 

Power 2.17 Power 3.67 

Goals 3.00 Goals 3.67 

Communication 
systems 

3.67 
Communication 
systems 

4.33 

Contract 3.50 Contract 3.25 

Cognition 1.75 Cognition 3.17 
Qualifications 1.00 Qualifications 3.33 

Experience 2.50 Experience 3.00 

Personal 4.27 Personal 4.62 

Behaviour 3.92 Behaviour 4.75 

Characteristics 3.89 Characteristics 5.00 

Cooperation 4.00 Cooperation 4.17 

Affection 4.75 Affection 5.00 

No fear 4.80 No fear 4.20 

 
To compare the Swiss and Dutch renewal activities of the rails, sleepers, and ballast, cases 
are compared. The Dutch asset owner is planning many weekends for the renewal activities, 
whereas the Swiss asset owner is renewing 40 metres of railway track per night. The working 
hours at night without train services is approximately 6 hours for the Swiss and 4 for the 
Dutch asset owner. While the asset owners of both countries have the same goal—to disrupt 
train services as little as possible—the Dutch asset owner offers more possibilities to the 
maintenance contractors to plan their maintenance activities. The maintenance contractor 
of the Swiss case needs these possibilities to create better circumstances for the rail workers. 
He hopes that more people want to become rail workers. 
 
The level of trust on the cognition layer shows interesting results. The asset owner scored a 
trust level of 1.75 against the maintenance contractor’s trust level of 3.17. The asset owner 
of the asset owner scored the lowest on qualifications (1.00). The asset owner explains that 
they have their own maintenance department. They have contracts with two maintenance 
contractors. For delivering rail workers, the market consists of eight possible maintenance 
contractors. The maintenance contractor in this case and the asset owner have a framework 
agreement with an obligation to deliver rail workers. The rail workers work temporarily on 
projects that are organised and prepared by the asset owner. In 10% of the total work, the 
maintenance contractor is asked to execute small projects. ‘Unfortunately, they are doing a 
bad job. They have to come back again and do the extra work for free,’ the asset owner says. 
The maintenance contractor comments: ‘The general problem is that there are not enough 
workers.’ According to the asset owner: ‘Due to the tight market of rail workers, 
inexperienced and unqualified personnel work as rail workers.’ 
 
On the personal layer, there is high trust from both sides. The asset owner scored 4.24 and 
the maintenance contractor scored 4.67. They meet each other regularly. In the beginning of 
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the contract, the asset owner was confronted with his own personnel transferring to the 
maintenance contractor without him knowing it. It appears that the maintenance contractor 
was recruiting his personnel. They made a gentlemen’s agreement that the maintenance 
contractor would stop recruiting. The maintenance contractor kept his promise, until the 
asset owner accepted another job in his organisation. The asset owner says that now that he 
is gone, the maintenance contractor is recruiting again. From the maintenance contractor’s 
perspective, the maintenance contractor scored high on many sub factors. However, he 
scored low on the view sub factors, as doubts and distrust are not discussed and he feared 
he would not be able to meet the contract, as he has trouble finding enough qualified rail 
workers.  
 
Although the trust level on cognition level is low, this does not affect the trust level on the 
personal layer. Both the asset owner and the maintenance contractor share that trust on 
cognition layer is low. The asset owner explains: ‘the maintenance contractor keeps to Swiss 
law. Whereas I suspect other companies get rail workers from Italy or other countries where 
there is shortage of work. The foreign rail workers are provided residency for a long period. 
These workers are supposed to get minimum wages according to the Swiss law. According to 
their administration they do. But if I calculate what they get in relation to their offer, they get 
probably minimum wages according the law of their home countries.’ The asset owner 
appreciates the honesty of the maintenance contractor. At the same time, the maintenance 
contractor is hired to deliver rail workers. It is considered his problem, which they discuss in 
their regular meetings. 
 
Table 26 | The Netherlands versus Switzerland 

 Average level of general 
state of trust asset 

owner 

Average level of general 
state of trust 
maintenance 
contractors 

Average level of trust 
per layer asset owner 

Average level of trust 
per layer maintenance 

contractors 

The 
Netherlands 

General state of 
trust 

3.54 
General state of 
trust 

3.73 

System 3.03 System 3.51 

Cognition 4.08 Cognition 4.24 

Personal 3.50 Personal 3.81 

Switzerland 
General state of 
trust 

3.15 
General state of 
trust 

3.94 

System 3.47 System 3.98 

Cognition 1.75 Cognition 3.17 

Personal 4.24 Personal 4.67 

 
The results of the Dutch cases and the Swiss case on the general state of trust in Table 26 
provide a comparative view. The level of the general state of trust of the Dutch asset owner 
is slightly higher (3.54) than the general state of trust of the Swiss asset owner (3.15). The 
general state of trust of the Swiss maintenance contractor is also slightly higher (3.94) than 
the Dutch cases (3.73). On the system layer, the Dutch asset owner experiences lower trust 
(3.03) than the Swiss asset owner (3.47). The Swiss maintenance contractor scores higher on 
the trust level on system layer (3.98) than the Dutch maintenance contractors (3.51). The 
trust levels on the cognition layer show that the Dutch cases score higher than the Swiss case. 
The Dutch asset owner experiences a trust level of 4.08 versus a trust level of 1.75 for the 
Swiss asset owner. The Dutch maintenance contractors have a trust level of 4.24 versus 3.17 
for the Swiss maintenance contractor. On the personal layer, the Swiss case shows higher 
trust levels (asset owner 4.24 and the maintenance contractor 4.67) than the Dutch cases 
(asset owner 3.50 and the maintenance contractor 3.81). 
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The system and personal layers show similar results and can be compared. The cognition 
layer shows different results. The context behind the cognition layer is different between the 
Swiss and Dutch cases and so cannot be compared. 
 

4.5.4 Finalised key trust factors 
The aim of this chapter is to prioritise the key trust factors. For finalising the key factors, an 
analysis was condcuted of the three best performing cases, the three worst performing cases, 
and the additional cases. First, the eliminated cognition trust layer and its key trust factors 
are discussed. Next, the newly identified sub factors to the key trust factors are discussed.  
 
Eliminated cognition trust layer and its key trust factors 
Trust on cognition level is important for selecting partners (Wong et al., 2008). In the case 
study research, this selection had already occurred and the contracts were already signed. 
The conducted case study in this chapter showed that as soon as the contract is signed, the 
cognition layer has little added value. Personnel of the maintenance contractors are 
considered qualified and experienced. Asset owners look at the output of the contract, for 
example, the number of disruptions. If the output is underperforming, the maintenance 
contractor is held responsible. An asset owner explains: ‘Qualifications and experience is 
organised into certifications. This system safeguards minimum quality.’ He adds ‘Why should 
I worry about the qualifications and experience of the personnel of the maintenance 
contractor? They are doing a good job.’ The asset owner from case 8 says: ‘One time I 
experienced a really odd situation. That was the moment I doubted the quality of the 
employee. I could not prove that. It was just this one time.’ 
 
The Swiss case shows that the key trust factors qualifications and experience are external 
factors that the asset owner and the maintenance contractor have little influence on. The 
quality of the personnel in the Swiss case was continuously discussed in the inter-
organisational relationship, but did not affect trust on the system and personal layers. The 
Dutch cases and the Swiss case show that the cognition layer plays a small role in the inter-
organisational relationship. Therefore, the cognition layer was removed from the multi-
layered framework. After certification was brought up in the case studies, this was added as 
a sub factor on the contract key trust factor. 
 
Newly identified sub factors 
The analysis of the cases in this chapter identified new sub factors. These factors are 
discussed below and were added the finalised key trust factors. The new sub factors are 
funds, interference from management, objectivity, predictability, certification, and preferred 
management style.  
 
After rechecking the literature, the factors certification, objectivity, and predictability were 
already identified there. So the sub factors certification and objectivity were added to the 
key trust factor contract and the sub factor predictability was added to the key trust factor 
characteristics.  
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The sub factors limited funds, interference from management, and preferred management 
styles vary by context. These sub factors were not identified in literature. The sub factors 
interference from management and preferred management styles were added to the key 
trust factor power. The sub factor limited funds was added to the key trust factor contract. 
These sub factors were used for the simulation games in the next chapter. The mechanisms 
of these sub factors are described in the next section. 
 
Having discussed all the key trust factors and their sub factors, they are finalised in Table 27. 
The added sub factors are italicised. 
 
Table 27 | Finalised key trust factors 

Trust layer Key trust factor Sub factor Output 

System Norms and values  Honesty, integrity, reliability, confidentiality Trust 

Power  Market power, degree of dependency, inter-dependency, 
preferred management style, interference from 
management 

Ambiguous 

Goals  Long term orientation, common goals Trust 

Own interests Ambiguous 

Communication systems  Information exchange, reputation, open communication Trust 

Contract  Contract and trust are complementary, completeness of 
the contract, roles and tasks, funds, certification, objectivity 

Ambiguous 

Penalty clauses in contract Distrust 

Cognition Qualifications  Knowledge, qualifications, skills Trust 

Experience  Experience  Ambiguous 

Personal Behaviour  Politeness/friendliness, willingness, commitment, 
identification, intentions of others 

Trust 

Responsibility, no risk-taking Ambiguous 

Betrayal, egocentrism, selfishness, self-absorption, 
manipulation 

Distrust 

Characteristics  Honesty, authentic loyalty, integrity, reliability, 
confidentiality, timeliness, sincerity, credibility, 
benevolence, predictability 

Trust 

Cooperation  Sharing information, conflict management, discuss 
doubts/distrust, depth of the conversation, evaluate 
competences and trust up front 

Trust 

Affection  Bonding, appreciate different skills of others Trust 

Intimacy, appropriate distance in the relationship Ambiguous  

No fear Fear of opportunistic behaviour, paranoia, suspicion Ambiguous 

Injury, harm Distrust 

 

4.5.5 Identified mechanisms putting pressure on trust 
The previous subsections analysed nine cases on trust layers, key trust factors and sub 
factors. The interviews with the asset owners and maintenance contractors provided 
valuable information to understand the problems they are facing. These problems identified 
three mechanisms that put pressure on trust in inter-organisational relationships: 

1. Limited funds 
2. Interference from management  
3. The effect of the preferred management style 
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1. Limited funds 
The cases of maintenance regions 4 and 7 show that the maintenance contractors have 
limited funds to make their business cases profitable. Both maintenance contractors 
identified irregularities and gaps in the contract that they want to receive financial 
compensation for. In both cases, the claims were rejected. The maintenance contractors tried 
several times to get compensation for the identified gaps before they noticed that these 
compensations were not granted. They had a serious problem, because they expected the 
compensation and now they are short of funds. How do they keep their business case 
profitable while maintaining good performance of the rail infrastructure while they are short 
of funds? It turned out that both maintenance regions had unprofitable business cases. The 
maintenance contractors of these maintenance regions said that at first, they were not 
transparent about their financial situation. Finally, they had to tell their counterparts about 
the limited funds and tried to start a discussion with the asset owners regarding their financial 
situation. The limited funds are a fact. The consequence is lack of performance. Penalty 
clauses are used to force the maintenance contractor to perform. Based on the personality 
and the willingness of the asset owner,  the limited funds became the central topic in their 
inter-organisational relationship. For one asset owner the lack of performance was discussed. 
The asset owner tried to increase performance by making plans together instead of laying 
down penalties. The other asset owner is forcing performance by laying down penalties for 
every possibility. 
 
The maintenance contractor in region 4 received financial sanctions from the asset owner for 
every disruption they were held responsible for. The maintenance contractor had to accept 
the rules of the game created by the asset owner before she could convince her management 
to do the same. It took her a while to convince her management that she was not able to 
maintain the rail infrastructure without accepting financial losses every month. Once her 
management accepted that they have no other choice than accepting the financial losses to 
prevent financial sanctions, the performance went up. Two years after the start of the 
contract, the maintenance region performed well. At the time of the case study research (4.5 
years into the 5-year contract), it was the fourth best performing region. As the end of the 
contract period approached, the maintenance contractor was not ready to tender the 
maintenance region. She was asked to make an offer to extend the contract. She offered a 
price that was realistic, she says, but was much higher than the contracted price. The asset 
owner did not believe her and started negotiations to lower the price. In the current contract 
period, she had to accept the rules of her counterpart, because he had the power. This time, 
with the extension of the contract period, she was not willing to give in. Besides that, her 
company urgently needed to make a profit to recover their losses. After a period of 
negotiations, the asset owner accepted her offer. 
 
The case study research also showed that another scenario is possible. The maintenance 
contractor of maintenance region 7 also received many financial sanctions. The asset owner 
of this case showed a contractual management style from the start. The maintenance 
contractor was transparent and honest right away and asked the asset owner to cooperate 
to help him out. The asset owner shifted from the contractual management style to a 



90 
 

relational management style. She helped her counterpart by making maintenance plans to 
prevent financial sanctions. She still has her directive management style which belongs to the 
contractual style. The difference is that instead of enforcing financial sanctions, she wanted 
the maintenance contractor to invest the money he saved from the sanctions into optimising 
the rail infrastructure. The idea is that fewer disruptions will occur in the future, which helped 
the maintenance contractor achieve a profitable business case. However, it was not possible 
to make the business case profitable and the maintenance contractor could not convince his 
management to accept financial losses. It could also be that management could not afford 
extra investments. As the asset owner of maintenance regions 3 and 5 explains: ‘The 
maintenance contractor of maintenance region 7 is almost bankrupt. It is waiting until that 
happens.’ There is no hard proof of maintenance contractors going bankrupt, but the signal 
shows how difficult it is for the maintenance contractor. During the interviews, the 
maintenance contractor gives the impression that he gave up the fight. He says: ‘This contract 
costs us money. We have the obligation to sit out the contract period and so we will. The 
strategy we have is to spend as little money as possible and keep the quality of the rail 
infrastructure to the minimum.’ The asset owner noticed the described behaviour of her 
counterpart, but showed her good intentions until the end of the contract. Nevertheless, 
there are tensions in the inter-organisational relationship every time a disruption occurs. The 
asset owner has to decide to send financial sanctions or to trust her counterpart that he will 
invest the little money he has on the maintenance activities. The result is that this is the 
second worst performing maintenance region. 
 
Maintenance regions 4 and 7 showed that the maintenance contractors struggled with 
limited funds. But they behaved honestly and ethically. In other maintenance regions, the 
resources are less limited, but the maintenance contractors try to keep their business cases 
as profitable as possible. This makes the maintenance contractors carefully choose what 
information they share with the asset owner. Two different maintenance contractors shared 
during the interviews that they did not report incidents, although they were obligated to. 
They explained that they were afraid to receive financial sanctions. Instead, they made a risk-
calculation and took the risk of not reporting the incident. In these cases, it turned out well. 
Both maintenance contractors also say that they felt bad about that. They have the feeling 
that their counterparts are forcing them to make these decisions.  
 
In this mechanism, the asset owner and maintenance contractor have to discuss how to solve 
issues that occur and the asset owner has to decide whether to apply financial sanctions or 
make agreements with the maintenance contractor to take actions to prevent future 
disruptions. The maintenance contractor has to trust that the asset owner will not apply 
financial sanctions if these actions are taken. 
 
2. Interference from management 
Asset owners and maintenance contractors said that management from the asset owner tries 
to influence the performance of the contract. The goal of the asset owner and the 
maintenance contractor is to maintain the rail infrastructure based on the performance 
agreed to in the contract. At the same time, other departments at the asset owner have 
management programs to improve the quality of the rail infrastructure. The management 
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programs were introduced because of the many disruptions in the triangle Schiphol Airport, 
Amsterdam and Utrecht. For example, one management program aimed to reduce the 
number of disruptions. This was subsidised by the management program called ‘Beter en 
Meer’ (better and more) and the financial reserves from the asset management department, 
but the asset owners were also asked if their maintenance contractors could perform extra 
maintenance activities to decrease the number of disruptions. The investments the 
maintenance contractors have to do will lead to less disruptions and thus fewer financial 
sanctions. The asset owner’s management thought that his business case would be profitable 
for the maintenance contractor. 
 
The first reaction of the asset owners was not to cooperate with this management program. 
As the maintenance contractor of maintenance regions 3 and 5 says: ‘It is the job of my 
counterpart to keep their management out of our relationship’. Unfortunately for him, the 
pressure from the managers of the asset owner was too high. The asset owners had to 
cooperate and had to convince their counterparts to cooperate. The question is: without 
offering extra funds, is the maintenance contractor willing to cooperate? What if this is not 
the first management program, but the tenth management program, as was suggested in the 
quote of the maintenance contractor?  
 
The inter-organisational relationship between the asset owner and maintenance contractor 
is under pressure as long as this issue is not solved. Solving issues also depends on the 
negotiation skills of the maintenance contractor if the asset owner can come up with extra 
funds.  
 
3. The effect of the preferred management style 
The asset owner of the maintenance regions 4 and 5 showed a strong contractual 
management style. The opposite management style is the relational management style. 
 
The contractual management style is characterised by managers who manage their 
maintenance region by strictly enforcing the contract. They are not open to negotiation. They 
hold their counterparts responsible for their own actions and tasks. These managers want to 
be constant and predictable. In contrast, the relational management style is based on 
personal interaction. Managers with this style want to help their counterparts by solving the 
problems they are facing. These managers believe that cooperating and making decisions 
together is in the best interest of both organisations, who together look at the purpose of 
their tasks. Both contract partners experience joy and feel respected. The management style 
affects the trust levels in the inter-organisational relationship.  
 
The management style is at start determined by the preferred management style of a 
manager. The management style may change when one manager notice that there is no 
personal connection between him and his counterpart or that his counterpart uses market 
power in favour for his own benefits. 
 
The asset owner was assumed to have more power and determine the management style in 
the inter-organisational relationship. As long as the maintenance contractor goes along with 
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that, they can build a trusting inter-organisational relationship. Figure 18 shows a 
contractual-relational perspective matrix using this assumption. The asset owner can benefit 
from the monopsony power, while the maintenance contractors can benefit from the 
countervailing power, because of their position in the market as an oligopoly. The asset 
owner and maintenance contractor can have their own management style. The figure shows 
which quadrant leads to a trusting inter-organisational relationship. 
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• Maintenance region 7 
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(current asset owner) 

• Maintenance region 8 
(former asset owner) 

Figure 18 | Contractual-relational trust matrix 

 
The maintenance regions in the matrix are the result of the trusting inter-organisational 
relationship of the cases. Which contract partner determined the management style, or in 
other words who has the power to determine the trusting inter-organisational relationship, 
and whether the counterpart of the one with the power was willing to go along were 
determined per case from the interviews. The maintenance contractor of regions 3 and 5 
showed a primary focus on the contractual management style in maintenance region 3 and 
a primary focus on the relational management style in maintenance region 5. The interviews 
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showed that the management style of this maintenance contractor is contractual, but that 
he feels forced to try another strategy by his counterpart and thus shifted to the relational 
management style. The cases are structured in the matrix. Per quadrant, a description of the 
effect on the trusting inter-organisational relationship is given in Table 28, based on the 
results of the case study research. 
 
The matrix shows that when both the asset owner and maintenance contractor use the same 
management style, the relationship ends up in a trusted inter-organisational relationship. If 
the asset owner shows the contractual management style and the maintenance contractor 
shows the relational management style, it may result in conflict. This quadrant may have a 
negative effect on the trusting inter-organisational relationship. If the asset owner shows the 
relational management style and the maintenance contractor the contractual management 
style, it may result in discussions. This quadrant may have a positive effect on the trusting 
inter-organisational relationship.  
 
Table 28 | Power and management styles of the respondents 

Maintenance region Power Primarily focus asset 
owner 

Primarily focus 
maintenance contractor 

Maintenance region 1 Asset owner Contractual Relational 

Maintenance region 2 Maintenance contractor Contractual Contractual 

Maintenance region 3 Asset owner Relational Contractual 

Maintenance region 4 Asset owner Contractual Contractual 

Maintenance region 5 Asset owner Contractual Relational 

Maintenance region 6 Maintenance contractor Contractual Contractual 

Maintenance region 7 Asset owner Relational Relational 

Maintenance region 8 Asset owner Relational Relational 

Maintenance region 8 Asset owner Relational Relational 

Swiss case Asset owner Contractual Relational 

 
The three mechanisms are based on the new sub factors, which are included in the finalised 
key trust factors. The finalised key trust factors were validated by simulation games, which 
are presented in Chapter 5. Simulation games consist of scenarios that simulate contract 
negotiations where the trusting inter-organisational relationship is under pressure. The third 
mechanism has a developed theory which was presented as a contractual-relational 
perspective matrix. The simulation games show the outcome of the developed theories in 
the mechanisms. 
 

4.6 Conclusion 
The aim of this chapter was to finalise the key trust factors identified in the literature review 
in Chapter 3. The multi-layered framework of trust and distrust was used to compare the 
three best and the three worst performing maintenance regions. Newly discovered 
information resulted in including two additional cases, which provided important information 
about the preferred management styles of the respondents. The Dutch cases were also 
compared with the Swiss case. 
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The conclusion of the finalised key trust factors is given in Subsection 4.6.1. Three sub factors 
were identified in the interviews that were not found in the literature review, so they were 
validated in the simulation games. The conclusion of the identified sub factors is given in 
Subsection 4.6.2.  
 

4.6.1 Finalised key trust factors 
The literature review identified key trust factors, their sub factors, and layers of trust. 
Together they form the multi-layered framework of trust and distrust. This framework was 
used for the case study research. 
 
The key trust factors identified from literature review required adjustments in the multi-
layered framework of trust and distrust to finalise the key trust factors. At first, the cognition 
layer was eliminated from the framework. Analysis showed various results on the cognition 
layer. No asset owner checks the qualifications and experience during the contracted period. 
The certified warranty system allows maintenance contractors to apply on tenders for 
maintenance regions and safeguard minimum quality for the asset owner. The cognition layer 
is considered important in the tender phase, but has no added value in the contracted period. 
Moreover, the Swiss case showed very low results on this layer. This is the key topic for the 
Swiss asset owner and his counterpart. The analysis also showed that the low level of trust 
on the cognition layer does not affect trust on the other layers. 
 
The key trust factors in the framework of the system and personal layer remain unchanged. 
Two new sub factors were identified and added to the framework on the system layer and 
one on the personal layer. The sub factors preferred management style and interference 
from management were added to the key trust factor power. The sub factor preferred 
management style was identified from to the additional cases. The analysis showed that the 
preferred management style of the asset owner and the maintenance contractor affects the 
trust levels in the inter-organisational relationship. The sub factor interference from 
management was added due to complaints from the respondents of the management 
interference in the interview.  
 
In the key trust factor communication systems, the sub factor open communication was 
replaced with transparency of information. This sub factor better describes the purpose of 
the sub factor open communication. Three sub factors were added to the key trust factor 
contract: funds, certification, and objectivity. Limited funds put pressure on the inter-
organisational relationship. Funds turned out to be a key topic between every asset owner 
and their maintenance contractor. This sub factor is important for future research. The sub 
factor certification was introduced as asset owners trust the certifications as a safeguard to 
guarantee minimum quality. Although the analysis showed that the qualifications and 
experience are not that important during the contracted period, these sub factors creates 
trust. Finally, the sub factor objectivity was important, as it turns out that one asset owner 
was afraid to get too close in the inter-organisational relationship. The fear is that the 
maintenance contractor will benefit from the subjectivity of the asset owner.  
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Figure 19 | Finalised key trust factors in multi-layered concept of trust and distrust7 

 

                                                                 
7 The blue levels are showed as an example and are no actual results of this research 
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On the personal layer only the sub factor predictability was added to the key trust factor 
characteristics. This sub factor was identified along with the sub factor objectivity. The asset 
owner wants to be objective to be predictable for his counterpart. The finalised key trust 
factors and sub factors are given in Figure 19. 
 

4.6.2 Identified mechanisms  
Three mechanism that put pressure on the trusting inter-organisational relationships were 
identified from the case study research:  

1. Limited funds 
2. Interference from management  
3. The effect of the preferred management style 

 
The mechanism limited funds causes maintenance contractors to think twice before they 
decide what information they are willing to share. During the interviews, all maintenance 
contractors say that they are not willing to share financial figures. Another effect of limited 
funds is that maintenance contractors do not always report incidents. Instead they make a 
risk-calculation. Limited funds also leads to financial discussions. This costs both 
organisations a lot of time and effort. In the end, the asset owner and maintenance 
contractor need to solve the issue together. The success of solving issues depends on the 
willingness of the asset owner and the maintenance contractor and the financial situation of 
both organisations.  
 
The second mechanism is the interference from management. Management has a different 
agenda than the asset owner and the maintenance contractor. Managers try to bring new 
goals into the inter-organisational relationship. The willingness of solving issues at the asset 
owner and maintenance contractor determine whether they take these goals into 
consideration. Sometimes managers from different departments influence the inter-
organisational relationship, which puts pressure on it. The asset owner and the maintenance 
contractor need to discuss these issues and try to come up with a solution that suits them 
both. 
 
The interaction between the asset owner and maintenance contractor is the third 
mechanism. The asset owner and maintenance contractor have their own management 
styles (contractual or relational). Power also plays a role in the trusting inter-organisational 
relationship—it can determine the influencing position  of the inter-organisational 
relationship. As they cooperate, the management styles may shift until the asset owner and 
maintenance contractor meet. If this does not happen, the trust in the inter-organisational 
relationship will be low. To predict the trusting inter-organisational relationship, the 
contractual-relational perspective matrix was developed (see Figure 18).  
 
These mechanisms were used to build scenarios for the simulation games, which validated 
the finalised key trust factors (see Chapter 5).  
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5 Trust, but verify: Simulation games 

 

5.1 Introduction 
The multi-layered framework of trust and distrust developed in the literature review contains 
key trust factors and sub factors. The case study research finalised these factors into a list of 
key trust factors on the system and personal layer and identified new sub factors. This 
chapter validates the finalised key trust factors using simulation games. This will allow the 
validated key trust factors to be applied in other monopsony-oligopoly markets in a regulated 
tender environment. 
 
The term simulation games is derived from the term serious games. The term serious games 
is often used to show that games are played for educational or learning purposes (Crookall, 
2010, p. 905). Crookall preferred the term computerised simulation/game for training or 
learning. Mayer and Veeneman use the term simulation games (2002, p. 27), which relates 
to the preferred term of Crookall, but in a simplified term. ‘Simulation’ is a simulated reality, 
including the involved complex components of the real world. ‘Games’ refers to the social 
aspects of learning. For getting realistic results, it is important that people have fun, they 
want to win the game, and get out their comfort zones and try new things (Mayer & 
Veeneman, 2002, p. 27). 
 
Simulation games can be used in research for situations involving political and social 
dimensions (Mayer & Veeneman, 2002, p. 29). Computer simulations are common in the 
world of serious games. However, when social and political dimensions are involved, it is 
difficult to replicate the real world in computer software. If every aspect of the human being 
is processed into computer software, the software gets complicated, slow, and user-
unfriendly (Mayer & Veeneman, 2002, p. 29). Therefore it is increasingly common to use 
simulation games where the situation involves the complexity of the real world without 
computers (Mayer & Veeneman, 2002, p. 23) and makes it possible to include both the 
technological and organisational complexity (Mayer & Veeneman, 2002, p. 15). 
 
The simulation games in this chapter contain scenarios extracted from the case study 
research. Three mechanisms were identified that cause serious issues in the inter-
organisational relationship. In the scenarios, these issues can be discussed and the 
respondents can negotiate about them. The simulation game is a negotiating game with four 
players and one observer. There are two primary players who are negotiating with each 
other: these represent the role of the maintenance contractor and the asset owner. The two 
secondary players play the role of the manager of the maintenance contractor and the 
manager of the asset owner. The goal of the game is to solve a problem. Based on the 
scenario, it is uncertain if the hidden issue is discussed in the game. It depends on the risk-
calculation one of the players makes. Each game contains a scenario. The scenario contains 
two problems. One problem is easy to fix. The other is difficult and has serious consequences. 
The assumption is that the respondents understand that abrogating the contract is not an 
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option, since monopsony-oligopoly relations characterises the relationship as inter-
dependent. They have to solve the issues by discussing it.  
 
The identified mechanisms are limited funds interference from management, and the effect 
of the preferred management style. For the first mechanism, funds, two scenarios were 
created. Scenario 1.1 is about the limited funds of the maintenance contractor due to low 
offers for acquiring the contract. Early attempts to get compensated due to irregularities in 
the contract did not lead to compensation and the maintenance contractor has limited funds 
to keep up the quality. Scenario 1.2 is the same, except the maintenance contractor has 
sufficient funds.  
 
In scenario 2.1, the asset owner’s management aims to reduce the number of disruptions 
due to system failures, but cooperation from the asset owner and maintenance contractor is 
needed. Scenario 2.2 is the same, but the maintenance contractor’s management is trying to 
influence the contract. In both scenarios, these influences put pressure on the trusting inter-
organisational relationship.  
 
The third mechanism has four possible scenarios using the contractual-relational perspective 
matrix developed in Chapter 4. The effect of the management styles is analysed by framing 
the management style of the respondents. The respondent can be instructed to show a 
contractual or relational management style, which leads to four scenarios (one for each 
quadrant). Table 29 shows the scenarios. The scenario descriptions are given in Appendix E. 
 
Table 29 | Overview scenarios 

Mechanisms No. Scenario 

Limited funds 
1.1 Limited funds 

1.2 Sufficient funds 

Interference from 
management  

2.1 Disruptions from the asset owner’s management 

2.2 Disruptions from the maintenance contractor’s management 

The effect of the 
preferred 
management style 

3.1 
Asset owner uses a contractual management style; maintenance contractor uses a 
relational management style 

3.2 Asset owner and maintenance contractor use a relational management style 

3.3 
Asset owner uses a relational management style; maintenance contractor uses a 
contractual management style 

3.4 Asset owner and maintenance contractor uses a contractual management style 

 
The aim of this chapter is to generalise the key trust factors. By simulating the scenarios 
among two target groups, the rail professionals and non-rail professionals, results can be 
compared to validate the finalised key trust factors. The multi-layered framework of trust 
and distrust has become a framework for general use for similar markets.  
 
The simulation game was played by nine rail professionals in April 2018 and seven non rail 
professionals (externals) in June 2018. The simulation game consists of eight scenarios. The 
participants showed up at 9 am and left at 5 pm. The simulation games were simulated in 
two groups in Dutch. Each scenario was simulated four times (n=4), for a total of 32 scenarios. 
The respondents were divided into several roles and groups. Each respondent had another 
counterpart in each round. The group of rail professionals consists of three project managers 
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from the project management department, two rail systems engineers from the rail 
technology department, one employee from the project planning department, one employee 
from the high speed line department, one employee from innovation department, and one 
employee from the asset management department. The externals were acquired from the 
civil engineering and geosciences, transport, policy, and management, and industrial design 
engineering faculties at Delft University of Technology in the Netherlands. 
 
Each simulation game had three stages. Stage 1 was the preparing stage. Respondents 
individually read the scenario and their roles. The respondents who are on the same side of 
the team could also discuss the scenario description and the strategy. Stage 2 was the 
simulation and stage 3 was the evaluation. The evaluation contains a selection of the sub 
factors, because there were too many finalised sub factors to evaluate them all. From the 
system layer, the key trust factor norms and values was taken out, because its sub factors 
(honesty, integrity, reliability, and confidentiality) are measured in the key trust factor 
behaviour. Due to the question of whether these sub factors on system level are different 
than on the personal level, it was important to measure these sub factors from the personal 
view, but little difference was expected. Moreover, the externals come from another context 
than the rail professionals which may have different norms and values on the system layer. 
The key trust factor no fear was also taken out, because the case study research showed that 
respondents do not admit fear.  
 
Each scenario was evaluated quantitatively by three measurements. The first evaluation 
comes from the respondents, the second from the observers, and the third from the 
researchers. The respondents and researchers could also provide additional information. The 
evaluation forms contained opposite statements on a five level Likert scale. The game was 
recorded on video, and the recordings were evaluated and archived. The simulation games 
with the rail professionals were guided by two researchers. Each researcher joined the group 
during the simulation games. A researcher also played the role of the observer when 
respondents were missing.  
 
The gained data from  measurements and recordings were analysed afterwards. The analysis 
of the data was performed in several steps. The first step was to examine the evaluation 
forms from the scenarios. The second step was to examine the videos. The third step was 
transcribe the simulation games. The fourth step was to analyse the data. The final step was 
to draw conclusions. The scores per scenario and per target group are given in Appendix G. 
 
The results of the first mechanism limited funds are analysed in Section 5.2. The mechanism 
interference from management is analysed in Section 5.3 and the mechanism the effect of 
preferred management style is analysed in Section 5.4. The difference between the rail 
professionals and the externals is analysed in Section 5.5. Finally, the conclusion is given in 
Section 5.6.  
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5.2 Mechanism 1: limited funds 
The mechanism limited funds is simulated in scenarios 1.1 limited funds and 1.2 sufficient 
funds. The aim is to compare the levels of trust between these scenarios. The hypothesis is 
that scenario 1.1 will result in lower trust due to avoiding discussions. The maintenance 
contractor has a serious issue in these scenarios, which will most likely be punished by 
financial sanctions. Since the maintenance contractor has sufficient funds in scenario 1.2, it 
was expected that they would have fewer problems reporting the issues than in scenario 1.1.  
 
Table 30 | Comparison of scenarios 1.1 and 1.2 

 Scenario 1.1 Scenario 1.2 

Output - Solved issues: 3.67 
- Average general state of trust: 3.05 
- Average trust on system layer: 2.97 
- Average trust on personal layer: 3.13 
- Respondent’s satisfaction: 3.44 
- All information is used: 3.83 

- Solved issues: 4.33 
- Average general state of trust: 3.14 
- Average trust on system layer: 3.13 
- Average trust on personal layer: 3.16 
- Respondent’s satisfaction: 3.31 
- All information is used: 2.67 

Key trust 
factors 

- Highest scoring key trust factor: 
characteristics 

- Lowest scoring key trust factor: 
communication systems 

- Highest scoring key trust factor: 
characteristics 

- Lowest scoring key trust factor: affection 

Sub factors - Highest scoring sub factors: common goals, 
depth of the conversation, confidentiality, 
responsibility 

- Lowest scoring sub factors: information 
exchange, transparency of information, 
willingness, bonding 

- Highest scoring sub factors: transparency 
of information, responsibility 

- Lowest scoring sub factors: common goals, 
roles and tasks, willingness, bonding 

Observations - Hesitation to disclose the hidden issue 
- In one simulation, the hidden issue was not 

disclosed 
- Respondents wanted to win and no win-win 

situation occurred 
- Asset owners kept to the contract 

- The hidden issue was quickly brought up 
- Respondents in the role of the 

maintenance contractor expected that the 
asset owner would solve the issues 
together with them, they forget about 
their own responsibility 

- Asset owners kept to the contract 

 
Table 30 shows the overview of the output, the highest and lowest key trust factors, the 
highest and lowest sub factors, and some observations. The general state of trust in scenario 
1.2 is slightly higher (3.14) than in scenario 1.1 (3.05). In scenario 1.1, the trust level on the 
system layer (2.97) is slightly lower than on the personal layer (3.13). In scenario 1.2, the trust 
level on the system layer (3.13) is also slightly lower than on the personal layer (3.16). The 
number of solved issues in scenario 1.2 is higher (4.33) than in scenario 1.1 (3.67). The 
evaluation showed that the respondents in scenario 1.1 used more information to reach their 
goals (3.83) than the respondents in scenario 1.2 (2.67).  
 
Scenario 1.2 needed less information to gain more trust and solve issues. Less information 
might be related to a lower experience of satisfaction. While there is slightly less trust and 
fewer solved issues in scenario 1.1, the respondents’ satisfaction is higher (3.44) than in 
scenario 1.2 (3.31). A higher feeling of satisfaction may be caused by the effort the 
respondents put on the intense discussions in scenario 1.1 once the hidden issue was 
revealed. Due to sufficient funds, the respondents in scenario 1.2 accepted the financial 
sanction. However, there is also a psychological influence in the scenario. The asset owner 
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might be aware of opportunistic behaviour from the maintenance contractor if the asset 
owner knows their funds are limited. This may lead to the perception that asset owners must 
be extra vigilant.  
 
The high scored key trust factor of scenarios 1.1 and 1.2 is characteristics and honesty, 
integrity, reliability, confidentiality, and benevolence are important sub factors. In scenario 
1.1, the lowest scored key trust factor is communication systems. The sub factors information 
exchange, transparency of information, willingness, and bonding are considered low trusting 
by the respondents. The lowest scored key trust factor in scenario 1.2 is affection. The high 
scoring sub factors in this scenario are transparency of information and responsibility. The 
high scoring sub factors of scenario 1.1 are common goals, depth of the conversation, 
confidentiality, and responsibility.  
 
The biggest difference between the two scenarios is that scenario 1.1 scores low and scenario 
1.2 scores high on transparency of information. Observations of the simulations showed that 
the maintenance contractors in scenario 1.1 hesitated to disclose the hidden issue. In one 
simulation, the hidden issue was not raised at all. In contrast, the maintenance contractors 
in scenario 1.2 disclosed the hidden issue at the start of the conversation. Observations 
showed that the maintenance contractors in scenario 1.2 were more relaxed than revealing 
the hidden issue in scenario 1.1. It can be explained that the maintenance contractor has 
sufficient funds and therefore feels less pressure by telling their issue.  
 
The goal of the simulation was to win. Winning means solving the issue. The respondents in 
scenario 1.1 showed that they wanted to win, but it was difficult to find a win-win situation. 
Even when they agreed on a solution, it was not made explicit. What made it difficult was 
that in both scenarios, the asset owners held the maintenance contractor to the contract. 
They were not willing or did not know how to let go of the contract. They see the contract as 
the basis for the inter-organisational relationship. As an example of how strict the asset 
owner was in the simulation game of the rail professionals in group 2, when the maintenance 
contractor wanted to take the financial sanctions off the table, the asset owner said: ‘I cannot 
promise that the financial sanction will be off the table, because it is a contractual sanction. 
But I am taking into account that you are willing to solve the issue in such short notice.’ 
Another observation in scenario 1.2 in the simulation game of group 2 of the rail professionals 
was that the maintenance contractor expected her counterpart to solve the issue together 
with her. The asset owner came in a conflict with himself—he wanted to help her out, but 
she is the one who is responsible for the job. She did not get that, she just wanted to solve 
the issue together. 
 
The average key trust level of scenarios 1.1 and 1.2 is shown in Figure 20. The results of the 
key trust factors are close. The highest scoring key trust factor is characteristics in scenario 
1.2, with a score of 3.60. The lowest score is communication systems in scenario 1.1, with a 
score of 2.64. That is a difference of 0.96, which is relatively small. The scores of the key trust 
factors of both scenarios are also close, with differences between the 0.04 (power) and 0.68 
(communication systems). The latter is due to sub factors information sharing and 
transparency of information, which caused the biggest difference in the scenarios. The key 
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trust factors goals and behaviour scored higher in scenario 1.1. The higher score of key trust 
factor goals is due to the sub factor common goals. The respondents experienced more 
common goals than in scenario 1.2. The higher score on the key trust factor behaviour is due 
to group 1 of the rail professionals, which scored high on all sub factors, where other groups 
score moderate. 
 

 
Figure 20 | Comparison level of trust key trust factors scenarios 1.1 and 1.2 

 
Table 31 shows the average scores of the respondents per sub factor. The scores of the sub 
factors reveal the cause of the lower average scores in scenario 1.1 than in scenario 1.2. 
Scores under 2.50 are considered a low level of trust. The cells of these scores are marked 
grey. Group 2 of the externals has the most sub factors (46.15%) with a score under 2.50. 
This group’s average score is 2.72, which is slightly higher than the average scores of the sub 
factors of group 1 of the externals. Not disclosing the hidden issue in scenario 1.1 resulted in 
the lowest scores on the sub factors bonding (1.00) and honesty (1.60). Other sub factors 
that led to low trust are not discussing doubts or distrust, not showing benevolence, not 
having the willingness to solve the issue, no mutual identification, not sharing information, 
and having fewer good intentions towards to other party. Besides these sub factors, using 
the penalty options in the contract did not help in building trust. These observations learnt 
that respondents experienced that both sides of the table were striving for their own 
interests, which also turns into low trust. In scenario 1.2, in contrast, the issues were 
discussed and solved (4.33), which is higher than the number of solved issues in scenario 1.1 
(3.67). All simulation games show a maximum of six sub factors with a score under 2.50, 
which is relatively low. 
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Table 31 | Scores scenarios 1.1 and 1.2 of the sub factors 
 Scenario 1.1 Scenario 1.2 

 Rail professionals Externals Rail professionals Externals 

Sub factors Group 1 Group 2 Group 1 Group 2 Group 1 Group 2 Group 1 Group 2 

Power 

Inter-dependency 4.00 3.00 3.14 2.57 3.50 2.14 2.83 4.40 

Goals 

Common goals  4.50 3.67 3.14 3.80 2.83 2.83 2.50 4.00 

No own interests 4.17 3.00 2.00 2.20 2.33 3.00 2.50 3.60 

Communication systems 

Information exchange 3.17 2.33 1.50 2.20 1.83 3.83 2.00 3.20 

Transparency of 
information 

3.00 3.00 2.17 2.00 3.50 3.50 3.67 4.40 

Reputation 3.17 3.33 3.00 2.80 3.33 3.50 3.83 3.20 

Contract 

Contract and trust are 
complementary 

1.67 2.50 3.00 2.67 3.83 2.57 2.67 4.60 

No penalty clauses in 
contract 

4.00 3.00 3.17 2.20 4.00 2.83 2.50 4.20 

Roles and tasks 2.83 2.50 2.86 2.80 2.00 2.67 2.17 2.20 

Behaviour 

Willingness 3.67 2.33 1.67 2.00 1.83 2.57 2.00 2.40 

Identification 4.00 3.50 2.50 2.20 2.50 2.50 3.00 2.00 

Intentions of others 4.67 4.17 2.17 2.40 3.50 3.17 1.67 4.00 

Responsibility 3.83 5.00 2.86 5.00 4.50 4.33 2.67 5.00 

No risk-taking 4.33 3.17 2.83 2.60 3.00 2.60 2.83 4.80 

Characteristics 

Honesty 4.17 3.83 2.83 1.60 3.00 4.17 2.33 4.40 

Integrity 4.43 4.33 2.71 3.50 5.00 4.50 3.00 4.80 

Reliability 4.29 4.67 3.67 2.60 4.33 3.83 3.83 3.80 

Confidentiality  3.83 3.67 3.17 3.33 3.67 3.17 3.17 1.80 

Benevolence 4.67 4.50 2.50 2.00 3.00 3.67 3.50 3.00 

Cooperation 

Sharing information 3.86 2.00 2.50 2.40 2.83 4.17 2.17 3.80 

Conflict management 2.67 2.50 2.50 3.20 2.00 3.86 2.50 1.80 

Discuss doubts/distrust 3.50 3.80 2.17 2.00 3.80 3.50 2.83 4.80 

Depth of the conversation 3.33 3.00 3.33 4.20 2.50 3.17 2.50 3.60 

Evaluate competences 3.17 3.50 2.83 3.60 3.33 2.50 3.17 3.40 

Affection 

Bonding 2.33 2.83 2.50 1.00 2.00 3.17 2.33 1.80 

Intimacy 3.50 2.57 3.50 3.80 2.83 3.71 3.17 4.00 

Average score 3.64 3.30 2.70 2.72 3.11 3.29 2.74 3.58 

Total < 2.50 
2 out 
of 26 

3 out 
of 26 

6 out 
of 26 

12 out 
of 26 

6 out 
of 26 

1 out 
of 26 

6 out 
of 26 

5 out 
of 26 

Percentage 7.69% 11,54% 23.08% 46.15% 23.08% 3,85% 23.08% 19,23% 

 
This research hypothesised that limited funds leads to lower trust if the hidden issue was not 
discussed. The hypothesis is confirmed. The number of solved issues is lower when the funds 
are limited than when there are sufficient funds. Limited funds often resulted in less 
information sharing and transparency of information. The respondents pursue their own 
interests. This has negative influence on every key trust factor. The respondents of scenario 
1.1 have a higher feeling of satisfaction than the respondents from scenario 1.2. This may be 
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due to more intense discussions in scenario 1.1. Another conclusion is that respondents try 
to solve the issue, but unconsciously there is something that prevents them from doing so. 
One reason is that the respondent does not trust the other enough and that he fears that his 
counterpart will take the benefits for his goodness. 
 

5.3 Mechanism 2: Interference from management 
The mechanism interference from management was simulated in scenarios 2.1 (disruptions 
from the asset owner’s management) and 2.2 (disruptions from the maintenance 
contractor’s management). The aim was to compare the levels of trust between these 
scenarios. The hypothesis was that scenario 2.1 will result in lower trust due to the power 
the asset owner has to force the maintenance contractor to cooperate. The asset owner is 
expected not to go along with the maintenance contractor’s propositions. The calculations 
and summaries are given in Appendices G and H, respectively. The results of the simulations 
are presented in this section. 
 
The general state of trust in scenario 2.1 (3.41) is higher than the general state of trust in 
scenario 2.2 (3.00). The trust on the system layer and personal layer is similar for both 
scenarios: 3.41 and 3.49, respectively, in scenario 2.1 and 3.00 and 2.90, respectively, in 
scenario 2.2. The number of solved issues in scenario 2.1 is higher (3.48) than in scenario 2.2 
(2.49). The respondents’ satisfaction is higher in scenario 2.1, (3.81) than in scenario 2.2 
(2.75). The respondents in scenario 2.1 used on average more information to reach their 
goals (4.11 out of 5) than the respondents in scenario 2.2 (3.47). See Table 32 for the 
overview of the output, the high and low scoring key trust factors, the high and low scoring 
sub factors, and observations about the simulation games. 
 
The key trust factor characteristics has a high score in both scenarios. In scenario 2.1, the key 
trust factor behaviour also has a high score. The high scoring sub factors of both scenarios 
are responsibility, no risk-taking behaviour, integrity, reliability, and sharing information. 
Scenario 2.1 has also the high scoring sub factors: intentions of others, benevolence, honesty, 
and reputation. Scenario 2.2 has one extra high scoring sub factor: depth of the conversation. 
Both scenarios have different low scoring sub factors. The low scoring sub factors of scenario 
2.1 are bonding and information exchange and those of scenario 2.2 are contract and trust 
are complementary, common goals, no own interests, and intentions of others. 
 
The sub factor intentions of others scores high in scenario 2.1 and low in scenario 2.2. This is 
because maintenance contractors accepted intervention from the asset owner’s 
management. Maintenance contractors were willing to look at the request and felt obligated 
to cooperate, even when it was not to their benefit. In scenario 2.2 (where the request came 
from the maintenance contractor), in contrast, the asset owners were not willing to 
cooperate. From the four simulation games, only one simulation game shows that the asset 
owner was willing to cooperate, but this occurred only after the emotions were shared and 
the underlying issue was solved.  
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Table 32 | Comparison of scenarios 2.1 and 2.2 
 Scenario 2.1 Scenario 2.2 

Output - Solved issues: 3.48 
- Average general state of trust: 3.41 
- Average trust on system layer: 3.32 
- Average trust on personal layer: 3.49 
- Respondent’s satisfaction: 3.81 
- All information is used: 4.11 

- Solved issues: 2.49 
- Average general state of trust: 3.00 
- Average trust on system layer: 2.90 
- Average trust on personal layer: 3.11 
- Respondent’s satisfaction: 2.75 
- All information is used: 3.47 

Key trust 
factors 

- Highest scoring key trust factors: 
characteristics and behaviour 

- Lowest scoring key trust factors: affection 
and contract 

- Highest scoring key trust factor: 
characteristics 

- Lowest scoring key trust factor: goals 

Sub factors - Highest scoring sub factors: responsibility, 
no risk-taking behaviour, intentions of 
others, integrity, reliability, benevolence, 
honesty, reputation, sharing information 

- Lowest scoring sub factors: bonding, 
information exchange 

- Highest scoring sub factors: responsibility, 
no risk-taking behaviour, integrity, 
reliability, sharing information, depth of the 
conversation 

- Lowest scoring sub factors: contract and 
trust are complementary, common goals, 
no own interests, intentions of others 

Observations - In two simulations (group 1 rail 
professionals and group 2 externals) a deal 
was offered that was too good to be true. 
The counterparts did not trust that, and 
thus a less attractive deal was reached 

- The information was not trusted, but no 
documentation was provided as proof 

- The maintenance contractor had the 
power to force cooperation, but they 
accepted the dominance of the asset 
owner 

- Respondents who showed emotions at the 
start of the conversation were able to solve 
the issues (group 2 rail professionals and 
groups 1 and 2 externals), while 
respondents who did not were not willing 
to discuss the issue and held to the contract 
(group 1 rail professionals) 

- Contractually, the asset owner has a strong 
position, only their willingness and 
benevolence could help both organisations 
win the game 

 
In two simulations a deal was offered by the maintenance contractor, which seemed too 
good to be true. In group 1 of the rail professionals, the maintenance contractor offered to 
pay 50% of the costs. The case was designed that contractually the asset owner had to pay 
100% of the costs. Because the asset owner thought that there was a hidden agenda, he did 
not accept the deal. It was unclear how the game ended, because the agreements were not 
made explicit. Probably it turned out that the asset owner had to pay 100% of the costs. In 
group 2 of the externals, a similar situation occurred. The maintenance contractor offered to 
pay 100% of the costs if the asset owner dropped the financial sanctions. At first the asset 
owner thought that there was a hidden agenda, but after a long discussion, the asset owner 
suggested withdrawing three clauses from the contract that allowed him to impose financial 
sanctions. This was an odd situation, because these were the most valuable clauses in the 
contract. The maintenance contractor did not trust that, but in the end, they both agreed to 
this solution. The lack of trust can be found in the lowest scoring sub factors: bonding and 
information exchange. This shows why the asset owner and the maintenance contractor did 
not trust each other. 
 
The average level of trust per key trust level of scenarios 2.1 and 2.2 is shown in Figure 21. 
All levels of trust in scenario 2.1 are higher than in scenario 2.2. The levels of trust show the 
same trends in both scenarios. The key trust factors characteristics and behaviour show the 
highest level of trust. The key trust factors power, communication systems, and cooperation 
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also have relatively high trust levels. The key trust factors contract and affection show low 
levels of trust. The key trust factor goals has a high level of trust in scenario 2.1, but a low 
level of trust in scenario 2.2. Finally, scenario 2.1 has a higher general state of trust level than 
in scenario 2.2. 
 

 
Figure 21 | Comparison level of trust key trust factors scenarios 2.1 and 2.2 

 
To explain the difference in trust levels between scenarios 2.1 and 2.2, the sub factors given 
in Table 33 were analysed. Scenario 2.1 had significantly fewer sub factors with a score under 
2.50 than scenario 2.2. Three simulations in scenario 2.1 had three scores under 2.50. One 
simulation only had scores above 2.50. Although not every issue in the simulations in this 
scenario was solved (3.48) and the general state of trust level was not high (3.41), there was 
little distrust either. The number of sub factors with a trust level under 2.50 in scenario 2.2 
are higher.  
 
The hypothesis that interference of asset owner’s management in the inter-organisational 
relationship will lower trust and that the interference from maintenance contractor’s 
management would not influence trust was rejected. Instead, the trust level rose due to the 
interference from asset owner’s management. Apparently, the maintenance contractors 
accept the power position of the asset owner and is willing to accept the interference from 
asset owner’s management, even if it is not in their own interests. They feel obligated to help 
the asset owner solve their issues. In contrast, the interference of the maintenance 
contractor’s management was resisted by the asset owner and caused lower trust levels. 
However, if emotions are shared at the start of the negotiations and tensions discussed, there 
was space for both parties to cooperate. After the tensions were resolved, respondents could 
solve the issue.  
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Table 33 | Sub factor scores for scenarios 2.1 and 2.2  
 Scenario 2.1 Scenario 2.2 

 Rail professionals Externals Rail professionals Externals 

Sub factors Group 1 Group 2 Group 1 Group 2 Group 1 Group 2 Group 1 Group 2 

Power 

Inter-dependency 3.17 4.33 2.50 4.00 2.50 4.25 4.00 2.20 

Goals 

Common goals  2.50 3.50 4.25 4.20 1.67 4.50 2.25 2.00 

No own interests 2.67 2.50 4.75 3.80 1.33 4.33 2.00 2.40 

Communication systems 

Information exchange 2.80 3.00 2.75 2.60 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.20 

Transparency of 
information 

3.20 3.33 4.00 2.80 4.00 3.83 2.75 2.80 

Reputation 4.20 3.50 4.00 4.20 4.00 2.40 2.25 3.60 

Contract 

Contract and trust are 
complementary 

2.33 3.17 2.50 2.00 1.33 2.20 2.50 2.00 

No penalty clauses in 
contract 

4.00 2.17 2.75 3.40 3.00 3.50 3.00 3.00 

Roles and tasks 2.83 2.67 3.75 3.20 3.00 3.50 3.00 2.60 

Behaviour 

Willingness 3.50 2.00 3.50 4.80 1.00 4.00 2.50 1.80 

Identification 2.17 3.33 3.75 4.40 2.67 3.00 3.00 2.40 

Intentions of others 3.50 3.80 4.75 3.60 2.17 4.50 2.00 2.20 

Responsibility 4.17 5.00 4.00 4.80 4.50 5.00 3.25 4.60 

No risk-taking 3.40 4.33 3.50 4.20 3.17 4.50 3.75 2.80 

Characteristics 

Honesty 3.80 3.67 4.25 3.20 3.17 4.00 2.75 2.40 

Integrity 4.83 4.50 4.00 4.40 4.67 4.33 4.25 4.20 

Reliability 4.17 4.50 3.75 3.80 4.17 4.33 3.00 2.80 

Confidentiality  3.60 3.40 4.00 1.80 3.17 4.33 3.75 2.20 

Benevolence 3.67 3.80 4.00 4.00 2.67 4.33 2.75 3.00 

Cooperation 

Sharing information 3.83 3.83 4.00 4.20 3.50 4.00 4.00 2.80 

Conflict management 2.67 3.67 2.50 3.40 3.17 2.67 3.50 3.80 

Discuss doubts/distrust 3.00 3.17 3.50 3.60 1.33 3.50 2.00 2.20 

Depth of the 
conversation 

3.00 3.67 3.25 4.40 2.83 3.17 4.50 3.60 

Evaluate competences 3.33 3.00 3.50 3.60 2.83 3.00 2.50 2.60 

Affection 

Bonding 2.33 2.00 2.50 2.20 1.83 3.33 2.25 2.00 

Intimacy 2.60 3.50 4.00 3.40 2.50 4.00 2.75 3.00 

Average 
score 

3.28 3.44 3.62 3.62 2.81 3.75 2.97 2.74 

Total < 
2.50 

3 out 
of 26 

3 out 
of 26 

0 out 
of 26 

3 out 
of 26 

7 out 
of 26 

2 out 
of 26 

6 out 
of 26 

12 out 
of 26 

Percenta
ge 

11.54% 11.54% 0% 11.54% 26.92% 7.69% 23.08% 46.15% 
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5.4 Mechanism 3: The effect of the preferred management style 
Two management styles were identified: contractual and relational. From case study 
research, the effect of management styles was codified in the contractual-relational 
perspective matrix. The output of the inter-organisational relationship in the matrix is 
determined by the management style of the asset owner and the maintenance contractor. 
The adopted management style is based on the personal preferences and perceived 
expectations of the individual. Besides that, the position in the market of the organisation of 
the asset manager and the maintenance contractor gives dominance for the organization 
with the highest power, given the context in the scenarios. This dominance is used 
unconsciously to influence the output of the inter-organisational relationship.  
 
As identified in the case study research, the preferred management styles have four 
combinations: the asset owner uses the contractual management style and the maintenance 
contractor uses the relational management style, the asset owner and maintenance 
contractor both uses the relational style, the asset owner uses the relational management 
style and the maintenance contractor uses the contractual management style, and the asset 
owner and maintenance contractor both use the contractual management style. The 
hypothesis in this case had three parts. If the asset owner and maintenance contractor both 
use the relational or the contractual management style, the inter-organisational relationship 
will be in balance and show a positive output. If the asset owner uses the contractual 
management style and the maintenance contractor uses the relational management style, it 
will cause conflict. If the asset owner uses the relational management style and the 
maintenance contractor uses the contractual management style, there will be discussions 
(due to the dominance of the asset owner). This is the proposition from case study, which is 
the hypothesis for the simulation games. 
 
In this section, the hypothesis was tested in four scenarios and 16 simulation games. The four 
scenarios follow the four combinations mentioned above. The calculations and summaries 
are given in Appendices G and H, respectively. The results of the simulations are presented 
in this section. 
 
Although the respondent were told to use the contractual or the relational management 
style, they have their personal preferences of management style as well, especially when this 
is dominant in their personality or when the respondents defend themselves, when he feels 
under pressure, by shifting from the instructed management style to the preferred 
management style. Therefore, it was estimated from observations which management styles 
were used. The respondents often adopted a different management style than the one they 
were told to use, as Table 34 shows. Scenario 3.1 has one simulation game that showed 
another management style, scenario 3.2 had three, scenario 3.3 had one and scenario 3.4 
had none. 
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Table 34 | Actual showed management styles 
Scenario 3.1 Scenario 3.2 Scenario 3.3 Scenario 3.4 

Instructions 
- Asset owner: contractual 
- Maintenance 

contractor: relational 
 
As shown in the game 
 
Rail professionals group 1 

- Asset owner: 
contractual  

- Maintenance 
contractor: relational 

- Issue solved: 4.17 
 
Rail professionals group 2 

- Asset owner: 
contractual  

- Maintenance 
contractor: relational 

- Issue solved: 1.67 
 
Externals group 1 

- Asset owner: 
contractual  

- Maintenance 
contractor: contractual 

- Issue solved: 1.83 
 
Externals group 2 

- Asset owner: 
contractual  

- Maintenance 
contractor: relational 

- Issue solved: 2.20 

Instructions 
- Asset owner: relational 
- Maintenance 

contractor: relational 
 
As shown in the game 
 
Rail professionals group 1 

- Asset owner: relational  
- Maintenance 

contractor: contractual 
- Issue solved: 2.17 
 
 
Rail professionals group 2 

- Asset owner: relational 
- Maintenance 

contractor: relational 
- Issue solved: 3.83 
 
 
Externals group 1 

- Asset owner: 
contractual  

- Maintenance 
contractor: contractual 

- Issue solved: 2.00 
 
Externals group 2 

- Asset owner: 
contractual  

- Maintenance 
contractor: relational 

- Issue solved: 1.80 

Instructions 
- Asset owner: relational 
- Maintenance 

contractor: contractual 
 
As shown in the game 
 
Rail professionals group 1 

- Asset owner: 
contractual  

- Maintenance 
contractor: contractual 

- Issue solved: 2.00 
 
Rail professionals group 2 

- Asset owner: relational  
- Maintenance 

contractor: contractual 
- Issue solved: 3.80 
 
 
Externals group 1 

- Asset owner: relational  
- Maintenance 

contractor: contractual 
- Issue solved: 3.00 
 
 
Externals group 2 

- Asset owner: relational 
- Maintenance 

contractor: contractual 
- Issue solved: 2.60 

Instructions 
- Asset owner: contractual 
- Maintenance 

contractor: contractual 
 
As shown in the game 
 
Rail professionals group 1 

- Asset owner: 
contractual  

- Maintenance 
contractor: contractual 

- Issue solved: 2.67 
 
Rail professionals group 2 

- Asset owner: 
contractual  

- Maintenance 
contractor: contractual 

- Issue solved: 1.83 
 
Externals group 1 

- Asset owner: 
contractual  

- Maintenance 
contractor: contractual 

- Issue solved: 3.67 
 
Externals group 2 

- Asset owner: 
contractual  

- Maintenance 
contractor: contractual 

- Issue solved: 1.60 

Total number of issues solved: 4 (25%) 

 
Table 35 also shows the scores of the solved issues. The simulation game was considered 
solved if the scores of the respondents was 3.50 or higher. The total number of solved games 
of the simulation games was low. From the 16 simulation games, only 4 were solved. Since 
the scenarios do not match the categories of management style, the analyses were 
performed per category. The results of the output of the categories are shown in Table 36. 
Category 1 25% of the simulations games are solved, category 2 solved one game (100%), 
category 3 25% of the games are solved, and category 4 16.7% of the games are solved.  
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Table 35 | Percentage of solved issues according to the showed management styles 
Category management 
style 

Showed management 
style 

Number of solved issues Percentage of solved 
games 

1. Contractual-relational 
 

Rail professionals: 2 
Externals: 2 

Solved: 1  
Unsolved: 3  

Solved issues: 25% 

2. Relational-relational 
 

Rail professionals: 1 
Externals: 0 

Solved: 1 
Unsolved: 0 

Solved issues: 100% 

3. Relational-contractual 
 

Rail professionals: 2 
Externals: 2 

Solved: 1 
Unsolved: 3 

Solved issues: 25% 

4. Contractual-contractual 
 

Rail professionals: 3 
Externals: 4 

Solved: 1 
Unsolved: 6 

Solved issues: 16.7% 

 
Table 36 | Overview of management styles 

 1. Contractual-
relational 

2. Relational-
relational 

3. Relational-
contractual 

4. Contractual-
contractual 

Output - Solved issues: 2.46 
(25%) 

- Average general 
state of trust: 3.11 

- Average trust on 
system layer: 3.02 

- Average trust on 
personal layer: 3.19 

- Respondent’s 
satisfaction: 3.19 

- All information is 
used: 4.18 

- Solved issues: 3.83 
(100%) 

- Average general 
state of trust: 3.54 

- Average trust on 
system layer: 3.68 

- Average trust on 
personal layer: 3.41 

- Respondent’s 
satisfaction: 4.75 

- All information is 
used: 3.67 

- Solved issues: 2.89 
(25%) 

- Average general 
state of trust: 3.01 

- Average trust on 
system layer: 2.80 

- Average trust on 
personal layer: 3.23 

- Respondent’s 
satisfaction: 3.75 

- All information is 
used: 2.74 

- Solved issues: 2.23 
(16.7%) 

- Average general 
state of trust: 2.72 

- Average trust on 
system layer: 2.51 

- Average trust on 
personal layer: 2.93 

- Respondent’s 
satisfaction: 3.25 

- All information is 
used: 3.33 

Key trust 
factors 

- Highest scoring key 
trust factor: 
characteristics 

- Lowest scoring key 
trust factor: power 

- Highest scoring key 
trust factor: 
characteristics 

- Lowest scoring key 
trust factor: 
affection 

- Highest scoring key 
trust factor: 
characteristics 

- Lowest scoring key 
trust factor: power 

- Highest scoring key 
trust factor: 
characteristics 

- Lowest scoring key 
trust factors: 
power, goals, 
contract 

Sub 
factors 

- Highest scoring sub 
factors: integrity, 
reliability, 
responsibility 

- Lowest scoring sub 
factors: bonding, 
willingness, 
contract and trust 
are complementary 

- Highest scoring sub 
factors: integrity, 
responsibility, 
reliability, no own 
interests 

- Lowest scoring sub 
factor: depth of the 
conversation 

- Highest scoring sub 
factors: integrity, 
responsibility 

- Lowest scoring sub 
factor: inter-
dependency 

- Highest scoring sub 
factors: integrity, 
responsibility 

- Lowest scoring sub 
factors: no own 
interests, 
willingness, 
identification 

Observa-
tions 

- The maintenance 
contractor has to 
accept the 
suggestions of the 
asset owner 

- Which is doing extra 
activities and they 
have to pay the 
financial sanctions 

- The asset owner 
makes his 
counterpart small 

- The asset owner 
makes explicit to 
adopt the relational 
management style 

- Characteristics and 
behaviour is 
positive 

- The conversation 
keeps on the 
surface and depth is 
missing 

- The maintenance 
contractor wants to 
win for himself 

- The style was to 
provoke answers 

- The asset owner 
gets more and more 
frustrated 

- Both have a clear 
goal, but they are 
not willing to listen 
to the other and let 
go of their initial 
goal to create a 
win-win situation 
for both 

- Advantages were 
made by the one 
who shows himself 
vulnerable 
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The simulation games with a relational-relational management style had the highest general 
state of trust level (3.54), respondent’s satisfaction level (4.75), and solved issues (3.83) and 
the highest level of trust on almost every key trust factor (see Figure 22). In contrast, the 
simulation games with the contractual-contractual management style had the lowest general 
state of trust level (2.72), respondent’s satisfaction level (3.25), and solved issues (2.23) and 
the lowest trust level on almost every key trust factor. The simulation games with the 
relational-contractual management style and contractual-relational management style 
showed similar results, with the biggest difference that the first category had a higher 
respondent’s satisfaction level (category 1: 3.75 and category 3: 3.19).  
 
In all the categories of management styles, the key trust factor characteristics had the highest 
trust level. In categories 1, 3, and 4, the key trust factor power had the lowest level of trust. 
In category 4, the key trust factors goals and contract had as low levels of trust as power. The 
lowest level of trust in category 2 was the key trust factor affection. In contrast to the other 
categories, the key trust factor power had the second highest trust level in category 2.  
 

 
Figure 22 | Comparison of level of trust key trust factors between the management style categories 

 
The second category, where the asset owner and maintenance contractor both used the 
relational management style, showed an inter-organisational relationship where they 
acknowledge that they are dependent on each other. They showed a low interest in 
themselves and focussed on common goals. The penalties in the contract were not used often 
and the contract and trust were seen as complementary. The respondents scored high on the 
sub factors honesty, integrity, reliability, and confidentiality. Low scoring sub factors were 
depth of the conversation, conflict management, roles and tasks, bonding, and intimacy. The 
trust levels of the sub factors match the observations that the asset owner adopted the 
relational management style. She made that explicit at the start of the conversation. 
However, the conversation stayed on the surface and lacked depth. The agreements were 
not explicit and it was unclear what was agreed to. The asset owner did not know how to 
challenge her counterpart without using the contract. See Table 37 for the scores. 
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Table 37 | Scores scenarios 2.1 and 2.2 of the sub factors 

 Contractual-relation 
Rel.-
rel. 

Relational contractual Contractual-contractual 

 Rail professionals Externals Rail pro’s Rail professionals Externals Rail professionals Externals 

Sub factors 
3.1 

Group 1 
3.1  

Group 2 
3.1 

Group 2 
3.2 

Group 2 
3.2 

Group 2 
3.2 

Group 1 
3.3 

Group 2 
3.3 

Group 1 
3.3 

Group 2 
3.3 

Group 1 
3.4 

Group 1 
3.4 

Group 2 
3.1  

Group 1 
3.2 

Group 1 
3.4 

Group 1 
3.4 

Group 2 

Power 

Inter-dependency 3.00 3.86 1.67 2.17 4.00 1.86 2.80 1.71 2.80 2.50 3.17 1.50 1.71 3.56 1.50 1.83 

Goals 

Common goals  4.00 4.07 3.20 2.17 3.57 1.86 2.60 4.50 3.71 1.17 3.50 1.00 2.00 2.50 4.00 1.60 

No own interests 3.67 2.86 2.33 2.83 4.17 1.71 3.20 3.50 3.00 1.50 2.67 1.33 2.43 2.14 3.83 1.20 

Communication systems 

Information exchange 3.50 3.40 3.40 2.20 3.00 1.50 3.20 2.33 3.00 2.67 3.60 1.60 2.83 1.67 3.00 3.00 

Transparency of information 3.00 3.60 3.20 3.00 3.00 1.67 3.20 3.67 2.80 2.33 3.20 2.17 3.17 3.83 3.33 2.80 

Reputation 3.83 4.50 2.80 3.00 4.00 2.83 4.00 2.83 2.80 2.83 4.50 3.80 2.00 3.00 3.17 2.80 

Contract 

Contract and trust are 
complementary 

3.14 2.17 2.33 3.20 4.00 2.17 3.00 2.67 3.20 1.33 3.50 2.00 1.50 2.50 2.50 1.67 

No penalty clauses in contract 2.60 2.83 2.00 3.80 4.00 2.83 4.60 3.33 3.60 3.33 3.00 2.33 1.33 1.67 3.83 2.00 

Roles and tasks 3.67 2.17 4.20 3.60 2.50 2.17 3.00 2.67 3.60 3.00 2.50 1.67 4.00 4.00 3.67 4.60 

Behaviour 

Willingness 3.50 1.83 1.80 2.00 3.67 2.00 3.33 3.50 2.57 2.00 2.50 1.17 2.29 2.33 2.83 2.00 

Identification 3.17 2.80 2.40 2.00 3.75 3.00 3.50 4.00 2.20 2.67 2.20 2.17 2.67 2.83 2.60 2.00 

Intentions of others 3.67 3.67 2.00 1.60 3.83 2.14 3.40 3.17 3.14 2.83 3.33 1.67 1.33 2.29 4.50 2.00 

Responsibility 4.83 4.67 4.80 4.80 4.33 3.00 3.80 4.83 4.80 3.80 3.80 4.83 4.00 3.00 4.33 2.00 

No risk-taking 4.33 4.20 4.80 1.60 3.00 2.86 2.20 4.00 3.50 2.40 3.80 1.33 2.33 2.57 3.80 1.60 

Characteristics 

Honesty 3.67 3.40 3.40 3.20 4.00 2.83 3.00 4.33 3.40 3.60 3.20 2.67 1.67 3.00 4.00 3.20 

Integrity 4.83 4.33 5.00 4.00 4.17 4.00 4.20 4.33 4.40 4.17 4.17 3.33 3.33 3.11 4.50 2.40 

Reliability 4.83 4.17 4.40 3.20 4.50 2.86 3.60 3.67 3.75 3.83 3.50 3.00 3.17 2.75 4.50 4.00 

Confidentiality  4.33 3.80 1.40 2.00 4.00 3.50 4.00 3.00 2.00 3.20 3.20 3.50 3.00 3.75 2.17 2.00 

Benevolence 4.00 2.80 3.00 2.80 3.67 2.43 3.60 3.33 3.50 2.71 3.50 2.00 2.33 2.67 4.50 2.00 

Cooperation 

Sharing information 4.83 3.40 4.00 3.00 4.17 3.00 4.00 4.00 3.40 3.00 3.33 1.83 2.33 2.50 4.00 2.00 

Conflict management 2.83 2.60 3.80 1.20 2.20 3.33 2.80 2.17 2.50 3.83 2.60 4.29 4.57 3.83 2.50 1.67 

Discuss doubts/distrust 3.14 3.00 3.00 2.80 4.00 1.67 3.00 4.17 2.80 2.67 3.60 2.33 3.17 3.00 4.00 2.40 

Depth of the conversation 4.00 3.33 3.80 4.00 1.67 2.29 4.00 3.67 4.00 2.83 2.67 3.50 2.33 3.00 4.00 3.40 

Evaluate competences 4.00 3.20 2.60 1.40 3.00 2.50 2.75 3.50 3.80 2.50 3.00 3.83 2.50 3.00 3.67 1.50 

Affection 

Bonding 2.00 2.60 1.40 3.00 2.83 3.83 2.50 2.67 1.80 3.83 2.33 3.50 2.83 2.83 2.17 1.40 

Intimacy 3.33 3.67 3.40 2.40 2.83 2.83 3.75 3.67 3.00 3.17 3.00 2.83 3.17 2.67 3.60 2.60 

Average score 3.68 3.35 3.08 2.73 3.53 2.56 3.35 3.43 3.20 2.83 3.21 2.51 2.62 2.85 3.48 2.30 

Total < 2.50 1 2 8 11 2 12 1 3 3 6 2 13 13 5 3 18 

Percentage 3.85% 7.69% 30.77% 42.31% 7.69% 46.15% 3.85% 11.54% 11.54% 23.08% 7.69% 50% 50% 19.23% 11.54% 69.23% 
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In the fourth category, the asset owner and maintenance contractor both used the 
contractual management style. The simulation games showed that the asset owner and the 
maintenance contractor pursued their own interests and most of the respondents did not 
give up their own interests during the conversation. The few respondents who were giving in 
were losing power to win this game. Sometime a respondent provoked answers by asking 
provocative questions. Mutual identification was very low. Once one party showed 
vulnerability, they lost the game. There was no willingness to help the other. It was a fight, 
even if the respondent did not want to get involved. Apparently they did something good too 
for getting the highest trust levels on the sub factors integrity and reliability, while he showed 
provocative behaviour. This negotiating strategy has the lowest chance of solving the issue 
in the game. 
 
The simulations in categories 1 and 3, where the respondents showed different management 
styles, both had a 25% chance to solve the issue, which is low. In the simulations where the 
asset owner showed the contractual management style (category 1), the asset owner had the 
power to win the game. The maintenance contractor had to negotiate about the issues 
knowing he could not win the game when using the contract to convince his counterpart. The 
maintenance contractors often had to provide technical reports to prove their statements, 
while they still had to pay the financial sanctions and for maintenance activities. Another 
strategy of the asset owner was to make the maintenance contractor appear small. One 
example is the asset owner who started the conversation by saying: ‘So, you are the new 
junior maintenance contractor?’ High scoring sub factors in these simulations were integrity, 
reliability, and responsibility. The lowest scoring sub factors were bonding, willingness, and 
contract and trust are complementary. 
 
In category 3, where the maintenance contractor used the contractual management style, 
the dominant position was taken by the maintenance contractor. Somehow the asset owner 
thought that they had to give in easily. In some simulations, the asset owners ended up 
paying for activities they were not responsible for. The maintenance contractors took the 
chance to win the game by taking advantage of the showed vulnerability of their 
counterparts. Sometimes they did, but a 25% chance of solving issues is still small. Some 
maintenance contractors wanted to provoke answers to their questions and the 
conversations looked like a cross-examination. The respondent on the other side did not feel 
happy about that. The sub factor with the lowest trust level was inter-dependency, which 
matches the observations. The highest trust levels were on the sub factors integrity and 
responsibility, as in the other categories. 
 
The proposition that the asset owner and the maintenance contractor being in either the 
contractual-contractual or relational-relational quadrant leads to good cooperation needs 
more nuance. The analysis showed a 16.7% chance that issues are solved if the asset owner 
and maintenance contractor use the contractual management style, compared to a 25% 
chance in the relational-contractual and contractual-relational quadrants. If the asset owner 
and maintenance contractor are both in the relational-relational quadrant, the simulations 
games showed a high chance on solving the issues (100%). It must be noted that of the four 
simulation games where the asset owner and maintenance contractor were told to use the 
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relational management style, this only actually occurred in one. Possible reasons the 
respondents in the other three categories used a different management style are that they 
had their own preferred management style, which made it difficult to adopt the relational 
management style, or that they really wanted to win, without noticing that winning was 
accomplished by solving the issues together.  
 
The contractual-relational perspective matrix proved that market power plays a role in 
negotiations. Observations showed that most respondents in the role of the maintenance 
contractor waited in conversations for the asset owner to welcome them. In this example, 
both respondents assumed that the conversation took place at the asset owner’s office, 
although this was not stated in the scenario description. Respondents playing asset owners 
sometimes started the conversation with: ‘Welcome to our office’. These indicate that the 
asset owner is dominant. There were a few exceptions in the third category, where the 
maintenance contractor was told to use the contractual management style and the asset 
owner the relational management style. This indicates that the contractual management 
style gives more power to the respondent to win the game. As stated, the respondents did 
not realise that winning meant solving issues. In this mechanism, only four of the 16 
simulation games were solved. When both respondents used the relational management 
style, significant higher trust levels and respondent’s satisfaction were shown.  
 
The starting point of this research was the contract and the relational aspects of trust that 
affect the inter-organisational relationship. The respondents in the simulation games showed 
more than just contractual or relational behaviour. Respondents who showed contractual 
behaviour acted as if the system trust layer is more important to them than the personal trust 
layer. The behaviour was to follow procedures as was agreed on in the contract. They took 
the rules of the game very seriously. They did not even think that they were allowed to make 
new agreements based on the characteristics of the personal trust layer. The same occurred 
for respondents who had a relational perspective on trust. They showed willingness to help 
the other out, even when they did not follow the contract. They showed more friendliness 
and were acting in the best interest of both parties.  
 
To broaden the contractual and relational perspective on trust, it is better to speak about 
focussing on the system trust layer or the personal trust layer from now on. The proposed 
contractual-relational perspective matrix is renamed the system-personal trust matrix. Figure 
23 shows the proposed system-personal trust matrix. This figure shows the contractual-
relational perspectives of the 32 simulation games. The system-system quadrant is called: 
‘Low level of issue resolution’. The personal-system quadrant is called: ‘Bias of resolution 
toward maintenance contractor’. The system-personal quadrant is called ‘Bias of resolution 
toward asset owner’. Finally, the personal-personal quadrant is called ‘High level of issue 
resolution’. This matrix turned out to be a classic prisoner’s dilemma. It is hard for both 
respondents to reach personal trust, which leads to the best result. 
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Low level of issue 
resolution 
• Scenario 3.1, Externals Group 1 

• Scenario 3.2, Externals Group 1 

• Scenario 3.3, Rail professionals Group 1 

• Scenario 3.4, Rail professionals Group 2 

• Scenario 3.4, Externals Group 1 

• Scenario 3.4, Externals Group 2 

 
 
 

Bias of resolution towards 
maintenance contractor 
• Scenario 3.2, Rail professionals Group 1 

• Scenario 3.3, Rail professionals Group 2 

• Scenario 3.3, Externals Group 1 

• Scenario 3.3, Externals Group 2 

• Scenario 3.4, Rail professionals Group 1 
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Bias of resolution towards 
asset owner 
• Scenario 3.1, Rail professionals Group 1 

• Scenario 3.1, Rail professionals Group 2 

• Scenario 3.1, Externals Group 2 

• Scenario 3.2, Externals Group 2 

 
 
 

High level of issue resolution 
• Scenario 3.2, Rail professionals Group 2 

Figure 23 | Revised contractual-relational perspective matrix 

 

5.5 Validated key trust factors 
The aim of this chapter is to validate the finalised key trust factors. This will allow the multi-
layered framework of trust and distrust to be generalised to other markets characterised as 
regulated tender environment in monopsony-oligopoly markets. To validate the finalised key 
trust factors, the target populations (rail professionals and externals) were compared. 
Respondents who were rail professionals and the externals played simulation games to test 
the multi-layered framework of trust and distrust, including the finalised key trust factors, 
after which the differences in the results of the two groups were analysed. 
 
The output, key trust factors, sub factors, and observations of the rail professionals and the 
externals are shown in Table 38. The simulation games of the rail professionals showed higher 
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scores on the number of solved issues (3.20), a higher average general state of trust level 
(3.14), and higher satisfaction (2.66) than the simulation games of the externals, who showed 
lower scores on the number of issues solved (2.54), a lower average general state of trust 
level (2.95), and lower satisfaction (3.09). In both groups, the information was used equally 
(3.53 versus 3.49 out of 5). Both groups showed slightly less trust on the system layer than 
on the personal layer. The key trust factor characteristics had the highest trust level in both 
groups. The lowest trust level for the rail professionals was the key trust factor contract and 
for the externals it was the key trust factor power. The sub factors integrity, responsibility, 
and reliability were the highest scoring trust levels on both groups. Besides these sub factors, 
the externals also scored high on the sub factor depth of the organisation. The lowest trust 
levels for the rail professionals were the sub factors contract and trust are complementary, 
willingness, and the roles and tasks. The externals showed lowest trust level on the sub factor 
bonding. 
 
Table 38 | Comparison rail professionals versus externals 

 Rail professionals Externals 

Output - Solved issues: 3.20 
- Average general state of trust: 3.14 
- Average trust on system layer: 3.00 
- Average trust on personal layer: 3.29 
- Respondent’s satisfaction: 3.66 
- All information is used: 3.53 

- Solved issues: 2.54 
- Average general state of trust: 2.95 
- Average trust on system layer: 2.86 
- Average trust on personal layer: 3.03 
- Respondent’s satisfaction: 3.09 
- All information is used: 3.49 

Key trust 
factors 

- Highest scoring key trust factor: 
characteristics 

- Lowest scoring key trust factor: contract 

- Highest scoring key trust factor: 
characteristics 

- Lowest scoring key trust factor: power 

Sub factors - Highest scoring sub factors: integrity, 
responsibility, reliability 

- Lowest scoring sub factors: contract and 
trust are complementary, willingness, 
roles and tasks 

- Highest scoring sub factors: integrity, 
responsibility, reliability, depth of the 
conversation 

- Lowest scoring sub factor: bonding 

Observations - Show polite behaviour 
- Acknowledging inter-dependency 
- Conversations based on equity  
- Searching for the best strategy together 
- Wanted to share all the bad news 

- Show aggressive behaviour 
- Denying inter-dependency 
- Conversations based on power 
- More depth of the conversations 
- Roles and tasks are discussed 
- Applying own strategy 
- Weigh chances before deciding what 

information is shared 

 
The level of trust on the key trust factors of both groups showed similar trends (see Figure 
24). The biggest differences in trust levels is on the key trust factor characteristics, although 
it showed the highest trust level of both groups. This shows that the average trust level of 
the rail professionals is higher than the trust level of the externals. Other relatively big 
differences of the trust level were on the key trust factors are power, behaviour, 
communication systems, and affection.  
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Figure 24 | Comparison level of trust key trust factors for rail professionals versus externals 

 
The differences can be explained by looking at the key trust factors in more detail. The 
comparison of the sub factors is given in Figure 25. The groups were compared based on 
observations and the underlying sub factors. The rail professionals generally showed polite 
behaviour. They had good intentions toward others, kept the given information confidential, 
showed benevolence, and bonded with each other. They really wanted to help the other, 
even if it was not their responsibility. The conversations were equal and there was room for 
discussion from both perspectives.  
 
In contrast, the externals showed more aggressive behaviour and wanted to win, which 
meant pursuing their own interests. During the simulations, the externals provoked answers 
to make the opponents feel small. They took advantage of their counterparts’ vulnerability. 
That led to low trust levels on bonding, confidentiality, intentions of others, and inter-
dependency. In fact, the externals denied that they were dependent on the other party. 
Doing so would have made them vulnerable, which for them meant that they would have lost 
the simulation game. 
 
The conversations of the rail professionals were shallow. The statements and promises were 
accepted without asking critical questions. Observations showed that rail professionals 
wanted to know more, but they seemed to lack the tools necessary to get the answers they 
wanted. The externals showed the opposite. The conversations were deep and meaningful. 
Tasks, roles and responsibilities were discussed. The respondents in the role of the asset 
owner pointed out the responsibilities of the maintenance contractor only after the contract 
was signed. They did not want to discuss the grey areas of the contract and all the risks 
remained with the maintenance contractor.  
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Figure 25 | Comparison of levels of trust of the sub factors for rail professionals versus externals 

 
The observed characteristics of the conversation were challenging for the maintenance 
contractors. They knew they would not get anything for free. The externals showed an 
aggressive style, although the externals stayed polite and friendly. The limitation of this 
approach is that they made judgments up front. Once they made their judgments, their 
strategy was to use their power to make their counterpart small to protect their own 
interests. Although the conversations showed depth, the externals did not want to change 
their minds. This caused friction in the conversation and was the reason issues were not 
solved. The rail professionals showed more interaction and were willing to listen to the other 
party and change their mind during the conversation. The rail professionals also wanted to 
discuss the issues with their managers in every simulation game, while the externals 
discussed issues with their managers in only two of the 16 simulation games. 
 
The rail professionals felt like they had to make their counterpart part of their issues, even if 
the consequences were bad for them. Their feeling of being honest and showing integrity 
were more important to them than the financial consequences. They tried to discuss the 
financial sanctions with the aim to eliminate them. In contrast, the externals weighed their 
chances before they share information. Group 2 in scenario 1.1 was a perfect example of 
weighing chances. The respondent in the role of asset owner was pushing the whole time 
and threatening his counterpart with sanctions. At the end of the simulation game, the 
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maintenance contractor did not share the hidden issue, as he knew that he would be 
punished for that. Other simulation games showed that the externals hesitated before 
disclosing the hidden issue.  
 
Although there were differences between the rail professionals and the externals, the trust 
levels of the key trust factors and their sub factors showed the same trend. This shows that 
it does not matter what background someone has. The key trust factors can therefore be 
validated, and can be used in other monopsony-oligopoly markets than the rail maintenance 
market. The multi-layered framework of trust and distrust, including the validated key trust 
factors, can be applied to inter-organisational relationships in general regulated tender 
environments in monopsony-oligopoly markets. 
 

5.6 Conclusion 
The 32 simulation games were simulated in three identified mechanisms from the case study 
research: limited funds, interference from management, and the effect of the preferred 
management style. The first mechanism funds had two possible scenarios: the maintenance 
contractor had limited funds and the maintenance contractor had sufficient funds. The 
second mechanism also had two possible scenarios: interference from the asset owner’s 
management and from the maintenance contractor’s management. In the third mechanism, 
four combinations were possible: both used the relational management style, both used both 
the contractual management style, the asset owner used the contractual management style 
and the maintenance contractor used the relational management style, and the asset owner 
used the relational management style and the maintenance contractor used the contractual 
management style. 
 
In the first mechanism, it was hypothesised that limited funds will lead to low trust levels 
when the maintenance contractor keeps information secret or is not willing to share 
information. Four simulation games for each of the two scenarios showed that there is lower 
trust when the maintenance contractor had limited funds. However, the difference of the 
levels of general state of trust was minimal (0.11). The scenario with sufficient funds did 
better. The number of solved issues was higher in the simulation games with sufficient funds 
than in the simulation games with limited funds. The respondent’s satisfaction was higher in 
the simulation games with limited funds than the simulation games with sufficient funds. This 
may be due to the more intense discussions in the first scenario. The simulation games 
support the hypothesis with minimal differences. The differences may be larger when the 
simulation games show that respondents were holding back information. From the eight 
simulation games, but only 1 simulation game showed that information was held back. 
Disclosing the issue led to more satisfying discussions. 
 
The second mechanism was also played in four simulation games for each scenario. It was 
hypothesised that interference by the asset owner’s management will decrease the trust 
level, due to the power the asset owner has to force the maintenance contractor to 
cooperate. In the scenario where the maintenance contractor’s management interfered the 
trust level was expected to stay the same, as the maintenance contractor had less power to 
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force the asset owner to cooperate, so the asset owner would not go along with the 
maintenance contractor’s proposition.  
 
The results of the simulation games showed different results than was expected. The trust 
level rose given interference from asset owner’s management. Apparently, the maintenance 
contractor accepted the power position of the asset owner and was willing to handle the 
interference from asset owner’s management, even if it was not in their own interests. They 
felt obligated to help the asset owner by solving their issues.  
 
Also against expectations, the interference of maintenance contractor’s management caused 
lower trust levels. This interference was not appreciated and the asset owner strongly 
resisted. However, if emotions were shared and tensions discussed at the start of the 
negotiations, both parties were willing to cooperate. After the tensions were resolved, 
respondents could solve the issue.  
 
The new propositions that follow from these conclusions are: 

1. The maintenance contractor accepts influence from asset owner´s manager due to 
the power relationship and is willing to help the asset owner solve their issues 

2. If negative emotions are shared at the start of the conversation, the asset owner 
and maintenance contractor are willing to solve the issues based on a high level of 
trust 

 
The third mechanism was simulated in 16 simulation games in four scenarios. Each scenario 
had the same issue and the same circumstances. The only difference is that respondents were 
told to adopt the relational or the contractual management styles. In the first scenario, the 
asset owner was told to adopt the contractual management style and the maintenance 
contractor the relational management style. In second scenario both were told to use the 
relational management style. In the third scenario, the asset owner was told to use the 
relational management style and the maintenance contractor the contractual management 
style. In fourth scenario, both were told to use the contractual management style.  
 
From case study research, a contractual-relational matrix was developed. It was expected 
that as long as the asset owner and the maintenance contractor were using the same 
management style, the number of solved issues would be high, and if they used different 
management styles, the number of solved issues would be low. The observations showed 
that respondents did not always used the desired management style. It is likely that 
respondents who were used to a contractual style were not able to shift to a relational 
management style. Another observation was that when respondents were put under 
pressure by their counterparts, they shifted to the contractual management style. 
Additionally, contractual as the most preferred management style of the respondents.  
 
Therefore, the simulation games were divided into four categories: contractual-contractual, 
contractual-relational, relational-contractual, and relational-relational. Cross-analysis 
showed that if both asset owner and maintenance contractor adopted the relational 
management style, more issues were solved (100%), there were high trust levels, and the 
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respondents’ satisfaction was high. When asset owner and maintenance contractor both 
adopted the contractual management style, few issues were solved (16.7%), there were low 
trust levels, and the respondents’ satisfaction was low. The mixture of the management 
styles resulted in 25% of the issues being solved, while the respondents with the contractual 
management style had the greatest power and win the simulation game, regardless of their 
role as the asset owner or the maintenance contractor.  
 
Overall, the observations showed that respondents in the role of asset owner has more 
power than the respondents in the role as maintenance contractor. The same observations 
showed that all respondents contribute to maintain this situation. For instance, it is an 
unwritten rule that the maintenance contractor visits the asset owner and wait until the asset 
owner starts the conversation. The biggest chance to solve the issues was by adopting the 
relational management style. This matrix turned out to be a classic prisoner’s dilemma, where 
it is hard for both respondents to achieve personal trust, although this leads to the best result. 
 
The identified mechanism preferred management style contains the contractual and 
relational management style. The simulation games showed that the contractual perspective 
on trust is much broader than just the contract. Respondents looked at the system as a whole 
and it is better to speak about focussing on the system trust layer. The relational perspective 
can be replaced by focussing on the personal trust layer. The contractual-relational 
perspective matrix was adjusted, as shown in Figure 26, and renamed the system-personal 
trust matrix. 
 
It must be noted that the intention of respondents when filling in questionnaires to 
determine the level of trust on each sub factor might be different than their behaviour in the 
simulation games. Their behaviour was under influence of the actions of the other and by 
analysing the showed behaviour, respondents gets aware of their actions. Therefore, the 
system-personal trust matrix is a powerful tool in negotiations to be aware of one’s actions 
and those of the opponent’s in terms of trust layers. By knowing that the opponent will 
probably focus on the system trust layer and knowing that the way to solve issues successfully 
is to both focus on the personal trust layer, the negotiator can switch between the trust layers 
to guide the negotiations to the required solution. However, the system-personal trust matrix 
is not the aim of this research and requires further research on how the inter-organisational 
relationship gets influenced by different management styles to draw final conclusions. The 
matrix shows how practitioners’ behaviour shift from system to personal trust in the inter-
organisational relationship. With other words, how a person’s actions influence how trust is 
perceived and how the other person will react, which again influences how trust is perceived. 
 
The results of the simulation games from the rail professionals and the externals are 
compared to each other to identify differences. Both graphics showed the same trend, 
although the trust levels of the rail professionals were higher than the trust levels of the 
externals. The three mechanisms showed that the key trust factor characteristics had the 
highest level of trust. The lowest level of trust were on the key trust levels communication 
systems, affection, contract, goals, and power. The key trust factor power had the lowest 
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trust level in the third mechanism in the quadrants contractual-contractual, contractual-
relational, and relational-contractual.  
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Figure 26 | System-personal trust matrix 

 
The differences of the levels of trust can be explained by the differences of the target groups. 
The rail professionals tended to solve the issues together. They accepted a shared 
responsibility to keep the rail infrastructure free from disruptions. They also acknowledged 
that contracts have grey areas with different interpretations. In contrast, the externals gave 
all responsibility to the maintenance contractor. Their attitude was that the maintenance 
contractor signed the contract, so they have to solve it. The externals were less willing to 
listen to their counterparts. Their fixed attitude did not contribute to solving the issues.  
 
The target groups showed more or less the same results and the same trends. Therefore, the 
multi-layered framework of trust and distrust, including the finalised key trust factors, is 
validated and can be applied to other organisations in a regulated tender environment in 
monopsony-oligopoly markets. 
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6 Moving trust forward: Conclusions and recommendations 

 

6.1 Introduction 
The aim of this research was to identify key trust factors that influence the effect of the 
inter-organisational relationship in a regulated tender environment in monopsony-
oligopoly markets. The research question was: What key trust factors affect the inter-
organisational relationship in a regulated tender environment and monopsony-oligopoly 
markets? The research question was answered through three processes: a literature 
review, case study research, and simulation games. 
 
This chapter provide the conclusions of this research in Section 6.2. Section 6.3 evaluates the 
research process. The practical relevance is given in Section 6.4 and the contribution to 
science and recommendations for future research are given in Section 6.5. 
 

6.2 Multi-layered framework of trust and distrust  
Trust is considered the key to control the output of the inter-organisational relationship. To 
increase trust, key trust factors have to be identified. Therefore, a multi-layered framework 
of trust and distrust was developed. This framework shows that trust can exists on the system 
and personal layers.  
 
On the system layer, the trustor may experience trust due to legal systems, communication 
systems, other organisations, etc. On the personal layer, the trustor may experience trust 
due to people’s behaviour, characteristics, or how they cooperate. Each trust layer has 
multiple key trust factors and each key trust factor has multiple sub factors. The sub factors 
were used in the case study research and simulation games to determine the level of trust of 
each key trust factor, trust layer, and the general state of trust.  
 
First, the theoretical framework of trust and distrust was developed. The framework was 
used as the basis for the case study research involving eight Dutch cases and one Swiss case, 
where both sides of the inter-organisational relationship were involved. The Swiss case 
showed that the Dutch context can be applied in other countries as well. The case study 
research finalised the key trust factors and added new sub factors. The adjusted multi-
layered framework of trust and distrust was used as the framework for the simulation games. 
The aim of the simulation games was to validate the finalised key trust factors and to show 
that the framework can be used to optimise trust for other organisations in a regulated 
tender environment in monopsony-oligopoly markets.  
 
The multi-layered concept of trust and distrust (see Figure 27) describes whether the sub 
factors are trust creators, distrust creators, or ambiguous. Ambiguous sub factors can create 
trust or distrust. The trust levels of the sub factors were measured by questionnaires. 
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Figure 27 | Multi-layered framework of trust and distrust8 

 

                                                                 
8 The blue levels are showed as an example and are no actual results of this research 
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The average level of the sub factors in the key trust factor determine the trust level in that 
key trust level using the formula: the sum of the trust levels of each sub factor divided by the 
number of sub factors: 
 

Level of (dis)trust of the key trust 
factor = 

SUM (value sub factor) 

Number of sub factors 
 
The same formula can be used to calculate the level of trust per trust layer and the general 
state of trust level: 
 

Level of (dis)trust of the trust 
layer = 

SUM (value of the key trust factor) 

Number of factors 
 
 

Level of general state of 
trust = 

SUM (value of the trust layer) 

Number of trust layers 
 
The trust levels of the sub factors can be collected by questionnaires and the trust levels of 
the key trust factors, multi-layered trust, and general state of trust can then be calculated. A 
gap analysis of the levels of trust on each part of the multi-layered framework will show which 
part of the trusting inter-organisational relationship needs to be improved.  
 

6.3 Evaluation of the research process 
This section evaluates the research process. Subsection 6.3.1 evaluates the literature review, 
Subsection 6.3.2 evaluates the case study research, and Subsection 6.3.3 evaluates the 
simulation games. 
 

6.3.1 Literature review 
The literature review was performed in 2016. From explorative research prior to the 
literature review, key words were selected to find papers. The literature review was an 
iterative process due to new insights as a result of reading papers about the topic of trust. 
Therefore, a mixture of the snowball and the citation index methods were used. In hindsight, 
the selection process could have been more organised if more time had been taken to define 
the scope and the research context. Additionally, papers after 1016 were not included, with 
the exception of a few papers, because peer review from academic journals suggested to 
include the latest developments of the topic. One paper that contributed to this research was 
by Guo et al. (2017). The main result of the literature review was the multi-layered concept 
of trust and distrust. This framework brings new insights to the ongoing discussion in 
literature on trust and distrust. It shows trust and distrust can exist at the same time. 
Moreover, that the continua consist of key trust factors and their sub factors, rather than just 
trust and distrust. The multi-layered concept of trust and distrust also shows the trust and 
distrust creators. This might be useful for trust development studies. It is suggested to other 
scientists in the field of trust in inter-organisational relationships to use the multi-layered 
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concept of trust and distrust to discover more insights about this framework. However, 
further research is needed to gain empirical information about further development of this 
framework, for example for the use of this framework in other markets or to use this 
framework in the tender phase. The cognitive layer is then included in the framework. 
 
Another paper what might be useful, but was not in the scope of the literature review was 
the paper of Bachmann and Kroeger (2017), which discusses the triangle trust, power, and 
money in business relationships. This insight contributed to the mechanism limited funds. 
Another example is the paper of McEvily, Zaheer, and Fudge Kamal (2017), which discusses 
the degree of power imbalance in inter-organisational relationships. Their insight contributed 
the mechanism preferred management style. Also Bachmann, Gillespie, and Priem’s (2015) 
paper discusses six key mechanisms that restore trust in organisations while using the micro 
(personal) and macro (system) level: sense-making, relational, regulations and control, 
ethical culture, transparency, and transference. It suits to the multi-layered framework of 
trust and distrust 
 

6.3.2 Case study research 
The evaluation of the case study research includes several subjects: the case selection 
process, the interview protocol, and the fact that a conceptual model of the factors of trust 
was not created. 
 
The case selection was based of the three best performing and three worst performing cases. 
The asset owner had ranked the maintenance regions by performance. The ranking was 
based on a theoretical foundation without considering what was agreed regarding 
performance in the contracts. The theoretical foundation was based on the number of 
failures of an rail component in the rail infrastructure. The lower the number of failures, the 
better the performance. The key performance indicators in the contract did not match the 
theoretical foundation, but was based on the past number of failures. One rail maintenance 
contract could allow the rail maintenance contractor to have more failures than another 
contract. The lesson learned is that the theoretical foundation should be checked with the 
set performance indicators in the contract in the cases first, before adopting general ranking 
lists. 
 
The second subject of the case study research was the interview protocol. The interview 
protocol was developed based on the multi-layered framework of trust and distrust. The 
interview protocol was set up in Dutch, because the respondents were Dutch speaking. 
During the interviews, the interview protocol was discussed with the interviewees. 
Respondents asked questions about how to interpret key trust factors and their sub factors. 
Interpretations can be checked and corrected when questionnaires are filled out. Using both 
an interview and a questionnaire, the key trust factors and sub factors were explained the 
same way to all respondents to keep the meaning of the key trust factors and their sub factors 
the same. This is a positive lesson, which other researchers can benefit from. 
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The third subject is that a conceptual model of the factors of trust and distrust was not 
created. The case study results were expected to provide a conceptual model of factors of 
trust and distrust that show their connections to each other. However, all key trust factors 
and all sub factors of a given key trust factor are connected to each other. Therefore, it was 
decided to use the multi-layered framework of trust and distrust as it was, without showing 
connections. 
 

6.3.3 Simulation games 
Several reflections regarding the design of the simulation games, the learning of the 
respondents during the simulation games, the preferred management styles of the 
respondents, and the system-personal trust matrix. 
 
Much care was taken in developing the simulation games scenarios. Among others, a 
scenario’s purpose was to instruct the respondent. The first scenario in the second 
mechanism is the interference from asset owner’s management. The purpose of the scenario 
was that the maintenance contractor was sick of the continuous interference from the asset 
owner’s management. It was difficult to get the participants to take that attitude. Instead, 
the maintenance contractors showed their willingness to help, even if it cost them money. 
Other reflections about the design of the scenarios is that the rules of the game were kept as 
loose as possible. Respondent could use their creativity. However, the respondents did not 
show creativity or out-of-the box solutions in the simulation games. The lesson learned is that 
to ensure the respondent using the rules as wide as possible, it is recommended to make this 
explicit when giving instructions.  
 
The second reflection is that respondents learned during the simulations. The respondents 
took what they learned into the next simulation game. The disadvantage of this is that in 
theory, every simulation must start with the same conditions. However, the literature notes 
that this is practically impossible. To come as close as possible to ensure the same conditions 
in every new scenario, the respondents were divided into two groups and into several roles. 
The key players in the simulation game should be equally divided, so that they are not 
opponents all the time and get to know each other and use that to influence the simulation 
game. This was managed well. However, the third mechanism of the simulation games 
contains four scenarios that had the same hidden issue. The only difference was that 
respondents were told to use the contractual or the relational management style. They did 
not know that there was the  same hidden issue, but that the context was slightly different 
in each scenario. Some respondents did not read the scenario carefully or assumed that the 
scenario was the same as the previous scenario, even though the researchers kept on telling 
them that the information was different every time. The consequence is that these 
respondents were surprised when their counterpart were acting differently than they 
expected. So they had to improvise or read the information again. The lesson learned is that 
in future research, it is important to ensure that the respondents prepare properly.  
 
The third reflection is about these four scenarios in the third mechanism. Due to preferred 
management styles, respondents sometimes adopted a different management style during 
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the simulation game than was intended. To provide a regular basis for comparison, the 
simulation games were categorised into the four categories contractual-contractual, 
contractual-relational, relational-contractual, and relational-relational. Most respondents 
preferred to adopt the contractual management style. Therefore, only one simulation game 
was in the category relational-relational. Therefore, it is difficult to draw conclusions from 
that one simulation game. Although the conclusions were solid, more research is needed to 
justify the results on the category relational-relational. Future research should simulate this 
game many times and to observe how often both respondents use the relational 
management style.  
 
The fourth reflection is on the system-personal matrix (see Figure 28). This matrix shows that 
two contract managers in an inter-organisational relationship influence each other and that 
the focus might change from system trust to personal trust, and back to system trust again. 
This matrix was identified by accident, and was not part of the research question. This matrix 
should be researched further, so that it can be used as a tool to influence the inter-
organisational relationship. Further research may provide proof to justify the matrix and if 
needed, adjust the given conclusion in this research.  
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Figure 28 | System-personal trust matrix 

 
The system-personal trust matrix shows the management styles of the asset owner and 
maintenance contractor. If both the asset owner and the maintenance contractor focus on 
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the personal trust layer, the chance that issues are solved was high (100%). But the chance 
that the asset owner and maintenance contractor both focus on the personal trust layer is 
small. Most respondents in the simulation games focussed on the system trust layer. The 
focus on the system trust layer is considered safe for the respondents, as the respondents 
did not have to expose themselves, especially as some respondents took advantage of others’ 
vulnerability.  
 
Most respondents thought they could solve issues in the game by using power to control the 
other party. So, it became a game where respondents tried to beat each other using 
arguments and clauses in contracts. Since contracts is a key trust factor on the system trust 
layer, respondents experienced more power when focussing on the system trust layer. 
Besides that, the asset owners had more power because of their market position. If the asset 
owner focussed on the system trust layer and the maintenance contractor on the personal 
trust layer, the asset owner thought they won. In these simulation games, only 25% of the 
issues were solved. If the maintenance contractor focussed on the system trust layer and the 
asset owner on the personal trust layer, the maintenance contractor thought they won. Also 
in these simulation games, only 25% of the issues were solved. If the asset owner and 
maintenance contractor both focussed on the system trust layer, they competed for who had 
the most power and the best arguments to win the game. These simulation games showed 
only a 16.7% chance of solving the issues. The key was to convince the other party to be 
vulnerable and shift their focus on the personal trust layer.  
 
Trust is the key to being vulnerable, and trusting leads to both the asset owner and 
maintenance contractor being rewarded by solving issues and experiencing a higher trust 
level and higher satisfaction in the inter-organisational relationship. As mentioned before, 
this matrix is a classical prisoner´s dilemma, where it is hard for both respondents to achieve 
personal trust, although if they do, it leads to the best result. 
 

6.4 Practical relevance 
At presentations or seminars, practitioners were asked if they were trained in contract 
management. A limited number of hands go up. A second question follows the first one: ‘Did 
you learn to use trust in contract management?’ No one raises their hands. Apparently, 
practitioners were doing contract management without knowing how to deal with trust. At 
the end of the presentation, people were excited to get to know more about the multi-
layered framework of trust and distrust. They know trust was somehow involved. They even 
wanted to know how to deal with the system and personal trust layers, which may appear at 
the same time. Practitioners urgently wanted to know how trust works and how the trusting 
inter-organisational relationship can be influenced. 
 
The multi-layered framework of trust and distrust provides practitioners with a tool for 
building and repairing trust, which will influence the output of the inter-organisational 
relationships. The trust levels on each layer and key trust factors can be analysed. In a team 
building session, both practitioners in the inter-organisational relationship can discuss the 
results and may agree which low level trust factors they want to work on to improve the 
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inter-organisational relationship. The results of the simulation games are promising: 
practitioners create more joy in the inter-organisational relationships by optimising the 
trusting inter-organisational relationship. 
 

6.5 Contribution to science and future research 
The developed multi-layered framework of trust and distrust contributes to trust research. 
The framework unravels trust into key trust factors and sub factors. By doing questionnaires 
to the target group, the level of trust from each sub factor can be measured. From these 
measurements, the trust level of the key trust factors, trust layers, and the general state of 
trust can be calculated. Because each sub factor is measured, the levels of trust of the sub 
factors provide insight into which sub factors need to be developed. By being aware of these 
trust levels and by discussing these with the contract partner, issues on these levels can be 
solved that increases trust on these sub factors.  
 
This research is based on inter-organisational trust in regulated tender environment in 
monopsony-oligopoly markets. Future research should investigate whether this framework 
can also be applied in other markets, for example between two commercial enterprises. 
Another interesting option is to apply the multi-layered framework of trust and distrust to 
two asset owners who try to cooperate, for example the Dutch rail infrastructure manager 
and the province of North-Holland. The framework can also be used in tender phases, 
however the cognition level have to be included in the framework. 
 
In the last few years, more research has been performed to understand the role of distrust 
than the past. In the past, trust research saw distrust as negative. The message of the papers 
by then was to focus on trust, as the positive influencer in inter-organisational relationships. 
But distrust can also be positive; for example, it could help someone be aware of 
opportunistic behaviour of the contract partner or to be suspicious if something does not 
seem right. The latter connects to the basic idea of Stevens et al. (2015) that ‘a stable state 
of trust is not possible, but to keep trust near its optimum leads to high performance’. 
However, this research did not focus much on the distrust factors. Future research is needed 
to understand the effect of the distrust factors in relation to the trust factors 
 
Furthermore, the sub factors related to the key trust factor ‘no fear’ were difficult to 
measure. Respondents naturally try to be successful. Even if they felt fear, they would not 
say that fear plays a role in the inter-organisational relationship. Future research should 
create a tool to measure fear.  
 
Scientists are increasingly aware that trust can exist on multiple levels. However, little 
research has been performed on multi-levels trust. The multi-layered framework of trust and 
distrust contributes to multi-level trust. However, the term ‘multi-level trust’ is confusing, as 
the term ‘level of trust’ is normally used to discuss how much trust is available. Therefore, 
this research used the term ‘multi-layered trust’. This research showed that there are three 
possible trust layers for the selection of a maintenance contractor, but once a contract was 
signed, only two trust layers are important in the inter-organisational relationship. The 
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simulation games showed little difference of the trust levels on the system and personal layer 
and that they are inter-connected. Future research should investigate how the trust layers 
are inter-connected and how one layer can influence the other. 
 
The last contribution to science is to the debate over whether trust and distrust are the 
opposites on a continuum or separate continua. The multi-layered framework of trust 
proposes that trust is built from many continua on different layers, key trust factors and sub 
factors. The extremes of the continua can be trust/distrust, trust/neutral, and 
distrust/neutral. The trust level of each continuum in the multi-layered framework of trust 
and distrust can result in trust, distrust, or neutral, which can exist at the same time. It is 
suggested to scientists in the area of trust research to adopt this insight of the concepts of 
trust and distrust for future research.  
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Epilogue 

The research involved a lot of confusion on the research process and the interpretation of 
the results. Sometimes my head was one big bowl of confetti. Presentations of the research, 
the research process, and the gained results helped me organise my thoughts, as did 
feedback from scientists, practitioners, and managers. I heard someone say once that science 
cannot be done alone. It is the interaction with other people that creates value in the 
research. And it did!  
 
Until the last moment of the research, not all pieces of the puzzle were in place yet. I was 
writing the first draft of the conclusion chapter when I discovered a new insight of how the 
performance of the inter-organisational relationship can be solved. The contractual and the 
relational perspectives of management style seemed the key to success. I remembered a 
story one of my professors told in class. It was about the two faces of a wolf. A wolf has its 
kind and friendly side, which is good for other wolves. The other is the unreliable side. You 
do not know which side of the face to expect. The moral of the story is that everybody has 
two faces. If you feed only the good side of the wolf, the bad side of the wolf will not be there. 
This is a nice story to keep us on the right track.  
 
However, in real life, we need to be aware of the bad side of the wolf. The simulation games 
showed that contract partners on the other side of the contract could easily take advantage 
of the vulnerability of their contract partner. In fact, almost every respondent did that. To 
prevent the abuse of one’s vulnerability, a combination of the contractual and relational 
management style is needed to influence the output of the inter-organisational relationship. 
Relational versus contractual management styles is the dualism in contract management. 
 
Realizing that two extremes are present at the same time is where I became aware of how 
dualism is needed to increase value in life. Dualism is commonly known to balance between 
the two extremes. A well-known example is Yin and Yang. Yin and Yang show that seemingly 
opposite forces may be complementary. The respondents in this research forgot about Yin 
and Yang. I discovered in this research that respondents get confused if they experience trust 
or distrust at the same time. It may feel as though both concepts are present. That could be 
because there is trust on the personal layer and distrust on the system layer, or trust on some 
key trust factors or sub factors and distrust on others. I think it is human to want to solve the 
confusion and to decide to trust the other or not. I think it is human too that we have to 
choose when choices come up. So was my confusion in this research regarding which results 
were good or bad. I discovered that confusion was present as long as I did not accept that 
two different perspectives of reality can be present at the same time. It is like the split-brain 
theory of the Nobel prize winners Sperry, Hubel, and Wiesel (1980). They discovered that 
using both sides of the brains leads to more value to solve issues than each side of the brain 
alone. Applying this example on the research: A contract manager can use both the 
contractual and the relational management style to get more value out of the inter-
organisational relationship. Trust and distrust are both needed to increase the trusted inter-
organisational relationship and trust on the system layer and the personal layer are both 
needed to evaluate trust in the whole situation one sits in.  
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Since this discovery, I thought about the personal choices I made in life. I bought a four-
wheel-drive car because I like driving outdoor and I need enough seats for my family. Later I 
bought a sports car, because I like to drive fast every now and then. My awareness that I do 
not have to choose is the dualism which needs to feed to experience the whole situation fully. 
As another example, me and my family live in a farmhouse that we are renovating. The farm 
is in a nice and quiet area on the countryside. But I work in the centre of Utrecht and 
Amsterdam. I love to be at the centre of those cities and to feel the rush of the crowd. At the 
end of the day, when I drive through the countryside, I also love the peace and silence of this 
place.  
 
My father died in 1998 at an early age of 45. When I was little, my father would say that 
everything is possible as long as you truly believe in it. At that time, it sounds like that he was 
convincing himself to make his dreams come true. I slowly started to believe in the dreams I 
have. One of my dreams was to write a doctoral thesis. When writing this epilogue, I have 
almost finished my doctoral thesis. It is August 2018. I remember when I had the idea to write 
a doctoral thesis for the first time. I had just received my master’s degree. I wanted to 
perform more research to understand how inter-organisational relationships work and how 
the output can be improved by managing these relations properly. In 2012, my promotor, 
Sicco Santema, asked to write a doctoral thesis about this topic. I had to take care of my own 
sponsoring. At first, I had to think it over. As mentioned earlier, we had just bought an old 
farmhouse, which needed to be renovated, my third daughter was not born yet, and my wife 
Miranda wanted me to spend more time with my kids. I really wanted to start the doctoral 
thesis, but the time was not right. It did not keeping me away of following my dreams. 
 
In 2013, my employer, ProRail, agreed to sponsor the thesis one day per week. But they 
wanted to receive a proposal first. This seemed like an easy way to make up my mind about 
what my goal for research really was. The proposal was accepted in August 2014. Now there 
was no turning back. So I started my doctoral thesis in September 2014. My promise to 
Miranda was to finish the doctoral thesis in four years. Four years later, in August 2018, I have 
almost finished my doctoral thesis. It was crazy at times. I worked intensely in the summer of 
2018 to finish the thesis.  
 
A normal person makes choices about which goal comes first, such as a career or writing a 
doctoral thesis. I am not and have never been normal. When I started my PhD, I had two jobs 
and was a member of several committees. I was renovating the farm house and my children 
were 2 to 4 years old. Along the way I had to make choices. I was on the edge of a burnout. 
So I took coaching from Annemieke. Besides that, I stopped doing the committees, 
presentations, and extracurricular activities. Also, my activities at the Amsterdam University 
of Applied Sciences were put on a lower level. I still taught my classes, but worked less as a 
thesis consultant for students.  
 
Moreover, I switched jobs from a plan development manager to a more demanding job as 
project manager. My work as a project manager demanded more energy, but was more 
satisfying. Together with my team, we managed to complete 30 to 40 projects in the rail 
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infrastructure and develop the organisation at the same time. This work energised me, but 
at the same time it meant my head was not clear when I was planning to write the doctoral 
thesis. Somehow I remembered the statement of my father that everything is possible, which 
made me determined to make my dreams come true. I want to prove to the world that 
everything is possible. But you have to believe in it, you have to work hard to achieve it, and 
you have to get other people to support you. These elements gave me strength to dare to 
follow my dreams and believe that I would fulfil them. 
 
For the first time in my life, just before my 40th birthday, it feels like my ambition on 
educational growth stops here. I completed my bachelor, master and doctoral thesis part-
time. This gives me peace. I can allow myself to take a break for a moment to catch my breath. 
Now that I hear the silence, I realise how loud the sounds were in my head. I always was 
making plans, thinking about how to keep Miranda and my kids happy, and feeling I was torn 
between ambition and family (another dualism). While I am sitting here and trying to connect 
to the silence, I feel the resistance in my body. As my body is addicted to the adrenaline I felt 
these last years, my brain is telling me that I have nothing to do and that I feel bad about it. I 
know this is the addiction. I know I have to give in to read the doctoral thesis again for fine-
tuning. I know I have to read 800 e-mails for my work as project manager, because I have not 
worked for the last seven weeks. So I give in. 
 
People in my environment ask what comes next. Which dream am I going to follow this time? 
The truth is that I do not know. I always wanted a career as a CEO, so, that will be my next 
target. At the same time, I always wanted to be play the drums. So why not start with that? 
We are also still renovating the farmhouse and want to travel more now that our kids are a 
bit older. Obviously, I want to spend more time with my friends.  
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Glossary 

Asset owner The rail infrastructure manager. 
Buying monopoly Only one buyer in the market. 
Concepts of trust and 
distrust 

Conceptualisation of the relation between trust and distrust. 

Contract manager The person who manages the contract. 
Contract partner The partner of the organisation on the other side of the contract. 
Contractual 
management style 

A contract manager who focusses on the contract, with no or 
limited focus on the relationship. 

Counterpart The contract partner of the other side of the contract. 
European Directives European countries who are part of the European Union have to 

use European Directives for tendering public goods, services, and 
works. European countries are free to translate these directives 
from Europe to domestic law. If not, European Directives apply.  

General state of trust The average of all layers of trust. 
Inter-organisational 
relationship 

A relationship between two separate organisations. 

Key trust factor The factors of trust. 
Layer of trust A layer of the multi-layer trust framework. 
Level of trust The amount of trust. 
Maintenance 
contractor 

The supplier of maintenance for the rail infrastructure. 

Maintenance region The region of maintenance for the rail infrastructure. 
Monopsony Buying monopoly. 
Multi-layered trust Trust can exist on multiple layers, such as system, cognition, and 

personal. 
Multi-layered 
concept of trust and 
distrust 

The concept of the working of trust and distrust on multiple 
layers. 

Oligopoly Limited suppliers in a market, for example, only four suppliers. 
OPC Output process contracts, the traditional maintenance contracts. 
Performance-based 
maintenance 
contract 

Contracts where the performance is the central theme of the 
contract. 

PGO Performance-based maintenance contract (PGO stands for 
‘PrestatieGericht Onderhoud’). 

Rail infrastructure 
manager 

The manager of the rail infrastructure on behalf of their 
government. 

Relational 
management style 

A contract manager who focusses on the relationship, with no or 
limited focus on the contract. 

Respondent The person who was interviewed for the case study research or 
played a role in the simulation games. 

Sub factor A factor which is part of a key trust factor. 
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TAO Train service influencing irregularities (translated from 
‘Treindienst Aantastende Onregelmatigheden’). The causer of 
disruptions will pay the costs or financial sanctions of the period 
that train services are not available or delays of train services due 
to these disruptions. 

Traditional rail 
maintenance 
contract 

Output process contract (OPC). 

Trust Trust as the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions 
of another party based on positive expectations regarding 
another’s conduct and distrust in terms of confident negative 
expectations regarding another’s conduct. 

Trustee The one who is trusted. 
Trustor The one who trusts (or does not trust). 
Types of trust Different forms and expressions of trust. 
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Appendices 

The appendices can be downloaded from https://bit.ly/2Ucw9Fk   
 
Appendix A ProRail 

Strategic goals of ProRail 
Development of the Dutch rail maintenance contracts 
Effects of traditional tender process of the Dutch government 
Tender processes of ProRail 

 
Appendix B Interview protocol 
 
Appendix C Case descriptions 

Rail maintenance region 1 
Rail maintenance region 2 
Rail maintenance region 3 
Rail maintenance region 4 
Rail maintenance region 5 
Rail maintenance region 6 
Rail maintenance region 7 
Rail maintenance region 8 
Rail maintenance Switzerland – Zürich region 

 
Appendix D Interview protocol results 
 
Appendix E Scenarios for the simulation games 

Scenario 1.1 
Scenario 1.2 
Scenario 2.1 
Scenario 2.2 
Scenario 3.1 
Scenario 3.2 
Scenario 3.3 
Scenario 3.4 

 
Appendix F Evaluation form of the simulation games 
 
Appendix G Results of the simulation games 

Scenario 1.1 
Scenario 1.2 
Scenario 2.1 
Scenario 2.2 
Scenario 3.1 
Scenario 3.2 
Scenario 3.3 

https://bit.ly/2Ucw9Fk
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Scenario 3.4 
 
Appendix H Analysis of the simulation games 

Limited funds 
Scenario 1.1 Limited funds 
Scenario 1.2 Sufficient funds 

Interference from management 
Scenario 2.1 Disruptions from the asset owner’s management 
Scenario 2.2 Disruptions from the maintenance contractor’s management 

The effect of personal management style 
Scenario 3.1 Asset owner uses the contract management style; maintenance 

contractor uses the relational management style 
Scenario 3.2 Asset owner and maintenance contractor use the relational 

management style 
Scenario 3.3 Asset owner uses the relational management style; maintenance 

contractor uses the contractual management style 
Scenario 3.4 Asset owner and maintenance contractor use the contractual 

management style 
 
 


