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Abstract

Previous researches in partnering have highlighted the importance of developing trust among construction partners to facilitate

project success. This paper seeks to investigate the relative importance of the trust factors contributing to partnering success in Hong

Kong. To compare the views from parties of a partnering dance, data was collected from two groups of respondents: Clients and

Consultants and Contractors. From the results of the Clients and Consultants group, �System-based trust� is ranked as the most

important trust factor among others. This indicates that they rely strongly on satisfactory contract terms to enhance trust. Despite

�System-based trust� is also ranked first in the Contractors group of results, its factor score is found to be very close to its second

important trust factor namely �Partners� Performance and Permeability�. This suggests that the contractors� trust level is more

sensitive towards a wider range of action/behaviour of their counter part than vice versa. The reliability of the findings was aug-

mented by a confirmatory study with interviews with industry experts in Hong Kong.

� 2004 Elsevier Ltd and IPMA. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

Previous studies on partnering suggests that such an

approach will drive project success more readily than

other traditional management approaches [1–4]. In

Hong Kong, a road map of using partnering in con-

struction has been drawn from the report entitled

‘‘Construct for Excellence’’ published by the Construc-
tion Industry Review Committee (CIRC) in January

2001. The report was a result of a first-ever construction

industry review and highly recommends that the ‘‘public

sector clients and progressive clients in private sector,

together with their project teams, should help to foster a

new culture in construction industry through more ex-

tensive adoption of partnering approach implementing

in their construction projects [5].’’ Nowadays, many
projects from the public sectors in Hong Kong like

Housing Authority (HA), Mass Transit Railways
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Corporation (MTRC) and Kowloon-Canton Railway

Corporation (KCRC) are adopting partnering approach

in the delivery of their projects. As the numbers of suc-

cessful case begin to mount [6], partnering has received

high regard by the Hong Kong construction industry.

Despite partnering has gained great momentum in the

Hong Kong�s construction industry nowadays, their

success are not guaranteed [7]. A successful partnering
project should be supported by many factors. These

include developing trust relations, equity of benefits

sharing, effective communication and a competent

management team [8–11]. Among these factors, it has

been advocated that developing trust is the most critical

one [12,13]. As such, this paper seeks to examine the

means to develop trust between construction partners in

Hong Kong.
2. Definitions of construction partnering

Partnering is a complex subject that is difficult to pin

down and define [10,14]. Generally, it is interpreted as a
served.
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generic management term to align project goals like

improving relationships among contracting parties and

enhancing long-term alliances [14]. It has to deal with

humans� interactions and their balance of interests and

powers [10].
There were different partnering definitions specifically

tailored to different disciplines. In construction, the

Associated General Contractors of America [15] defined

partnering as a way to achieve an optimum relationship

between a client and a contractor. Thus, a quality

product would then be done right the first time, on

schedule and within budget [16]. In addition, partnering

in construction can also be treated as a moral agreement
that facilitate effective resolution of problems and con-

flicts without destroying the harmony between the cli-

ents and the contractors [10]. In other words, partnering

helps to achieve mutual benefits among the contracting

parties [17].
3. Benefits of construction partnering

It has been suggested that construction partnering

can offer contracting parties benefits that could not be

easily obtained by adopting other traditional manage-

ment approaches [5,10,18–20]. To prevent unfair risk

and benefits allocation, partnering seeks to derive win–

win solutions among the contracting parties, with value

being placed on the long-term relationships, trust and
openness [17]. Partners are encouraged to openly ad-

dress any problem, all understand that ‘‘neither side

benefits from exploitation of the other, innovation is

also encouraged and each partner is aware of the others�
needs, concerns, and objectives and is interested in

helping their partner achieve such [17].’’ Through the

agreement of the partnering charter, different types of

workshops and the partnering review meetings, con-
tracting parties could gain better mutual understanding

on the needs of each other. Therefore, the working

process becomes more efficient, redundant work and

wastage will also be reduced [5,10]. In addition, part-

nering improves both the site management and project

coordination due to the commitment of all parties in-

cluding the contractors and sub-contractors. Thus, risks

for project delay, over-budget and poor quality and
safety management can also be reduced [18]. Further-

more, partnering emphasizes on effective dispute reso-

lution so as to avoid developing a confrontational

atmosphere that has demonstrated to have negative

impact on project performance [5,20].
4. Why do partners trust?

The construction industry has placed strong faith in

partnering to achieve cost effectiveness, work efficiency,
opportunities for innovations, equitable risk allocation

and less confrontation [5,13,19,20]. For partnering to

succeed, Black et al. [13] pinpointed that developing trust

among partners is the most important factor. However,

they also indicated that ‘‘few industries suffer more from
conflict than construction.’’ As such, Hawke [21] argued

that building mutual trust in construction is a mythol-

ogy. She opined that ‘‘trust within the building industry

has not deteriorated nor diminished. However, mistrust

has been overwhelmingly deep-seated and long-standing,

and seems to have become the acceptable yardstick upon

which to base transactions. The mythology is that the

building industry has always been fragmented and con-
tentious, and therefore, it always will be.’’

It shows that successful partnering is to be built on

trust, an element that is difficult to be established in

construction [21]. Hence, it is essential to understand the

factor to build trust in construction partnering. By re-

alizing the critical factors, management is in a better

position to align organizational efforts to build trust.
5. Trust attributes in construction partnering

Trust is a complex construct with multiple bases,

levels and determinants [22]. It is dynamic and either

growing or diminishing [21]. It is often associated with

situations involving personal conflict, outcome uncer-

tainty and problem solving. It is a prediction and ex-
pectation of future events. Varying in intensity, this is

the confidence in and reliance upon the prediction [23].

In fact, trust has been expanded to a variety of the-

ories and concepts applied in different fields according to

their natures and characteristics [24–27]. Nevertheless,

considering the period of collaboration, the project

complexity, and the changing project conditions, the

theories and concepts of trust in construction partnering
are different from the other settings [28,29].

Hartman [30,31] identified three bases of trust that

explain why people place their trust on another party in

construction projects. They are competence trust, in-

tegrity trust and intuitive trust.

Competence trust is based on the perception of others�
ability to perform the required work. Partners� compe-

tence trust can be gained by observable proofs like track
record, experience or connections with professional bo-

dies [30,32]. Integrity trust (or ethical trust) is based on

the perception of others� willingness to protect the in-

terest of their counter parts over the construction pro-

ject. The level of integrity trust is highly affected by the

values, morals, ethics and cultural backgrounds of the

parties. Generally, establishing open communication is

critical to enhance or gain partners� Integrity trust.
Intuitive trust (or emotional trust) is founded upon

the party�s prejudice, biases or other personal feelings

towards the counter parts. The Intuitive trust is the
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perception which is hardly affected by the instant per-

formance of the parties but the long-term relationships

among them.

The conceptualization of trust by Hartman [30,31]

has put trust in construction in perspective. Nonetheless,
Hartman [30,31] also reminds the need to watch out for

cultural and geographical differences as suggested by

Koehn [32]. For example, most of the research in trust is

done in North America. Hence, attributes of trustwor-

thiness are inevitably defined and measured based on

North American values, ethics and morals [32]. The

present study was conducted in Hong Kong and may

bring out the cultural dimension when compared with
Hartman�s [30,31] conceptualization.

In addition, partners in a construction project may

rely on different types of trust to enhance their trust

levels. In view of the cyclical and dynamic nature of

trust, it is crucial to study which type of trust is most

effective in respect to the parties of the partnering dance.

In this study, the situations/circumstances where trust

can be developed are described as trust attributes. The
related work of the Centre for Construction Innovation

in UK provides a good list of 12 trust variables obtained

from literatures and interviews with industry practitio-

ners. In addition, Fukuyama [33] and Kadefors [1]

suggested that the use of alternative dispute resolution

and satisfaction on the contract terms are also trust

attributes in construction partnering. As a result, 14

trust attributes were used in this study. Their descrip-
tions and references were presented in Table 1.
6. The study

The enlisting of the 14 trust attributes helps to put the

study on trust in partnering in perspective. However, to

assist management to direct their effort to foster part-
nering success, it is essential to identify first those trust

attributes that are most effective in building trust. In this

connection, Gill and Butler [39] argued that relying on

contract terms is a feature hampering partners� trust.
Morgan and Hunt [40] emphasized that fostering long-

term cooperation would enhance partners� trust. These
studies were mainly anecdotal and a more systematic

treatment would be invaluable. Hence, the first objective
of this study is to identify the relative importance of the

trust attributes in affecting the partners� trust level.

Contracting involves principally two groups of partici-

pants: (a) clients and consultants and (b) contracting

organizations. Although in partnering both groups

should strive for common goals, however, with different

backgrounds and business objectives, the study results

are arranged in two groups for comparison purposes.
Furthermore, the 14 trust attributes as identified in

Table 1 are often discussed in different contexts. In an

attempt to make the notion of trust in construction
partnering more precise and amenable for analytical

grip, the second objectives of this study is to group and

interpret these 14 attributes by a smaller numbers of

factors. The statistical technique of Principal Compo-

nent Factor Analysis (PCFA) was applied to organize
the 14 trust attributes down to a smaller and more

manageable number of factors [44]. The factors identi-

fied generally could better represent the underlying

construct in a concise and interpretable form [45].
7. Data collection

To accomplish the research objectives, a postal ques-

tionnaire survey was performed for data collection. The

questionnaire was designed to solicit the respondents�
assessment on the degree of importance of the 14 trust

attributes in affecting partners� trust level by a seven-

point Likert scale (1: not important, 7: very important).

To ensure the relevance of the responses, question-

naires were sent to practitioners having experiences with
partnering projects. The names and the postal addresses

of the respondents are obtained from the web pages of

the local professional institutes as well as the Hong

Kong Builder Directory. In order to safeguard the reli-

ability of the received responses, respondents were asked

to provide information on their experiences in partner-

ing projects. If the respondents replied that they had not

taken part in any partnering projects, their returned
questionnaires were discarded. Therefore, the reliability

of the survey results is assured.
8. The response rate

A total of 120 questionnaires were sent to private and

public sector developers, consultant firms and contrac-
tor firms. The response rate of all three groups are

higher than 30% and numbers of valid responses were

considered reasonably good compared with the similar

studies conducted in USA [36] and Hong Kong [46]. The

details of the above are summarized in Table 2.

As for the experience of the respondents, as shown in

Fig. 1, 62% of them have over 10 years of working ex-

perience. With this, it is considered that the data set
should form a good base for the proposed analysis and

the result thereof is reflective of the prevailing industry�s
opinion in Hong Kong.
9. Discussion

9.1. Relative importance ranking of the 14 trust attributes

The importance of the 14 trust attributes were ranked

by their mean scores derived from all valid responses. If



Table 1

Fourteen trust attributes for construction partnering

Trust attribute Descriptions Justification

Competence of work (competent) Project team members will trust each other if

both of their ‘‘behaviors’’ and ‘‘outcomes’’ are

competent [34]

Undertaking interviews with the industry

experts from different disciplines and levels in

construction industry Centre for Construction

Innovation and the Salford Centre for

Research and Innovation in UK

Problem solving (problem solving) Construction personnel saw problem solving

as an important element in building trust,

especially if it is solved at the early stage [35]

Frequency and effectiveness of communication

(communication)

Open and frequent communication and

maintaining open-door policies to each other

results from a willingness of the partners to

create transparency in the relationship [36,37]

Openness and integrity of communication

(openness)

Failure of integrity involves lying; cheating or

hiding facts happened in the project team will

tarnish trust [29,37]

Alignment of effort and rewards (alignment) Benefits received should be fair and match with

the input efforts or mistrust will result [38]

Effective and sufficient information flow

(information flow)

Effective and sufficient information flow would

reduce risk and uncertainty of the work [35]

The sense of unity (unity) Trust can be built by understanding and

appreciating partner�s requirements and

difficulties and looking to meet partner�s
expectation [35]’’

Respect and appreciation of the system

(respect)

A respect on the mutual dependence project

management system is a source of trust [37,39]

Compatibility (compatibility) Project team members will trust each other

when they share similar cultures and values

[36,37]

Long-term relationships (long-term relations) Long-term relationships among partners will

lead to trust [35,40]

Financial stability (financial) The financial status of the company affects the

decision to trust Contractors who have a

healthy financial status are trustworthy in

views of the clients as their risks to make

profits by finding loopholes in contract or

applying unreasonable claims are lowered

down [35]

Reputation (reputation) Companies with higher reputation are more

trustworthy as they do not want to lose their

valuable asset [37,41]

Adoption of ADR techniques (adopt ADR) The implementation of ADR techniques

before litigation as stated in the contract would

also gain trust from other parties. These

contracting parties will feel that their partners

are willing to seek for win/win resolution

sincerely without destroying the cooperation

harmony [42]

[33] and [1] further supports them as a source

of institutional-based trust in construction

Contracts and agreements (satisfactory terms) Equitable agreements or contracts terms can

help the contracting parties to establish trust

and sustain cooperation since their perceived

benefits are secured [43]

Table 2

Questionnaire sent, received and valid responses

Questionnaires sent (No.) Questionnaires received (No./%) Valid response (No./%)

Developers (public and private) 43 15 (34.9) 13 (30.2)

Consultants 33 17 (51.5) 14 (42.4)

Contractors 44 33 (75.0) 24 (54.5)

Total 120 65 (54.2) 51 (42.5)
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<5 Years, 7,
14%

5-10 Years, 12,
24%

11-15 Years, 6,
12%

16-20 Years, 8,
16%

>20 Years, 18,
34%

Fig. 1. Respondents� working experience.
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two or more trust attributes happened to have the same

score, the one with the lower standard deviation will be

assigned the higher ranking. In this research, the im-

portance ranking results were separated into two

groups; Clients and Consultants and Contractors as

shown in Table 3.

Referring to Table 3, the particularly low mean scores

are observed from the trust attributes ‘‘Long Term Re-
lations’’ (ranked 13th) and ‘‘Compatibility’’ (ranked

14th). The results indicate that these two attributes are

relatively less important on affecting partner�s trust level
in view of both Contractors Groups� and the Clients and

Consultants Groups� respondents.
For the rest of the attributes, their mean scores lie in a

very close range from 4.3 to 5.3. This indicates that the

levels of importance of these attributes perceived by
both groups of respondents are very close. This result

pattern provides little information for management ac-

tion and a small difference of their mean scores would

cause a noticeable variation of the rankings. This ex-

plains why the ranking positions of these trust attributes

from the two groups are quite different. In this respect,

grouping of trust attributes into a smaller number of

factors may prove useful. This is because the factors
identified could better represent the underlying con-

struct of the similar type of attributes in a more concise
Table 3

Relative importance ranking of the 14 trust attributes

Trust attributes Clients and consultants

Mean score SD Ra

Reputation 5.2174 1.2044 1

Satisfactory terms 5.0435 1.1069 2

Openness 4.8261 1.2304 3

Information flow 4.7391 1.1369 4

Alignment 4.6957 1.1455 5

Adopt ADR 4.6364 1.4325 6

Financial 4.6087 1.6717 7

Communication 4.5652 1.3425 8

Competent 4.4348 1.1995 9

Unity 4.3913 1.4691 10

Problem solving 4.3913 1.2336 11

Respect 4.3043 1.1455 12

Long-term relations 3.5652 1.5023 13

Compatibility 2.0476 1.5645 14
and interpretable form [45]. In addition, the findings

could also be critically compared with the Hartman�s�
Trust Model in order to discover any trust behavioral

difference between construction partners in Hong Kong

than in the North America.

9.2. Grouping trust attributes into smaller numbers of

factors by PCFA

Principal component factor analysis (PCFA) is an

effective tool to factorize a large number of attributes

into a smaller numbers of factor to enhance a more

systematic and effective data interpretation [42,44]. As
such, in an attempt to investigate the underlying

construct of the 14 trust attributes; PCFA was per-

formed by the use of the statistical package of social

science (SPSS). To achieve a simpler and pragmatically

more meaningful factor solution, VARIMAX rota-

tions were performed to enhance factor interpretations

[44,47]. The results of the factor analyses for the Cli-

ents and Consultants Group and the Contractors
Group after VARIMAX rotation are presented in

Tables 4 and 5.

9.2.1. Clients and consultants group

For Clients and Consultants Group (Table 5 refers),

both results from the Bartlett Test of Spericity and the

KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy (which is higher

than the threshold of 0.500) indicated that the sample
data from the Clients and Consultants Group is ade-

quate for factor analysis [42,44,47].

According to the eigenvalue greater than 1 rule [47],

four trust factors are identified in the Clients and Con-

sultants Group after the VARIMAX rotation. The ex-

tracted factors explained 82.00% of the total variance,

which is considered sufficient to explain trust using the

extracted attributes.
Contractors

nking Mean score SD Ranking

5.3214 0.8630 1

4.3929 1.2864 12

4.8929 1.0660 7

4.9286 1.0862 6

5.1429 0.8483 2

5.1071 1.0306 4

4.6071 1.1001 11

5.1429 1.2683 3

5.0357 0.7926 5

4.8214 1.1239 9

4.8571 1.1127 7

4.7143 0.8967 10

4.2143 1.7503 13

3.2143 1.7292 14



Table 5

Factor analysis and total variance explained – trust (contractors)

Trust attributes Factor

1 2 3 4

Unity 0.895 9.513E)02 0.129 1.416E)03
Problem solving 0.876 )0.125 5.344E)02 )0.133
Competent 0.802 2.850E)02 )0.126 0.276

Openness 0.726 0.404 0.194 0.118

Alignment 0.721 0.306 )0.195 0.423

Information flow 0.674 0.511 )3.574E)02 )0.174
Respect 0.454 0.348 )0.428 0.377

Satisfactory terms 5.406E)02 0.784 0.296 0.330

Reputation 1.684E)02 0.704 )7.678E)03 )3.040E)02
Adopt ADR 0.557 0.698 )0.111 9.620E)02
Compatibility 0.206 )4.014E)02 0.849 )0.121
Long-term relations 0.111 8.249E)02 0.780 0.372

Communication 0.251 )0.132 )0.682 0.209

Financial stability 2.830E)02 7.660E)02 )3.433E)02 0.932

% Variance 31.076 16.379 15.652 11.744

Eigenvalue 4.351 2.293 2.191 1.644

Internal consistency reliability (Cronbach alpha) 0.893 0.694 0.748 –

Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy 0.677

Bartlett Test of Spericity

Approximate Chi Square 225.847

Df 91

Significance 0.000

Table 4

Factor analysis and total variance explained – trust (clients and consultants)

Trust attributes Factor

1 2 3 4

Problem solving 0.910 0.235 3.328E)02 )9.564E)02
Competent 0.861 1.552E)03 0.359 0.145

Unity 0.845 0.399 0.235 )1.971E)02
Communication 0.697 0.462 )9.766E)02 0.173

Respect 0.662 0.556 )0.200 )3.597E)02
Openness 0.153 0.922 0.183 )0.141
Alignment 0.305 0.722 0.326 )0.230
Financial stability 0.629 0.694 )1.405E)04 4.099E)02
Adopt ADR 0.339 0.687 7.567E)02 0.263

Information flow 0.243 0.670 0.194 0.397

Satisfactory terms 8.409E)03 7.385E)02 0.898 )0.177
Reputation 0.398 0.447 0.639 3.275E)02
Long-term relations 8.359E)03 0.195 )2.262E)02 0.902

Compatibility 2.346E)02 )0.324 )0.447 0.723

% Variance 28.963 27.569 13.083 12.397

Eigenvalue 4.055 3.860 1.832 1.733

Internal consistency reliability (Cronbach alpha) 0.926 0.887 0.669 0.657

Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy 0.700

Bartlett Test of Spericity

Approximate Chi Square 224.985

Df 91

Significance 0.000
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Five attributes are extracted as significant in factor 1.

They are problem solving, competent, unity, communi-

cation and respect. Referring to the nature of these at-
tributes in Table 1, this factor is describing the working

performance of partners. Therefore, factor 1 is inter-

preted as partners� performance.
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Openness, alignment, financial stability, adopt

ADR and information flow loaded highly in factor 2.

Collectively, factor 2 can be interpreted as partner�s
permeability.

Factor 3 consists of the attributes; satisfactory terms
and reputation. The attributes aligned in this factor are

based upon the perceived reliability of the formalized

systems rather than inter-organization trust. Thus, fac-

tor 3 is interpreted as system-based trust.

Long-term relations and compatibility are the attri-

butes extracted for factor 4. Both attributes concern the

humans� emotional connections with long-term cooper-

ation [48]. Thus, factor 4 is interpreted as the relational
bonding between partners.

In sum, the four factors extracted from the Clients

and Consultants group can be described as follows:

Factor 1: Partners� performance

Factor 2: Partners� permeability

Factor 3: System-based trust

Factor 4: Relational bonding between partners

9.2.2. Contractors group

For the Contractors Group (Table 6 refers), both

KMO measure of sampling adequacy and the Bartlett

test of spericity indicated that the sample data from the

Contractors Group is adequate for factor analysis

[42,44,47].

According to the eigenvalue greater than 1 rule [47],

four trust factors are identified in the Contractors
Group after the VARIMAX rotation. The extracted

factors account for 74.85% of the total variance, which

is considered sufficient to explain trust using the ex-

tracted attributes also.

Seven trust attributes including unity, problem solv-

ing, competent, openness, alignment, information flow

and respect are extracted for factor 1. According to the

attribute descriptions in Table 1, unity, problem solving,
competent and alignment are reflecting the working
Table 6

Factor score ratings for clients and consultants group and contractors

group

Factor Description Factor score Ranking

Clients and Consultants group

1 Performance of partners 4.4173 3

2 Permeability of partners 4.7012 2

3 System-based trust 5.1305 1

4 Relational bonding between

partners

2.8064 4

Contractors group

1 Performance and permeability

of partners

4.9133 2

2 System-based trust 4.9404 1

3 Relational bonding between

partners

4.1905 4

4 Financial stability of partners 4.6071 3
performance of partners. Openness and information

flow are describing the permeability of partners. Thus, a

composite factor explaining partners� performance and

permeability is interpreted for factor 1 of the Contrac-

tors Group.
Factor 2 extracted three attributes including satis-

factory terms, reputation and adopt ADR. As explained

in the results from the Clients and Consultants group,

these attributes represent system-based trust.

Factor 3 consists of three attributes; compatibility,

long-term relations and communication. Indeed, main-

taining the long-term relations and the compatibility of

partners should be facilitated by frequent and effective
communication. Thus, the three extracted attributes

represent the relational bonding between partners.

Factor 4 explained 11.74% of variance. A single trust

attribute – financial stability is extracted and thus be-

came the interpretation of factor 4.

To sum up, the four factors extracted from the

Contractors Group can be described as follows:

Factor 1: Partners� performance and permeability
Factor 2: System-based trust

Factor 3: Relational bonding between partners

Factor 4: Partners� financial stability

9.3. Relative importance ranking of the identified factors

by factor scores

Examining the trust factors as identified in the
above PCFAs enables the understanding of trust in

construction partnering in a more amenable and logi-

cal manner. It is mindful that companies of different

backgrounds and business objectives, the effectiveness

of these factors may vary. In this respect, ranking the

relative importance of the trust factors will further

help the project team to understand, develop and en-

hance partners� trust more effectively. Therefore, the
next step of this study is to rank the identified trust

factors by their relative importance in the views of the

Clients and Consultants Group and the Contractors

Group.

The identified trust factors are ranked by their factor

scores computed by the following formula:

Fi ¼

Pn

j¼1

Aij

n
;

where Fi is the factor score, Aij is the mean score of the

jth attribute of factor i.
The factor score of each factor is the average of

the mean scores of its attributes. For example, Part-

ners� Performance (Factor 1) of the Clients and

Consultants (CLCS) Group consists of five attributes
(problem solving, competent, unity, communication

and respect). Hence, the factor score is computed as

follow:
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F1ðCLCSÞ ¼ ð4:3913þ 4:4348þ 4:3913þ 4:5652

þ 4:3043Þ=5
¼ 4:4174

The factor scores for Clients and Consultants group and

Contractors group are then ranked and arranged in

descending order as shown in Table 6.

Similar factor rankings were computed for both the

Clients and Consultants and Contractors groups. Sys-

tem-based trust was ranked as the most important factor

of trust and relational bonding ranked last. The factors

lying in the middle range of importance are those relating
to the permeability and the performance of partners.
9.4. Indications from statistical findings

The results from the PCFA indicated that the trust

factors in construction partnering in Hong Kong is

generally in line with the Hartman�s trust model. Trust

attributes grouped in trust factors �Partners� Perfor-
mance� and �Partners� Permeability� corresponds to the

definition of the competent trust and the integrity trust

as described in the Hartman�s trust model respectively.

Trust attributes grouped in the factor �Relational

bonding between partners� also mirror emotional trust

of the Hartman�s trust model. However, as indicated

from both results of the Clients and Consultants group

and Contractors group, a factor called �System-based
Trust� is also identified. The results indicated that sys-

tem-based trust is also an important component to en-

hance construction partner�s trust in Hong Kong.

According to Bulter [49], System-based trust refers to

legally binding agreements and terms where trust is re-

lied on the formalized system rather than in personal

matters. This type of trust relies on social agents in so-

ciety (for instance law or contract) to make partner
believe their benefits can be secured in the absence of the

direct personal experience [50,51].

In addition, system-based trust is also ranked as the

most important factor to enhance trust in both Clients

and Consultants group and Contractors groups of re-

sults. The findings appear to be a departure to the

findings of Gill and Bulter [39] who argued that referring

system-based trust is the feature leading to mistrust.
Moreover, these research results reconciled that system-

based trust is critical to the trust development cycle. It is

up to the Clients and Consultants group to decide

whether to trust or mistrust on the Contractors group by

installing equitable contract and avoid confrontational

approach upfront. Likewise, satisfaction on the contract

terms would encourages the contractor to adopt a more

cooperative approach. This is of particular importance
during the commencement stage of the project when all

partners are exposed to uncertainties. Otherwise, the

mistrust cycle begins.
In addition to system-based trust, Contractors group

also put great emphasis on performance and perme-

ability of the counter parts. This is supported by the

close factor scores found between the two highest

ranking trust factors for the Contractor�s group as
shown in Table 6 (system-based trust factor score is

4.9404 and the performance and permeability trust fac-

tor scores is 4.9133). These suggest that, to enhance

contractor�s trust, satisfactory performance and perme-

ability of the client�s team is of similar importance to

system-based trust.

Similar to the results found in the relative importance

ranking of trust attributes, relational bonding between
partners with the attributes ‘‘Long-term Relations’’ and

‘‘Compatibility’’ ranked the lowest in both Clients and

Consultants Group and the Contractors Group. It ap-

pears that building long-term relationship is not con-

sidered as important as it has been suggest in prior

literatures [36,52]. In fact, most partnering projects in

Hong Kong are for the residential and commercial de-

velopments. The repetition of cooperation between cli-
ents and contractors for such projects is not so great

compared with previous studies conducted upon trans-

port and military projects [36,52].
10. Confirmatory study: interviews with the industry

experts in construction partnering in Hong Kong

A number of findings associated with trust in con-

struction partnering were identified from the statistical

analyses. In order to affirm the results, confirmatory

studies by interviewing four industry experts in con-

struction partnering were conducted. All of them are at

director level and have substantial experiences in part-

nering projects working in developers, consultants and

contractors firms respectively. The following reports the
issues identified in these interviews.

For the trust attributes, all interviewees affirmed that

all of these have effect on the partners� trust level. In

addition, some of the interviewees opined that ‘‘Long-

term Relations’’ and ‘‘Compatibility’’ would only be

applicable to partnering projects with large developers. It

is because only this type of company would have a series

of construction projects to facilitate longer term coop-
eration among partners and thus establish similar values

and culture. As a matter of fact, there are only a few

developers are of such scale of operation in Hong Kong.

Therefore, they felt that trust that are system-based or

related to system-based trust, partners� performance and

permeability are relatively more important as these fac-

tors can be readily applied in all projects. The intervie-

wees� opinions therefore are compatible with the findings
of this study.

For the results found in the PCFAs, all interviewees

confirmed the significance of the identified factors in this
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study. In addition, the interviewees also concur with the

importance ranking of the trust factor as shown in Table

6. However, one of them who is the Head of Procure-

ment of a developers� company is in the opinion that

system-based trust, partners� performance and perme-
ability are of equal importance. He quoted his experi-

ence in a railway project [53] to support his point of

view. He agreed that trust can be developed if partners

are satisfied on the pre-agreed contract terms with fair

risk allocation and benefits sharing. However, a con-

tinuous improvement of communication and the effi-

ciency of information flow, as well as the working

competence and the speed of problem solving of part-
ners are also essential to enhance partner�s trust during
the project period. As such, the views of the interviewees

are generally in line with the findings of this study but

with the emphasis on the equal importance of trusts that

are system-based and those related to partners� perfor-
mance and permeability.
11. Concluding remarks

Developing trust among project partners is of fun-

damental importance for the success of partnering pro-

ject. In the study reported in this paper, views on how to

develop trust from the two partners of a partnering

dance were examined.

Views from the experienced practitioners were first
solicited then followed by the statistical treatment of the

PCFA. The factor scores derived from the analyses were

interpreted and further augmented by a confirmatory

study with industry experts.

In sum, the results from both the Clients and Con-

sultants and the Contractors groups are compatible to

the Hartman�s trust model that trust in construction

project is based on �Competence�, �Integrity� and �Intui-
tive� perspectives. Nevertheless, the study also highlights

the role of system-based trust as one of the key trust

factors. This can be explained by the fact that persistent

and continual contractual relationship between a par-

ticular pair of client and contractor is rare in Hong

Kong. As such, system-based Trust, which emphasizes

reliance on the formalized system like law and contracts,

was ranked as the most important trust factor by both
the Clients and Consultants and the Contractors in this

Hong Kong based study. This indicates how crucial for

partners to formulate equitable contract terms and es-

tablishing channels to resolve difference right at the

beginning of the project so as to trigger the trust cycle.

In addition, the results also indicate that the role of

the relational bonding on trust building is less significant

when compared to other reported studies. This may also
due to the fact that most partnering projects in Hong

Kong are for residential and commercial developments

where the repetition of cooperation between developers
and contractors in these types of projects are not very

great.

In addition, contractors see system-based trust and

partner�s performance and permeability of equal im-

portance as far as trust building is concerned. The
message from this finding is that the sensitivity of con-

tractors towards trust level is strongly affected by both

the system in place as well as the performance of its

counterpart.
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