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Figure 1 A conceptual model of staff trust, firm trust and

customer value
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Table 1 reliability test
R RATIAG BE 53 H HRATAT AR BE 53 #
Ttem Cronbach’ s Alpha Ttem Cronbach’ s Alpha
5 T.EF (CT1 - CT3) 0.850 51 T.fi£ 77 (CT1 - CT3) 0.820
By T8 (CT4 - CT6) 0.839 AT (CT4 - CT6) 0.786
) B i e ( CT7 = CT9) 0.831 [l fFHR (CT7 - CT9) 0.748
CT1 - CT9 0.912 CT1 - CT9 0.905
AL RE S (ETI - ET3) 0.807 Al RE S (ETI - ET3) 0.822
Al BE (ET4 - ET6) 0.804 {55 (ET4 - ET6) 0.722
B) i g e (ET7 - ET9) 0.804 [R) & g e (ET7 - ET9) 0.806
ET1 - ET9 0.905 ET1 - ET9 0.905
EEMIE(CVI = CV3) 0.801 IEEMIE(CVI = CV3) 0.849
T IEME (CV4 - CV5) 0.785 H ML (CV4 - CV5) 0.758
AR (CV6 - CVT) 0.782 FRASJRH (CV6 - CVT) 0.799
SR E AT CV8 = CV10) 0.837 SR E AT CV8 = CV10) 0.827
CV1 -CVI10 0.916 CV1 -CVI10 0.927
x2 BKHMENE
Table 2 convergent valid ity test
ERIT MR A4 Tl
AR I FRUEZ AT R? AVE A I FRUEZ AT R? AVE
CT1 .818 0.669 CT1 .914 0.835
CT2 .789 0.623 CT2 .834 0.696
& CT4 779 0.607 & CT3 .867 0.752
N CT5 .830 0.689 N CT4 .786 0.618
% CT6 .887 0.787 0656 lék CT5 .794 0.630 0-699
fr cr7 .799 0.638 fr cr7 .841 0.707
CT8 . 745 0.555 CT8 .835 0.697
CT9 .823 0.677 CT9 .808 0.653
ET1 734 0.539 ET1 .820 0.672
ET2 774 0.599 ET2 .850 0.723
ET3 .830 0.689 ET3 .824 0.679
7 ET4 773 0.597 7 ET4 .789 0.623
L ETS 793 0.629 0.661 L ETS .810 0.656 0.704
T ET6 823 0.677 T ET6 1820 0.672
ET7 .901 0.812 ET7 .905 0.819
ET8 .822 0.676 ET8 .870 0.757
ET9 .856 0.733 ET9 .857 0.734
Cv1 .809 0.654 Cv1 771 0.59%
CV3 .813 0.661 CV3 .785 0.616
CV4 .827 0.684 CV4 .776 0.602
% CV5 778 0.605 ® CV5 .780 0.608
g CV6 . 755 0.570 0.644 {’; CV6 .834 0.696 0.682
i Ccv7 .821 0.674 i Ccv7 .863 0.745
CVv8 .780 0.608 CVv8 .918 0.843
CV9 .828 0.686 CV9 .914 0.835
CV10 .809 0.654 CV10 .879 0.773
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Figure 2  the model of interaction between the double — ownership trust and customer value
(E:Ed I RRERTUWHERNEEER, 1RFRIGTILAERVIERER)
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Table 3 Fit Index of model
i HRHA AR HIXHUL A5 FAA
WA
DF CMIN CMIN/DF GFI RMR NFI IF1 CFI AGFI PGFI
| 227 438.237 1.931 0.908 0.048 0.913 0.901 0.900 0.754 0.656
RLAY T 249 466. 894 1.875 0.912 0.039 0.910 0.907 0.906 0.753 0. 660

SERFH AN RS PR A E 9 & P S AT
5% 0 (R IR VR MU A A 22 5 e B ATl
(KRR HERALIL N : B TAEE>%
Ho W E TR TAET. Hp R T EEXE S
WHER AR R BN 0. 762, Hla 557 ; & 7 M (T
SR EE 12 R ECH 0. 126, H2b BT 5 Ak {5
FEXT B3 A5 AR 42 R 0.765, H3b 57
1fii H1b H2a H3a 7£ 35 &b A GEAS B K 0E, AR
WAl (22 5 TS5 ) H A FALEER < b A5 A —
HPE— B TAEE> G Hh M EE
X FME R H 42 R Bk 0. 811, H1b BT s & 7
e 52 TAFAE R B 42 R 5 0. 379, H2a Ji{ 57 ;
B TAG AT X A b A A 19 B% 4% R %R 0. 819, H3a
7. Hla, H2b H3b 7 iR 6 17k v o g 45 21
BoiE .

2 ARG R R B 4 & P EIE S R
PR BRI DE R W25 520007 o X b 25 57 AL o [
(B 12 R BT AR 5, Wk 4 FiR

x4 ESRBERERBRTE
Table 4 path coefficient and t — value

i PRUEMLBRAZ AR | T er P{H
ET- >CV 0.762 5.111 * o %
CT->CV 0.011 0.093 0.926
CT- >ET 0.773 5.345 o w
ET- >CV 0. 142 0.899 0.369
CT->CV 0.743 4.071 ook
ET- >CT 0.903 6.185 -
CV- >ET 0.337 3.567 * o %
CV->CT 0. 642 5.761 ook
CV- >ET 0.875 8.589 -
CV->CT 0.534 4.765 * ok %

E:+RRPEEOOS KFTRE, » « RFPEEO0.01 X
FTRE, » = « RRPHEEO. 001 KFEFTRE,

WFFE I, AN [F) AR 55 Hh P o 0 s 4 5 ) 25 7
TEAEXT R P E B WA A7 AR 28 5 R R AT (56
FINGs) o, TSR & P O A E A,
FRAC R BN 0. 762, (A% B A TSRO T,
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AAFAT X5 (5 10 52 i 42 R AR 0,59, 10
A TASAESG , AW A5 A5 28 7 4 EL Ay 5 i AS i
B3, XEW R THETEEPA S EEXT
W ELRIZ I, B X% P (e 22 VE T, H4a 1
Lo FERRMEATV (385 BUMR S5 ) , Al A5 AT X %
W EA B, fE A2 RECR 0. 743, 15475 [ A4
WAFAERYATHE T, 53 CAFAE XS % AN (B 52 i i
TRECH 0. 84, MAAWAGEG , 5 TASERX&
FUME R AT 8 2, Ml A5 AR 7 Heorp & %
MER, BEXT & P E R 2 ZA/EFH, HAb fior,
Ty FEFRRATIL A B A (BT 53 TAE AR
B2 %0 0. 337 < XTI E R R 2 R 2 0. 642,
FILESE RA T & A ERT Al 5 AR s e R
TR 5 TAFAE R, FE ARG T, B
XF A TASAT R ER 72 2 8 0. 875 > Xt AF AT 1 %
RZREL0. 534, Fe WA TE IR Tk Hh & P A0 (B B
TAFAE R M K XA AF AR 1 2, Hae J]OT7 .
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The relationship between double — ownership customer trusts and customer value

Fu Xiaorong, Tang Xiaofei, Yang Zhimei

(School of Business Administration, South Western University of Finance and Economics, Chengdu 160074, China)

Abstract: Customer value management is the core of enterprise management. The improvement of the customer value is deter-

mined by the level of customer trust. The existing researches show that there are two ownership dimensions of customer trusts,

that is, staff trust and firm trust. The former occupies the most important position in the service industry. From the perspective of

double — ownership trusts, the relationship between the customer trust and the customer value in different service contexts is at-

tempted to analyzed. It is found that stuff trust is more important than the firm trust in terms of the relationship in service; howev-

er, in the service on transaction, the firm trust is more important. It is concluded that for the different enterprises, different trusts

should be properly utilized so as to maximize the customer value.

Key words: customer trust with double ownership ;customer value; service on relationship; service on transaction



