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application through its standardized analysis outperform both the
complex and the parsimonious solutions (Guo et al., 2022). This study
provides intermediate solutions to explore configurations of relationship
quality. In each configuration in the table, “@” means high level of a
condition, “®” means low level of a condition, and a blank space

0263-7863/© 2026 Elsevier Ltd, APM and IPMA. All rights are reserved, including those for text and data mining, Al training, and similar technologies.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2025.102796
mailto:ly@nju.edu.cn
www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/02637863
https://www.elsevier.com/locate/ijproman
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2026.102833
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2026.102833
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.ijproman.2026.102833&domain=pdf

W. Guo et al. International Journal of Project Management 44 (2026) 102833

Table 7
Configurations for high satisfaction and low satisfaction.

High satisfaction Low satisfaction
la 1b Ic 1d 2a 2b 3a.__3b  4a 4b 5 6
Flexibility of one party e o o [ ] ° ® o o ®
Information exchange of one ° ® ° ° ® ° ® ® ® ®
party
Solidarity of one party ° ® ® ° ® [} [} [
Flexibility of the collaborator @ @ [ ) [ ) ® ©O ® ® ® ® o ®
Information exchange of the
collaborator ® o o o © ® © ® ® © ®
Solidarity of the collaborator @ ) ® ® ® O ® ® ®
Task conflict ® ® ° ® ® e ©® O o O
Time delay ® ® L4 e O ® O oo O
Consistency 0.875 0.908 0.925 0.904 0.916 0.887  0.891 0.945 0.906 0.938 0.910 0.878
Raw coverage 0.454 0.104 0.086 0.050 0.071 0.135  0.395 0.341 0.121 0.083 0.141 0.148
Unique coverage 0.232 0.015 0.016 0.014 0.019 0.002  0.046 0.013 0.015 0.015 0.013 0.015
Overall solution consistency 0.875 0.878
Overall solution coverage 0.538 0.519

Note: 1) core conditions are denoted by “ @ (high level) and “ & (low level); contributing conditions are
denoted by “@” (high level) and “®” (low level). 2) Configurations la, 1b, Ic and 1d (or 2a and 2b; 3a and
3b, 4a and 4b) are “neutral permutations” in that they share the same core conditions and differ only in their
contributing conditions. 3) consistency cutoff = 080; PRI consistency = 0.70; Case frequency = 2

cases/configuration.

Table 8
Configurations for high trust and low trust.

High trust Low trust
la 1b 2a__2b 2¢ 3 4 5a_ 5b Sc 6
Flexibility of one party o o ® ® ® ® ) e o
Information exchange of one ° ® ® ® ® ° °
party
Solidarity of one party [ ) [ ) ) ) ® ® 0 o
Flexibility of the collaborator o (] ® ® ® ® ® ® ®
Information exchange of the
collaborator ® ® ® ® ® © ® ® ® © @
Solidarity of the collaborator ) ) ® ® ® ® ® ® ®
Task conflict ® ® O [ ) e ® ® ® ® @
Time delay ® ° ° o ® ® ® )
Consistency 0.893 0.905  0.928 0.962 0.956 0.939 0.849 0.898 0.881 0.902 0.910
Raw coverage 0.469 0.257 0.331 0.108 0.096 0.194 0.141 0.102 0.102 0.147 0.084
Unique coverage 0.221 0.008 0.062 0.017 0.008 0.013 0.035 0.008 0.010 0.018 0.008
Overall solution consistency 0.891 0.879
Overall solution coverage 0.477 0.507
Note: 1) core conditions are denoted by “@” (high level) and “&” (low level); contributing
conditions are denoted by “@®” (high level) and “®” (low level). 2) Configurations la and 1b (or
2a, 2b, and 2c; and 5a, 5b, and 5c) are “neutral permutations" in that they share the same core
conditions and differ only in their contributing conditions. 3) consistency cutoff = 080; PRI
consistency = 0.70; Case frequency = 2 cases/configuration.
indicates that the presence or absence of a condition is irrelevant. Larger Table 7 and Table 8, each high or low relationship quality has multiple
circles represent core conditions, while smaller circles represent configurations, and the consistency of the overall solution and the
contributing conditions (Dwivedi et al., 2018). The results are grouped consistency of each path is greater than 0.80.

according to different core conditions in the configuration. As shown in
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