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Abstract 

Purpose – The relational link between satisfaction-trust-loyalty is rather complex and dynamic. 

This paper examines the effect of situational abnormality (SA) and uncertainty avoidance (UA) 

variables as moderators to trust and loyalty outcomes in the Turkish Automobile Industry.  The 

research proposed a theoretical model with SA and UA interaction effects on the proposed loyalty 

relational link.  

Design/methodology/approach – Existing instruments were employed to sample 250 customers 

of an insurance company in Turkey, 200 returned questionnaires were used. Two-stage data 

analysis method was employed. Confirmatory Factor Analysis was used to establish the research 

constructs' validity and model goodness of fit, while Structural Equation Modelling was employed 

to test the proposed model hypotheses.   

Findings – In the pivotal model, the result showed that UA was not significant, but SA mitigated 

strongly on relational outcomes when compared to the rival model, which had stronger and positive 

customer loyalty intention. The findings reveals that SA led to a negative customer’s loyalty 

disposition towards their insurance service provider in Turkey.  

Research limitations/implications –  

The research data was homogenously analysed without conducting analysis on demographics such 

as relationship length, profession or family profile. There is value in extending the current research 

by considering demographic effects on the research model. 

Originality/value – the research developed a relational model that embeds contextual factors in 

the Turkey insurance sector. The research shows that SA had a strong influence on the 

relationship dynamics within the context. The paper proves the value of SA importance, 

especially when the environment is dynamic and risky.  

Keywords:  Insurance, Loyalty, Trust, Uncertainty Avoidance and Situational Abnormality.  
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1. Introduction 

Many studies agrees on the important role of satisfaction, trust and loyalty in the development of 

sustained long-term relationship both in the Business to Business (B2B) (Morgan and Hunt, 1994; 

Doney and Canon, 1997; Doney, Barry, & Abratt, 2007 and Business to Customers (B2C) 

relational domains (Moorman et al. 1992, 1993; Sekhon et la., 2013; Kharouf, Lund, and Sekhon, 

2014). Whilst there is the general concession of this relational model link, developing sustained 

relationship is rather complex and dynamic (Johnson and Auh, 1998), and there are considerably 

diverse and mix of factors that have been developed and integrated to examine the interaction 

effect and strength of the linear relationship between satisfaction, trust and loyalty.   

The literature shows that studies have investigated the effect of switching cost (Pick and Eisend, 

2016; Nagengast et al., 2014), experience (Dagger and O’Brien, 2010), commitment (Bansal, 

Irving and Taylor, 2004; Fullerton, 2011; Ojeme, 2018), complaint handling (Homburg, Fürst and 

Koschate, 2010), trust and distrust (Cho, 2006), service quality (Zeitham, Berry and Parasuraman; 

1996; Setó-Pamies, 2012), and perceived value (Meyer-Waarden, 2013; Pura, 2005). Other studies 

have performed time series analysis integrating the moderating effect of relationship length 

(Ojeme, 2017), and longitudinal relational studies (Kim, Ferrin, and Rao, 2009). Furthermore, 

academics have examined the effect of contextual service setting such as luxury product markets 

(Chiou and Droge, 2006); service oriented business (Jain, Malhotra and Guan, 2012), and non-for 

-profit organisations (Naskrent and Siebelt, 2011). The pivotal reason why academics and 

practitioners are continually keen on the strength of customer loyalty is based on the overarching 

argument of cost efficiency and business profitability of retained customers  (Chiou and Droge, 

2006; Reichheld and Sasser,1990).  

 

Notwithstanding the importance of satisfaction – trust – loyalty in developing long-term 

relationship, the input of situational factors in this relational model link remains scanty and under-

researched (McLeary and Cruise, 2015). Situational normality plays a significant role in the 

development of trust. The seminal work of McKnight and Chervany (2002: 41-42) posits from a 

sociological stance points that “behaviours are situationally constructed. In this paradigm, action 

is not determined by factors within the person but by the environment or situation”. Despite the 

need for  studies to consider the situational normality on relationship development, in particular 
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trust (McLeary and Cruise, 2015; Mcknight and Chervany, 2002), many studies still consider trust 

from a more universal and generalisable setting (Zaheer and Zaheer, 2006), ignoring the critical 

need to consider the contextual settings of trust development (McLeary and Cruise, 2015).  

The situational basis of relationship development and how it defines relational variable of trust 

remains problematic in the literature (McKnight and Chervany, 2002). Furthermore, relational 

variable such as trust over the past 50 years remains difficult to define, despite been prevalent as 

a pivotal construct for relationship sustenance (Doney and Cannon, 1997; Nicholson et al, 2001; 

Mouzas et al., 2007; Akrout, 2015; Robson, et al., 2016 ). The purpose of this research is not to 

delve into the debate of trust definition and conceptualisation, but to examine the effect that shape 

and influence the development of trust and associated relational variables embedded in a 

situational domain.    

This study considers uncertainty avoidance (UA) and situational abnormality (SA) as the two 

fundamental contextual variables in the investigation of the relational model of satisfaction – trust 

– loyalty. The rationale for selecting UA and SA to underpin the relational model stems from the 

consideration that relationships, especially trust is influenced by the prevailing environmental 

factors (McLeary and Cruise, 2015; Mcknight and Chervany, 2002). UA effect on relationship 

building is an under research area in service marketing literature, thus there is the need to examine 

the role this prominent Hofstede’s cultural factor plays on customer relationship.  The research 

proposition aims to develop a theoretical relational model that is underpinned by UA and SA. The 

paper goal is to investigate how UA and SA moderates on relationship strengths in the insurance 

service sector. The next section presents a literature review and a research model with hypothetical 

propositions. Subsequent section covers the methodology followed to access data and empirically 

test the research model. Consequently, the paper will analyse the results, discuss the findings and 

finish with a conclusion and recommendation.  

Literature Review 

Uncertainty Avoidance (UA)  

UA is a theoretical concept underpinned by customers’ level of anxiety towards a vague, erratic, 

and indeterminate future (Hofstede, 2001, Hofstede et al. 2010; Bellis et al. 2015). The UA concept 

is defined as “extent to which the members of a culture feel threatened by ambiguous or unknown 
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situations” (Hofstede et al. 2010, p. 191). Similarly, De Bellis et al (2015, p.311) defined UA as 

the “degree to which a country’s residents deal with uncertainty regarding a future environment”. 

A key emerging concept of UA connotes “uncertainty” as people feel threatened due to an 

ambiguous situational context. This study choice of UA cultural dimension is based on the level 

of ambiguity and uncertainty that surrounds the insurance industry and the nature of services 

provided by this particular industry. Predominantly, services is classified as intangible, 

heterogeneous, inseparable and perishable (IHIP) (Edgett and Parkinson, 1993; Zeithaml et al., 

1985). For instance, in the insurance service provision,  no two customers will probably receive 

the same insurance policy as this is based on individual-to-individual circumstances, which in most 

cases tend to differ. This is referred to as environmental heterogeneity (Coelho and Easingwood, 

2005). A situation where there is a high degree of perceived dissimilarity amongst the prospective 

insurance customers.   

The literature appears to have interwoven and use inter-changeably uncertainty avoidance and risk 

avoidance as the same concept (Hofstede et al, 2011), Importantly, Hofstede et al (2011, 197) 

emphasised that “UA should not be confused with risk avoidance”. In differentiating the two 

concepts, Hofstede underpinned risk to be associated with a specific event whereas UA relates to 

diffused feelings and not a specific object (Storrud-Barnes and Jessup, 2010). Toma, Chitita and 

Sarpe (2012) defines risk as the circumstances in which probabilities targets are identifiable for 

possible outcomes. Instead, uncertainty refers to situations or events where the customer has 

insufficient information to identify objective probabilities. Furthermore, risk is associated with 

probability that a particular event will occur which may engender fear. On the other hand, UA does 

not connote a probability attached to it, but rather a situation in which anything can happen which 

is more associated with anxiety (Hofstede et al, 2011). Thus, when risk avoidance is concerned 

with a specific object it relates more to fear and sometimes a source of routine, conversely, in UA 

there is no specific object focus and the emphases is usually on the feeling of anxiety.   

UA relates to how society perceives ambiguity and react unusual situations (Hofstede, Hofstede 

and Minkov, 2010). The theoretical illustration of UA underpins that society that are high in UA 

would usually take steps to reduce the effects of uncertainty, whereas countries low in UA would 

feel more comfortable in uncertain situations, having a better tolerance to risk (Qu and Yang, 
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2015). Hwang and Lee (2012, p.172), emphasised “the need for formal rules and structure in the 

workplace and personal relationships” to manage uncertain situations.  

As the level of anxiety and worry increases, the frequency of falling into uncertainty will also 

increase (Oltedal et al., 2004). Especially in societies where social risks are high, the frequency of 

uncertainty of individuals increases relatively (Wildavsky and Dake, 1990). In societies that are 

more exposed to the negative effects of risks, the tendency to avoid uncertainty will increase in 

this sense (Frijins et al., 2013). 

Situational Abnormality (SA) 

Drawing on the E-commerce literature, SA refers to the structures or conditions in the environment 

that affects the development of relational outcomes (McKnight et al; 1998; 2002; Gefen et al, 

2003).  McKnight et al (2002, p.478) identified two primary conditions: “situational normality” 

and “structural assurance”. Structural assurance refers to believe that structures related to 

organisational or state systems are in place to promote relationship success or a positive desired 

outcome (McKnight et al; 1998; 2002). Normality conditions denotes stable or favorable 

conditions put in place to ensure relationship success (McKnight et al; 1998; 2002).   

Conversely, SA takes a reverse notion by theorizing that conditions marred with betrayal, 

uncertainty and insecurity would most likely lead to negative outcomes (Schul et al. 1996, 2004, 

2008; Moody, Galleta and Lowry, 2014). A situation as such is known as an abnormal setting 

(McKnight et al (1998). For example, when a country’s insurance sector is fundamentally known 

to charge high premium insurance policy and fails to support customer claims, this would 

inevitably be seen in the light as abnormal setting. SA breeds customer suspicion relating to 

customer doubting the sincerity or motivations of the service provider (Hilton et al. 1993). 

The term ‘situational abnormality’ refers to a state when a person perceives that something in 

relation to the provider is improper or abnormal (Schul et al.2008). Moody et al., (2014, p.268) 

identified four attributes of situational abnormality that are more specific than the general notion 

of normality: (1) general abnormalities (i.e., errors related to the general perception of the truster 

with regard to the normalcy of the situation); (2) informational abnormalities (i.e., errors related 

to the detailing of the product and its related information only); (3) process abnormalities (i.e., 
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errors related to unexpected events during the buying process); and (4) design-related 

abnormalities (i.e., unexpected events or errors related to the design of the webpage itself).  

It is an important determinant that the organizational field has a stable or dynamic structure in the 

emergence of situational abnormality (Edelman and Suchman, 1997). The organizational field 

represents all actors in which organizations interact in macro and micro level. While the stable 

structure of the field defines an environment where the number of legal regulations is small, change 

and innovation are weak, and political repression is minimal, the dynamic nature of the field 

emphasizes legal and political pressures and change are at a high level for that sector/industry. In 

dynamic structure of environment, law appears as a system of concrete regulations that enacts 

social authority on various aspects of organization life. The legal system takes initiative in order 

to change organizational behavior. While laws appear as a product of political thought, 

organisations aim at developing various strategies against this political force (Oliver, 1991). 

Hence, there is a power struggle between the state and professional unions and their administrators. 

The state and politicians are the most significant influencers of the stability and change in 

organizational field (Fligstein, 1991). 

In societies with the dynamic structure of the insurance system, such as Turkey, governments are 

more inclined to reduce situational anomalies through legislation (Kırkbeşoğlu, 2012). The reason 

for governments' intervention in business life through legislation is an effort to reduce situational 

abnormalities. In sectors where the need to increase confidence, such as the insurance system, is 

high, the planned intervention of lawmakers will have a minimizing impact on situational 

abnormalities.  

Satisfaction  

The literature has two prevalent approaches in explaining customer satisfaction.  One approach is 

the transaction specific and the overall satisfaction (Bodet, 2008; Lam et al., 2004; Johnson et al., 

2001; Jones and Suh, 2000; Olsen, 2007; Veloutsou et al., 2005). The second approach is the 

confirmation and disconfirmation paradigm (Homburg et al., 2001; Homburg, Koschate and 

Hoyer, 2005; Oliver, 1997). The concept of transaction-specific satisfaction relates to a customer 

evaluation of one time encounter with various aspects associated with the business service provider 

(Jones and Suh, 2000). In contrast to the transaction-specific approach, the cumulative approach 
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delineates satisfaction from the summative perspective of customer evaluation of the services 

provided (Homburg et al., 2005; Johnson et al., 2001).  

Alternatively, confirmation and disconfirmation framework explicates how customer satisfaction 

develops (Fournier and Mick, 1999; Homburg et al., 2005; Oliva et al., 1992). This paradigm is 

dominant in the literature (Yi and Nataraajan, 2018). Customer satisfaction relates closely to how 

the performance of the services is able to fulfil the anticipated expectations (Evanschitzky et al., 

2012; Oliva et al., 1992; Roman, 2003). With this performance and expectation evaluation, there 

are three fundamental perspectives to satisfaction (Oliva et al., 1992). The consumption of services 

is equivalent with the expectations (standards), in this case, confirmation of performance is 

established (Oliva et al., 1992; Roman, 2003). On the other hand, an expectation that is below the 

performance of the services leads to negative disconfirmation, while service performance above 

the customers’ expectation level leads to positive disconfirmation (Oliver, 1980, Oliver 1997). 

Cogently, confirmation and positive disconfirmation will most likely influence customer to a state 

of satisfaction with a service provider (Oliver, 1997; Roman. 2003). In situation when customers 

have a positive disconfirmation, satisfaction will be the resultant outcome, whereas, in situation of 

negative disconfirmation, customer dissatisfaction and discontentment represents the possible 

resultant effects (Yi and Nataraajan, 2018). 

Trust  

The literature on trust has highlighted three main dimensions of trust; credibility, benevolence and 

the combination of both credibility and benevolence (Doney, Barry and Abratt, 2007; Ganesan, 

1994; Singh and Sirdeshmukh, 2000).  

The first approach conceptualises trust with the notion of credibility in an exchange partner (Coote 

et al., 2003; Morgan and Hunt, 1994). Trust is considered here to “exist when one party has 

confidence in the honesty, reliability, and integrity of their partner” (Coote et al., 2003, p. 597). 

Similarly, Morgan and Hunt (1994, p.23), defines trust as the “confidence in an exchange 

partner`s reliability and integrity”. In the same way, Nicholson et al. (2001, p.4) defined trust as 

the “confidence in the other party’s reliability and integrity”.  

The second approach is the “confidence” dimension in the conceptualisation of trust (Ndubisi, 

2011). The confidence in an exchange partner relates to the belief that such a partner in their 
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business exchange is expected to be of high integrity and is reliable in delivering business 

promises. The confidence aspect to the conceptualisation of trust resonates with the cognitive 

dimension of trust identified by Johnson and Grayson (2005). According to Johnson and Grayson 

(2005), cognitive trust arises based on the level of knowledge accumulated about the service 

provider, which helps to eliminate risk and increase the level of confidence that the service 

provider will deliver on their promises and meet customer expectations.  

The third approach conceptualised trust mainly as benevolence (Ganesan 1994). By definition, 

trust in the “partner’s benevolence is a channel member’s belief that its partner is genuinely 

interested in one’s interests or welfare and is motivated to seek joint gains” (Geyskens et al., 1998, 

p.225). This aspect of trust accentuates the belief that the other party (trustee) will act in the best 

interest of the trusting party and will avoid taking actions that will impact negatively on the trustor. 

Importantly, benevolence trust reflects on the service provider having genuine interest in the 

welfare of his partner (Geyskens et al., 1998). Sirdeshmukh et al. (2002, p.18) noted that 

benevolence trust “reflects an underlying motivation to place the consumer’s interest ahead of 

self-interest” of the service provider. Similar terms used to capture benevolence trust in the 

literature are business characteristic of good will, caring and responsiveness (McKnight and 

Chervany, 2002).  

In the fourth approach, trust is conceptualised to integrate both the credibility and benevolence 

dimensions (Doney and Cannon, 1997). Consistent with Doney and Cannon (1997, p.36) view, 

trust is the “perceived credibility and benevolence of a target of trust”. Similarly, Moorman et al. 

(1992, p.315) define trust as a business “willingness to rely on an exchange partner in whom one 

has confidence”. Moorman et al. (1993, p.82) assert that for trust to exist, the dimensions of 

confidence and benevolence must be included in the definition of trust.  They imply that “a person 

who believes that a partner is trustworthy and yet is unwilling to rely on that partner has only 

limited trust. Further, reliance on a partner without a concomitant belief about that partner’s 

trustworthiness may indicate power and control more than it does with trust”. The view of 

Moorman et al. (1992; 1993) on the relevance of a trustor’s willingness to rely on an exchange 

partner in times of uncertainty has resonance with the assertions of Blois (1999), Ganesan (1994) 

and Doney and Cannon (1997) that the existence of benevolence based trust under conditions of 

uncertainty reduces the exposure to vulnerability. trustThe literature on trust has highlighted three 
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main dimensions of trust; credibility, benevolence and the combination of both credibility and 

benevolence (Doney, Barry and Abratt, 2007; Ganesan, 1994; Singh and Sirdeshmukh, 2000).  

The first approach conceptualises trust with the notion of credibility in an exchange partner (Coote 

et al., 2003; Morgan and Hunt, 1994). Trust is considered here to “exist when one party has 

confidence in the honesty, reliability, and integrity of their partner” (Coote et al., 2003, p. 597). 

Similarly, Morgan and Hunt (1994, p.23), defines trust as the “confidence in an exchange 

partner`s reliability and integrity”. In the same way, Nicholson et al. (2001, p.4) defined trust as 

the “confidence in the other party’s reliability and integrity”.  

The second approach is the “confidence” dimension in the conceptualisation of trust (Ndubisi, 

2011). The confidence in an exchange partner relates to the belief that such a partner in their 

business exchange is expected to be of high integrity and is reliable in delivering business 

promises. The confidence aspect to the conceptualisation of trust resonates with the cognitive 

dimension of trust identified by Johnson and Grayson (2005). According to Johnson and Grayson 

(2005), cognitive trust arises based on the level of knowledge accumulated about the service 

provider, which helps to eliminate risk and increase the level of confidence that the service 

provider will deliver on their promises and meet customer expectations.  

The third approach conceptualised trust mainly as benevolence (Ganesan 1994). By definition, 

trust in the “partner’s benevolence is a channel member’s belief that its partner is genuinely 

interested in one’s interests or welfare and is motivated to seek joint gains” (Geyskens et al., 1998, 

p.225). This aspect of trust accentuates the belief that the other party (trustee) will act in the best 

interest of the trusting party and will avoid taking actions that will impact negatively on the trustor. 

Importantly, benevolence trust reflects on the service provider having genuine interest in the 

welfare of his partner (Geyskens et al., 1998). Sirdeshmukh et al. (2002, p.18) noted that 

benevolence trust “reflects an underlying motivation to place the consumer’s interest ahead of 

self-interest” of the service provider. Similar terms used to capture benevolence trust in the 

literature are business characteristic of good will, caring and responsiveness (McKnight and 

Chervany, 2002).  

In the fourth approach, trust is conceptualised to integrate both the credibility and benevolence 

dimensions (Doney and Cannon, 1997). Consistent with Doney and Cannon (1997, p.36) view, 

trust is the “perceived credibility and benevolence of a target of trust”. Similarly, Moorman et al. 
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(1992, p.315) define trust as a business “willingness to rely on an exchange partner in whom one 

has confidence”. Moorman et al. (1993, p.82) assert that for trust to exist, the dimensions of 

confidence and benevolence must be included in the definition of trust.  They imply that “a person 

who believes that a partner is trustworthy and yet is unwilling to rely on that partner has only 

limited trust. Further, reliance on a partner without a concomitant belief about that partner’s 

trustworthiness may indicate power and control more than it does with trust”. The view of 

Moorman et al. (1992; 1993) on the relevance of a trustor’s willingness to rely on an exchange 

partner in times of uncertainty has resonance with the assertions of Blois (1999), Ganesan (1994) 

and Doney and Cannon (1997) that the existence of benevolence based trust under conditions of 

uncertainty reduces the exposure to vulnerability. trustThe literature on trust has highlighted three 

main dimensions of trust; credibility, benevolence and the combination of both credibility and 

benevolence (Doney, Barry and Abratt, 2007; Ganesan, 1994; Singh and Sirdeshmukh, 2000).  

The first approach conceptualises trust with the notion of credibility in an exchange partner (Coote 

et al., 2003; Morgan and Hunt, 1994). Trust is considered here to “exist when one party has 

confidence in the honesty, reliability, and integrity of their partner” (Coote et al., 2003, p. 597). 

Similarly, Morgan and Hunt (1994, p.23), defines trust as the “confidence in an exchange 

partner`s reliability and integrity”. In the same way, Nicholson et al. (2001, p.4) defined trust as 

the “confidence in the other party’s reliability and integrity”.  

The second approach is the “confidence” dimension in the conceptualisation of trust (Ndubisi, 

2011). The confidence in an exchange partner relates to the belief that such a partner in their 

business exchange is expected to be of high integrity and is reliable in delivering business 

promises. The confidence aspect to the conceptualisation of trust resonates with the cognitive 

dimension of trust identified by Johnson and Grayson (2005). According to Johnson and Grayson 

(2005), cognitive trust arises based on the level of knowledge accumulated about the service 

provider, which helps to eliminate risk and increase the level of confidence that the service 

provider will deliver on their promises and meet customer expectations.  

The third approach conceptualised trust mainly as benevolence (Ganesan 1994). By definition, 

trust in the “partner’s benevolence is a channel member’s belief that its partner is genuinely 

interested in one’s interests or welfare and is motivated to seek joint gains” (Geyskens et al., 1998, 

p.225). This aspect of trust accentuates the belief that the other party (trustee) will act in the best 
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interest of the trusting party and will avoid taking actions that will impact negatively on the trustor. 

Importantly, benevolence trust reflects on the service provider having genuine interest in the 

welfare of his partner (Geyskens et al., 1998). Sirdeshmukh et al. (2002, p.18) noted that 

benevolence trust “reflects an underlying motivation to place the consumer’s interest ahead of 

self-interest” of the service provider. Similar terms used to capture benevolence trust in the 

literature are business characteristic of good will, caring and responsiveness (McKnight and 

Chervany, 2002).  

In the fourth approach, trust is conceptualised to integrate both the credibility and benevolence 

dimensions (Doney and Cannon, 1997). Consistent with Doney and Cannon (1997, p.36) view, 

trust is the “perceived credibility and benevolence of a target of trust”. Similarly, Moorman et al. 

(1992, p.315) define trust as a business “willingness to rely on an exchange partner in whom one 

has confidence”. Moorman et al. (1993, p.82) assert that for trust to exist, the dimensions of 

confidence and benevolence must be included in the definition of trust.  They imply that “a person 

who believes that a partner is trustworthy and yet is unwilling to rely on that partner has only 

limited trust. Further, reliance on a partner without a concomitant belief about that partner’s 

trustworthiness may indicate power and control more than it does with trust”. The view of 

Moorman et al. (1992; 1993) on the relevance of a trustor’s willingness to rely on an exchange 

partner in times of uncertainty has resonance with the assertions of Blois (1999), Ganesan (1994) 

and Doney and Cannon (1997) that the existence of benevolence-based trust under conditions of 

uncertainty reduces the exposure to vulnerability.  

Loyalty  

The literature appears to have prevalently classified loyalty into three different perspectives 

(Dimitriades, 2006; Knox and Walker, 2001; Rauyruen and Miller, 2007). These are the 

behavioural perspective (Ehrenberg and Goodhardt, 2000; Olsen, 2007; Rauyruen et al., 2009), the 

attitudinal perspective (Shankar et al., 2003), and the composite perspectives (Ball et al., 2004; 

Bell and Eisingerich, 2007; Day, 1969; Dick and Basu, 1994; Kumar and Shah, 2004; Oliver, 

1999).   

The behavioral loyalty approach views the concept as a repetitive buying routine. In this approach, 

consumers’ behavioural loyalty is operationalised as repeat purchasing or customer retention 

(Davis-Sramek, et al. 2009; Picon, Castro and Roldan, 2014; Reichheld, 1994). The stability and 
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frequency of consumers repeat buying behaviours, enable researchers and practitioners to 

understand and predict future buying patterns of customers (Knox and Walker, 2001).   

Alternatively, attitudinal loyalty focuses on the psychological dimensions of customer attitude to 

the service provider. Various researchers have used different attitudinal themes to operationalise 

the attitudinal perspectives of loyalty. For instance, Rauyruen and Miller (2007, p.23) defined 

attitudinal loyalty as “the level of customer’s psychological attachments and attitudinal advocacy 

towards the service provider/supplier”. From this definition, the integration of positive word of 

mouth and willingness to recommend underpins the concept of attitudinal loyalty (Cater and Cater, 

2010; Evanschitzky et al., 2006).  

A different perspective to the attitudinal or behavioural loyalty approach is the composite loyalty 

perspective (Dick and Basu, 1994; Hutchinson et al., 2011; Oliver, 1997, 1999; Wallace, Giese 

and Johnson, 2004). This approach enables the integration of both the attitudinal and behavioural 

elements in the conceptualisation of loyalty (Caceres, and Paparoidamis, 2007). Academics 

commonly construct loyalty as both attitudinal and behavioural (Beerli et al., 2004; Brunner, 

Stocklin and Opwis, 2008; Rauyruen and Miller, 2007). According to Oliver (1999, p.34), loyalty 

is defined as “a deeply held commitment to rebuy or repatronise a preferred product and service 

consistently in the future, thereby causing repetitive same-brand purchasing, despite situational 

influences and marketing efforts having the potential to cause switching behaviour”. Oilver’s 

definition endorses the idea that loyalty has attitudinal and behavioural components (Beerli et al., 

2004; Brunner et al., 2008). The author’s specifically infer the attitudinal component of loyalty as 

commitment that propels consistency in repatronising from the same brand or services. 

Research Conceptual Framework and Hypothesis 

The research conceptual framework is developed by integrating the theory of social exchange 

(SET) (Blau, 1964), institutional-trust factors (McKnight et al; 1998; 2002) and Zones of 

Tolerance (ZOT) effect. The ideology of Blau (1964, p.91) is that social exchange are “voluntary 

actions of individuals that are motivated by the returns they are expected to bring from others”. In 

particular, SET support social values attributes such as emotional satisfaction, spiritual values, 

trust, and harmony (Lambe, Wittman and Spekman, 2001). SET ideology is reinforced by affect 

theory of social exchange (Lawler, 2001) that posits that in a social exchange interaction, partners 
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make effort to increase positive emotions and to reduce negative emotions, in turn enhancing 

relationship sustainability.  

The theory of social exchange appears to be the framework that underpins B2C relational studies 

with hypothesized positive relationship between satisfaction, trust and loyalty (Castan˜eda, 2011; 

Fullerton, 2011). With this established backbone, this research proposes that in situations of 

harmonious relationship between the customers and insurance service provider, satisfaction will 

lead to even greater harmony and deeper sense of relationship continuity based on this notion, the 

study hypotheses the following:   

H1: Satisfaction is related positively to trust.  

H2: Trust is related positively to loyalty.  

Figure 1: Research Theoretical Model  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

McKnight (1998; 2002) influenced from sociology on structural conditions constructed 

institutional-trust factors that considers the environment in which relationship may develop. 

Drawing from the e-commerce literature on abnormality conditions (McKnight (1998; 2002; Schul 

et al.2008; Moody et al., 2014), the research proposes that the environmental factors that underpins 

relational settings will influence the direction and strength of the relationship. In Turkey, the 

insurance demand has remained very low for many years because of legal gaps in the insurance 
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system. Insurance companies had some advantages in relation to using legal gaps. Many insurance 

disputes resulted in favor of insurance companies. The lack of a guiding system of insurance has 

increased the victims of the insured. All these situational abnormalities seemed to have an effect 

on the attitude of policyholders concerning trust and loyalty towards insurance companies in 

Turkey. Based on the situational abnormality effect, the research hypothesises that SA will 

endanger relationship in the following ways:  

H3: Situational abnormality will negatively moderate the relationship between satisfaction and 

trust.  

H4: Situational abnormality will negatively moderate the relationship between trust and loyalty.  

 

Ndubisi (2004) stated that cultures high in UA would prefer relationship marketing as opposed to 

transactional marketing. Reimann, Lünemann and Chase (2008), argued that the higher the degree 

of UA, the stronger tendency for perceived service quality on customer satisfaction as opposed to 

low level of UA. The theoretical proposition is based on the concept of Zones of Tolerance (ZOT) 

effect, which proposes that customers with high levels of UA tend to have low tolerance to risk, 

with the tendency to seek service provider with clear structure, accessible and accurate information 

(Reimann et al., 2008). Based on Reimann et al., (2008) line of thought and the ZOT concepts, the 

research hypothesises UA will engender positive relationship quest in the following ways: 

H5: High level of uncertainty avoidance will positively moderate the relationship between 

satisfaction and trust.  

H6: High level of uncertainty avoidance will positively moderate the relationship between trust 

and loyalty.  

Methodology 

Turkey Insurance Context 

To explore the focal phenomena, the study used a cross-cultural setting; based on the Turkish 

insurance industry. The research context represents a unique context in terms of situational 

abnormality and uncertainty avoidance. Until 2005, the Turkish insurance sector had a chaotic 

structure. Due to the lack of an effective legal system, insurance companies have used legal gaps 
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against the policyholders. The lack of knowledge of the public about insurance on the one hand 

and the lack of a legal system to protect the insured on the other hand has led to the loss of the 

insured. Especially in the 1990s, a large number of policyholders were exposed to injustice due to 

the differentiation in insurance policies, the depreciation of the sum insured due to high inflation 

and the insolvency of the insurance companies that do not have strong financial infrastructure. The 

absence of any legal regime before the establishment of the insurance company, the dominance of 

the government and military in business, led to the management of insurers who did not understand 

insurance. In addition, these situational abnormalities have weakened the use of insurance systems 

as a means of avoiding uncertainty in Turkey. In sum, the absence of a legal system to protect 

insured people has caused to a long-standing confidence crisis against the insurance system. 

Besides, Turkey insurance sector growth is not parallel with EU economic growth. EU – Turkey 

relationships, based on a history of more than forty years, have accelerated, with full membership 

negotiations starting in 2005. Following these, it was required that the insurance industry gain a 

quality appropriate to EU norms. The government has implemented important revisions in the last 

decade due to progress in the insurance industry being less than expected. During this period, 

insurance law was re-written, the pool systems were established and it was ensured that, by 

establishing insurance information centers, meaningful statistics were collected on, for example, 

insurance fraud and non-insurance. Also, new organizations (e.g. Insurance Education Centre) 

were created to make insurance training more common and several adverts and promotions 

regarding insurance appeared in social media and the public spotlight. Another example of the 

government’s increasing interest in the insurance industry is the individual retirement system. The 

government transferred the operation of this system to the life insurance sector and offered 

considerable support to participants (25% additional premium support, tax advantage etc.). Also, 

in order to protect the insured, Solvency II criteria came into force regarding financial competency, 

capital competency, liability-meeting competency and payment power. Additionally, significant 

amendments were made in insurance law regarding insurance sales and marketing. 

Despite the Turkish government's efforts to develop the insurance sector in the last decade, 

insurance penetration is still far behind the European Union average. For example, while the 

average insurance premium in 2016 in the EU countries was approximately $2,800 per person, it 

was around $162 in Turkey, lower than the world average of $621 (Insurance Association of 
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Turkey, 2016). Also, Turkey is in the last rank among 33 OECD countries (OECD Statistics, 

2016). While the share of insurance premiums in relation to gross national product in the EU 

countries is 8%, it is around 1.5% for Turkey (OECD Statistics, 2016). In addition to this, total 

premium income in Turkey in 2016, with a population of 79 million, was around $12.3 billion, 

less than countries with much smaller populations (Insurance Association of Turkey, 2016). In 

brief, although Turkey reached the success of ‘the world’s fastest growing economy’ in the first 

quarter of 2011, it does not appear to have supported its success with a substantial insurance 

industry. 

As identified by Hofstede’s insight, Turkey has a high value score pertaining to risk and 

uncertainty about the future (Hofstede, Hofstede, and Minkov 2010). Additionally, taking 

insurance policy is typically set up to mitigate against such risk. Considering, the national trait of 

UA in Turkey and the need to mitigate risk, the UA factors is pivotal how relationship is formed, 

developed, and maintained in Turkey’s insurance sector.  

Questionnaire design and procedure 

The study adopted a survey design approach using a sample size of 621 automobile policy 

insurance holder of a local based insurance company in Isparta City, Southwestern Turkey. This 

City was chosen because of its thriving economic activities centered on forestry and agriculture, 

manufacturing industry, community, social and personal services (Turkish Statistical Institute, 

2000). In addition, one of the researchers had access to the company and familiar with the local 

culture, which was supportive at the piloting stage and data collection process.  

The research instruments were adapted from existing scales measured within a 7-point Likert scale 

ranging from very strongly agreed (7), neutral (4) and very strongly disagreed (1). The 

questionnaire contained 26 items drawn from previous literature and adapted to the research 

context. SA items were adapted from Moody, Galleta and Lowry, (2014); UA items were derived 

from (Sampaio, Ladeira and Santini, 2017 and Hwang and Lee, 2012). Satisfaction items were 

adapted from Lam et al. (2004), Trust items from (Coote, Forrest, and Tam, 2003; Ball, Coelho 

and Machas, 2004 and Cater and Cater, 2010) and finally, Loyalty items from (Fullerton, 2005; 

Keh and Xie, 2009) (full measurement items summarised in Appendix one). Each of these items 

evaluates the customers perception of services received at the insurance agency.  
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Initially, the survey was designed in English before been translated to Turkish language for face 

validation process to ensure readability and understandability of the survey. This procedure was 

essential to help minimize the effect of common method biase caused by ambiguous questions. 

The authors followed Tourangeau et al (2000) recommendations by following the process of items 

improvement. An academic and three local industry experts who speaks the Turkish native 

language fluently were involved in simplifying of vague and ambiguous scale items. Furthermore, 

survey pilot testing process was conducted with two Turkish native customers who read the items 

checking for clarity and understanding. The pilot process led to minor adjustment of the research 

instruments.   

In addition, the authors adhered to Podsakoff et al (2003) suggestion of respondent anonymity to 

reduce the effects of common method biase. As a process, respondents completing the survey were 

reassured of data anonymity and encouraged to fill the survey only based on the item questions 

without any form of social desirability or wanting to please or gain approval from the research 

assistants. Furthermore, the survey was not counter-balance as recommended that Podsakoff et al 

(2003), that cause and effect variables should not be presented in a predictive way so the 

respondents would not preempt and respond to questions without careful thought and objective 

respond to the questions. The authors counter-balanced the survey by placing the measurements 

items in this order; satisfaction, situational abnormality, uncertainty avoidance, loyalty and trust.  

The insurance agency supported the data collection by employing two experts both of whom are 

Turkish female with familiarity with the local culture in Isparta. Subsequently, the research 

assistants randomly distributed hardcopies of the designed questionnaire to customers who visited 

the insurance agency in Isparta City, Southwestern Turkey.  

Although respondents’ answers were kept anonymous and confidential, the research assistant 

made a list of the customers who completed the questionnaire in order to avoid the risk of gathering 

data from the same respondent. The whole procedure of data collection took six weeks in 

collaboration with the insurance agency. 

Out of 250 distributed surveys, 206 were collected; however, 6 surveys were eliminated due to 

missing data, reducing the useable data set to 200, representing a useable survey response rate of 

80%.  
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Demographic Analysis:  

The demographic data comprised of age and relationship length. Table 1 below statistically 

represents the respondent attributes composition. In terms of age, the highest represented age group 

were policyholders between the ages of 26 to 35, representing 54 respondents and 27% of the total 

sample. While for longest relationship length, 1-3 years represented the highest; 83 respondents 

and 41.5% of the total sample.  

Table 1.0: Data Demographics  

Variables Category Sample Percentage 

Age (years) under 18 

18-25 

26-35 

36-40 

41-55 

56-65 

above 65 

1 

50 

54 

30 

41 

15 

9 

0.5 % 

25 % 

27 % 

15 % 

20.5 % 

7.5 % 

4.5 % 

Length of being a 

customer (years) 

under 1 

1-3 

4-7 

8-11 

above 11 

58 

83 

38 

14 

7 

29 % 

41.5 % 

19 % 

7 % 

3.5 % 

 

Data Analysis  

The research used the two-stage approach recommended by Anderson and Gerbing (1988) and 

Hair et al. (2010) for model validation and structural relationship assessment. Stage one entails 

measurement model validity and goodness of fit assessment by employing the CFA technique. The 

second stage of analysis involved the application of SEM to evaluate the research structural model 

by using the Maximum Likelihood (ML) estimation method.  

Constructs Validity Assessment 
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Table 2.0 - Convergence Validity Assessment: Standard Factor Loading, AVE: Average 

Variance Extracted, CA: Cronbach’s Alpha  

Constructs Indicators SFL AVE CR 

Trust 

 

1) Promises made by my insurance company are reliable. 

2) My insurance company treats me in an honest way 

about my policy enquiry. 

3) In times of uncertainty and vulnerability, my insurance 

company has my best interests in mind. 

4) I have great confidence in my insurance company. 

5) My insurance company is genuinely concerned about 

my driving safety. 

0.83 

0.86 

 

0.86 

 

0.85 

0.58 

0.79 0.89 

Loyalty 1) I will spend more money to buy additional insurance 

policy. 

2) I will recommend my insurance broker to other people 

that seek my advice. 

3) I say positive things to other people about my 

insurance broker. 

4) I will continue to buy insurance policy from my broker 

in the next few years. 

0.52 

0.90 

 

0.92 

 

0.76 

0.77 0.83 

Situational 

Abnormality 

1) I do not feel good about the automobile insurance 

policy in Turkey. 

2) I would feel uncomfortable purchasing the insurance 

policy offered.                                                      

3) I do not believe that the automobile policy provided 

to me is correct. 

4) The buying process of my automobile policy 

included things I did not expect.  

5) The automobile insurance policy offered is not 

complete. 

0.75 

 

0.93 

 

0.77 

 

0.82 

0.81 0.88 

Satisfaction 1) In general, I am very satisfied with my insurance 

company. 

2) Overall, it has been good to have my car insured with 

my insurance company. 

3) Overall, the policy of my insurance company meets 

up to my expectations. 

4) Overall, my insurance company treats me very fairly. 

0.84 

 

 

0.87 

 

0.84 

0.85 0.88 

Uncertainty 

Avoidance 

1) It is important for my insurance company to have 

instructions explained in detail. 

2) Government rules and regulations are important 

because they inform me of the appropriate automobile 

insurance policy to buy. 

3) It is important to buy the suitable insurance policy for 

my circumstance. 

4) Comprehensive insurance policy is helpful. 

0.71 

 

0.78 

 

 

0.81 

 

0.77 

0.77 0.91 
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5) Clear instructions from my insurance company are 

important. 

6) Insurance companies should make sure to inform 

customers about their rights according to the 

government rules and regulations. 

0.85 

 

0.74 

 

Following the removal of problematic constructs as a result of factor loading and goodness of fit 

issues, the remaining constructs are within the acceptable thresholds for factor loadings (above 

0.50), AVE (above 0.50) and reliability acceptance (above 0.70). Based on these outcomes, the 

identified constructs are regarded as convergent valid.  

Discriminant Validity Assessment 
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Satisfaction  0.85 0.31 0.13 -0.05 0.27 

Loyalty   0.77 0.19 -0.13 0,25 

Uncertainty Avoidance    0.77 -0.09 0.12 

Situational Abnormality     0.81 -0.10 

Trust     0.79 

The most rigorous assessment of discriminant validity is when the Average Variance Extracted 

(AVE) is greater than the Square Inter-Correlation (SIC) (Farrell, 2010; Hair et al., 2010). AVE is 

the sum average mean value of the total factor loadings of the measurement items to a construct 

(Hair et al., 2010), while the SIC represents the shared variance of correlation between the two 

constructs being measured. Table 3.0 suggests that the relational variable AVEs are larger when 

compared to all other alternative paired squared correlations. Therefore, in accordance to Farrell 

(2010) and Hair et al., (2010), the result has established sufficient discriminant validity amongst 

the research factors.  

Table 3.0: Constructs Discriminant Validity Assessment  
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Note: the diagonal values represent the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) estimates, while the 

values above the AVE represent the Squared Inter-Correlations (SIC).  

Goodness of Fit Assessment  

For model fit, the normed chi-squared statistic (X2/df) is 1.02 [below 3], the goodness of fit 

statistics are GFI = 0.92, CFI = 0.99 and TLI = 0.99 [all higher than 0.9], with RMSEA = 0.01 

[below 0.08].  This suggests that the amended model has a suitable fit.  It is possible to move to 

stage two to assess the relationship paths using SEM. 

Model 1: Interaction Effect 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

Note: S = Supported; NS = Not supported.  

Model 2: Non-Situational Effect (Alternative Model) 

The alternative model goodness of fit was assessed using AMOS analysis. The result indicated an 

acceptable fit with normed chi-squared statistic (X2/df) is 1.75 [below 3], the goodness of fit 

statistics are GFI = 0.92, CFI = 0.97 and TLI = 0.96 [all higher than 0.9], with RMSEA = 0.06 

[below 0.08].  This suggests that the alternative model still has a suitable fit.  Hence, the author 

performed structural assessment of the relationship paths using SEM. 

  

Β= +0.00 (NS) Β= -2.23 (NS) 

Uncertainty 

Avoidance (UA) 

Loyalty  

Situational 

Abnormality (SA) 

Satisfaction   

  Trust  

 

Β= -0.20 (S) Β= -0.8 1(S) 
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Table 4.0. Representation of Hypotheses Results 

Hypothesis Path 

Coefficient  

P - Value Supports Model? 

None Situational Effect  

H1 Satisfaction         Trust 

H2 Trust           Loyalty          

 

+0.56 

+0.46 

 

0.00 

0.00 

 

Yes 

Yes 

Situational Effect 

H3 SA x Satisfaction          Trust                          

H4 SA x Trust         Loyalty    

H5 UA x Satisfaction         Trust                           

H6 UA x Trust         Loyalty                                       

 

-0.81 

-0.20 

-2.23 

+0.00 

 

0.04 

0.01 

0.00 

0.85 

 

Yes 

 Yes 

 No 

  No 

 

4. Discussion and Conclusion 

The study assessed the effect of UA and SA on satisfaction – trust – loyalty relational strand in the 

Turkey automobile insurance sector. To assess the interaction effects, the study presented and 

analysed a pivotal model with associated interaction effects of UA and SA, and a rival model 

without interaction effects describing only the relational link of satisfaction – trust – loyalty. Using 

primary data collected from 200 customers (policyholders) of various automobile insurance 

service providers, the study employed CFA and SEM analyses to determine the effects of 

interaction and non-interaction effects.  

Although UA was not significant, the study finds strong support on SA relationship values 

(McKnight et al; 1998; 2002; Schul et al. 1996, 2004, 2008; Moody et al., 2014). To begin with, 

the alternative model without interaction effects (H1 and H2) were positive and strongly supported. 

This shows that with the absent of interaction effects, relationship has a stronger tendency to be 

smooth and sustained. The alternative model relationship strength supports relationship scholars 

on satisfaction – trust – loyalty studies (Morgan and Hunt, 1994; Doney and Canon, 1997; Doney, 

Barry, & Abratt, 2007; Sekhon et la., 2013; Kharouf, Lund, and Sekhon, 2014).  

Loyalty  Satisfaction     Trust  

Β= +0.56 (S) Β= +0.46 (S) 
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In contrary, the pivotal relationship model showed that the presence of interaction effect led to 

disturbed relational outcomes. H3 proposes SA will negatively moderate satisfaction and trust 

relationship was supported. The current condition of the insurance industry demonstrate why the 

relationship is negative, as people feel more negative about the sector, their confidence towards 

the integrity and honesty of the automobile insurance provider is devalued. The level of trust 

against the insurance system in Turkey for many years has remained low.. More precisely, the 

environment of insecurity seemed to have contributed to the devalued trust relationship. Similarly, 

H4, that examines the interactive effect of SA and trust on loyalty had a negative outcome. This 

finding indicates that when there is the presence of doubts and negative feelings about the sector, 

the insurance customers’ loyalty towards their policy provider is hampered. The finding supports 

e-commerce literature proposition that abnormal or unfavorable business environment endangers 

positive relationship outcomes (Schul et al. 1996, 2004, 2008; Moody et al., 2014).     

UA interaction with satisfaction led to a negative effect on trust (H5), contrary to the hypothesised 

positive relationship. Perhaps, the negative relationship suggests high level of UA culture is not 

significant to the relationship development of customers trust and loyalty to their insurance policy 

providers.  Similarly, the interaction effect of UA and trust on loyalty was not supported (H6). 

Perhaps, the finding is an indication that the insurance sector still lacks quality services to foster 

customer’s confidence and integrity in their services provider. 

Theoretical and Practical Contribution  

This research finding makes notable and interesting contribution to the business service-oriented 

research.  Importantly, the research is the first to develop a relational conceptual framework that 

integrates SA and UA to examine the effect on the relational link of satisfaction – trust – loyalty. 

By developing this model, academics have access to newly formed relational model to examine 

other contextual settings where there are emerging evidence of situational abnormalities. Next, the 

research has proven that in the presence of extenuating factors, the dominant relationship strand is 

prone to distortion resulting to either insignificant or weak relational values between the customers 

and service provider. Therefore, this study argues that although UA was not predictive in the 

model, SA demonstrated high distortion effects, which is important to further studies in both B2B 

and B2C relationships. More importantly, the introduction of SA concept in relational marketing 



24 

 

studies has received little attention since developed by McKnight et al, (1998, 2002). The study 

calls for more marketing academics to consider SA as an important “construct” when investigating 

relationship value models, as this research echoes the crucial role SA plays to moderate 

relationship development as highlighted in the e-commerce literature (McKnight et al; 1998; 2002; 

Gefen et al, 2003; Schul et al. 1996, 2004, 2008; Moody et al., 2014).  

In terms of business relevance, the study has some remarkable findings useful to the insurance 

industry. As Turkey is high on UA orientation, there is the need for insurance policy maker to have 

clear systems and structures to support policyholders in such a way that risks and uncertainty are 

minimized. For example, writing policy using simple language that potential automobile 

policyholder will find it easy to comprehend. This should be supported with a robust customer 

services that takes time to explain insurance policy before signed by customer. Taking this 

approach, will position the insurance policy provider in a positive light thereby fostering stronger 

tie between the customer and service provider. Furthermore, businesses in the insurance sector 

should be more responsive to the policyholder claims in a manner that is respectful and supportive. 

Perhaps, this approach provides the much-needed support that can mitigate against SA in area 

related to customer doubts associated to claim and process complexity. Similarly, to reduce UA 

effect, insurance policy provider should be seem as responsible and supportive to customers 

involved in accidents particularly in situations when it is established that the policy holder is not 

at fault.   

There are new research opportunities emerging from this study. An important and urgent area is 

to replicate the research model and empirically test it in different relational settings to establish 

the explanatory robustness of the model. For instance, what would be the effect of satisfaction – 

trust – loyalty in settings described to have low and modest levels of UA such as China and United 

Kingdom respectively? Furthermore, what would be the SA and UA effects on industrialised 

nations with fairly developed and stable insurance sector? This is a crucial question when 

considering such societies level of UA and anticipated tolerance risk level as depicted by Hofstede 

cultural dimensions.      

As a limitation to the study, the authors analysed the data homogenously without conducting 

analysis on demographics such as gender, relationship length, profession or family profile of the 
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customers. There is value in extending the current research by considering demographic variables 

such as customer’s income effect on the research model.   
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Adapted Measurement Items and References  

Uncertainty Avoidance (UA) 

1) It is important for my insurance company to have instructions explained in detail (Sampaio 

et al., 2017). 

http://www.tuik.gov.tr/PreIstatistikTablo.do?istab_id=236
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2) Government rules and regulations are important because they inform me of the appropriate 

automobile insurance policy to buy (Hwang and Lee, 2012). 

3) It is important to buy the suitable insurance policy for my circumstance. 

4) Comprehensive insurance policy is helpful (Sampaio et al., 2017). 

5) Clear instructions from my insurance company are important (Sampaio et al., 2017). 

6) Insurance companies should make sure to inform customers about their rights according to 

the government rules and regulations (Sampaio et al., 2017). 

Situational Abnormality (SA) 

1) I do not feel good about the automobile insurance policy in Turkey (Moody, Galleta and 

Lowry, 2014). 

2) I would feel uncomfortable purchasing the insurance policy offered (Moody, Galleta and 

Lowry, 2014).                                                      

3) I do not believe that the automobile policy provided to me is correct (Moody, Galleta and 

Lowry, 2014). 

4) The buying process of my automobile policy included things I did not expect (Moody, 

Galleta and Lowry, 2014).  

5) The automobile insurance policy offered is not complete (Moody, Galleta and Lowry, 

2014). 

Satisfaction 

1) In general, I am very satisfied with my insurance company (Lam et al. 2004). 

2) Overall, it has been good to have my car insured with my insurance company(Lam et al. 

2004).. 

3) Overall, the policy of my insurance company meets up to my expectations (Lam et al. 

2004).. 

4) Overall, my insurance company treats me very fairly (Lam et al. 2004)..  

Trust 

 1) Promises made by my insurance company are reliable (Coote, Forrest, and Tam (2003). 

2) My insurance company treats me in an honest way about my policy enquiry (Ball, Coelho 

and Machas (2004). 

3) In times of uncertainty and vulnerability, my insurance company has my best interests in 

mind (Cater and Cater (2010).  

4) I have great confidence in my insurance company (Coote, Forrest, and Tam (2003). 

5) My insurance company is genuinely concerned about my driving safety (Ball, Coelho and 

Machas (2004). 

Loyalty 

1) I will spend more money to buy additional insurance policy (Keh and Xie, 2009). 

2) I will recommend my insurance broker to other people that seek my advice (Fullerton, 

2005).  

3) I say positive things to other people about my insurance broker (Fullerton, 2005). 

4) I will continue to buy insurance policy from my broker in the next few years (Keh and Xie, 

2009).  

 


