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ABSTRACT
The expansion of healthcare infrastructure has led to a surge in demand for diagnostic 
equipment, presenting opportunities for healthcare equipment suppliers. However, the 
market faces challenges, including intense competition exacerbated by limited product 
differentiation and a surplus of suppliers. Amidst this competitive landscape, 
understanding the factors influencing business consumer preferences and loyalty 
becomes crucial for suppliers. Theoretical perspectives highlight trust as a foundational 
element in business-to-business (B2B) relationships, influencing loyalty. Perceived value, 
reflecting consumer assessments of product quality, pricing, and relational benefits, 
mediates this relationship. Nevertheless, research on trust and loyalty in B2B healthcare 
markets, particularly in Indonesia, remains limited. Furthermore, the role of switching 
costs in shaping loyalty, especially in the context of healthcare equipment, is 
underexplored. Employing Structural Equation Modeling-Partial Least Squares (SEM-PLS), 
this study investigates trust, perceived value, switching costs, and loyalty dynamics 
between private hospitals and equipment providers in Java, Indonesia. Findings reveal 
that trust significantly influences loyalty, with perceived value partially mediating the 
trust-loyalty relationship. Surprisingly, switching costs do not moderate the trust-loyalty 
relationship. This study’s contributions include clarifying trust and loyalty dynamics in 
B2B healthcare markets in Indonesia and underscoring the importance of perceived 
value in driving loyalty. Despite limitations, such as geographic scope, this research 
informs strategic marketing and relationship management in the healthcare equipment 
sector.

Introduction

Developing long-lasting relationships with customers is considered crucial, as losing customers is costly, 
especially in the business to business (B2B) market (Raimondo et  al., 2008). One main theoretical concept 
shaping loyalty is relationship quality, particularly stemming from trust, as proposed by Berry (1983). 
Trust has been widely discussed as one of the crucial factors for fostering loyalty of the customer. 
Researchers such as Hennig-Thurau et  al. (2004), Bojei and Aryaty, (2010), Bataineh et  al. (2015) have 
suggested that good relationship quality reflects successful relationship activities, characterized by a 
reciprocal exchange of costs and benefits inherent in business transactions, aligning with the principles 
of social exchange theory (Cook & Rice, 2020; Homans, 1958). This exchange of costs and benefits shapes 
perceived value, as B2B consumers perceive the value and benefits received from various aspects related 
to supplier support and commitment (Yuan et  al., 2020). Researchers typically define perceived value as 
the mediating factor in the relationship between trust and loyalty, as consumers’ trust in product infor-
mation, quality, and service can significantly influence perceived value, thereby fostering loyalty effec-
tively (Aw et  al., 2019; Yuan et  al., 2020; Zauner et  al., 2015).
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While literature indicates that trust serves as a psychological foundation in the market transaction, a 
topic somewhat underexplored in the motivation of customer behavior in B2B market (Cherry, 2015). 
Furthermore, inconsistencies persist in the relationship between trust and loyalty. While recent studies 
demonstrate a significant positive correlation between trust and loyalty (see Biedenbach et  al., 2019; 
Cabanelas et  al., 2024; Cui et  al., 2023; Zhao et  al., 2019), both directly and indirectly, others reveal a 
non-significant relationship, contradicting relationship quality theory (see Hong & Cho, 2011; Kaur & 
Soch, 2018).

In addition, although many studies typically adopt relationship quality theory to build and main-
tain customer loyalty, recent studies identify one factor that may influence the effectiveness of these 
strategies; switching costs (El-Manstrly, 2016; Iqbal et  al., 2023). Customers incur costs when they 
reinvest time to switch to different product and service providers—time spent, effort exerted, energy, 
and knowledge acquired, all of which may affect customer loyalty to a particular supplier (Hess & 
Enric Ricart, 2003; Russo et  al., 2016). Mittal (2016) suggests that customers tend to remain loyal to 
a supplier when switching to a competitor is perceived as too costly, as supported by D.T. Nguyen 
et  al. (2020). However, the influence of switching costs on customer loyalty varies based on market 
characteristics. While B2B buyers generally exhibit low switching costs and minimal commitment to 
suppliers due to a direct and rational business approach (Russo et  al., 2016), certain industries witness 
higher switching costs and lower rates due to investments in long-term relationships (Pick & 
Eisend, 2014).

Understanding what factor may influence customer loyalty is very relevant in the Indonesia B2B 
healthcare market. Access to efficient healthcare services is a critical need for the Indonesian population, 
which is increasing by 1.25% year on year (BPS, 2022). The widespread expansion of healthcare infra-
structure in Indonesia has correspondingly led to an escalating demand for diagnostic equipment which 
gradually grew from 4.9% between 2020 and 2021 to 9.5% between 2021 and 2022 (Ministry of Health 
Republic Indonesia, 2022). However, the number of healthcare equipment suppliers is almost twice the 
number of hospitals in Indonesia (Ministry of Health Republic Indonesia, 2022). Moreover, rather than as 
a producer, these suppliers act as distributors for imported products dominated by only several major 
brands, resulting in a lack of product differentiation and intensifying the competition. Amidst this intense 
competition, predicting and understanding business consumer preferences becomes crucial for supplier 
to strategize and enhance loyalty (Rauyruen & Miller, 2007). However, few studies have as delved into 
loyalty within the healthcare sector.

Given the varied outcomes observed in the relationship quality theory and recognizing the existing 
research gap within the healthcare sector, this study aims to examine the relationship between trust in 
suppliers, perceived value, switching costs, and loyalty between private hospitals and healthcare equip-
ment providers. We specifically focus on private hospitals due to their need to independently undertake 
infrastructure development within the competitive landscape of the healthcare industry (Ghandour et  al., 
2022). Consequently, they prioritize substantial investments in cutting-edge infrastructure, quality diag-
nostic equipment, a highly skilled medical workforce, and a commitment to maintaining a hygienic and 
supportive environment conducive to patient well-being to remain competitive (Fatima et  al., 2018). 
Moreover, with approximately 62.7% of hospitals in Indonesia being private and experiencing continuous 
growth (Ministry of Health Republic Indonesia, 2022), understanding the behavior and features of private 
hospitals will provide valuable insights into the healthcare equipment market.

There are several noteworthy contributions from this study: First, this study address inconsistencies in 
research findings concerning the relationship quality theory, where trust fosters loyalty in the B2B con-
text. This is particularly crucial given the limited discussion on these variables in the B2B context, espe-
cially within the healthcare and diagnostic equipment market. Second, the study’s exclusive focus on 
private hospitals, which enjoy relative independence in supplier decision-making compared to public 
hospitals in Indonesia, adds relevance and significance to its findings. Previous studies that combined 
private and public hospitals, resulting in biased outcomes due to the different business orientations of 
these hospital types. Third, this study identifies the role of switching cost in the loyalty in health equip-
ment market, a factor which usually overlooked in the loyalty studies. Fourth, this study’s use of a 
well-measured sample selection technique involving approximately 224 samples from a total around 
1938 private hospitals, adding robustness to the study’s findings.
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In the following sections, we will delve into discussion on the review of the relevant literature, devel-
opment of the hypothesis. outline the methodology employed and present a result and discussion of the 
findings. The study concludes with a discussion of the implications of the research as well as potential 
limitations.

Literature review and hypothesis development

Theoretical framework

Grounded in social psychology, Relationship Quality represents a pivotal aspect of relationship marketing, 
emphasizing the exchange dynamics between suppliers and consumers (A. Wong & Zhou, 2013). Initially 
introduced by Berry in 1983, relationship marketing underscores the importance of nurturing enduring 
customer relationships to attract, retain, and enhance customer engagement (Berl, 1985). At the core of 
all relationship marketing lies the provision of incentives to encourage customer loyalty. These incentives 
may encompass supplementary services, relationship-based pricing, or other forms of value, ensuring 
customers have compelling reasons to remain loyal to their suppliers (Berry, 2002). Loyalty becomes 
especially important as suppliers must acknowledge that acquiring new customers is more costly than 
retaining existing ones (A. Wong & Zhou, 2013).

The concept of relationship quality encompasses both satisfaction and trust, with trust being a foun-
dational element in fostering enduring relationships (Crosby et  al., 1990). Within the context of B2B inter-
actions, trust extends beyond product quality, including trust in word-of-mouth recommendations and 
the value derived from the relationships between business consumers and suppliers (He et  al., 2018). 
Each interaction influences customers’ evaluations and perceptions of relationship quality, ultimately 
shaping repeat purchase behavior (Bitner, 1990).

To understand how trust influences loyalty, one can turn to the social exchange theory. This theory 
states that human relationships evolve through subjective cost-benefit analyses, prompting individuals to 
repeat rewarded actions, thereby increasing the likelihood of recurrence. It underscores that social rela-
tionships are founded on mutual trust and reciprocal intentions, with actions contingent upon antici-
pated rewards from others. This mutually beneficial process involves exchanges based on both social and 
economic principles. When both partners exhibit commitment, trust, and mutual reliance on each other, 
those will foster a loyal relationship (Arthur et  al., 2023). Social exchanges theory has been applied as a 
theoretical framework to enhance customer loyalty through, for example, employee competence (Hsiao 
et  al., 2023), relational benefits (Lee et  al., 2023), and community trust on the brand (Sethi et  al., 2024).

In the context of B2B partnerships, social exchange theory emphasizes interactions for benefit 
exchanges and cost-sharing between partners over time (Rindfleisch & Heide, 1997). It suggests that the 
accumulation of value from previous transactions fosters trust formation, thereby extending the theory 
of perceived value. Additionally, there exists a positive relationship between sustainable business prac-
tices and B2B loyalty, rooted in social exchange theory (Yuen et  al., 2018). Trust and commitment, often 
stemming from effective communication, shared values, and high exit barriers, lead to reliance between 
partners and nurture long-term relationships. (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). Social exchange theory, thus, 
explains how business partners reach decisions and achieve states of loyalty, trust, and satisfaction.

Loyalty and trust in B2B

In the business context, loyalty refers to the steadfast commitment of consumers to continue purchasing 
or subscribing to their preferred products or services in the future, regardless of external influences or 
marketing strategies that may attempt to sway their behavior (Kotler & Keller, 2017; Reynoso, 2010). 
Customer loyalty is understood as the psychological attachment and advocacy demonstrated by custom-
ers towards their suppliers (Cen & Li, 2019).

In B2B market, loyalty is not only reflected in repeated purchases but also in affective and normative 
commitment attitudes, which are manifested from the development of trust and confidence in the ability 
of business partners to act in the best interests of consumers (Čater & Čater, 2010). The loyalty of busi-
ness consumers is largely influenced by the quality of products and services provided by suppliers, as 
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well as by the extent to which suppliers support customer interests and can be trusted by consumers 
(Belanche et  al., 2014; Chen et  al., 2015; Van Tonder & Nel, 2018; Wei et  al., 2019). This trust forms the 
foundation for building strong business relationships, underscoring its essential role in B2B interactions. 
Strong relationships discourage customers from switching to other suppliers due to the perceived value 
and potential economic benefits associated with continued relationship (Padgett et  al., 2020). While trust 
in suppliers directly influences sustained purchasing intentions, it also indirectly contributes to consum-
ers’ confidence and trust in the supplier’s product brand (Zhao et  al., 2019). However, building trust 
requires effort, time, and short-term investments from suppliers. Nevertheless, these efforts can result in 
valuable word-of-mouth recommendations, which are often considered the most reliable form of adver-
tising (Bardauskaite, 2014).

Previous research into B2B transactions has shown that trust in suppliers is crucial for the long-term 
success of business relationships based on supplier integrity and goodwill (Van Tonder & Nel, 2018). 
Support services provided by suppliers, which manifested into trust, can differentiate them from compet-
itors and serve as strategic tools for fostering B2B loyalty. Further investigations into B2B loyalty have 
demonstrated the positive impact of trust in suppliers on customer loyalty across various industries and 
geographical locations (Biedenbach et  al., 2019; Mubarik et  al., 2016; Paparoidamis et  al., 2019). This 
underscores the significance of trust in maintaining loyalty of customer.

H1: Trust in the supplier significantly influences loyalty.

Perceived value

According to Kotler & Keller (2017) and Zauner et  al. (2015), customer perceived value results from an 
evaluation conducted by consumers and is influenced by two main factors: total customer benefit and total 
customer cost. The evaluation incorporates both cognitive and affective evaluations (Zauner et  al., 2015). 
Generally, literature suggests that those values can be derived from four aspects: economic (price), func-
tional (quality or performance), emotional (pleasure and satisfaction), and social utility, such as the con-
cepts and values embraced by oneself or an organization (Callarisa Fiol et al., 2011; Grace & Lo Iacono, 2015).

Literature indicates that trust has close relationship with customer perceived value (Aw et  al., 2019; 
Chang et  al., 2020; Zauner et  al., 2015). Chang et  al. (2020) argues that trust in the information provided 
by product suppliers positively influences consumer perceived value. In the B2B context, the buyers 
often make substantial purchases, prompting them to seek trustworthy sellers, which enhances perceived 
value and facilitates quick online transactions. Even more, research indicates that perceived value medi-
ates trust in product information (which includes a strong element of trust in the seller) and the desire 
to make repeat purchases, establish loyalty of the customer (Chang et  al., 2020).

In the products and services industry, consumers perceive value from the quality of services provided 
by service organizations can foster dependency among consumers. Theoretical perspectives suggest that 
this is driven by consumer trust in the organization providing the services (Gidaković & Zabkar, 2021). 
The mediating role of perceived value resulting from services provided by organizations in the industry 
to consumers positively influences the emergence of consumer loyalty. Another research study by Yuan 
et  al. (2020) shows that the ability, expertise, and trust in third parties (a term used for companies pro-
viding goods/services) can shape perceptions of value towards those companies, ultimately impacting 
the level of customer loyalty in B2B settings. Overall, this research indicates that business consumer 
loyalty is influenced by the attitudes of product and service providers that shape perceived value in the 
minds of consumers. Another research in B2B e-marketplace also shows that perceived value positively 
influences customer loyalty (Janita & Miranda, 2013).

H2: Trust in the supplier significantly influences perceived value.

H3: Perceived value significantly influences loyalty.

H4: Perceived value serves as a mediator between trust in the supplier and loyalty.
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Switching cost

In addition to trust and value, one of the driving factors to keep consumers motivated to stick with a 
product choice is switching costs. Switching costs are generally defined as the costs that arise from 
switching supplier and/or cost arise from holding consumers to stay loyal (Temerak & El-Manstrly, 
2019). The definition of switching costs encompasses three categories of switching expenses. Firstly, 
costs related to customers include habits, effort, time, commitments, and expertise. Secondly, 
company-related costs refer to monetary, searching, and learning costs. Thirdly, relational switching 
costs include emotional costs and alternative attractiveness (Bergel & Brock, 2018; K. H. Wong et  al., 
2019). After switching, the costs are generally not immediately realized, and consumers need time to 
realize the cost.

Due to its attribute to influence loyalty, several previous research analyzed switching cost as a 
variable moderating the relationship in the business loyalty. Majority of the studies found that 
switching costs positively moderate the relationship between trust and customer loyalty, where the 
relationship between trust and loyalty increases when customers perceive high switching costs (Kaur 
& Soch, 2018; Pick & Eisend, 2014; Sohaib, 2022). In the service industry, trust is the most effective 
loyalty enhancement strategy, when consumers perceive high switching costs. Monetary loss and 
the loss of special treatment from product distributor can positively be seen as a form of loss due 
to customers’ loss of perceived benefits as a part of switching costs (El-Manstrly, 2016). Furthermore, 
research in the banking industry has found that the moderation of switching costs significantly 
influences the relationship between the perception of high trust in the institution and the willing-
ness of customers to engage in repeat transactions. The higher the switching costs, the higher the 
trust in the financial service provider and the more loyal the customers are to that institution 
(Sohaib, 2022).

However, several studies have found a negative or insignificant relationship. For example, Dayan 
et  al. (2022) found an insignificant moderation of switching cost between satisfaction and customer 
loyalty among patient in the UAE hospital, implying that level of switching costs does not signifi-
cantly change or influence the link between patient satisfaction and their loyalty. The result also 
supported by Platonova et  al. (2008) who found that switching cost has no impact on the patient 
loyalty. Despite this, considering that the insignificant effect was only discovered in the specific 
business context between patient and healthcare hospital, we base our hypothesis on the majority 
of studies indicating that switching cost serves as a positive and significant moderator in the 
trust-loyalty relationship.

H5: Switching cost serves as a moderator between trust in the supplier and loyalty.

Based on the theory and evidence of previous studies, the study hypotheses were formulated as 
follows:

In this research model (see Figure 1), perceived value serves as a mediator variable while switching 
cost serves as moderator variable. As described by Hair et  al. (2017), mediator, or commonly known as 
intervening variable, is a variable that intervenes in the relationship between two variables. This variable 
shows the mechanism how the relationship between endogenous and exogenous variables is explained. 
On the other hand, moderator is a variable that can alter the strength of the relationship between two 
variables in the model (Hair et  al., 2017).

Figure 1.  Research model.
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Materials and methods

Data

The research was conducted on Java Island, Indonesia, encompassing six provinces: DKI Jakarta (the capital 
city), Banten, West Java, Central Java, Special Region of Yogyakarta, and East Java. Data collection took place 
between August 2023 and November 2023, focusing on active private hospitals. The selection of private hos-
pitals was based on several considerations. Firstly, private hospitals represent independent healthcare entities 
competing with other private healthcare providers, prioritizing quality services to patients. Secondly, these 
hospitals rely on self-funding for initial healthcare service investments, operational costs, business expansion, 
and profit generation, underscoring the importance of strategic asset investment to ensure quality patient 
care, satisfactory return on investment, and service improvement. In addition, the study targeted hospital who 
had established partnerships with the provider for at least one year to evaluate their perceived value derived 
from various aspects such as product functionality, price competitiveness, and emotional and social benefits.

The questionnaire serves as the primary instrument in this research, employing closed-ended questions. 
The number of questionnaires is proportionally adjusted according to the quantity of private hospitals in 
that region. The sample size in this study is determined using the Slovin method, allowing researchers to 
take samples with a certain level of accuracy, confidence, and error rate. The sample size calculation has a 
tolerance error limit of 5%-10% (Dania et  al., 2019). Due to the large population size of private hospitals, 
time constraints, limited resources, and the willingness of B2B respondents to contribute information to this 
study, we set the error margin at 6%, resulting in a total sample size of 224 private hospitals in this study.

The questionnaire is designed using the Likert scale technique with five response categories, ranging 
from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. Respondents need to indicate their degree of agreement with 
each statement addressed in the questionnaire. The Likert scale has advantages as it is easy to formulate 
and process, and respondents can easily understand how to use the scale. Table 1 shows the variables, 
indicator, and the number of items. The questionnaire script is available in the supplementary file.

The questionnaire was given to the director or procurement manager of goods/services in the respective 
private hospitals. Directors or procurement managers play a crucial role in evaluating and coordinating inter-
nally with various stakeholders in the healthcare institution before making purchase decisions. Before con-
ducting the survey, the questionnaire has been reviewed by the ethical committee at Universitas Brawijaya. 
The distribution of the questionnaire was also approved and authorized by the Indonesia Private Hospital 
Association or Asosiasi Rumah Sakit Swasta Indonesia (ARSSI), who issued a permission letter for its circulation. 
Participation in the questionnaire was voluntary, and respondents had the freedom to decline if they wished. 
Verbal informed consent was obtained from all participants. The data can be accessed without disclosing any 
identifying information about the respondents upon request from the corresponding author.

Constructs’ validity and composite reliability

To determine whether all items in the research instrument are appropriate for measuring the relation-
ships among the variables under investigation, validity and reliability tests are necessary (Hair et  al., 
2017). Validity testing of each item in the instrument assesses whether there is a relationship between 
the item and the total item score. An item is considered valid when the coefficient significance test 

Table 1.  Variables, indicators, and number of items.
Variables Indicators Number of items Sources

Trust in Supplier Supplier commitment, supplier service 
support, supplier capability in 
business related behaviour, supplier 
integrity

4 (Biedenbach et  al., 2019; Van 
Tonder & Nel, 2018)

Perceived Value Functional, value for the price, 
emotional, social, benefit from a 
good relationship

5 (Corsaro & Snehota, 2010; Zauner 
et  al., 2015)

Switching Cost Effort, time, money, emotional 4 (Blut et  al., 2016; Shen & Ahmad, 
2022; K. H. Wong et  al., 2019)

Loyalty Repurchase, recommendation 4 (Cen & Li, 2019; Neupane, 2015; 
Reynoso, 2010)

https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2024.2371991
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against the total item score is conducted. Only valid items are suitable for use in the research (Malhotra 
& Birks, 2015). Reliability testing is a measure to test consistency of the instrument. To conclude, validity 
relates to whether this study measures the correct model, while reliability relates to the stability and 
consistency of the measurement. Validity and reliability testing are conducted until valid and reliable 
measurements are achieved, and in this study, it is conducted with two questionnaire distributions.

For validity testing, factor analysis is employed as a widely used procedure for data reduction and 
summarization. A crucial statistic used is the assessment of the adequacy of sample values for factor 
loading in the component matrix. Factor loading signifies the simple correlation between variables and 
factors. The questionnaire is considered valid if the factor loading value is ≥0.6 (Malhotra & Birks, 2015). 
Additionally, discriminant validity is assessed using the Fornell-Larcker Criterion to examine the value of 
cross-loading factors, which determines whether the constructs have adequate discrimination. To be 
deemed valid, the constructs must have greater values compared to the loading with other constructs. 
Based on the validity test, it is found that all indicators are declared valid as they have factor loading 
greater than 0.6, indicating no correlation between indicators (see Table 2). Furthermore, the test shows 

Table 2.  Validity and reliability test.

Variable and indicator

Validity Reliability

Item Factor loading (CR) (AVE) Cronbach’s alpha
Trust in supplier
Commitment TS1: The healthcare equipment 

distributor has a strong commitment 
to us.

0.84 0.949 0.823 0.928

Service Support TS2: The healthcare equipment 
distributor provides excellent services 
to us.

0.95

Capability TS3: The healthcare equipment 
distributor demonstrates competence 
in their field.

0.92

Integrity TS4: The healthcare equipment 
distributor exhibits high integrity.

0.92

Perceived Value
Functional Value PV1: The functional capabilities of the 

product I receive align with what we 
pay for.

0.82 0.911 0.673 0.878

Value for the Price PV2: The healthcare equipment 
distributor provides reasonable 
product prices, commensurate with 
the benefits we receive.

0.76

Emotional Value PV3: I am satisfied with the products I 
use.

0.81

Social Value PV4: The brand of the products we use 
aligns with our values, beyond the 
product’s functionality.

0.88

Benefit from a Relationship PV5: The healthcare equipment 
distributor supports our needs.

0.83

Switching Cost
Effort Cost SC1: Switching to a new distributor will 

consume a lot of energy
0.90 0.903 0.7 0.858

Time Cost SC2: Switching to a new distributor will 
consume a lot of time.

0.87

Money Cost SC3: Switching to a new distributor can 
incur money costs

0.79

Emotional Cost SC4: Switching to a new distributor can 
result in loss of relationship with 
previous medical equipment 
suppliers.

0.79

Loyalty
Repurchase LY1: I am loyal to using a trusted brand. 0.78 0.909 0.716 0.866

LY2: I will continue to purchase from 
my preferred healthcare equipment 
distributor for the next few years.

0.79

Endorsing LY3: I will recommend my preferred 
brand to colleagues.

0.91

LY4: I will recommend my preferred 
healthcare equipment distributor to 
colleagues.

0.90
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that the square root of the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) between each pair of factors exceeded the 
estimated correlation between factors, confirming its discriminant validity (Hair et  al., 2017) (see Table 3).

Meanwhile, reliability testing is conducted by referring to three measurement methods, namely Composite 
Reliability (CR), Average Variance Extracted (AVE), and Cronbach Alpha. A latent variable is considered reli-
able if the CR value is above 0.7, AVE is above 0.5, and Cronbach Alpha is above 0.6 for all. Table 2 indi-
cates that all latent variables have reliability test values above the minimum requirement. The results of the 
reliability test for these five variables indicate that the instruments used for each variable are reliable. This 
conclusion suggests that all items in the instrument used in this study are consistent and suitable for use 
in measuring the same research model in different locations. Additionally, a test for multicollinearity with 
the VIF test was also conducted (see Table 4). The results of the VIF test show that all indicators have VIF 
values below 0.5, indicating that all indicators are free from multicollinearity issues.

Hypothesis testing

For hypothesis testing, Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) is employed, which is a multivariate analysis 
technique capable of simultaneously analyzing multiple variables. Partial Least Squares Structural Equation 
Modeling (PLS-SEM) is utilized to develop theories in exploratory research, focusing on explaining the 
variance of the dependent variables within the model. This research employs PLS-SEM in line with the 
research objective, which is exploratory or theory development based on existing theories. PLS-SEM 
requires a relatively small sample size, allowing effective estimation of the model with a minimum sam-
ple size of 35 (Sholihin & Ratmono, 2013). The aim of this analysis is to test hypotheses and create 
generalizations for the entire population under study.

Results

Table 5 displays the results of path analysis from hypothesis testing using SEM-PLS. The model with 
loyalty as the endogenous variable has an R2 of 0.372, indicating that the exogenous variables used can 
explain 37.2% of the loyalty variable. Meanwhile, the perceived value variable as the endogenous vari-
able has an R2 of 0.540, indicating that the exogenous variables used can explain 54% of the perceived 
value variable. The remaining variance is influenced by other variables not included in this study.

The results of direct path analysis show that the influence of the trust in supplier variable on loyalty 
obtains a p-value of 0.034 with β: 0.326, indicating a significant positive influence of trust in the supplier 
on loyalty with a significance level of 5%. Meanwhile, trust in the supplier also significantly affects per-
ceived value with β: 0.736 and a p-value of 0.000, indicating a significant positive influence with a sig-
nificance level of 1%. Additionally, perceived value also has a positive and significant effect with β :0.275 
and a p-value of 0.004. The results align with our hypothesis and previous literature findings (see Table 5).

Furthermore, path coefficient analysis shows that the influence of the trust in supplier variable on 
loyalty through perceived value (indirect effect) obtains β: 0.203 with a p-value of 0.006, indicating 

Table 3.  Discriminant Validity.
LY PV SC SC*TS TS

LY 0.846
PV 0.551 0.820
SC 0.274 0.184 0.836
SC*TS 0.221 0.329 0.066 1.000
TS 0.554 0.736 0.127 0.346 0.907

Table 4.  VIF Test.

Independent variable

Dependent variable

Loyalty (LY) Perceived value (PV)

Trust in supplier (TS) 2.243 1.000
Perceived value (PV) 2.253
Switching cost (SC) 1.035
Moderating (SC*TS) 1.152
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significance at 1%. Since both the direct and indirect effects between trust in the supplier and loyalty 
are significant, the result shows that perceived value serves as a partial mediator our exogenous and 
endogenous variable. This implies that while perceived value, as defined in this study, can explain the 
mechanism (mediate) how trust affects loyalty, there is still a direct relationship between loyalty and trust.

An interesting point is our moderating variable, switching cost, which has a non-significant effect on 
the relationship between trust and loyalty, contrary to our hypothesis and previous study findings in 
other region and industry (see Table 5). The result indicates that in the healthcare equipment market, 
switching costs such as the cost to find a new distributor in terms of time, money, and emotions do not 
alter the strength of loyalty for the supplier.

Discussion and conclusions

This study delves into the relationship between trust in suppliers and loyalty within the B2B healthcare 
equipment market in Indonesia, focusing specifically on private hospitals in Java Island. The findings of 
this research provide insights that trust in suppliers is crucial for business consumers/hospitals to main-
tain loyalty to medical equipment providers. Trust in suppliers is a pivotal factor for business consumers 
in this industry, serving as a cornerstone for decision-making regarding continued collaboration with 
business partners over a certain duration. Both parties prioritize establishing long-term business partner-
ships for mutual business sustainability. Looking at activities in hospitals in general, and specifically in 
private hospitals, the focus is on the quality of services provided to patients. This reliance on quality 
services depends on not only the availability and competence of human resources, but also to the qual-
ity and availability of healthcare equipment. These diagnostic tools serve as essential aids in daily hospi-
tal activities. Thus, hospital seems to seek on trustworthy supplier for a long-term relationship and 
investment.

According to Biedenbach et  al. (2019) and Rauyruen and Miller (2007), the trust can be built based 
on indicators: commitment, service support, supplier capability, and supplier integrity. Commitment 
refers to dedication or attachment to a specific goal, value, or action required in business. Service sup-
port refers to assistance provided to business partners in accessing a service or product. Service support 
can involve various aspects, including information, technical assistance, guidance, problem-solving, and 
organizational interactions aimed at enhancing user experience or ensuring users maximize service or 
product benefits. Supplier integrity refers to the trust held by the supplier to maintain ethical standards 
and professionalism in their business activities. Some aspects related to integrity include honest and 
transparent communication (Van Tonder & Nel, 2018).

In the healthcare industry, service support can be a critical element in building and maintaining pos-
itive relationships between product/service providers and business consumers. Good support availability 
can increase consumer loyalty and build trust in product/service providers. Supplier capability refers to 
the capacity and expertise of the organization providing products and services (the supplier). This capac-
ity includes various aspects, including human resources, technology, processes, reliability, and the ability 
to meet the quality standards expected by B2B consumers. Evaluating supplier product capabilities is 
crucial in supply chain management and business sustainability. Business consumers regularly assess 
their supplier/business partner’s capabilities to ensure that the established partnership can contribute 
positively to their organizational goals and performance.

Table 5.  Direct, Indirect, and Moderating Effect.
Estimation Mean SE T Stat P-Val

Direct effect
H1: TS → LY 0.326 0.325 0.095 3.427 0.001
H2: TS → PV 0.736 0.734 0.034 21.714 0.000
H3: PV → LY 0.275 0.273 0.096 2.862 0.004
Indirect effect  

(Mediating effect)
H4: TS→PV → LY 0.203 0.201 0.073 2.775 0.006
Moderating effect
H5: SC*TI → LY 0.005 0.000 0.054 0.090 0.928
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The findings also indicate that perceived value mediates the relationship between trust in suppliers 
and loyalty. This research aligns with previous studies such as (Yuan et  al., 2020) which found that per-
ceived value mediation in the B2B relationship between trust and customer loyalty is strongly supported. 
High trust in suppliers can create a strong foundation for sustainable business relationships. Trust in the 
supplier can encompass trust in product quality, reliability, business ethics, and the ability to fulfil prom-
ises or business contract requirements. Perceived value acts as a mediator in the relationship between 
trust in suppliers and loyalty. This indicates that the level of trust in suppliers can affect the perceived 
value by consumers, which then influences B2B customer loyalty. The partial mediation illustrates that 
trust in suppliers affect loyalty both directly and indirectly through its influence on perceived value. In 
this study, perceived value, includes assessments of reliability, product or service quality, reasonable 
prices, and other benefit from the business relationship, is the key mediation factor, as customers or 
business partners tend to consider perceived value in making decisions to remain loyal to medical equip-
ment suppliers. In the B2B healthcare equipment industry, trust in suppliers and perceived value are 
critical factors in long-term purchasing decisions.

The research findings also show that switching costs does not significantly moderate the relationship 
between trust in suppliers and loyalty. With the increasing number of medical equipment suppliers offer-
ing a wide range of product options and services, hospitals have access and ease in adjusting their 
product and service selections according to their needs and the amount of investment required. With 
many options available, it can be inferred that private hospitals will find it easy to make choices without 
having to rely on a single medical equipment supplier. Switching costs in this market can be considered 
negligible or have no impact on decision-making in selecting suppliers and products.

Theoretical and managerial implications

This study extends the social exchange theory and relationship quality in the Indonesia healthcare equip-
ment industry, where trust in the supplier is cultivating long-term partnerships. Within these partnerships, 
there is an exchange of costs and benefits, in the form of products and services exchanged for costs 
incurred by consumers, who in this study are private hospitals. When consumers perceive that the cooper-
ation provides high value and benefits, they are likely to exhibit loyalty. Consumer loyalty is built on the 
supplier’s ability, integrity, support, and commitment, shaping the perceived value by B2B consumers.

The study addresses existing inconsistencies in research findings regarding the relationship between 
trust and loyalty. While trust has been widely regarded as a crucial factor in fostering customer loyalty, 
recent studies have revealed mixed results. By delving into this relationship within the B2B healthcare 
equipment market, the research offers valuable insights into the nuanced dynamics at play, contributing 
to a more comprehensive understanding of relationship quality theory.

Contrary to expectations, the study reveals that switching costs do not significantly moderate the 
relationship between trust and loyalty in the healthcare equipment market. These finding challenges 
traditional assumptions regarding the impact of switching costs on customer behavior and suggests that 
other factors may play a more significant role in shaping loyalty decisions. For healthcare equipment 
providers, this implies the need to focus on building trust and delivering superior value proposition 
rather than relying solely on the deterrence effect of switching costs. In addition, while switching costs 
do not affect consumers, B2B consumers will remain loyal to a supplier if the healthcare equipment 
provider demonstrates high ability, support, and integrity.

This research provides new insights for healthcare equipment providers, especially marketing practi-
tioners in the healthcare industry, that the ability, integrity, support, and commitment of healthcare 
equipment providers are crucial in maintaining customer loyalty in this industry. Consumer loyalty is built 
on trust in the supplier because this cooperation and partnership have been established over a long 
period. Healthcare equipment providers must ensure that business consumers/hospitals perceive more 
value and benefits than the costs they have incurred for products and services. When consumers per-
ceive that a long-term partnership provides high benefits and value, this will increase their sustained 
intention to continue collaborating and using the same supplier.

To conclude, this study contributes valuable insights into the dynamics of trust, perceived value, and 
loyalty in the B2B healthcare equipment market in Indonesia. By identifying the mechanisms underlying 
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supplier-consumer relationships and key factors influencing loyalty, this research provides a foundation 
for strategic marketing and relationship management in the healthcare equipment market.

Limitation and Future research directions

This study investigates the relationship between trust in suppliers and loyalty within the B2B healthcare 
equipment market in Indonesia, focusing specifically on private hospitals in Java Island. While the find-
ings offer valuable insights into the dynamics of supplier-consumer relationships in this context, several 
limitations and avenues for future research should be considered.

One limitation of this study is its geographical focus on Java Island and its exclusive focus on private 
hospitals. Future research could expand the scope to include public hospitals and healthcare facilities in 
other regions of Indonesia to provide a more comprehensive understanding of trust and loyalty dynam-
ics in the healthcare equipment market across different contexts. Additionally, this study relies on 
self-reported data from private hospitals, which may introduce bias or inaccuracies in responses. Future 
research could employ a mixed-methods approach, incorporating qualitative interviews or observational 
studies to triangulate findings and enhance the validity of results.

Furthermore, this study focuses primarily on trust in suppliers and perceived value as determinants of 
loyalty, overlooking other potential factors such as organizational culture, communication effectiveness, 
and service quality. Future research could explore the role of these additional variables in shaping 
supplier-consumer relationships and influencing loyalty outcomes. Lastly, while this study examines the 
direct and mediated effects of trust and perceived value on loyalty, further investigation is needed to 
explore potential moderators of these relationships aside from switching cost. Factors such as organiza-
tional size, industry competition, and regulatory environment could moderate the strength of the asso-
ciations observed in this study, warranting future research attention.
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