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Abstract  This study was prompted by the desire to assess the relationship among partnering, trust and 
organizational efficiency in selected construction firms in North-East, Nigeria. It sought to:(i) ascertain the nature of 
the effect of partnering on organizational productivity in selected construction firms in North East, Nigeria;  
(ii) ascertain the extent of the relationship between partnering and trust in the selected construction firms in North 
East, Nigeria. The population of the study was 1662 staff of the selected construction firms in North East Nigeria. 
The sample size of 553 was obtained using freund and William formula. Proportionate Stratified sampling technique 
was used to select respondents in each of the construction industry. Data were collected using content validated 
questionnaire. The reliability was test using a test retest method and Cronbach’s alpha was adopted, giving a 
coefficient of 0.94, indicating a high degree of items consistency. It was found that Partnering had a positive effect 
on organizational productivity in selected construction firms in North East, Nigeria (r = 0.772, p < 0.05); Partnering 
had a significant positive relationship with trust in selected construction firms in North East, Nigeria. (r = 0.948,  
p < 0.05). Based on the findings the study concluded that trust is simply indispensable for long term strategic 
relationships like partnering; however, successful partnering in contracting firms has certain pre-requisites that must 
be fulfilled before implementing the concept. Based on the conclusion, the study recommends that Management 
should continually and continuously design effective partnering that will achieve organizational productivity. This 
will ensure that these organisations are equipped with the requisite rules and regulation of Agreement. Trust should 
be targeted to ensure that it is focused on achieving organizational profitability; The Partnering Agreement of 
construction firms should be focused to enhance organizational market share and appropriate partnering that suit the 
uniqueness of the organization should be adopted, to ensure that growth is achieved. 
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1. Introduction 

The origin of partnering, as a construction management 
concept, is relatively recent, dating from themid-1980s. 
This is not to say that partnering did not exist prior to  
that period and indeed many would subscribe to the  
view that partnering between contractors and private 
clients is as old as construction itself. The study focuses 
on formal partnering, where there is evidence of an 
explicit arrangement between the parties. According to  
the National Economic Development Council [1], true 
partnership in the formal sense only became established in 
the mid-1980s, the first being that between Shell and 
Partners in 1984. The most frequently cited partnering 
arrangement of the 1980s is the Du Pont/Fluor Daniel 

relationship for the Cape Fear plant project. The partnering 
agreement between Du Pont and Fluor Daniel was made 
in 1986 and was a formalization of a relationship which 
had existed since the 1970s. Other notable partnering 
relationships during this era were Union Carbide/Bechtel 
Proctor and Gamble/Kellogge and Shell Oil/Parsons. 

Since the publication of the Lathan [2] report, partnering 
has been increasingly used as a procurement method. 
Partnering enables the industry to understand more clearly 
its clients’ needs and objectives including improved efficiency 
and cost-effectiveness, increased innovation, opportunities 
and the continuous improvement of quality products and 
services. 

The construction industry has been plagued by issues of 
trust for long and has been characterized as having “too 
little trust” which hurts both client and industry [3]. In this 
regard, Munns [3] correctly referred to lack of trust in 
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projects as condemning indictment, it is because of issues 
such as this that led Klemetti [4] to opine that a “culture of 
conflict and inefficiency… dogs Britain’s biggest industry”. 

Such concerns have given rise to a number of 
government reports, such as the Klemetti [4], other reports 
and House of Commons reports [5]. 

Partnering is an umbrella term applied to a series of 
strategies that involve producing collaborations between 
different types of actors which extend beyond the sector 
based division between government, market and civil 
society. An allied concept to trust is that of partnering 
which is a commitment between the clients and contractors to 
avoid issues but cooperate with each other in order to 
achieve their common business objectives. Projects are 
dynamic by nature and therefore, the use of fixed or 
predetermined agreements in the initial stages lead to 
problems such as time delays, cost overruns, trivial claims 
and dissatisfaction of the parties [6]. 

Munns [3] contends that the importance of trust in a 
society can be judged from the fact that in the absence of 
trust, every individual will have to do his work himself. 
Relating this analogy to projects, he argues that complete 
absence of trust in the industry will lead to a situation 
where clients will do their work themselves, rather than 
give to other players in the industry. This analogy is meant 
to clarify that in extreme cases, lack of trust may lead to 
multiple problems in projects. Similarly, Luhmann [7], 
emphasizes that trust is important for increasing cooperation 
between parties to overcome risk and engage in corrective 
actions in environments characterized by uncertainty. 
These arguments could easily be applied to projects as well, 
since projects involve risk and interdependence, therefore, 
trust between the clients and contractor is extremely important. 

The concept of partnering has been reviewed by many 
researchers, and most of the definitions seem to have more 
similarities than differences amongst them. Like some 
researchers [8,9] define partnering in terms of notional 
benefits on offer to the individuals participating in the 
process. The major focus of these benefits is on the 
development of long term relationship and mutual trust 
among the organizations. To this extent, it seems that it is 
a concept or a notion of applying abstract ideas to the 
construction industry for the sake of achieving efficiency 
and mutual satisfaction. 

However, a rising number of small contractors are 
facing delays in payments, shrinking contracts as well as 
difficulty in getting loans due to tough operating 
environments in the construction organizations. Additionally, 
some face insufficient financing, material price escalation, 
lack of high skilled work force, lack of performance and 
time management, and lack of productivity among others. 
Since there are huge numbers of small contractors in 
Nigeria, it should be questioned, why they do not practice 
partnering or merging amongst themselves. Through 
partnering, these hitherto small firms can produce more 
benefits compared to just running small contractor firms 
solely on their own. In a partnering relationship, the role 
of a contractor is different from that in a traditional project. 
There would be much competition among the small 
contractors themselves. It is believed that some of the 
small contractors come from the same family, for example, 
a father, mother, brother and sister, are all registered as 
small contractors. The question is, why not just merge to 

form a family consortium which is much better compared 
to forming separate construction firms. 

Confronted with these myriads of issues, small 
contractors are in a great need to practice the concept of 
partnering to enable them determine their goals to educate 
all parties of each other’s goals and to mold them into 
common goals and mission. It is the molding of these 
common divergent goals into one cohesive team and 
purpose which leads to a successful project 

1.1. Statement of the Problem 
Most recently, going into partnership has become more 

and more communal and is today reflected in a range of 
policy areas. In spite of recent developments taking place 
in the discipline of Project Management in general and 
contracting in particular, some projects are still failing. 
With the increase in complexity of construction systems 
and processes, there is a growing need to bring together 
advances from different realms of constructing research. 
Despite developments taking place in the discipline of 
Project Management in general and contracting in 
particular, some projects are still failing. With the increase 
in complexity of construction systems and processes, there 
is a growing need to bring together advances from 
different realms of constructing research. This trend is 
motivated by many reasons. Projects are more complex 
and tolerances tighter, constructors need to focus on 
multiple aspects of the construction process to achieve  
this required level of quality and response times are 
decreasing from design to project. It is no longer adequate 
for construction firms to focus on particular aspects of 
their process for development. Rather, they need to use a 
holistic approach for process improvement. This is 
especially the case as cost and time requirements for 
contract parts are getting progressively stringent. Learning 
contracting techniques are standard in most contracting 
practices these days and inefficiencies in the contracting 
process are being addressed by process and system 
improvement. Supply chains are getting more complex as 
well, and it is critical to improve the fractional value 
added time while making parts.  

Confronted with these encounters, the construction 
industry is in a great need to practice the concepts of 
partnering to enable them to determine their goals, educate 
all parties of each other’s goals and to move them into 
common goals and mission. Though, there are studies on 
partnering, trust and organizational efficiency, specific 
investigation that integrates the factor base between 
partnering and trust is taken in the context of organizational 
efficiency in construction industry. Hence, this study is to 
ascertain the practice of partnering; trust and organizational 
efficiency, and identifies the problems and effects of these 
myriad of issues among construction industry. It is pertinent 
to address this gap by conceptualizing an integrated 
framework for assessing partnering, trust and organizational 
efficiency within the context of construction industry. 

1.2. Objectives of the Study 
i.  Ascertain the effect of partnering on organizational 

productivity in selected construction firms in North-
East, Nigeria. 
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ii.  Ascertain the extent of the relationship between 
partnering and trust on cost effectiveness in selected 
construction firms in North-East, Nigeria 

1.3. Research Questions 
i.  What is the effect of partnering on organizational 

productivity in selected construction firms in North-
East, Nigeria? 

ii.  To what extent is the relationship between partnering 
and trust on cost effectiveness in selected 
construction organizations in North-East, Nigeria? 

1.4. Research Hypotheses 
i.  Partnering has a positive effect on organizational 

productivity in selected construction firms in  
North-East, Nigeria. 

ii.  Partnering and Trust have a significant positive 
relationship with cost effectiveness in selected 
construction firms in North-East, Nigeria. 

2. Literature Review 

2.1. Conceptual Framework 
Partnering 

The concept of partnering originated in the United 
States of America (USA) and has gained popularity and 
worked well in various other countries [10]. According to 
Das and Keng [11], partnering “is a relationship between 
two or more companies or organisations formed with the 
express intent of improving performance in the delivery of 
projects.” The term partnering is often confused with 

“partnership”. Partnership is defined as “an arrangement 
involving two or more persons who have agreed to undertake 
a business venture as co-owners, with the intent to make a 
profit”. 

The National Economic Development Council [1] 
provides a working definition of partnering as a long term 
commitment between two or more organizations for the 
purpose of achieving specific business objectives by 
maximizing the effectiveness of each of the participants. 
Partnering is a process for improving relationships among 
those involved to the benefits of all. 

Technology is changing the way we live, work, play 
and learns. Successful partnerships between construction 
organizations can provide the technology and innovations 
necessary to provide a flexible learning framework to 
meet the needs of today’s lifelong learners. Fostering 
collaborative and innovative partnerships will enable 
higher organization to transform in this high speed 
information age. Construction organizations have extensively 
used partnering or joint ventures (JVs) as a means of 
transforming hostile, adversarial owner-contractor relationships 
into more collaborative teams [8]. 

Partnering is also receiving a positive response in  
the construction industry because it understands the 
necessity of subcontracting and the difficulties of joining 
the historical division. Larson [8] states that, partnering 
benefits all parties involved, including the contractors, 
subcontractors, the owner and the management, as  
well as on-site employees. More generally, partnering 
brings with it benefits in various forms, and to  
several parties. The advantages over traditional 
approaches identified by Bresnen and Marshall [12] 
include increased productivity, reduced costs, reduced 
project duration, improved product quality and improved 
client satisfaction.  

 
Figure 1. Benefits of Partnering 
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Figure 2. Dimension of Partnering in Organizations 

Categories of Partnering 
There are two different categories of partnering and 

within each category there are varieties. 
1.  Strategic Partnering: This is sometimes referred to 

as multi-project partnering or less frequently as 
second level partnering. Strategic partnering takes 
place when two or more firms use partnering on a 
long-term basis to undertake more than one 
construction project. 

2.  Project Partnering: This is sometimes called single 
project partnering or first-level partnering project. 
Partnering occurs when two or more firms come 
together in a partnering arrangement for a single 
project. Because partnering has to do with long 
term relationships, it follows that more gains and 
benefits are likely to be achieved from the longer 
term strategic partnering as opposed to the shorter 
duration project partnering arrangements. However, 
project partnering can be a stepping stone to 
strategic partnering. 

The Participants – the first issue to be addressed in  
any form of partnering is: who should participate in the 
partnering arrangement? If the partnering concept is 
introduced at the outset of the project, this will have a 
bearing on the procurement method adopted which in turn 
will have a bearing on the composition of the project 
participants. In order to gain the maximum benefits of 
partnering, the general trend is to use a design and build 
form of procurement. The advantage of this approach is 
that it allows all the key stakeholders to be involved in a 
partnership arrangement from the outset of the project. 

Partnering is not however, the exclusive domain of 
design and building as it can be used in a traditionally 
procured project where the lowest bid contractor is 
brought on board at the tender acceptance stage. In this 
situation the contractor is excluded from the design stage. 

Thus during the preconstruction phase the partnering 
arrangements can only take place between the client and 
the design consultants, the contractor being brought into 
the partnering relationship at the downstream stage of 
tender acceptance. 

The selection of members of the partnering team is 
clearly of paramount importance in a concept which is all 
about trust and mutual support. The partnering team must 
be capable of carrying out its responsibilities throughout 
the project. If any one of the team members is not capable 
of carrying out its duties, any attempt at partnering will 
fail. Therefore, the task of selecting partners is not an easy 
one. For instance, as indicated by Gambetta [13] ideally, 
you can select contractors or owners who have established 
a successful track record of partnering on previous 
contracts. By interviewing contractors an owner can 
discern interest and/or expertise. However, it is possible 
for a contractor to progress from being an interested party 
to a partnering participant. This profession states clearly in 
the New South Wales Contractor Accreditation Scheme 
which identifies five categories of partnering. These 
categories are reflected in the table below: 

Table 1. Level of Partnering Characteristics 

Level State Characteristics 
Low Recognition stage Aware of benefits of partnering 

Average Development 
stage Developing partnering policy 

Above 
average 

Establishment 
stage 

Commitment to use of partnering in 
all projects. 

Good 
Continuous 
improvement 
stage 

Documented evidence of ongoing 
improvement in project delivery 
through partnering. 

High Best practice stage 
Record of long-term relationships 
with consultants, suppliers and sub-
contractors. 

Source: New South Wales Contractor Accreditation Scheme. 
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The decision to partner is a very essential one because 
of the reliance which one partner must inevitably place on 
the other(s). It follows that a decision to partner should be 
taken at the highest possible level in an organization.  
It is inconceivable that partnering could be carried out 
without commitment at the very highest levels within both 
organization. 

Although great trauma is made by all commentators of 
the need for high-level commitment and there is also a 
need for interval partnering to take place within an 
organization prior to a commitment by senior management 
to enter into a partnering agreement. Therefore, internal 
partnering means preparing your organization and 
reviewing internal procedures and documentation. It also 
involves educating and informing staff on partnering. The 
result of this process should be a united organization that 
is prepared to work closely with another organization. 

2.2. Partnering Process 
The process which is adopted for project partnering will 

depend on the circumstance of each situation, if the 
project participants have previously been involved in 
similar partnering arrangements, many of the bridges will 
already have been made, whereas if this is a first-off 
occasion for the participants then the process will have 
previously been involved in similar partnering arrangements, 
bridges will already have been made, whereas if this is a 
first-off occasion for the participants then the process will 
have to be developed with particular care and sensitivity. 
The partnering process is divided into three categories:  
the pre-project stage, the implementation stage and the 
completion or feedback stage. 

Pre-project stage: The Pre-project stage begins with 
the decision of whether or not to partner. In other words, 
the readiness to use partnering will be a condition of 
prequalification for government tenders. The decisions 
and initiative to partner comes from the client, design 
team or contractor; it is a potentially high-risk decision 
and as such cannot be taken lightly. It is not an automatic 
assumption that partnering is always the best option.  
For instance, partnering should be best avoided in  
some situations. Ideally, there should be a synergistic 
relationship between the parties with each party bringing 
complementary efforts to the partnering table.  

Implementation stage: At the conclusion of the initial 
partnering workshop on implementation plan, there will be 
established a time table for a series of follow-up 
workshops. The frequency and the duration of these 
workshops will depend on individual circumstances. The 
initial workshop is geared towards changing a traditional 
adversarial culture to a team-spirited win-win environment.  

Completion Stage: The completion stage of the project 
partnering process would normally be centered round a 
final workshop session. Usually this final workshop will 
incorporate a lunch or dinner during which senior 
management will take the opportunity to make mention of 
specific contributions and highlights the characteristics of 
the completed project. Although this social event is an 
occasion for emotional release and for self-congratulation, 
the final workshop is not simply to do with social niceties. 
It is an opportunity to undertake some serious work in 
order to learn from. 

2.3. Requirements for Partnering 
According to Rics [14] for partnering to yield good 

results there are some preconditions that must be satisfied. 
These are that the culture and structure of an organization 
should be flexible and willing to trust the contracting 
parties. Organizations that are rigid and have no intentions 
to trust the other party confront failure in partnerships and 
therefore, require a radical change initiative in culture and 
structure.  

Chen and Chen [15] opine that the requirements for 
successful partnerships in addition to cultural and 
structural changes are: 

•  A clear communication strategy for resolving the 
conflicts that may arise over the period of a project 
must be resolved in a timely manner before they 
become real issue to the project 

•  The parties to the contract should be willing to 
share resources as and when required. 

•  Equitable allocation of risk and responsibilities as 
submitted by Rahman and Kumaraswamy [16]. 

•  Monitoring of the partnering process on a regular 
intervals, commitment to win-win attitude is critical 
to the success of partnerships [17]. 

2.4. Partnering and Trust in Organization 

Trust, a Critical Ingredient 
Trust has been a frequently cited determinant of group 

performance [18]. In prior research, the argument for a 
main effect of trust on performance is relatively 
straightforward. Put simply, trust increases the ability of 
group members to work together. Since work groups 
require that individuals work together, trust is expected to 
increase the performance of the group, both in terms of 
effectiveness and efficiency. Effectiveness is expected to 
be positively related to trust, as the latter may improve 
cooperation and the motivation to work jointly [19] that in 
turn may improve the group’s execution of its task. 
Efficiency is expected to increase, as trust reduces the 
need for controls (e.g., rules and monitoring) and 
increases the ability to confront performance problems; 
both of these factors facilitate the maximal utilization of 
the group’s resources [19]. 

How to Apply Partnering and Trust in Organizations 
On troubled projects, it is worthwhile to bring in 

independent, professional partnering facilitators to aid in 
the planning and conducting of the partnering workshop 
activities. Facilitators can be rapidly located  

by an internet search of “partnering facilitators”. Before 
the workshop, the facilitator, as a neutral person, will 
interview the stakeholders, identify the issues and draft a 
workshop agenda for review with the project manager(s). 
During the workshop, the skilled neutral facilitator  
will conduct the meeting to help the team develop 
understandings and team actions to address project issues, 
clarify project goals and its mission, record them in the 
form of a partnering charter and establish guidelines of 
interaction that stress open communication and rapid issue 
resolution. On large or complex projects, facilitators often 
continue to support the project managers. As a neutral 
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party, they continue to assess the partnering effectiveness 
and to help the team in follow-up partnering workshops to 
make their project the best that it can be. 

In general, different forms of relational contracting 
exist that encompass partnering alliancing, public-private 
partnership, joint venture, and other collaborative working 
arrangements [16,20]. Partnering in construction can be 
generally classified as project partnering and strategic 
partnering in terms of the number of projects for which the 
relationships are established (Cheng et al., 2001). 

Various perspectives of trust and risk provided in the 
literature can broadly be grouped into the following three 
streams: 

1.  Characteristics based trust / characteristics based 
risk which deals with trust or risk characteristics such 
as reliability, credibility, commitment, benevolence, 
goodwill, affect, emotions etc [10,21,22]. 

2. Rational Trust / rational risk which deals with the 
rational choice of trust or risk such as economics, 
dynamic capabilities and technology adoption [22]. 

3. Institutional Trust / institutional risk protection, 
which induces trust between partners by reducing 
the risk level through legal frame works, commercial 
law, control system, agreements and contracts etc 
[21]. 

Trust and Organizational Efficiency 
In the process of conceptualizing trust, researchers have 

identified a number of antecedents of trust - including 
personal characteristics [23], situational factors [24], 
institutional arrangements suggest that trust can be of 
three types-deterrence-based, knowledge-based, and 
identification-based. Ring and Vandeven [10] proposes 
that trust is of two types, one being fragile and the other 
resilient. Whereas fragile trust is more calculative, 
resilient trust is based on a perception of goodwill. 
Desgupta [25] emphasized the point that trust is either 
cognition-based or affect-based. Cognition is calculative 
and affect is about emotions and goodwill. 

Definitions and Characteristics of Trust 
Several different definitions of trust are found in 

organizational behaviour literature but they are referring 
to similar, intangible characteristics of human behaviors. 
Three descriptions of trust are: 

i.  The belief in the integrity, character and ability of a 
leader. 

ii.  Reciprocal faith in one’s intentions and behaviors. 
iii. A confident reliance on the integrity, honesty, or 

justice of another. 
Integrity, character, ability, faith, reliability, honesty 

and justice are virtues to live up to in the modern work 
place. Yet, it is these high standards that create a culture 
of organizational trust. The term organizational trust can 
be used in several ways. One form of trust is best 
described as inter-organizational trust, or the trust between 
two organizations, organizational trust may be better 
described as intra-organizational trust, a term that can be 
used in different ways. Some researchers focus on the 
relationship between workers and their immediate 
superiors, while others look at the relationship between 
workers and those running the organization. The role of 

interpersonal trust within work group and work teams can 
also be seen as an aspect of organizational trust. 

Creating Trust within and between Organizations 
What is trust, and how do we establish it within and 

between organizations? We can begin by describing trust 
in terms of what it is intended to accomplish, namely, to 
get people to collaborate. Trust, it has been argued, is one 
of the essential conditions necessary for happiness [22]. 
Establishing a climate of trust within an organization, 
however, is difficult since it must be built up over time, 
and may be influenced by a variety of factors.  

Dasgupta [25] identifies seven factors that he felt were 
necessary to ensure trust: honesty, candor, competence, 
diligence, loyalty, fairness, and discipline. Others, in 
describing values essential to interpersonal relationships, 
add factors such as caring and pursuit of excellence [26]. 

Sources of Trust 
Many scholars contend that trust is rather difficult to 

produce intentionally. For example, Coleman suggests 
that as a rational account of human behavior, trust can 
only be produced in informal, small, closed and 
homogeneous communities which are able to enforce 
normative sanctions [27]. 

It is unclear how to create trust within communities, 
especially in diverse or heterogeneous societies. Still, 
many researchers continue to search for conditions that 
may help to facilitate trust and thereby allow efforts to 
create it deliberately. 

Types of Trust 
Trust may be classified as basic, simple, blind and 

authentic. The characteristics as described by Solomon 
and Flores include: 

(i)  Basic Trust: Is the ability and willingness to meet 
people without inordinate suspicion, and the ability 
to take comfort ability and deal with strangers along 
the willingness to enter into intimate relationships. 
Basic trust provides the basics for one’s entire 
personality and demeanor toward the world. 

(ii)  Simple Trust: Is the utter absence of suspicion, it 
demands on reflection, on conscious choice, no 
scrutiny and no justification. It may come about 
because no reason has ever arises to question the 
other trustworthiness, but it may also be that the one 
who trust is simply naïve. 

(iii)Blind trust: Has been exposed to violation and 
betrayal but refuses to believe it has occurred. Blind 
trust denies the possibility that anything could 
shake or betray the trust. 

(iv) Authentic trust: Is fully self-aware, cognizant of its 
own conditions and limitations, open to new and 
even unimagined possibilities, based on choice and 
responsibility rather than the mechanical operations 
of predictability, reliance and rigid rule following. 
Authentic trust is well aware of the risk and willing 
to confront distrust and overcome it. 

(v) Literature has identified four different types of trust 
for example, [26] identifies production trust, point 
to opportunistic trust and identifies cooperative trust. 
Trust is simply indispensable for interpersonal [18] 
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and commercial relationships. Trust is vital whenever 
risk, uncertainty, or interdependence exist. 

Characteristics Based Trust 
The focal issue of this research has been the effect of 

individual characteristics on the establishment of trust. 
Characteristics that have received significant attention in 
the literature are: Competence, Dependability, Commitment, 
Reliability, Belief, Fairness, Benevolence, Honesty, 
Credibility andWillingness to take risk.  

Institutional Control System (Risk Protection) 
The institutional control systems such as commercial 

laws, local legislation, trade organizations and partner’s 
agreements, contracts, legal frame works are analyzed 
based on the strength of the institutional systems. 
Rachhman and Kumaraswamy [16] argue that an effective 
long-term strategy for dealing with supply risk requires 
consistent monitoring and auditing of a supplier’s 
processes to check that they conform to the required 
standards. Luhmann [28] suggests that the existence of 
legal norms is one of the most effective remedies to 
confine the risk. Giddens [29] argues that since social 
actors themselves are assumed to produce and to 
reproduce the institutional order in which they live they 
are in principle also free to change its structures. Also 
according to Giddens, they cannot avoid permanently 
orienting their behavior towards existing institutional 
arrangements unless they accept that their actions are 
arbitrary and meaningless to others.  

Benefits of Trust 
Organizations with high levels of cultural trust tend to 

produce high-quality products and services and less cost 
because they can recruit and retain highly motivated 
employees. These employees are more likely to enjoy 
their work, take time to do their jobs correctly; make their 
own decisions; take risks; innovate; embrace the 
organizations vision, mission, and values, and display 
organizational citizenship behaviour. 

Another benefit of organizational trust is demonstrated 
in the area of organizational justice. Distributive justice: 
The perceived fairness of outcome within the organization. 

Procedural justice: The perceived fairness in the process of 
reaching decisions about disturbing outcomes. Interactional 
justice: The perceived fairness of interpersonal interactions 
and treatment in the organization. Similarly, the importance 
of trust is often acknowledged but seldom examined. 
Similarly, scholars tend to mention trust, to allude to it as 
a fundamental ingredient or lubricant, an unavoidable 
dimension of social interaction, only to move on to deal 
with less intractable matters. Luhmann [28] contends that 
trust has never been a topic of mainstream sociology. 
Dasgupta [25] states that, “it is not easy to model the link 
between personal, groups and institutional trust. However, 
the link needs to be studied if we are to understand the 
ideal of social capital”. 

Breakdown in Trusting Relationship 
Kamaruzaman [30] distinguish between what they call 

“disappointment of trust” and “breach of trust”. 
Disappointment of trust is less serious fractures in 

relationships that are due to unintentional errors or that are 
no one’s fault. Breaches of trust are more serious fractures 
due to perceptions of fraudulent acts, lies, reneging, 
incompetence, indifference, cynicism, lack of caring, 
insincerity and the break of contracts. 

Trust in Construction Organizations 
According to Davis and Seah [31], trust is needed 

because relationships between people working together 
often involve interdependencies; people therefore are 
required to trust others in a number of ways for attaining 
their personal and organizational objectives. Before 
embarking upon the discussion on trust in manufacture 
organizations, it would be appropriate to first provide brief 
introduction to the sequence: These sequences are (i) the 
perception of context; (ii) the decision of trust and (iii) 
actions.  

Organizational Context of Trust 
Trust is a Pre-Condition of Social Capital 

Jehn and Shah [32] define social capital at the 
organizational scale as “a resource reflecting the character 
of social relations within the organization, realized 
through members’ level of collective goal orientation and 
shared trust”. Organizational trust is the employee’s 
confidence that the organization will perform an action 
that is beneficial to him [13]. Much organizational trust is 
the same kind of trust that exists between individuals 
based on reputation and experience, but it is more than 
simply individual trust. Jones [33] states that, organizational 
trust consists of “lateral trust”-- trust relations among 
peers who share a similar work situation and “vertical 
trust” relationships between individuals and their 
immediate supervisors, subordinates, and top management.  
Trust is a Product of Social Capital 

Trust-based connections that characterize social capital 
lead to the development of increased trust as people work 
with one another over time, so trust is also a product or 
benefit of social capital. Employment practices in 
organizations with high social capital may enjoy longer 
job tenure and more reciprocal labour-management 
relations that lower transaction costs and bring about 
higher-performance work practices (Heitzberg, 1966). 

2.5. Theoretical Framework 

The Commitment-Trust Theory 
The commitment-trust theory of relationship marketing 

says that two fundamental factors, trust and commitment, 
must exist for a relationship to be successful. Relationship 
marketing involves forming bonds with customers by 
meeting their needs and commitments. Rather than 
chasing short-term profits, businesses following the 
principles of relationship marketing forge long-lasting 
bonds with their customers. As a result, customers trust 
these businesses, and the mutual loyalty helps both parties 
fulfill their needs. 

Even though many trust commitment work have been 
tested and supported, exiting researches contain little 
information on the relationship of KMV theory and 
cooperative intention in the maritime transportation of 
international trade supply chain. Two components of trust 

 



 Journal of Finance and Economics 247 

(cognition based and affect based trust) and three 
components of commitment (normative, effective, and 
continuance commitment) are extracted from related 
theories. In the work, the authors conduct an empirical test 
to support KMV theory and extend further to study the 
inter-organizational relationship. Specially, the authors 
find out that organizations in different culture and variety 
of line vessels (i.e. tramp vessel or liner vessels) have 
numerous relationships between socio-psychological trust 
and commitments which contribute significantly to their 
cooperative intention. The study indicates the existence of 
variables moderating the relationship between cognition-
/affect based trust and continuance commitment. 

Some of the sources of risk, studied are: price 
fluctuations, available capacity, manufacturing yield, 
supplier quality, internal organization, and competitor’s 
action, and information delay, political environment, 
customs regulations. Jacobson and Choi [34] suggest that 
there are two main types of supply chain risk to which 
partners can be exposed: technological risk and  
over-reliance on single partner. Denzin and Lincoln [35] 
maintain that risk is about choice; the action we dare to 
take. According to the Transitional Cost Economics (TCE) 
Theory of Williamson (1979) a part of the business cost is 
associated with managing the buyer and supplier 
relationship. For example, some of the costs of a 
relationship to a supplier could be the investment in 
machinery or technology in order to supply the buyer. 
These costs could be very high and could expose the 
supplier to considerable risk should the customer choose 
to go elsewhere. From the customer’s point of view, this 
type of situation might make it difficult and costly to find 
and switch to another supplier. In the former situation, the 
transaction costs for the customer might be lower whilst in 
the latter they might be higher. Here, the partners are 
exposed to economic risk. With increasing size of the 
partner’s organizations, the other partners need to build 
their dynamic capabilities to respond to the partner’s 
requirement or risk the relationship. Similarly, a long term 
trust worthy relationship between partners may turn risky 
under high uncertainty or risk conditions, firms may need 
to either develop some additional assurances from various 
risk perspectives or use formal governance mechanisms 
such as contracts or legal agreements to reduce the risk. 

3. Methodology 

This study is a survey design. The total population was 
1662 consisting of management staff and contractors. The 
management staff are top management 250 staff middle 
management staff 410, lower management staff 533, while 
contractors are 469 from the available registered and 
surviving construction firms in North-East, Nigeria and 
the elements considered were the staff that had knowledge 
of partnering and trust in the organization. A sample size 
of 553 using Freund and Williams as cited in Agbadudu 
[36] was used. 

 
2

2Sample size z pqn
e

= =  

where Z is the z score for a two tailed test,  

p is the proportion of the returned questionnaire  
q is a proportion of unreturned questionnaire,  

To generate the p and q for the sample size formula, a 
pilot study was conducted. The outcome indicated that out 
of the hundred (100) copies distributed, ninety (90) which 
is p = (0.9) was returned positive, while ten (10) which is 
q = (0.1) was not returned. With 95% level of confidence, 
this implies that the level of significance is 5%. At two 
tailed test, the value of Z is 1.96. Besides, the value of the 
allowable error which is 5% (0.05) is split into two such 
that we have 0.025. 

 p q 1,+ =  

e is the error term = 0.025.  
for z = 1.96 and p = .9 and q = .1, e = 0.025  

 
2

2
1.96 (.9)(.1)Sample size=

0.025
n =  

 0.345744 0.000625=553.÷  
The questionnaire with questions that are structured to 

solicit Likert scale responses in the form of Strongly 
Agree, Agree, Undecided, Disagree and Strongly Disagree. 
Cronbach alpha coefficient of reliability was used to 
determine consistency of the instrument. The reliability 
result is 0.94. 

Cronbach Alpha Validity and Reliability Test 
 

Cases N % 

Valid 100 100.0 

Excluded 0 .0 

Total 100 100.0 

 

Cronbach’s Alpha Cronbach’s Alpha Based on 
Standardized Items No of Items 

.948 .947 100 

 
Data were presented in frequency tables and the 

corresponding values expressed in percentages. Equally, 
Hypotheses were tested using linear Regressions. Mean 
scores and standard deviations were computed for the data 
collected on the effects of partnering on organisational 
productivity, relationship between partnering and trust, 
relationship between trust and organisational profitability, 
mediating effect in the relationship between partnering 
and organisational market shares, the relationship between 
partnering and growth and the differences in perception of 
trust among the shareholders. The qualitative data SA, A, 
U, D, SD were codified into quantitative data by scaling 
them as follows: SA: 5, A: 4, U: 3, D: 2, and SD: 1.  

In order to specify the models for the regression for 
hypothesis one to two of this study, equations (i) to (ii) are 
transformed to suit the various hypotheses as follows; 
Model Specification 

For Hypothesis one which states that Partnering has a 
positive effect on organizational productivity in selected 
construction firms in North-East, Nigeria, it is represented 
as: 

 ( )P a bi OP µ= + +  (1) 
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where: 
P = Partnering  
OP  =Organizational Productivity 
a = Constant of the equation 
bi  = Coefficient of the independent variable 
µ = Error Term 

For Hypothesis two which states that Partnering and 
Trust have a significant positive relationship with cost 
effectiveness in selected construction firms in North-East, 
Nigeria, it is represented as: 

 ( )PT a bi CE µ= + +  (2) 

where: 
PT = Partnering and Trust 
CE = Cost Effectiveness 
a = Constant of the equation 
bi  = Coefficient of the independent variable 
µ = Error Term 

4. Data Presentation and Analyses 

To ascertain the nature of the effect of partnering on 
organizational productivity of selected construction 
firms in North-East, Nigeria. 

The perception of the respondents on the nature of the 
effect of partnering on organizational productivity of selected 
construction firms in North-East, Nigeria is presented in 
Table 2. 

The responses in Table 2. reveal that 182 (35.3%) 
respondents strongly agree that partnering has a positive 
effect on organizational productivity in the selected 
construction firms in North-East, Nigeria. 203 (39.4%) 
respondents agree that it has positive effects, 17 (3.3%) 
respondents were undecided, 74 (14.4%) respondents did 
not agree and 39 (7.6%) respondents strongly did not 
agree. With a mean response score of 3.81 + 1.27, the 
respondents are of the opinion that partnering has a 
positive effect on organizational productivity in selected 
construction firms in North-East, Nigeria. It is the opinion 
of the respondent’s that partnering does not have a 
negative effect on organizational productivity in selected 
construction firms in North-East, Nigeria. This is predicated 
upon the mean response of 2.18 ± 1.32 and the responses 
of 47 (9.1%) respondents that strongly agreed 61 (11.8%) 
respondents that agreed, 37 (7.2%) respondents that were 
undecided, 165 (32%) respondents that disagreed and 205 
(39.8%) respondents that strongly disagreed that partnering 
has a negative effect on organizational productivity in 

selected construction firms in North-East, Nigeria. 
116 (22.5%) respondents and 248 (48.2%) respondents 

strongly agreed and agreed respectively that Partnering 
has no effect on organizational productivity of the selected 
construction firms in North-East, Nigeria. 37 (7.2%) 
respondents were undecided as to whether Partnering has 
no effect on organizational productivity of the selected 
construction firms in North-East, Nigeria or not. 92 (17.9%) 
respondents and 32 (6.2%) respondents disagreed and strongly 
disagreed that Partnering has no effect on organizational 
productivity of the selected construction firms in North-East, 
Nigeria. With a mean score of 3.63 ± 1.19, the general 
view of the respondents is that Partnering has no effect on 
organizational productivity of the selected construction 
firms in North-East, Nigeria. The mean response of 2.24 ± 
0.96 and the responses of 62 (12%) respondents strongly 
agreeing, 11 (2.1%) respondents disagreeing, 61 (11.8%) 
respondents being undecided, 96 (18.6%) respondents 
disagreeing and 285 (55.3%) respondents strongly disagreeing, 
it is the determination of the respondents that there is  
a relationship between partnering and organizational 
productivity in the selected construction firms. 
Relationship among Partnering, Trust and Cost 
Effectiveness in selected construction firms in north-
East, Nigeria. 

The view of the respondents on whether there is a 
relationship between Partnering and Trust in selected 
construction firms in North-East, Nigeria.is presented in 
Table 3. 

As presented in Table 3, 146 (28.3%) respondents 
strongly agreed that Partnering has a significant 
relationship with trust and cost effectiveness in selected 
construction firms in North-East, Nigeria.260 (50.5%) 
respondents agreed with this. However, 33 (6.4%) 
respondents were undecided, 46 (8.9%) respondents 
disagreed and 30 (5.8%) respondents strongly disagreed 
with this. With a mean response score of 3.87 ± 1.10, it is 
the determination of the respondents that Partnering has a 
significant positive relationship with trust and cost 
effectiveness in the selected construction firms in  
North-East, Nigeria. Having a mean response score of 
1.99 ± 0.99 and the responses of 23 (4.5%) respondents, 
20 (3.9%) respondents, 54 (10.5%) respondents, 252 
(48.9%) respondents and 166 (32.2%) respondents who 
strongly agreed, agreed, were undecided, disagreed and 
strongly disagreed respectively, the respondents disagree 
that Partnering has a significant negative relationship with 
trust and cost effectiveness in the selected construction 
firms in North-East, Nigeria. 

Table 2. Effect of Partnering on Organizational Productivity of selected Construction firms 

Statements SA A U D SD Mean Std. Dev. 
Partnering has a positive effect on organizational 
productivity of the selected construction firms in 
North-East, Nigeria 

182 (35.3) 203 (39.4) 17 (3.3) 74 (14.4) 39 (7.6) 3.81 1.27 

Partnering has a negative effect on organizational 
productivity of the selected construction firms in 
North-East, Nigeria 

47 (9.1) 61 (11.8) 37 (7.2) 165 (32.0) 205 (39.8) 2.18 1.32 

Partnering has no effect on organizational productivity 
of the selected construction firms in North-East, 
Nigeria 

116 (22.5) 248 (48.2) 27 (5.2) 92 (17.9) 32 (6.2) 3.63 1.19 

There is a relationship between partnering and 
organizational productivity of the selected construction 
firms in North-East, Nigeria 

62 (2.1) 11 (12.0) 61 (11.8) 285 (55.3) 96 (18.6) 2.24 0.96 

Source: Field Survey. 
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Table 3. Relationship between Partnering and Trust 

Statements SA A U D SD Mean Std. Dev. 

Partnering and Trust has a significant relationship 
cost effectiveness in the selected construction firms in 
North-East, Nigeria. 

146 (28.3) 260 (50.5) 33 (6.4) 46 (8.9) 30 (5.8) 3.87 1.10 

Partnering and Trusthas a significant negative 
relationship with cost effectiveness in the selected 
construction firms in North-East, Nigeria. 

23 (4.5) 20 (3.9) 54 (10.5) 252 (48.9) 166 (32.2) 1.99 0.99 

There is no relationship among partnering, trust and 
cost effectiveness in the selected construction firms in 
North-East, Nigeria. 

113 (21.9) 240 (46.6) 59 (11.5) 63 (12.2) 40 (7.8) 3.63 1.18 

There is no significant relationship among partnering, 
trust and cost effectiveness in the selected 
construction firms in North-East, Nigeria. 

6 (1.2) 31 (6.0) 116 (22.5) 214 (41.6) 148 (28.7) 2.09 0.92 

Source: Field Survey. 
 
While, 113 (21.9%) respondents and 240 (46.6%) 

respondents strongly agreed and agreed respectively that 
there is no relationship among partnering, trust and cost 
effectiveness in the selected construction firms in  
North-East, Nigeria. 59 (11.5%) respondents were 
undecided about it, while 63 (12.2%) respondents and 40 
(7.8%) respondent disagree and strongly disagree with this. 
Having a mean response score of 3.63 ± 1.18, it is  
the determination of the respondents that there is no 
relationship among partnering, trust and cost effectiveness 
in the selected construction firms.With a mean response of 
2.09 ± 0.92 and 6 (1.2%) respondents who strongly  
agreed, 31 (6%) respondents who agreed, 116 (22.5%) 
respondents who were undecided, 214 (41.6%) 
respondents who disagreed and 148 (28.7%) respondents 
who strongly disagreed, the respondents are not of the 
view that there is no significant relationship among 
partnering and trust and cost effectiveness in the selected 
construction firms in North-East, Nigeria. 

5. Test of Hypotheses 

Test of Hypothesis One 
Partnering has a positive effect on organizational 
productivity in selected construction firms in North-
East, Nigeria 

In testing this hypothesis, the data presented in Table 4 
was tested using the regression analysis. The results are 
presented below. 

Table 4 Summarized Regression Results for Hypothesis One 

Variable Coefficient t-value p-value 

Constant 5.206 45.904 0.000 

Organizational Productivity (OP) 0.806 27.471 0.000 

r = 0.772; r2 = 0.595; RegSS = 378.561; ResSS = 257.330; F-value = 
754.682; sig. = 0.00. 
Source: Survey. 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

OP 2.2107 1.11227 515 

Partnering 3.7175 1.06514 515 

 
 

Correlations 
 OP Partnering 

Pearson Correlation 
OP 1.000 .772 
partnering .772 1.000 

Sig. (1-tailed) 
OP . .000 
partnering .000 . 

N 
OP 515 515 
partnering 515 515 

 
Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 
Square 

Std. Error of the 
Estimate 

1 .772a .595 .595 .70825 
a. Predictors: (Constant), partnering 

 
ANOVAa 

Model Sum of 
Squares Df Mean 

Square F Sig. 

1 
Regression 378.561 1 378.561 754.682 .000b 
Residual 257.330 513 .502   

Total 635.891 514    
a. Dependent Variable: OP 
b. Predictors: (Constant), partnering 

 
Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. 
Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 5.206 .113  45.904 .000 
OP .806 .029 .772 27.471 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: OP 
 
The result of the regression analysis summarized in 

Table 4 shows that the model for the relationship between 
Organizational Productivity (OP) and Partnering (P): 
 5.206 0.806 .OP P= +  

This reveals that partnering have positive effect on 
organizational productivity in the construction industry. 
Furthermore, as t-value > 1.96 (t-critical) and p-value < 
0.05, this effect is significant. The model fit is a predictive 
models that shows that without the influence of P, the 
value of OP will be 5.206. 

Also, the regression coefficient (r) of 0.772 indicates a 
strong relationship between the independent variable 
(organizational productivity) and the dependent variable  
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(partnering). The coefficient of determination (r2) of 0.595 
reveals that 59.5% of the variation observed the dependent 
variable is caused by the independent variable. Having a 
regression sum of square of 378.561 > the residual sum of 
squares of 257.330, this variation is not due to chance. 
The F-value and corresponding significance value of 
754.682 (0.000) shows that these results are significant. 
The constant value of 5.206 shows that without the 
influence of P, the value of OP will be 5.206.Based on this, 
the results indicate partnering has a positive effect on 
organizational productivity in selected construction firms 
in North-East, Nigeria. 
Test of Hypothesis Two 
Partnering and trust has a significant positive 
relationship with cost effectiveness in selected 
construction firms in North-East, Nigeria. 

In testing this hypothesis, the data presented in Table 5. 
was tested using the regression analysis. The results are 
presented below. 

Table 5. Summarized Regression Results for Hypothesis Two 

Variable Coefficient t-value p-value 
Constant 5.257 106.130 0.000 

Partnering& Trust (P&T) 0.858 67.286 0.000 

r = 0.948; r2 = 0.898; RegSS = 403.542; ResSS = 45.725;  
F-value = 4527.414; sig. = 0.00 
Source: Survey, 2015. 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 
CE 2.0437 .93491 515 

P&T 3.7466 1.03319 515 
 

Correlations 
 CE P&T 

Pearson Correlation 
CE 1.000 .948 

P&T .948 1.000 

Sig. (1-tailed) 
CE . .000 

P&T .000 . 

N 
CE 515 515 

P&T 515 515 
 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 
Square 

Std. Error of the 
Estimate 

1 .948a .898 .898 .29855 
a. Predictors: (Constant), P&T 

 
ANOVAa 

Model Sum of 
Squares Df Mean 

Square F Sig. 

1 
Regression 403.542 1 403.542 4527.414 .000b 
Residual 45.725 513 .089   

Total 449.267 514    
a. Dependent Variable: CE 
b. Predictors: (Constant), P&T 

 
Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. 
Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 5.257 .050  106.130 .000 
P&T .858 .013 .948 67.286 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: CE 

The result of the regression analysis summarized in 
Table 5 shows that the model for the relationship among 
partnering (P) and trust (T) and cost effectiveness: 
 5.257 0.858 & .CE P T= +  

This reveals that partnering have positive impact on 
trusting selected construction firms. Furthermore, as  
t-value > 1.96 (t-critical) and p-value < 0.05, this impact is 
significant. The model fit is a predictive model that can 
predict the level and cost effectiveness given a particular 
level of partnering and trust. 

Also, the regression coefficient (r) of 0.948 indicates a 
strong relationship between the independent variable 
(partnering and trust) and the dependent variable (cost 
effectiveness). The coefficient of determination (r2) of 
0.898 reveals that 89.8% of the variation observed the 
dependent variable is caused by the independent variable. 
Having a regression sum of square of 403.543 > the 
residual sum of squares of 45.725, this variation is not due 
to chance. The F-value and corresponding significance 
value of 4527.414 (0.000) shows that these results are 
significant. 

Based on this, the results indicate that partnering and 
trust has a significant positive relationship with cost 
effectiveness in selected construction firms in North-East, 
Nigeria. 

6. Discussion of Findings 

Effect of Partnering on Organizational Productivity of 
selected Construction firms in North-East, Nigeria.  

Every organization, especially construction firms, aims 
at ensuring survival and sustainability. The findings of this 
study revealed that partnering had a positive effect on 
organizational productivity in selected construction firms 
in North-East, Nigeria. This finding is in line with the 
findings of Onajaete and Ukpere [9] that did a study on 
partnering for small and medium contractors in Malaysia, 
employed a survey design using questionnaire as the 
technique. His study revealed that partnering can be used 
in review situations that demands productivity within a 
short period, well-equipped plants and materials, enough 
capital and experience. Work productivity can be raised if 
the class of contractors is fully committed to partnering.  
Relationship among partnering, trust and cost 
effectiveness in the selected construction firms in 
North-East, Nigeria. 

This study portrayed this point succinctly, when it 
revealed that partnering has a significant positive 
relationship with trust in selected construction firms in 
North-East, Nigeria. Colquitt, Scott and Lepine [37] 
conducted a study on Critical Factors Affecting Trust in 
Construction Partnering in UK. The study found that the 
relationship between trust and partnering is not always 
linear suggesting that apart from 'trust' other elements are 
required to achieve success in partnering. 

7. Conclusion 

This study focused on the relationship between 
partnering, trust and organizational efficiency in selected 
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construction firms in North-East, Nigeria. It aimed at 
assessing relationship among partnering, trust and 
organizational efficiency with a view to ascertain the 
nature of the effect of partnering on organizational 
productivity, ascertaining the extent of the relationship 
among partnering, trust and cost effectiveness, determine 
the nature of the relationship between trust and 
organizational profitability, identify the extent to which 
trust has a mediating effect in the relationship between 
partnering and organizations market shares, determine the 
extent of the relationship between partnering and growth, 
establish the extent of differences in perception of trust 
among the shareholders. It is evident from the ongoing 
study that most of the researchers and experts endorse that 
trust and partnering has a significant role to play in the 
success of contracting within construction projects. The 
relationship between trust and contract is obscure in a way 
that sometimes trust seems to precede contracts while at 
other instances contract precedes trust. This study shows 
that trust is simply indispensable for long term strategic 
relationships like partnering; however, successful 
partnering in contracting has certain pre-requisites that 
must be fulfilled before implementing the concept.  

8. Recommendations 

i.  Management should continually design effective 
partnering that will achieve organizational 
productivity; 

ii.  Trust and Partnering should be of paramount 
importance in construction firm in North-East 
Nigeria. This will ensure that these organisations 
are equipped with the requisite rules and regulation 
of Agreement. 

iii.  Trust should be targeted to ensure that it is focused 
on achieving organizational profitability; 
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